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ABSTRACT "

This dissertation represents a comprehensive study of the structural (syntactic) and
functional (pragmatic) features of the Biblical Hebrew relative clause within the linguistic
framework of the Minimalist Program (as articulated in Chomsky 1995b, 1998, 1999). There are
two purposes for this work. First, it is an exhaustive analysis of relative clauses in the Hebrew
Bible. I examine every type of Biblical Hebrew relative word and every type of Biblical Hebrew
relative clause in order to identify the salient structural and pragmatic features concerning this
clause type. In particular, I introduce the linguistic issues of overt and covert antecedents/heads,
overt and covert relative words, resumption, restrictiveness, and extraposition, and offer an
analysis of these phenomena with regard to Biblical Hebrew.

The second purpose of this work is to demonstrate the value of a generative linguistic
analysis upon the language of the Hebrew Bible by addressing one of the most common Biblical
Hebrew clause types, the relative clause. The relative clause is particularly suitable in this regard
for two reasons: 1) there has been no comprehensive modern linguistic analysis of the Biblical
Hebrew relative clause, and 2) every Biblical Hebrew grammar contains a discussion of the
relative clause. The former allows this work to provide a significantly new contribution to
Biblical Hebrew studies. The latter allows this work to illustrate by comparison the contribution
of generative linguistics beyond the results of the taxonomic, Latin-based philological

approaches of most past and recent Biblical Hebrew grammars.
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PART I: INTRODUCTORY MATTERS

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. THE RELATIVE CLAUSE IN BIBLICAL HEBREW

The interpretation of texts and the deeper understanding of syntax are closely interwoven. New
rules are the solid basis of new understanding, and vice versa. Without the lead of syntax,
commentators could never be certain whether their suggestions are possible at all. Both modern
biblical exegesis and syntax prefer to attack passages which are commonly admitted cruces. But
just where the sense is well known and the text established is it possible to discover fundamental
rules, which may pave the way for new interpretation when applied to difficult or poetic texts.
(Goshen-Gottstein 1949:35)

Goshen-Gottstein’s (1949) argument can be summarized rather simply: start by
analyzing basic syntactic phenomena. If we accept this common sense proposal, to refine our
understanding of the grammar of any given language by starting with the analysis of
understood issues before addressing problematic ones, then the Biblical Hebrew (BH) relative
clause is a prime candidate as the object of scrutiny. A perusal of grammatical studies of BH
clearly suggests that there is nothing particularly noteworthy about the structure or function of
the BH relative clause; it is a common subordinate clause, and, unlike many other BH
grammatical phenomena (e.g., the tense-aspect-mood of the verbal system, word order in verbal
or verbless clauses), the relative clause is apparently at the center of very few interpretative
cruces within the biblical text.

However, the BH relative clause is anything but simple when analyzed from a linguistic
perspective. Not only have the precise syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic features of the
relative clause in general been the subject of much debate among linguists,' we shall see in the

following chapters that the BH data present us with more than the usual array of issues. For

' For example, compare Fabb 1990 and Borsley 1992.
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example, the analysis of “independent” relative clauses, the identification of relative clauses

positioned at a distance from their antecedent (often referred to as ‘relative clause
extraposition’), the phenomenon of restrictiveness in BH relative clauses, and the function of
resumption within BH relative clauses—none of these issues has been adequately studied.
Consider the issue of resumption within BH relative clauses: why are some heads (i.e., the
constituent being modified by the relative clause, sometimes referred to as the ‘antecedent’)

resumed inside the relative clause (1), and others are not (2)?

(1) bammaqém **Ser yibhar yhwh >I6héka bod
in-the-place REL  choose(3MS IMPF) Yhwh god-your in-it

‘in the place that Yhwh your god chooses it’ (Deut 12.18)

(2) ’el hammaqém **Ser yibhar yhwh
to the-place REL choose(3MS IMPF) Yhwh

‘to the place that Yhwh chooses __’ (Deut 12.26)

In both examples, (1) and (2), the head of the relative is the same (the definite noun phrase ‘the
place’), the verb is the same (the imperfective 3MS of ‘to choose’), and the subject is the same
(the proper noun, Yawh). Yet, in (1), the relative clause resumes the head by means of the clitic

3MS pronoun -¢ in the prepositional phrase b6 ‘in it’, whereas in (2) the head is not resumed

(note also that the lack of resumption leaves the transitive verb ‘to choose’ without a
complement).

Another basic feature of BH relative clauses that has not been addressed is the
difference between examples with the head noun in the absolute state, such as in (1) and (2),

and examples with the head noun in the construct state, as in (3) and (4):

(3) kol yomé *>*Ser yiSkon he‘anan <al hammiskan yah®ni
all.of days.of REL dwell(3MS IMPF) the-cloud upon the-tabernacle camp(3MP IMPF)

‘all the days that the cloud would settle over the tabernacle, they would camp’ (Num 9.18)



(4) Gnotattika boyad mobaqsé napSeka dboyad >Ser atta
and-give(1CS PERF MOD)-you in-hand.of seek(MP PTCP).of life-your and-in-hand.of REL you

yagor mippanéhem
fearful from-faces-their

‘and 1 shall give you into the hand of those seeking your life and into the hand of (those) that you
are fearful of them’ (Jer 22.25)

Moreover, even though both the nouns preceding the relatives in (3) and (4) are in the construct
state, the relationship of these nouns, yamé ‘days of” and yad ‘hand of’, to their respective

relative clauses differs significantly between the two. In (3), the noun yamé ‘days of’ is the

head of the relative clause; the construct state of the head is a strategy used in BH to indicate

that the relative clause is restrictive (see 2.7 and 5.5). In (4), the noun yad ‘hand of” is not the

head of the relative clause; the head of this relative is covert (i.e., phonologically absent but
syntactically real; such relative clauses are often referred to as “independent” relatives) and the

noun yad ‘hand of” is in construct with this covert head (see 2.3 and 5.2).

The two clauses in (3) and (4) illustrate the complexity of the BH relative clause. Thus,
it is all the more surprising that this clause type has not been the object of any significant
modern study. Although the relative clause is an extremely frequent clause in the Hebrew
Bible (there are just under 5,500 marked relative clauses, making it the most common explicitly
marked subordinate clause in BH), there has been no exhaustive analysis of the BH relative
clause as a semantic clause type” (that is, an analysis that considers all of the ways that a BH

relative clause is introduced and used in the biblical text), either from a philological’ or modern

> The only study that approaches comprehesiveness is the traditional grammatical study of Peretz 1967,
however, he does not discuss the issue of restrictiveness.

? Bodine (1987) distinguishes philology from linguistics in the following manner: “Philology gives attention
to particular texts (usually of a literary nature and written), seeks to elucidate features of these texts which are
more-or-less language specific, emphasizes the content of the texts, and draws implications that are related to the
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linguistic perspective.” The extent, and limits, of the current understanding of the BH relative

clause is illustrated by the presentations given within reference grammars (e.g., Davidson
1901:889, 142; Kautzsch 1910:8836, 155; Waltke and O’Connor 1990:§19; Jouion and
Muraoka 1993:§§38, 158).

In this work I intend to fill the gap in our understanding of the BH relative clause. This
work constitutes an investigation of the BH relative clause in which the features of the relative
clause are analyzed from the perspectives of both philology and modern linguistics. I will
address the linguistic features of the relative clause with regard to both its syntactic structure
and its pragmatic/discourse function. Though this clause cannot be considered “basic,” if what
is meant by the term is structural and functional simplicity, it is a very common clause type. As
such, this work is in accordance with the spirit of Goshen-Gottstein’s suggested methodology: I
will describe the ‘fundamental grammatical rules’ of the BH relative clause, using this common

clause type to provide a linguistic methodology for the analysis of any linguistic feature of BH.

culture in which the texts were produced. Linguistics, on the other hand, studies speech with an eye to language
qua language, attends more to features of its texts and other sources of information which are shared among
languages rather than language specific, is concerned more with the structure of language than the content of texts,
and is more theoretically than culturally oriented” (1987:40). (Also, see Barr 1969, Gleason 1974, and Bodine
1992 for further discussion of the interaction between philology and linguistics.)

In contrast to Bodine’s distinction (given from the perspective how the two are used within Biblical Hebrew
studies), Sampson (1980) describes the difference between philology and linguistics from the perspective of
general linguistics: “in modern English usage linguistics normally means linguistics in the twentieth-century
style—therefore primarily synchronic linguistics—while philology, if used at all refers . . . to historical linguistics
as practised in the nineteenth century” (1980:243, fn. 1).

* While there have been no exhaustive works on the relative clause in BH as a semantic clause type (aside
from the almost exhaustive work of Peretz 1967), there have been numerous philological studies on individual
relative words in BH, e.g., Sperling 1876, Bergstrasser 1909, Gaenssle 1915, Qimron 1982, Schwarzschild 1990,
Van Wyk 1992.



1.2. PREVIOUS RESEARCH

In this section, I will present an overview of the contributions and shortcomings of the
typical analyses of the BH relative clause from a representative selection of reference grammars
(Ewald 1879, Kautzsch 1910, Davidson 1901, Waltke and O‘Connor 1990, Jotion and
Muraoka 1993, and Gibson 1994). Also, I will briefly discuss the handful of linguistic
treatments that constitute the scant attention paid to the relative clause in the last few decades.

It is not altogether easy to discern which issues grammarians have identified as basic
and salient with regard to the BH relative clause. Even a cursory glance at most grammars
reveals an often confusing order of presentation. For example, Kautzsch 1910 divides his
discussion of ‘relative clause matters’ into two sections, one dealing with the relative pronoun
(§138) and one dealing with relative clauses (§155). His section on the relative pronoun starts
clearly, with a discussion of the etymology of *ser, but then proceeds well beyond etymology
to various syntactic issues—material that better belongs to the section on the relative clause,
not the relative pronoun. Furthermore, the issues of dependent/incomplete versus
independent/complete relative clauses, the presence or absence of resumption/retrospective
pronoun, and the presence or absence of a relative word are all presented in a rather unclear
order. The presentations on the BH relative clause in most other grammars suffer similarly.

In the following sections, I have summarized salient points made by a representative

selection of both older and recent reference grammars. The purpose is twofold: 1) to provide a

> When possible, I begin each section with a discussion of how Ewald dealt with the issue in question. It was
Ewald’s (1803-1875) grammatical study, along with the work of his older contemporary William Gesenius (1786-
1842), that initiated the “modern” stage of Hebrew studies (see especially Barr 1971, Waltke and O’Connor 1990,
and DeCaen 1996). It is a testament to their linguistic ability and incisiveness that few, if any, modern reference
grammars can compare to either the depth or the breadth of their nineteenth-century works.

Although Gesenius and Ewald are equally admired for their grammatical works, Noldeke offered the
following comparison of the two grammarians in a letter to T. Witton Davies on December 22, 1902: “Bei
Gesenius ist alles fur den Anfanger bequem, aber ausserlich und nach Kategorien aus dem Lateinischen und
Deutschen: bei Ewald ist alles tief greifend, das Wesen der Sprache selbst erforschend” (Davies 1903:82, fn. 2).
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clearer picture of what reference grammars have attempted to communicate; and 2) to provide

an overview of the main issues that have traditionally been analyzed with regard to the BH
relative clause. Although arranging this section in discreet segments chronologically by author
would provide a historical overview of the study of the relative clause in the twentieth century,
this type of arrangement would become needlessly repetitious. Instead, I have arranged this
section by the various basic grammatical categories by which the BH relative clause has been
analyzed: the etymology of the relative word *Ser (1.2.1), the syntactic status of *Ser vis-a-vis
the antecedent and the dependent clause (1.2.2), the presence or absence of an antecedent

(1.2.3), and finally, the presence or absence of a ‘retrospective’ or ‘resumptive’ pronoun

(1.2.4).

1.2.1. The Etymology of *Ser

In this section I will provide a detailed discussion of the etymology of *ser, the most
common relative word used in BH. The etymology of *ser is, on the one hand, the simplest
issue to discuss regarding BH relative clauses precisely because we cannot be certain how the
word acquired a relative function (or even that it had a prior meaning or function in the Hebrew
language). On the other hand, once we look to comparative data, reconstructing the history of
»Ser within Semitic becomes rather complex. The first obstacle in reconstructing the
etymology of *ser is that, apart from its phonetic shape (i.e., it appears to be vocalized as a

noun in ‘construct’),’ the word has apparently left no trace in the Hebrew Bible of its own

history (Waltke and O‘Connor 1990:332).

% Rather than viewing the phonetic shape (i.e., construct state) of *Ser as evidence that it was once a noun (see,
for example, Waltke and O‘Connor 1990:332), it might be more natural and synchronically consistent to view the
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The second obstacle is a lack of analogical development within cognate languages; that

is, none of the identified cognates to *ser exhibits the syntactic and semantic development into
a relative word like BH *ser. *“Ser is most often connected to the Akkadian substantive asru,
(construct asar) ‘place’, as well as the many West Semitic cognates of Akkadian asru, e.g.,
Ugaritic “atr ‘place’ (Segert 1984:180; Sivan 1997:84, 198; Tropper 2000:798, 905); Old
Aramaic “sr ‘place’, Imperial Aramaic ’tr ‘place’ (Jean and Hoftijzer 1965:27-28; Hoftijzer and
Jongeling 1995:125-29); for further discussion of this issue, see also Kautzsch 1910:444, fn. 1;
Gaenssle 1915:25-29; Bauer and Leander 1962:264; Moscati 1980:113; Waltke and O’Connor
1990:332, fn. 2; Jouion and Muraoka 1993:119, fn. 2; Lipiniski 1997:324-26, 522; Koehler,
Baumgartner et al. 1994-2000:98. However, none of these languages appears to use the noun
‘step, place’ as a relative word at any stage of development (see Garr 1985; cf. Tropper
2000:798, 905). Even so, the majority opinion has been to accept the etymological origin of
»§er as a noun meaning ‘step, place’ based on the cognate evidence and then posit that the
development into a relative word occurred only in BH. The development of the noun ‘step,
place’ into a relative word in BH becomes even more curious when we consider that BH, like
most other Semitic languages (see Lipinski 1997:324-26, 522), was already marking relative
clauses by means of a complementizer (i.e, seC- in BH) as well as demonstrative pronouns (i.e.,

zeh, zii, and z6 in BH).

phonetic shape of the relative word as a result of its status as a function word. In other words, if we look at other
functions words, such as the article haC-, the clitic prepositions ba- ‘in’, ka ‘as’, and lo- ‘to’, free standing function
words such as “ahré ‘after’, mipponé ‘because of’, biglal ‘on account of, and bal“dé ‘except ’, or the relative
word seC-, we see that within BH many function words exhibit a phonetic “dependence” upon their respective
complements. Thus, instead of attempting to connect the phonetic form of many of these words to possible
nominal etymologies, it might be better to recognize that both the construct state and the phonetic form of many
function words are part of a more general phenomenon in BH: the phonetic form of non-verbal heads (e.g.,
prepositions, subordinating conjunctions, nouns) in BH tends to exhibit a prosodic ‘dependence’ upon their
modifiers.
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The most recent work to argue that the etymology of *ser is crucial for an accurate

understanding of its function is Schwarzschild (1990). Schwarzschild’s study represents a
different approach to the syntax of *“Ser clauses: he proposes what he calls the ‘Nominal
Hypothesis’ of the word *ser, in which he calls into question the typical analysis that *ser has
the grammatical status of a relative word or complementizer. Instead, Schwarzschild argues
that *ser should be analyzed as a noun rather than a relative word on the basis of its etymology,
morphology, and syntactic characteristics.’

Before we consider Schwarzschild’s hypothesis directly, it will be helpful to remind
ourselves of the majority position, presented above, regarding the etymology, morphology, and
syntactic characteristic of the word *ser. Waltke and O’Connor succinctly summarize the
majority opinion:“[t]he most common relative pronoun, “UX, is etymologically a locative noun,
‘a step, place,” and may be considered a noun always in the construct. There is no trace of the
etymological sense, however, and the construct state is useful only in explaining the phonetic
shape of the word” (1990:332).

Schwarzschild argues directly against the standard analysis of *Ser. His argument that
*Ser maintains its nominal status rests on the observation that in the book of Qoheleth *ser
appears in positions that appear to require an overt noun; thus, “*ser never ceased to be
categorized as a noun in the syntactic component of the grammar of BH” (1990:7-8). His
analysis of the syntax of *ser clauses is that, rather than functioning as a relative word

introducing a subordinate clause, substantive *Ser functions in a manner similar to that of an

" Schwarzschild (1990) employs the version of Chomskyan generative linguistics called ‘Government and
Binding Theory’. For a short list of other scholars using generative linguistic theories to analyze BH, see below
1.3.2, note 36.
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adjective: *Ser is imbedded within a larger noun phrase while heading its own noun phrase.

Based on the Qoheleth data, Schwarzschild identifies four grammatical constraints which
distinguish *Ser from seC- clauses (he analyzes the latter type as a true subordinate clause),

summarized below (1990:9):

i. The function word “et, which often precedes direct objects, can only introduce an object clause that is
part of an noun phrase that is headed by an overt noun; thus ’et marks *Ser object clauses, but never kf
or seC- object clauses.

ii. In BH, temporal relative clauses appear to require that they be governed by a noun in the construct
State.

iii. In Qoheleth, a relative clause must have an overt antecedent noun or an overt resumptive.

iv. In Qoheleth, clitic prepositions may not subordinate a relative clause lacking an antecedent since the
preposition requires an overt noun as an attachment site.

First, Schwarzschild considers the role of *er in introducing object clauses. He claims
that because et (the object marker that precedes noun phrases) precedes *“Ser but not other
functions words, such as k7 or seC-, the data indicate that *“ser is not a function word, but a
noun. However, the ’“sSer examples he presents are not *“Ser object clauses, but are
‘headless’/null head *ser relatives with the covert head introduced by the function word “et (see

below, 2.2). The difference between the two is illustrated by the examples in (5) and (6), the

first of which is a true *ser object clause, while the second, which Schwarzschild presents as an

object clause (1990:9), is not.*

¥ The essential distinction between an object clause and a headless relative is that the object clause cannot be
preceded by the accusative marker ‘et (clauses cannot be marked for Case); in contrast, the head of a relative
clause may be preceded by ’¢z. Furthermore, my analysis (using Chomskyan linguistics) of headless relatives is
that they actually include a null (i.e., phonologically empty but syntactically real) head; thus, even in so-called
“headless” clauses, “¢ may (and often does) precede the null head. (See 2.2.2, for a detailed discussion of
headless relatives; also see 5.4 for a discussion of *ser object/complement clauses.)
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(5) wa’*tamme’ >6tam bomatton6tam boha®“bir kol peter raham
and-defile(1CS PAST)  ACC-them in-gifts-their  in-devote(INF) all firstborn.of womb

loma‘an PSimmeém loma‘an »Ser yedoa<d >Ser >ni yhwh
for-purpose horrify(1CS IMPF)-them for-purpose @ REL know(3MPIMPF) REL I Yhwh

‘and 1 defiled them through their gifts when (they) devoted every firstborn in order to horrify them to
the end that they would know that I am Yhwh’ (Ezek 20.26)

(6) ’atta yada‘ta %t O >*Ser “pbadtika wo’et @ >*Ser haya
you know(2MS PERF) ACC @ REL serve(1CS PERF)-you and-ACC @ REL be(3MS PERF)

miqnoka itti
cattle-your with-me

‘you know how (=the way that) I served you and how (=the way that) your cattle were with me’
(Gen 30.29)

What these two examples illustrate is that *Ser can introduce an object clause, but when ’et (as
in ’et *“Ser) is present, it unambiguously marks the *“Ser clause as a ‘headless’/null head relative
(i.e., the *“Ser functions as a relative word). Furthermore, if we look outside of Qoheleth,
Schwarzschild’s claim that ’et only precedes *sSer and not other function words is incorrect

(Van Wyk 1992). Van Wyk points to covertly headed relatives in the Late Biblical Hebrew

book of Song of Songs to demonstrate that the relative word seC- (which Schwarzschild agrees

is clearly not nominal in origin) can also be preceded by et (Van Wyk 1992:202).

(7) <al miskabi ballélot biqqasti et Se’ah’ba napsi
upon bed-my in-the-nights seek(1CS PERF) ACC REL-@-love(3FS PERF) soul-my

‘upon my bed at night I seek who (=the man that) my soul loves’ (Song 3.1; see also 3.2-4)

Therefore, if Schwarzschild’s conclusion based on the *“er data were valid, we should also
consider seC- in Song of Songs to be a noun—a position that, as noted by Schwarzschild, has

not been proposed and does not have any historical linguistic basis (1990:17).° The fact that

? The comparative Semitic data suggest that BH *Ser and seC- have etymologies that are independent from
each other. seC- probably derives from the Semitic relative *fu/du (Lipinski 1997:324), and is related to Akkadian
sa (by the change fu > su), Phoenician °s’ (Krahmalkov 2001:94-95), Imperial Aramaic s, and Ammonite § (Jean
and Hoftijzer 1965:285-86; Hoftijzer and Jongeling 1995:1089-94). (See also Gaenssle 1915:25-29; Bauer and
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both *“ser and seC- can be preceded by the object marker strongly suggests that we are dealing

with null head relatives, rather than, as Schwarzschild argues, with substantive *Ser (or seC-).
The second issue Schwarzschild addresses regarding *ser is the syntax of *Ser temporal

clauses, that is, *ser relatives preceded by words such as ‘days’ or ‘time’ (1990:10-13). He

asks why *ser “is never marked with the definite article in agreement with the noun that it

modifies,” since agreement in definiteness is exhibited in BH adjectival constructions.
Schwarzschild’s answer is to suggest that *ser is in construct. Note that he is not implying that
»sSer merely has a construct form (cf. the quote from Waltke and O’Connor 1990, given above),
but that it is actually functioning as the first element in a construct relationship. In order to
support this proposal, Schwarzschild appeals to the grammatical fact that “a noun in construct
is never marked with the definite article” (1990:11) Thus he suggests that syntactically *ser
operates exactly like attribute adjectives do except for the fact that *ser is in construct with the
following clause and cannot take the expected definite article when the head noun is definite.
There is, however, a problem with this piece of Schwarzschild’s argument. *sSer never carries
morphological agreement features (e.g. masculine, feminine, singular, plural) and it would
therefore be anomalous if it did reflect agreement in definiteness to the exclusion of other
nominal grammatical features. The vocalization of *ser clearly reflects the phonological
pattern of a noun in construct (e.g., vowel reduction); however, in the stage of the Hebrew

language represented by BH, *Ser is best viewed as a noun which has become grammaticalized

as an indeclinable function word—in other words, it had become a frozen form by the time the

Leander 1962:264; Moscati 1980:113; Waltke and O’Connor 1990:332, fn. 2; Jouon and Muraoka 1993:119, fn.
2)
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Hebrew language was used for the composition of the Hebrew Bible. This is not unlike the

case of [e’mor, which has the shape of the preposition [a- ‘to’ prefixed to the infinitive
construct of the verbal root [?-m-r] ‘to say’. In BH, however, [é’mor no longer functions

primarily as an infinitive construct, but as a complementizer introducing direct speech (cf.
Miller 1996:199-212).

In order to address the third issue concerning the status of *ser, Schwarzschild moves to
the book of Qoheleth in order to compare the syntactic features of *“sSer and seC-. His reason
for using Qoheleth is that since “it is one of the later books of the Bible . . . if [*“Ser] can be

shown to be ‘nominal’ in Qoheleth one might suspect that it was nominal throughout its
history” (1990:8).
Based on the data from Qoheleth, Schwarzschild argues that the syntactic differences

between *“ser and seC- relatives support his Nominal Hypothesis. In particular, he claims that

the author of Qoheleth distinguishes the two relative words by the presence or absence of a
resumptive pronoun within the relative clause. This conclusion that “in Qoheleth, a relative
clause must have an overt antecedent or an overt [resumptive]” (1990:21) was reached by

observing that seC- relatives in Qoheleth always have either an overt antecedent or a
resumptive pronoun, whereas *Ser relatives do not require a resumptive pronoun even if there
is no overt head to the relative. The inference that Schwarzschild draws from the *ser data is
that *“ser itself acts as a head, i.e., a noun, and hence there is no need for a resumptive in such
relative. For instance, covertly headed seC- relatives require a resumptive pronoun (8),

whereas covertly headed *“ser relatives do not (9) (examples taken from Schwarzschild).



13

(8) ma Sehaya kobar niqra’ Somd
what REL-be(3MS PERF) already call(3MS PERF PASS) name-its

‘whatever (=what that) has been, its name has already been called’ (Qoh 6.10)

9 et >Ser tiddor Sallem
ACC @ REL vow(2MS IMPF) fulfill(2MS IMV)

‘what (the thing that) you vow, fulfill (Qoh 5.3)

Furthermore, Schwarzschild claims that the only time in Qoheleth that seC- relatives do not

have resumptive pronouns is when they have overt heads, as in (10).

(10) Gpaniti »n1 bokol ma“Say Seasi yaday
and-turn(1cS PERF) I  in-all.of works-my REL-do(3CP PERF) hands-my

‘and I turned to all of my works, which my hands had done’ (Qoh 2.11)

The first problem with Schwarzschild’s argument concerns his use of the term
‘resumption’. Resumptive elements are typically considered to be overt syntactic constituents,
such as pronouns or coreferential nouns (see 2.5, 5.3). In contrast, Schwarzschild includes in
his treatment of resumptive pronouns “the subject inherent in the main verb (i.e., the agreement
marking)” (1990:19), as in (8). In other words, in example (8), the only element that
Schwarzschild can consider resumptive is the verb hayd, which is inflected for 3Ms agreement
features.” However, this “inherent subject” is not a syntactic entity; it is agreement marking
and does not qualify as a resumptive constituent. Moreover, within generative linguistics
(which is the theory that Schwarzschild employs), there is no such thing as an “inherent
subject”; rather, when an overt subject noun/pronoun is not present, it is proposed that a covert

subject exists which fulfills the necessary agreement relationship with the verb (see below,

1% Notice that the only other element that one may consider resumptive, the suffixed possessive pronoun on
samo ‘his name’, is actually outside of the relative clause and thus cannot be considered a resumptive constituent
within the relative clause.
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3.4.1.3, for a brief discussion of this pro-drop phenomenon). This covert constituent is not

available to function as a resumptive element either.

The second problem with Schwarzschild’s argument is that data outside of Qoheleth
contradict his claim. Van Wyk (1992:204-5) points to examples in other Late Biblical Hebrew
literature in which covertly headed seC- relatives lack a resumptive constituent (even given

Schwarzschild’s definition of a resumptive pronoun), as in (11)."

(11) <al  miskabl ballél6t biqqasti et Se’ah’ba napsit
upon bed-my in-the-nights seek(1CS PERF) ACC REL-love(3FS PERF) soul-my

‘upon my bed at night I seek who (=the man that) my soul loves’ (Song 3.1)

These additional data outside of Qoheleth suggest that the differences between *ser and
seC- relatives in Qoheleth are either stylistic or coincidental —but not syntactic (that is unless

we analyze the Hebrew of Qoheleth as a syntactically distinct dialect). If Schwarzschild’s
claim for the language of Qoheleth in which he points to the difference in resumption between

»ser and seC- relatives cannot be maintained outside of that book, then he cannot logically
argue that the “nominal status” of *Ser for Qoheleth (if accurate) suggests that *“ser was always

nominal. In other words, the distribution of the data, even if it did support his arguments (and I
have demonstrated that this is not always the case), is the result of a limited corpus.
The final grammatical constraint that Schwarzschild advances to demonstrate the

nominal character of *sSer revolves around the ability of *ser to function as an attachment site
for the clitic prepositions ba-, ka-, [2-, and me-. He argues that while *Ser can serve as the
attachment site for these prepositions, seC- cannot. The difference, he claims, lies in the

nominal character of *Ser and the non-nominal character of seC- (1990:28). Foundational to

' See also Song 3.2, 3, 4; 1 Chr 5.20; 27.27.
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this argument is the linguistic proposal that “empty or missing elements can interfere with

syntactic or phonological processes that unite two morphemes” (1990:28). To make sense of
this proposal, we must remember that Schwarzschild is operating within the Government and
Binding theory of generative linguistics. This theory relies on the principle that some
constituents may be phonologically empty and still have an effect on phonology, on syntax, or
on both. The English phenomenon of ‘wanna-contraction’ (a colloquial contraction of I want
t0) in (12)-(14) (taken from Ouhalla 1999:66) illustrates the syntactic reality of phonologically

empty constituents.

(12) 1 want to read this novel vs. I wanna read this novel
(13) I want this novel to be considered for a prize vs. *I wanna this novel . . .

(14) This novel,, I want t; to be considered for a prize vs. *This novel, I wanna be considered . . .

(12) illustrates how want and to are often contracted in colloquial English when they are
immediately adjacent. (13) shows that when a constituent intervenes between want and to, the
two words cannot be contracted. Finally, (14) demonstrates that when the noun phrase this
novel is moved from its position after want, the result is the adjacency of want and to.
However, because the movement leaves a trace (a phonologically empty but syntactically real
sign that a constituent once occupied a position before it was moved elsewhere), the two words
want and to only appear to be adjacent; syntactically they are not. Contraction of want and fo
is thereby prohibited.

v

Schwarzschild relies on this same principle for his last argument that *“ser is a noun.
His argument is as follows: all ‘headless’/null head relatives have a covert (i.e. phonologically
empty but syntactically real) head noun (@) (see below 2.2.2 and 5.2.2), and these covert nouns

prohibit the attachment of the Hebrew clitic prepositions. Also, seC- does not allow the
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attachment of these prepositions; thus, seC- itself must not be a noun but must follow and

modify a covert head. Furthermore, since *Ser does permit the cliticization of these Hebrew
prepositions, it must be a noun and must not be subordinate to a covert head.

This proposal —Schwarzschild’s fourth constraint—is as problematic as the previous
three. First, because his data are drawn only from Qoheleth, he misses the examples in Genesis
6.3, 2 Kings 6.11, and Jonah 1.7, 12, where prepositions are clearly attached to seC-.
Moreover, to reconcile all the data in Qoheleth he makes a distinction between clitic
prepositions and clitic conjunctions. He states that prepositions “govern noun phrases” while
conjunctions “directly govern an S or S’ [= clause] complement without any intervening NP
node” (1990:30-31, note 17). On this basis, he excludes examples such as Qoheleth 9.12,
provided in (15), since he categorizes this use of k2 as a conjunction.

(15) kahem  yliqasim boné ha’adam lo%et ra‘d kaSettippél

like-them snare(MP PTCP PASS) sons.of the-man to-time.of evil at-@-REL-fall(3FS IMPF)

“léhem pit’om
upon-them suddenly

‘like them, the sons of man are snared at the time of calamity, at (the time) that it falls upon them
suddenly’ (Qoh 9.12)
However, it does not follow that the Hebrew word k2 in (15) is a conjunction rather than a
preposition. In fact, Schwarzschild’s categorization of the prepositions in the examples he
excludes is contrary to the judgments of reference grammars (e.g., Kautzsch 1910:375-76;
Jouion and Muraoka 1993:490-91; see also Waltke and O’Connor 1990:202-5 on k2). Finally,
Schwarzschild’s assertion that prepositions only govern noun phrases cannot account for the

cases in which clitic prepositions apparently govern other prepositional phrases, such as

me’ah‘ré ‘from behind’, me’et ‘from with’, meim ‘from with’, mibbén ‘from between’, me‘al
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‘from above’, and mittahat ‘from under’.'”” Thus he misses a significant generalization about

BH prepositions: they are much less discriminate about their attachment site than he proposes.
In summary, while Schwarzschild has produced a novel theory regarding the categorial
status of *“Ser as a noun rather than as a function word, his proposal does not adequately explain
the BH data. His use of a current linguistic theory, though, distinguishes his work as the only
significant attempt to reevaluate *Ser from a non-traditional philological approach. Whatever
the etymology of the word *ser is, it ceases to be important when its syntactic and semantic
characteristics are examined from a synchronic perspective. Precisely because “there is no
trace of its etymological sense” (Waltke and O‘Connor 1990:332) in the Hebrew Bible, we are
free to investigate how it is used in BH without attaching significance to any hypothetical

etymology or use the word may have had in stages of the Hebrew language prior to BH.

1.2.2. The Syntax of *Ser in BH Relative Clauses

Most BH grammars offer a brief comment on the precise syntactic relationship between
BH relative words, particularly *Ser, and the following relative clauses. Like all who have
followed him, Ewald 1879 observes that the Hebrew relative word is unlike the relative

pronouns of many languages (particularly of Ewald’s native German, or of Latin, which he

"2 Van Wyk also notes a few critical issues that Schwarzschild did not address but which follow from his
Nominal Hypothesis: “Schwarzschild gives no explanation of the syntactic relation between a nominal [*sSer] and
the preceding noun (antecedent). [*Ser] as a noun (originally meaning ‘place’) would only in a very few cases be
understandable as apposition. Schwarzschild also fails to explain the syntactic relationship between a nominal
[*“Ser] and the following relative clause. Since the noun preceding [*Ser] almost always stands in the absolute,
[*“Ser] can only be taken to represent an example of apposition. However, in the case of a noun in apposition, it
must also be able to stand in apposition to the preceding noun without a following (relative) clause. This never
happens, and therefore is (as far as we can tell from the available texts) not possible. At the same time the nominal
hypothesis isolates [*“Ser] from the following clause. This clause in context makes no sense if it is not joined by
[*ser] to an element of the main clause” (1992:207-8).
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frequently uses for comparison): it is not inflected for case, person, gender, or number. Thus,

he comments that syntactically the relative word “merely serves to gather up a thought and
show the relation in which it stands, i.e., a conjunction, as, gaudeo quod vales” (1879:207).

In contrast, Kautzsch 1910 clearly views the relationship between the antecedent and
»ser as one of apposition (1910:444), thereby excluding the possibility that *sSer is merely a
conjunction. Both views are apparently influenced by Kautzsch’s understanding of the
etymology of *Ser as originally a demonstrative pronoun, an understanding that is reflected in
glosses given to the examples presented (e.g., for Genesis 24.7 yhwh *Ser lagahani, the gloss
‘the Lord, iste, he took me’ is given). Another result of his view of *“Ser as an original
demonstrative is that he also claims that the *Ser belongs syntactically to the main clause rather
than to the subordinate relative clause (1910:444), whereas, presumably, a true relative pronoun
(as well as “a mere nota relationis”) belongs to the relative clause that it precedes.

Davidson’s 1901 analysis represents a combination of Ewald’s and Kautzsch’s. On the
one hand, Davidson views *Ser as the nota relationis, i.e., as a simple conjunctive “connecting
antecedent with relative clause” (8). On the other hand, Davidson goes on to claim that the
syntactic relationship between the antecedent and *“Ser is also one of apposition (9).
Reconciling these two views, however, is a difficult task. Apposition by definition is the
juxtaposition of two constituents of the same syntactic class (e.g., two nouns, two verbs, two
prepositional phrases); thus, it is not at all clear how *ser can be both a conjunction as well as a
constituent that can be apposed (i.e., of the same syntactic class) with a noun; a nominal
antecedent and a conjunction belong to different syntactic classes. Davidson also remarks that

“the so-called relative clause is complete in itself apart from "X, which has no resemblance to
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the rel[ative] pron[oun] of classical languages” (11). However, even a cursory glance at a

random selection of relative clauses suffices to contradict this claim. Quite often a relative
clause with a transitive verb is missing an explicit verbal complement; this suggests (see below
in 2.1) that in such cases the relative word fulfills an essential syntactic/thematic role within the
relative clause.

Finally, Jouion and Muraoka 1993 suggest that “[w]hatever its origin may be, 7UX is,
from a syntactical point of view, first a relative conjunction: that” (1993:536, emphasis in

original). They cite as proof for this view the fact that *Ser can introduce relative clauses that
are ‘complete’ (i.e., relative clauses that have resumptive pronouns). Jouion and Muraoka then
suggest that the presence of *ser relatives clauses without resumptive pronouns indicates that
“[1little by little, the relative conjunction was perceived as a relative pronoun” (1993:537).
Even though (or perhaps precisely because) they later qualify the use of the term ‘relative
pronoun’ for “ser (1993:592), the distinction between conjunction and pronoun with regard to
the syntactic status of *Ser remains unclear. In fact, comparing *ser with English that (the
choice of which has absolutely no bearing upon whether resumptive pronouns exist within
English relatives) suggests that it is not valid to connect the categorial status of the BH relative
word with the phenomenon of resumption (1993:537, fn. 2). Finally, there is a bit of confusion
in Jotion and Muraoka’s description of the basic syntactic relationship between the relative
word and the head: “A relative clause is usually equivalent to an attribute of a substantive; it
corresponds most commonly to an adjective or a participle in apposition” (1993:591-92).
While the comparison to adjectives may in fact be a valid, since a relative clause (as a clause
that fills a nominal slot) describes its antecedent much as an adjective does (see below, 2.1),

apposition is certainly not an accurate description, since (as I mentioned above) apposition is
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the juxtaposition of two items from the same syntactic class, and adjectives (and presumably

relative clauses) are not from the same syntactic class as nouns.

oay

With regard to the syntactic relationship between the relative word, most notably *ser,

and the following relative clause, it is clear that the majority of grammars isolate two issues.

First, there is disagreement about the essential nature of the relative word *“ser: is it a
conjunction (Ewald 1879; Jouion and Muraoka 1993), a pronoun, or perhaps still a
demonstrative acting as a relative (Kautzsch 1910)? Second, the syntactic nature of how the
relative word *“Ser modifies the head is a matter of contention: is the relationship one of
apposition (Davidson 1901; Kautzsch 1910; Jotion and Muraoka 1993) or subordination (Ewald

1879; Waltke and O‘Connor 1990)?

1.2.3. The Presence or Absence of an Antecedent in BH Relative Clauses

The third issue that grammars take up is the difference between relative clauses that
have an explicit head noun and those that do not. Ewald 1879 labels the two types of relative
clauses independent relatives and dependent relatives, respectively. Ewald’s distinction,
though, is not as clear as it may seem since he defines both types based on the function of the
relative word rather than the function of the relative clause as a whole. Thus, an independent
relative sentence is one that proceeds “from a word [e.g., *Ser] which indicates a person or a
thing (qui, or, with less indication of life, quod . . .)” (1879:207). In contrast, a dependent
relative clause is one in which the relative word “merely serves to gather up a thought and
show the relation in which it stands, i.e., a conjunction, as, gaudeo quod vales” (1879:207). It

is difficult to ascertain precisely how Ewald can view the indeclinable BH *“ser as both a

conjunction and a referential word indicating “a person or thing” (1879:207).
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Unlike Ewald, Kautzsch 1910 distinguishes between “complete” and “incomplete”

relative clauses based upon whether the relative clause is dependent upon a noun or not,
respectively (1910:485). In Kautzsch’s view, the *Ser preceding incomplete relative clauses
(i.e., those not dependent on a governing substantive) is “in reality . . . still a demonstrative
belonging to the construction of the main clause as subject or object . . . 7 (1910:445) (although
note Kautzsch’s bracketed qualification of this statement on page 446; it is not quite clear
precisely how Kautzsch understands the syntax of *Ser—as a demonstrative or as a relative

pronoun).

Likewise, Waltke and O‘Connor 1990 distinguish two types of relative clauses in BH:
dependent (or attributive) relative clauses and independent relative clauses (1990:331).
However, they qualify the label “independent relative” as a contradiction in terms—in their
view, such relative clauses “are not relative to anything” (1990:331). Rather, this type of
“relative” clause “functions as a principal part of the main verbal clause.”

Finally, rather than providing neat categories or labels, Jouon and Muraoka 1993 merely
present those *Ser relative clauses that are used after nouns (1993:593-97) in contrast to those
YSer relative clauses that are “substantivised” (1993:597-98). According to Jouion and
Muraoka, “in all of these cases 7t has the effect of a relative pronoun used absolutely: qui,
quem, quod etc.; the one who, that which, etc.”

Though the style of presentation differs among all of the grammars, there does appear to
be general agreement regarding BH relative clauses with antecedents and those without. Those
relative clauses with an explicit antecedent function as normal (i.e., apposed or subordinated,
depending upon the grammar) relatives, whereas those without an explicit antecedent function

as substantives —they are not relative to anything.
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1.2.4. Retrospective/Resumptive Pronouns in BH Relative Clauses

The issue of resumption” figures prominently in many reference grammars, which often
provide a bewildering account of where and when resumption occurs in Biblical Hebrew
relatives. However, as we shall see, neither the reference grammars nor more recent article-
length studies have been able to provide a comprehensive explanation for resumption in
relative clauses in the Hebrew Bible.

Ewald writes that the presence of a resumptive element is the result of the
“dismemberment” of the relative word *ser (i.e., that the BH “relative pronoun™ has “lost” its
inflection). By implication, then, Ewald suggests that resumptive pronouns should be present
in all BH relative clauses, since *Ser had certainly “lost” its inflection by the biblical stage of
the Hebrew language. He does allow, though, that the resumptive element is omitted for the
sake of brevity in certain cases, as in many verbless clauses, e.g., ha*nasim *ser @ ’itto6 ‘the-
men who @(they) (were) with-him’ (where the @ stands for the “absent”/null resumptive
subject pronoun “they”). Ewald also proposes that the omission of a resumptive element is
obligatory before finite verbs (which carry person, gender, and number morphological

agreement features), as in *Ser @ >amar ‘who @(he) said’ (1879:210-11)." Ewald does

stipulate one case in which the resumptive element may never be omitted, however: “when the

3 Resumption is the case where the noun being modified by the relative clause is referenced within the
relative by an explicit syntactic constituent, such as a pronoun, as in those poems that we do not know where they
were composed (English example taken from Sufier 1998:335). See 2.5 and 5.3 for further discussion.

'* Contrary to Ewald’s statement in this matter, the following verses contain relative clauses in which both the
subject pronoun and the finite verb are present: Deut 9.2; 2 Kgs 22.13; Jer 1.17; 29.25; 31.32; Zech 1.15; Mal
2.14; Job 19.27.
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relative-word points to an idea which is to be closely subordinated” (1879:211).” Also, he

observes that when the relative clause is removed from its head noun by a significant distance,
the resumptive element within the relative clause is almost always present and is often a full
copy of the head constituent rather than a pronoun (see below, 2.2, for examples).

Kautzsch 1910 indicates that the “suppression of the retrospective pronoun takes places
especially when it . . . would represent an accusative of the object, or when it would be a
separate pronoun representing a nominative of the subject in a noun-clause” (1910:445). He
states further that omission of resumption is “noticeable” with certain verbs (“verbum dicendi”)

and also that with antecedents of ‘place’ (e.g., magom ‘place’), resumption may take the form
of the adverb sam ‘there’ (1910:445). Waltke and O‘Connor 1990 add that resumption does

not depend on the definiteness of the head of the relative since both definite and indefinite NPs
are resumed within relatives (1990:333).

While the reference grammars generally provide us with excellent descriptions of where
and when resumption may or may not occur, they suggest very little by way of explanation.
There have been, though, three studies of resumption in BH within the last decade (Joosten
1993, Tsujita 1991, and Van Dyke Parunak 1996) which have moved the discussion in valuable
directions. Joosten (1993) addresses the issue of agreement, ‘congruence’, or lack thereof,
‘discongruence’, between a resumptive pronoun and its antecedent. Joosten argues that relative

clauses with an overt relative word (e.g., Ser) are unequivocal regarding agreement (contrast

(16) and (17)).

"> This vague qualification suggests that Ewald connected the issue of resumption to the status of relative
clauses vis-a-vis restrictiveness; see 2.5, 2.7, 5.3, and 5.5 for discussions of resumption and restrictiveness in BH
relative clauses.
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(16) ha’atta °i§ ha>*Iohim >*Ser ba’ta mihada
WH-you man.of the-god REL come(2MS PERF) from-Judah

‘Are you; the man of God who, you, have come from Judah?’ (1 Kgs 13.14)

(17) wo’atta halal rasa¢ nosi® yisra’el *>*Ser ba’ yomo boSet
and-you defiled wicked prince.of Israel REL come(3MS PERF) day-his in-time.of
“won qes
punishment.of end

‘and you,, defiled wicked one, prince of Israel, who,; his; day has come in the time of final
punishment’ (Ezek 21.30)

Joosten argues that examples such as (16)-(17) illustrate that when an overt relative word is
present, the clause is unambiguously marked as a relative clause; in other words, it does not
matter syntactically that in (16) the 2Ms head noun is resumed by a 2MS verb within the relative
clause whereas in (17) the 2MS head noun is resumed by a 3MS suffix. Based on these data,
Joosten concludes that the agreement features of the resumptive pronoun inside a marked
relative clause have no syntactic significance: the clause is clearly marked as a relative apart
from the agreement features of the resumptive element.

In contrast, Joosten argues that agreement between the head noun and the resumptive
element is prohibited in unmarked/bare relative clauses, as in (18); agreement indicates that the

construction in (18) is one complex clause, rather than two juxtaposed simple clauses.

(18) wo‘attd  Soma® ya®qob ‘abdi woyisra’el baharti bo
and-now hear(2Ms IMV) Jacob  servant-my and-Israel @ choose(1CS PERF) in-him

‘and now, listen, Jacob my servant, and Israel, )(whom), I have chosen him; (Isa 44.1)
Joosten uses examples like the one in (18) to argue for the obligatory lack of agreement
between the resumptive pronoun and the head of the relative clause in BH bare relatives
(1993:279). He argues that if the resumptive pronoun in (18) were 2MS and thus agreed with

the (vocative case) head noun, i.e., yisra’el baharti baka (unattested), the result would be an
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ambiguous construction, with two possible parsings: simple juxtaposition of a vocative and a

verbal clause (i.e., ‘Israel, I have chosen you’), or a vocative modified by a relative clause (i.e.,
‘Israel (whom) I have chosen’). In contrast, Joosten proposes that the lack of agreement in bare
relatives such as in (18) prohibit a non-relative interpretation.

Joosten’s argument faces a number of challenges. The first objection concerns his
treatment of the vocative as second person. He concludes that the vocative should not be
treated as third person (1993:279), a conclusion that is possible only after “excepting” all of the
marked and bare relative clauses which modify vocative heads and resume them in the third
person.'® If, contrary to Joosten’s assertion, the vocative is indeed to be treated as third person
for the purposes of grammatical agreement (if the vocative can be assigned person agreement at
all), much of Joosten’s argument fails: there would no longer be a clear pattern of
discongruence in bare relatives between the head and the resumptive constituent within the
relative. Clearly, the grammatical status of the vocative needs to be investigated in order to
determine whether Joosten’s claim that vocative should be treated as second person is a valid
one (for a brief discussion of the vocative, see Waltke and O’Connor 1990:77).

The second objection to Joosten’s analysis concerns many of his grammatical
assessments. For example, he presents example (19) as a bare relative clause in which

discongruence “signals subordination” (1993:278).
(19) wa”nl kohéreé§ 16°> ‘’eSmac tko’illem 10> yiptah piw
and-I like-deaf NEG hear(1CSIMPF) and-like-dumb NEG open(3MS IMPF) mouth-his

‘and I am like a deaf man—I do not hear, and like a dumb man; @, (that) does not open his, mouth’
(Psa 38.14)

' The marked relative clauses that Joosten’s lists as “exceptions” are Ezek 21.30 and 26.17. The bare relative
clause that Joosten lists as an “exception” is 1 Sam 26.14. In addition, he arbitrarily discounts many of the relative
clauses in hoy oracles (1993:279, fn. 19).
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In order to draw the conclusion that the 3Ms verb within the relative as well as the resumptive

3MS possessive pronoun ‘his’ in the phrase piw ‘his mouth’ is discongruent with the head “illem
‘a dumb man’, he must analyze the head NP ‘a dumb man’ as 1cS! Another questionable

linguistic judgment concerns the identification of the head of the relative clause in (20).

(20) *ni haggeber ra’a ©ni
I the-man see(3Ms PERF) affliction

‘I am the man () (that) has seen affliction’ (Lam 3.1)
In order to regard the relative clause in (20) as an example of discongruence between the head
and the agreement features, Joosten must either view the head of the relative as the 1Cs

pronoun *ni (rather than the nearer NP haggeber ‘the man’), or view the NP haggeber ‘the

man’ as something other than 3MS. Neither option is logical. The fact that “the antecedent is
the predicate to a first person subject” (1993:278) does not warrant the grammatical analysis of
such a predicate as first person.

With regard to the agreement features of verbs within BH relative clauses, as in (16)-
(20), it is much simpler to argue that the agreement features merely serve to identify the precise
antecedent of the relative clause. This proposal provides a consistent grammatical analysis for
both the marked and bare relative clause data. Thus, for example, in (21) and (22), the
agreement features of the verb within the relative identify the distant 2MS pronoun ‘you’ as the
antecedent in (21) (rather than the nearer vocative NP ‘Jacob’), whereas in (22), agreement
features of the verb within the relative identify either the 3Ms NP ‘defiled wicked one’ or the
3Ms NP ‘prince of Israel’ as the head, both of which are nearer to the relative clause than the

distant 2MS pronoun ‘you’.
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(21) wo’atta yisra’el abdi ya®qob >*Ser bohartika
and-you Israel servant-my Jacob  REL choose(1CS PERF)-you

‘and you, Israel, my servant, Jacob, who, I have chosen you;’ (Isa 41.8)

(22) wo’attd halal rasa¢ nasP yisra’el >*Ser ba’ yomd baet
and-you defiled wicked prince.of Israel REL come(3MS PERF) day-his in-time.of

“won qes
punishment.of end

‘and you, defiled wicked one, prince of Israel, who, his; day has come in the time of final
punishment’ (Ezek 21.30)

With regard to the identification of bare relative clauses, as in (23), the solution boils down to a

process of elimination rather than any one linguistic feature.

(23) wo‘attd  SomaC ya®qob ‘abdi woyisra’el baharti bo
and-now hear(2Ms IMV) Jacob  servant-my and-Israel @ choose(1CS PERF) in-him

‘and now, listen, Jacob my servant, and Israel, )(whom), I have chosen him; (Isa 44.1)
In (23) the string of constituents yisra’el baharti bo has no other grammatical interpretation
besides that of a bare relative. The vocative NP ‘Israel’ cannot be the subject of the 1CS verb
that follows it; nor can it be the object, since the PP b¢ fulfills that role. Even if the resumption
were in the 2MS (i.e., the unattested yisra’el baharti baka, a construction that would result in
ambiguity, according to Joosten), there is only one logical way that a non-relative analysis
could be possible: if the phrase ‘Israel, I have chosen you’ was the content of the message. In
other words, we would have to translate the verse as follows: “and now listen, Jacob, my
servant: ‘Israel, I have chosen you’.”"” However, the fact that the content of the message is

clearly introduced in the following verse by the phrase ‘thus says Yhwh’ (which is then

' For the presence and function of the conjunction wa at the beginning of direct discourse, see Miller 1999.
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followed by second person commands), indicates that the larger grammatical context prohibits

such an interpretation.'®

In summary, Joosten’s proposal —that a difference in the agreement between the head
and a resumptive constituent within a relative distinguishes marked from bare relative clauses
and that the lack of agreement is necessary in order to signal the presence of bare relative
clauses—is an intriguing solution to a complex issue. However, it faces serious problems: not
only is the status of vocative NPs uncertain (a significant component in Joosten’s analysis), but
many of Joosten’s grammatical assessments are questionable. A simpler solution, which
applies to both marked and bare relative clauses in BH, is to view the type of agreement
features that Joosten has noticed as a way of identifying the precise head of the relative when
multiple choices are available.

Tsujita (1991) briefly addresses resumptive elements standing in the direct object
position within the BH relative clause (he lists fifteen occurrences from the books of Genesis
and Deuteronomy). Using these data, he argues against the position that the presence of a
resumptive pronoun within the relative clause is entirely optional, or stylistic. Rather, arguing
on the basis of syntax, information structure, and semantics, Tsujita concludes that there are
three possible motivations for the presence of resumptive pronouns. First, he asserts that
resumptive pronouns in the object position may serve to avoid ambiguity regarding the

syntactic function of the antecedent, as in (24); compare the ‘ambiguous’ clause in (25).

'® One interesting characteristic of resumptive constituents in bare relatives that can be identified from
Joosten’s article (although he does not highlight this) is that bare relatives seem to modify the nearest antecedent
only. In contrast, marked relatives (possibly because they are unambiguously marked as relatives) can modify
antecedents that are not immediately preceding the relative word (see below, 5.4, for a discussion of this feature of
BH relative clauses).
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(24) wayya‘abdi *Iohim *"hérim  wayyiStah*wi lahem >lohim **Ser 10’
and-serve(3MP PAST) gods  other and-bow down(3MP PAST) to-them gods REL NEG

yada<im
know(3CP PERF)-them

>

‘and they served other gods, and they bowed down to them, gods, that, they did not know them,
(Deut 29.25)

(25) haggoyim °%Ser 10> Same<d
the-nations REL NEG hear(3CP PERF)

‘the nations; who, they, did not hear,’
or ‘the nations, that, they did not hear __;’ (Mic 5.14)"

According to Tsujita, in (24) the object pronoun suffixed to the verb signals that the head of the
relative corresponds to the object position within the relative, rather than to the subject position.
In (25) there is no object pronoun, and hence, the subject of the verb within the relative clause
can be interpreted as referring either to the head of the relative, i.e., ‘the nations heard’, or to an
unidentified, impersonal subject, with the head corresponding to the object, i.e., ‘they heard the
nations’. Thus, according to Tsujita, some resumptive pronouns are used to signal clearly how
the head of the relative functions within the relative clause.

The second part of Tsujita’s argument is that resumptive pronouns serve to highlight the
rheme® within the information structure of the discourse, as in (26). In this example, the object

pronoun within the relative clause agrees with the rheme of the matrix clause, *ni , rather than

' Technically this clause is syntactically ambiguous; however, contextually the second reading (with the head
as the object of the verb inside the relative) is highly unlikely. This raises the issue of whether syntactic ambiguity
is a valid diagnostic for the analysis of BH since we are unable to produce or elicit examples judged by native
speakers as truly ambiguous. In this we are confronted with the difficulties of analyzing an ancient, unspoken
language.

» Tsujita does not define his use of rheme. Crystal provides the following basic definition: “The rheme is
defined as the part of a sentence which adds the most to the advancing process of communication . . . ; in other
words, it expresses the largest amount of extra meaning, in addition to what has already been communicated”
(1997:334).
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with the nearer theme,” ydsep *hikem.

(26) ?n1  ybsep *hikem >*Ser mokartem ot misraymah
I Joseph brother-your REL sell(2MP PERF) ACC-me Egypt-ADV

‘I; (am) Joseph, your brother, who, you sold me;to Egypt’ (Gen 45.4)

Tsujita argues that in agreeing with a further antecedent, the resumptive pronoun highlights or
emphasizes that constituent (i.e., ‘I’ in (26)). The weakness of this proposal is twofold. First,
the identification of rheme and theme in verbless clauses, such as (26), is rather difficult: in
(26), it is not entirely clear why Tsujita identifies ‘I’ as the rheme and ‘Joseph, your brother’ as
the theme. Since Joseph is revealing his identify, one could easily argue that ‘Joseph, your
brother, who you sold me into Egypt’ is the new or rhematic information. Second, as I have
suggested above, it is simpler to argue that the resumptive pronoun may merely serve to
identify the precise antecedent; in the case of (26) the resumptive pronoun identifies the more
distanct 1CS pronoun ‘I’ as the antecedent rather than the noun phrase ‘Joseph, your brother’.

Finally, Tsujita draws a connection between the presence of resumptive pronouns and
“the determination of the antecedent.” Such cases, illustrated in (27), “make the antecedent
more salient (prominent) and . . . lend greater specificity to the determination of the antecedent”
(1581).

27) wald’ gam nabi> <6d boyisra’el komosé  >*Ser yoda<o

and-NEG rise(3MS PERF) prophet yet in-Israel like-Moses REL know(3MS PERF)-him
yhwh panim el panim
Yhwh face to face

‘and a prophet has not yet risen in Israel like Moses; who, Yhwh knew him, personally’ (Deut
34.10)

2! According to Crystal (1997:388), the theme stands in opposition to the rheme as that part of the sentence
which “adds least to the advancing process of communication . . . ; in other words, it expresses relatively little (or
no) extra meaning, in addition to what has already been communicated.”
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Unfortunately, Tsujita does not address precisely how the resumptive constituent in (27) makes

the subject ‘Moses’ more specific in the verse (or within Deut 34 —if this is even possible since
Moses is a prominent character throughout Deuteronomy). In summary, while many of
Tsujita’s proposals are suggestive, and in fact, point in the direction of possible solutions for
resumption in BH relatives, as they stand they are not tenable (see below, 2.5 and 5.3).

Van Dyke Parunak (1996), too, examines the feature of resumption in BH relative
clauses based on the book of Genesis. Since he draws a number of significant conclusions in
his study, it will be worthwhile to analyze his argument by the categories that he uses:
resumption in the nominative slot, resumption in the genitive slot, and resumption in the
accusative slot.

Van Dyke Parunak first examines the presence or absence of resumptive constituents in
the subject/nominative position within the relative clause. Based upon the Genesis data, he
makes the following observations. First, when the relative clause is a finite verbal clause, there
is never resumption at the nominative slot. Second, in verbless clauses, there are only eight
occurrences of resumption: five are when a negative occurs inside the relative; three are when
“in the absence of the resumption, there would be no noun to serve as the predicate of the X
clause, and thus no clause at all” (1996:106). Third, five of six nominal slots are resumed in
relative clauses that contain participial/adjectival predicates; however, four of these also
contain negatives, and the remaining example is “needed for reasons of balance” since

“Genesis has no one-word WX clauses” (1996:107).” Finally, of 107 relative clauses with a

2 Van Dyke Parunak has a lengthy paragraph discussing the use of participial predicates in relative clauses.
He begins with the statement that “compared with prepositional predicates, participial predicates (with or without
resumption) are rare in WX clauses” (1996:107). While it is true that prepositional predicates are the most
common type of clause within relatives besides a finite verbal clause, it is not quite accurate to describe participial
predicates as “rare” since there are about 350 occurrences in the Hebrew Bible. What is more interesting,
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prepositional phrase as the predicate, the single example that contains nominative resumption

also contains a negative.

On the basis of these observations, Van Dyke Parunak concludes that “[r]esumption of
the pivot [i.e., the head of the relative] into a nominative slot is extremely rare. Most cases are
examples of the negatives or existential transform, and are consistent with the hypothesis that
WX indeed resumes the pivot except when some other element must be clause-initial”
(1996:108). Thus, Van Dyke Parunak suggests that resumption that does occur in the
nominative position is motivated purely by syntactic concerns.

If we look outside of the book of Genesis, we see that resumption in the nominative
position is indeed rare (there are only forty examples in the entire Hebrew Bible);” however,
the additional data suggest that Van Dyke Parunak’s conclusions for resumption at the
nominative position are not quite accurate. First, there are a few examples of nominative
resumption in relatives that contain a verbal clause; since none occurs in Genesis, Van Dyke
Parunak does not consider this type. Second, the proposal that negation requires resumption

only explains eleven of the forty examples (Gen 7.2, 8; 17.12; 30.33; Num 17.5; Deut 17.15;

however, is the hypothesis he supplies for the reason why a relative clause with a participle was chosen over the
simpler attributive participles; he suggests that “the relative construction puts the modifier in focus” (107).
However, there is a simpler answer to why a participial relative might be used instead of an attributive relative:
attributive relatives neither allow for modification by full clauses nor for modification that places the head in a
syntactic position other than nominative. For instance, in participial relatives, we find statements with the head
noun resumed in the oblique (i.e., as an object of a preposition), e.g., ha’ares *sSer ‘attd sokeb ‘aléha ‘the land
which you are lying upon it’ (Gen 28.13). Such modification is not possible with attributive participles. See
below, 2.5, for further discussion of modification by ‘attributive participles’.

2 The 40 examples break down in the following way. There are 30 cases of resumption in verbless clauses
within a relative (Gen 7.2, 8; 9.3; 17.12; 30.33; Lev 11.29, 39; Num 9.13; 17.5; 35.31; Deut 17.15; 20.15; 29.14; 1
Kgs 8.41; 9.20; 2 Kgs 25.19; Jer 40.7; Ezek 12.10; 20.9; 43.19; Hag 1.9; Psa 16.3; Song 1.6; Ruth 4.15; Qoh 4.2;
7.26; Neh 2.13, 18; 2 Chr 6.32; 8.7). There are only 5 examples of subject resumption in finite verbal clauses (1
Kgs 8.38; 2 Kgs 22.13; Ezek 14.5; Ruth 4.11; Qoh 9.9); only 1 of these is resumption by an independent pronoun
(2 Kgs 22.13), whereas the remainder exhibit resumption by a coreferential non-pronominal noun phrase. Finally,
there are only 5 examples of subject resumption in participial clauses within relatives: Exod 5.8; Num 14.8; Deut
20.20, 1 Sam 10.19; Neh 2.13. See 2.5, 5.3 for further discussion of subject resumption.
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20.15; 29.14; 1 Kgs 9.20; 2 Chr 6.32; 8.7), and the existence of relative clauses that contain

negation but not resumption (see Lev 27.22; Ezek 18.18; 36.31; Psa 119.85; Esth 4.16)
suggests that negation cannot be connected to the phenomenon of resumption.

Third, Van Dyke Parunak’s explanation for the few cases of resumption in Genesis that
do not co-occur with negation— that resumption in necessary to create a grammatical clause,”
or that resumption in needed for “balance” (1996:107)—is not adequate. Although it is not
precisely clear what Van Dyke Parunak means by the statement that “Genesis has no one-word
WX clauses” (1996:107), if by this he means that there are no relative clauses with a one
constituent verbless clause, then his assessment is inaccurate —there are clear examples of
either prepositional phrase predicates (see Gen 1.7, 29; 3.3; 6.17), predicate adjectives (see Gen
5.5;25.7), and predicate adverbs (see Gen 19.11; 35.5; 41.48). Thus, with regard to resumption
in the nominative position, it is clear that we must find a different explanation than the one that
Van Dyke Parunak offers.

Concerning resumption in the genitive slot within the relative, Van Dyke Parunak
asserts that resumption is the norm. (It is important to note that, though BH does not
morphologically mark cases, Van Dyke Parunak considers all objects of prepositions in BH to
be in the genitive case, since the objects of prepositions are marked as genitive in Semitic

languages that have morphological case marking such as Akkadian and Ugaritic.) First, he

* Van Dyke Parunak’s assessment regarding resumption by the BH deictic §am ‘there’ is intriguing. While I
do not agree with his assessment of the syntactic role fulfilled by a resumptive sam, that it is a nominative
predicate in a verbless clause, I do believe that Van Dyke Parunak’s analysis is a move in the right direction. As I
argue below in 2.5, the presence of §am in many verbless clauses within relatives is forced by the grammar so that
the other constituent in the relative is not interpreted as a simple predicate. In other words, taking Genesis 2.11 as
an example, kol ’eres hahwild *Ser sam hazzahab ‘the whole land of Havila, which the gold is there’, the
resumptive sam is the only option that the grammar has available so that the relative clause is semantically
acceptable. The relative clause in Gen 2.11 without the resumptive sam, ‘the whole land of Havila, which is the
gold’ would be semantically uninterpretable. See 2.5, 5.3 for further discussion.
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observes that BH possessive pronouns and pronominal objects of prepositions are obligatorily

resumed when possession is required or when the preposition is present in the relative clause.
Thus, BH does not permit relative clauses like the English example I saw the man whose hat 1
took, where the relative pronoun also indicates possession within the relative (compare the non-
relativized version, I saw the man. I took his hat.). Nor does BH permit dangling prepositions
within relative clauses, such as the English The girl who I talked with (see below, 2.5, for a
discussion of BH and ‘preposition stranding’). Van Dyke Parunak does, however, suggest that
the presence or absence of the entire prepositional phrase within BH relatives is “optional” and
may have a discourse-based explanation (cf. below, 2.5, 5.3).

Finally, we reach Van Dyke Parunak’s proposal for resumption in the accusative
position—the most difficult type of resumption to explain. His solution is twofold. First, he
suggests that some cases of resumption in the accusative depend on the semantics of the verb
within the relative clause: “The various accusative slots in the corpus represent a number of
different (deep structure) cases. In some examples, including Patient [10x, 3 resumed], Place
[16x, 9 resumed], Discourse [31x, 2 resumed], and Object of Transfer [34x, 1 resumed], both
resumed and nonresumed examples can be found. However 79 slots that represent deep
structure cases of Percept [9x, O resumed], Time [12x, O resumed], Action [24x, O resumed] or
Product [34x, O resumed] never resume their pivots” (1996:111).

Second, Van Dyke Parunak suggests that the remaining cases of resumption (i.e., those
that are not required by the semantics of the governing verb) are connected the restrictiveness
of the relative clause. He illustrates this connection by comparing the minimal pair given in

(28) and (29).



35
(28) wayyittonéhd el bét hassohar maqdm >*Ser **siiré [Kt] hammelek
and-give(3MS PAST)-him to house.of the-round place.of REL prisoners.of the-king
sirim .
confine(MP PTCP PASS)

‘and he put him in the round house, the place; that, the royal prisoners were confined ___;’ (Gen
39.20)
(29) wayyittén >0tam bomiSmar bét Sar hatabbahim el bét

and-give(3MS PAST) ACC-them in-prison house.of captain.of the-guards to house.of
hassohar maqdm >*Ser ydsep >asdr Sam
the-round place.of REL Joseph confine(MS PTCP PAss) there

‘and he put them [the chief cupbearer and the chief baker] in prison (at) the house of the captain of
the guards, the round house, the place, that, Joseph was confined there,” (Gen 40.3)

According to Van Dyke Parunak, the absence of resumption marks the relative clause in

(28) as non-restrictive, whereas presence of the resumptive adverb sam ‘there’ in (29) marks
that *“Ser clause as a restrictive relative (1996:112-13). Based on the context, he argues that for

example (28), “the reader needs to understand simply that Joseph is being placed in a royal
prison. Any royal prison will do. But in 40.3 [example (29)], the stories about the baker and
the butler depend on the fact that they are placed in the very same prison where Joseph is”
(112).

While Van Dyke Parunak’s proposal is intriguing, since few have addressed the issue of
restrictiveness in BH relative clauses, the connection between resumption and restrictiveness in
BH is difficult to maintain. First, with regard to the example in (28), it is not clear how an
indefinite noun (albeit in construct with the following relative) can serve as the head to a non-
restrictive relative clause. Non-restrictive clauses only modify heads that are referential by
themselves, that is, their referent does not depend on the information provided by the relative
clause (see below, 2.1). Yet, it is clear that ‘place’ (or even ‘the place’, if the noun in this

instance inherits definiteness by virtue of being in construct with the relative clause) cannot be
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referential within the context of Gen 39.20. The fact that the head in (28) stands in apposition

to ‘the round house’ suggests that the entire phrase ‘the place where the royal prisons were
confined’ serves to specify further ‘the round house’. Certainly, a bare noun phrase such as
‘place’ or even ‘the place’ cannot serve this purpose apart from a heavily deictic or implicature-
laden context. As a final note, relative clauses such as those given in (30) and (31) further

suggest that there is no connection between the presence of resumption and restrictive relatives

in BH.

(30) wosartem min hadderek **Ser °anokl mosawweh ’etkem  hayydm
and-depart(2MP PERF MOD) from the-way REL I command(MS PTCP) ACC-you the-day
laleket >ah’ré >‘lohim >"herim *%Ser 16> yoda‘tem
to-go(INF) after gods  other REL NEG know(2MP PERF)

‘and you shall depart from the way that I am commanding you today by walking after other gods;
that, you do not know’ (Deut 11.28)
(31) wold’ gam nab1’ 6d boyisra’él komoSeh >*Ser yada<d

and-NEG rise(3MS PERF) prophet another in-Israel like-Moses REL know(3MS PERF)-him

yhwh panim el panim
Yhwh face to face

‘and there has not risen another prophet in Israel like Moses,, who, Yhwh knew him, face to face’
(Deut 34.10)

In both (30) and (31), the governing verb within the relative clause is [y-d-<] ‘to know’,
presumably what Van Dyke Parunak would categorize as a verb of “Percept”. It is clear from
the relative clause in (30) that the verb ‘to know’ does not require resumption in the accusative.
Yet, we have resumption in the accusative position inside the relative clause in (31), a relative
that is unquestionably non-restrictive since the head is the personal name Moses (a name that
unambiguously refers to one specific character in the Hebrew Bible). These two examples
actually show the exact opposite pattern that one would expect from Van Dyke Parunak’s study

of the book of Genesis. In summary, while some of Van Dyke Parunak’s solutions may have
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been accurate for the Genesis data, they do not explain the rest of the BH data; thus, even

though his proposals are intriguing and have moved the discussion of resumption within BH
relative clauses in a valuable direction, they cannot be taken as accurately descriptive of BH as
a language.

As a final note regarding the previous study of the BH relative clause (not related to the
specific issue of resumption), Goshen-Gottstein (1949) represents an important contribution to
the study of the BH relative clause. Goshen-Gottstein argues that the placement of some
relative clauses at a distance from their antecedent is the result of “afterthought.”” Compare
the examples below: in (32) the relative clause follows immediately after its antecedent, but in
(33) the relative clause is removed from its antecedent—the relative clause is on the other side

of the verbless predication.

(32) boqol yhwh >lohénd *“Ser >"nii [Kt] Solohim >otoka  °elayw niSma‘
in-voice.of Yhwh god-our REL we send(MP PTCP) ACC-you to-him listen(1CP IMPF)

‘to the voice of Yhwh, our God, who, we are sending you to him, we shall listen’ (Jer 42.6)

(33) aro’d ki ra‘atkem rabbi **Ser “Sitem ba‘éné yhwh
and-see(2MP IMV) that evil-your great REL do(2MP PERF) in-eyes.of Yhwh

‘and see that your evil; (is) great that, you have done ___; in the eyes of Yhwh’ (1 Sam 12.17)
In addition to the necessity of recognizing the existence of relative clauses which are
removed from their antecedent, Goshen-Gottstein also hints that this type of relative has

particular semantic status: he suggests that all “afterthought” relative clauses are non-restrictive

* The language and approach of Goshen-Gottstein’s analysis coincide with a shift taking place in the
American Descriptivist tradition of linguistics during the 1930s-1940s. The study of language began to borrow
notions from the branch of psychology called behaviorism; these behavioristic ideas found their way into linguistic
analysis by virtue of Leonard Bloomfield’s influence. Although Goshen-Gottstein’s use of “afterthought” to
characterize a syntactic construction may in fact be coincidence, it is interesting that his choice of terminology
mirrors these new impulses in language study. See Sampson 1980 for more information on the Descriptivists and
the influence of behaviorism on Bloomfield’s work.
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in BH (1949:39, fn. 10; see below, 5.4, for further discussion of “afterthought” relative clauses

in BH).

In summary, few twentieth-century works have studied the relative clause in BH
beyond the taxonomic descriptions provided in reference grammars. There are some
significant features of relative clauses in general that have not been addressed adequately for
BH, most notably the issues of restrictiveness® and resumption. Indeed, apart from Goshen-
Gottstein’s (1949) discussion of relative clauses that are at a distance from their heads, only
recently has any interest been shown in the BH relative clause. Arguments have been advanced
for 1) combined syntactic, semantic, and discourse solutions to resumption (Tsujita 1991; Van
Dyke Parunak 1996), the most notable of which implies a test to distinguish restrictive from
non-restrictive relatives (Van Dyke Parunak 1996), 2) syntactic motivation for the lack of
agreement between the antecedent and resumptive pronoun in unmarked relative clauses
(Joosten 1993), and 3) the nominal status of the word *Ser (Schwarzschild 1990). As I have
noted, though, these proposals do not accurately account for the grammatical diversity

exhibited by the BH data, necessitating the current study.

1.3. METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS
This study is a synchronic analysis of the relative clause in BH; diachronic concerns do

not affect our study of the syntax and pragmatics of the BH relative clause. However, this

% The difference between restrictive and non-restrictive modification is often summarized as an issue of
dependence or of definition. For instance, in the case of a restrictive relative, such as the boy who bought the
candy was short, the identification of the noun being modified the boy is dependent upon the information given in
the restrictive relative. In contrast, the noun modified by a non-restrictive relative is not dependent upon the
information in the relative for identification. Thus, in the boy, who bought the candy, was short, the identification
of the boy may presumably be made from other contextual information. See 2.1, 2.7 and 5.5 for further discussion.
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conclusion has been arrived at only after close analysis of the data; relative clauses in every

book of the Hebrew Bible (i.e., data from every stage of the Hebrew language that is witnessed
in this textual corpus) have been analyzed in order to discern whether either the external or
internal structure of the relative is noticeably affected by historical development. The
following is a brief presentation of the standard diachronic analysis of “Biblical Hebrew” as
well as the data from which I drew my conclusions.

The language of the Hebrew Bible is often divided into three categories representing the
historical stages of the language that are witnessed within the biblical text (although not all
scholars are in agreement concerning either the labels for the categories or the dates of the
stages). The earliest stage of Hebrew to which the text witnesses is Archaic Biblical Hebrew,
represented in the oldest poetic sections (e.g., Genesis 49, Exodus 15, Numbers 23-24,
Deuteronomy 32-33, Judges 5, Psalm 68). Classical or Standard Biblical Hebrew is the next
stage of the language represented in the text; it appears in the prose passages of texts initially
composed during the monarchic periods (c. 9"-7" centuries BCE) leading up to the exile of the
sixth century BCE (587/6-539 BCE); typically large sections of Genesis-Deuteronomy and the
books of Judges, 1-2 Samuel, and 1-2 Kings are used in studies of Standard Biblical Hebrew.
Finally, Late Biblical Hebrew includes all the texts thought to have been composed during the
post-exilic period (i.e., post-539 BCE); the texts usually cited as exemplary are 1-2 Chronicles,
although Ezra, Nehemiah, Daniel, Esther, Song of Songs, and Qoheleth are all labeled as Late
Biblical Hebrew with various qualifications (see Sdenz-Badillos 1993:120-127; Polzin 1976:1-
12). These three major stages of Biblical Hebrew sometimes exhibit significant variation in
orthography, lexicon, and, most importantly for this work, syntax (for examples, see Saenz-

Badillos 1993:56-62 [Archaic], 68-75 [Standard], 112-129 [Late]).
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What is important for the present study is whether there are salient diachronic

differences in the syntax or pragmatics of the BH relative clause. Simply, the answer appears
to be in the negative; neither the external linguistic features (e.g., which constituent is the head
of the relative clause, whether the relative is restrictive or not) nor the internal linguistic
features (e.g., the word order of the relative; the use of resumption, see below) of the BH
relative clause suggest that its syntax or pragmatics change with the development of the

language. For example, let us compare *“ser relatives in the Archaic Biblical Hebrew poetry of

Deuteronomy 33 (34), the Standard Biblical Hebrew prose of Numbers (35), and the Late
Biblical Hebrew language of 2 Chronicles (from a verse that does not parallel earlier material
in Kings) (36):

(34) dGlalewi >amar tumméka wolréka 121§ hsideka >Ser

and-to-Levi say(3MS PERF) Thummim-your and-Urim-your to-man pious-your REL

nissito bomassa
test(2MS PERF)-him in-Massa

‘and he said to Levi: Your Thummim and Urim (belong) to your pious one who you tested him at
Massa’ (Deut 33.8)
(35) zo6’t ha’ares *'Ser titnahld >otah  bogodral
this the-land REL inherit(2MP IMPF) ACC-it in-lot
‘this is the land that you shall inherit it by lot’ (Num 34.13)
(36) el yeh@i> ben nimsi **Ser masaho yhwh lohakrit et bét >ah’ab
to Jehu son.of Nimshi REL anoint(3MS PERF)-him Yhwh to-cut(INF) ACC house.of Ahab
‘to Jehu, the son of Nimshi, who Yhwh anointed him to cut off the house of Ahab’ (2 Chr 22.7)

Based upon the data provided from all three of the accepted stages of Biblical Hebrew, we see

that the *“Ser relatives do not exhibit any syntactic differences. We see in (34)-(36) that all
stages of the language allow the use of the relative word *ser and that all stages allow the

resumption of the modified noun within the relative. Now let us examine relative clauses

introduced by the relative word seC-. The first example, (37), illustrates that resumption of the
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head need not be present in seC- relatives. Examples (38)-(40), however, demonstrate that, as

in *ser relatives, resumption of the head is also permitted in seC- relatives.

(37)

(38)

(39)

(40)

‘am zd ga’alta
people REL redeem(2MS PERF)

‘a people whom you have redeemed’ (Exod 15.13)

’al  tir’ind Se>*ni Soharhoret
NEG see(2MS MOD)-me REL-I dark

‘do not look at me who I am dark’ (Song 1.6)

woasane’tl “ni et kol “mali... Se’annihenni la’adam
and-hate(1CS PERF) I Acc all.of toil-my . .. REL-leave(1CS IMPF)-it to-the-man
Séyihyé ’ah’ray

REL-be(3MS IMPF) after-me

‘and I hate all of my toil, . . . which [ must leave it to the man who comes after me’ (Qoh 2.18)

ZKor ... har siyon zeh Sakanta bo
remember(2MS IMV) mount.of Zion REL dwell(2MS PERF) in-it

‘remember. . . Mount Zion, which you dwelt in it’ (Psa 74.2)

Thus, not only does Hebrew employ *Ser throughout the stages witnessed in the Hebrew Bible,

with all of the same syntactic strategies available in such relative clauses, BH also appears to

maintain the same syntactic strategies for relative clauses introduced by the word seC-.

The fact that the relative word *ser is used at every stage of the Hebrew language in the

Bible does not necessarily indicate that the frequency of *ser relative clauses remains static

throughout the historical stages of development. Consider the statistics in Table 1. In the

Standard Biblical Hebrew narrative corpus of 1 Samuel through 2 Kings, twenty-nine percent

of the verses contain an *ser relative clause, whereas only eighteen percent of the verses in the

Late Biblical Hebrew narrative corpus of Esther through 2 Chronicles (excluding the Aramaic

sections in Daniel and Ezra) contain an *Ser relative clause.
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Table 1
The Frequency of *Ser in SBH and LBH Narrative

Total Vv. Vv. with *ser %
SBH (1Sam - 2 Kgs) 3042 887 %729.2
LBH (Esth - 2 Chr) 2707 498 %18.4

If the statistics in Table 1 represent diachronic development (and do not reflect, e.g., genre or

dialectical differences),” then Hebrew appears to employ the relative word *ser less as the

language changes. A case can be made, though, that genre is a factor in these statistics: if we
exclude the geneological material in 1 Chronicles 1-9 (material which is minimally narrative
and contains very few relative clauses—just 18 out of 407 verses contain relative clauses), the

frequency of *ser relative clauses rises from eighteen percent to twenty-one percent. It is also
possible that the decrease in the use of *ser relative clauses in Late Biblical Hebrew is partially
influenced by the increasing use of the alternative relative word seC- (although seC- only

appears in three verses in the corpus of Esther through 2 Chronicles [Ezra 8.20; 1 Chr 5.20;
27.27], it is used quite often in the Late Biblical Hebrew poetic material in Qoheleth and Song
of Songs; futhermore, seC- increasingly displaces *ser in post-biblical Hebrew). The relative
paucity of even seC- relatives in the Late Biblical Hebrew material, however, suggests that the
decrease in *ser relatives is a reflection of the more sparing use of relative clauses in this
material in general (not just *Ser relatives)—an issue that is not necessarily diachronically
significant.

Though the history of Hebrew may exhibit a change concerning which relative word is

preferred, this is a lexical change and not a syntactic or pragmatic one, as suggested by both the

" For a discussion of the relative words and their presence in BH dialects (i.e., Northern or Southern BH), see
Young 1993 and Schniedewind and Sivan 1997.
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data presented in examples (34)-(40) above and by the statistics (see chapter two for a

presentation of the linguistic features of seC- relative clauses). Thus, I do not consider the

change in the choice of which lexical item is used to introduce a relative clause relevant to the
current study.

A diachronic change in the use of resumption within relatives is a change that would
have consequences for a syntactic and pragmatic analysis; that is, it would be necessary to
consider whether the pragmatic function of resumption changed over time (see 2.5, 5.3 for an
analysis of resumption). Indeed, Kropat (1909) suggests that the “younger language” [i.e., Late
Biblical Hebrew] has a tendency to leave out resumption if it is in the subject or object position
within the relative (1909:67; cf. Polzin 1976). However, Kropat’s definition of resumption is
critical: he only includes resumption of the head by a subject pronoun (which is extremely rare
in all stages of BH) or an object pronoun in the relative—he does not include examples of
resumption within prepositional phrases or as possessive suffixes. Furthermore, Kropat
dismisses the two examples of subject resumption (2 Chr 6.32 [= 1 Kgs 8.41]; 8.7 [= 1 Kgs
9.20]) and the three examples of object resumption (1 Chr 6.50 [= Josh 21.9]; 2 Chr 8.8 [= 1
Kgs 9.21]; 22.7) that do appear in Chronicles as “entlehnten” (1909:67) —even though one of
the examples, 2 Chr 22.7, does not correspond to earlier material at all. If a broader definition
of resumption is used, i.e., resumption within prepositional phrases or as possessive pronouns,
it becomes clear that there are not any perceptible difference between narrative in Late Biblical

Hebrew and Standard Biblical Hebrew.?®

% T also investigated the following issues to discern whether there exist any significant diachronic differences
among relative clauses in BH. I examined the use of *Ser and seC- in Chronicles in order to see if there was a
significant pattern to the replacement in Chronicles of *Ser in the earlier material from Kings with seC-; however,
such replacement never occurs. The only two instances of seC- in Chronicles are in non-parallel passages (1 Chr
5.20; 27.27).
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In conclusion, I propose that it is more likely that any differences (e.g., the use of an

overt relative word, the choice between different relative words, the use of resumption) are
based on either the style of authors/redactors or the genre of literature (e.g., prose versus
poetry; see Anderson and Forbes 1983). For instance, in terms of syntax, even if the data were
to suggest that resumptive constituents were used with with a different frequency in the various
stages of BH, the fact that the same syntactic options are available indicates that the syntactic
structure of the language had not changed. In terms of pragmatics, the data do not suggest any
clear change in the pragmatic use of, say, resumptive constituents. Thus, the data do not
warrant the conclusion that there are significant diachronic issues that affect the syntactic
and/or pragmatic analysis of the BH relative clause; if diachronic differences concerning the
relative clause do exist within the biblical text, they are primarily lexical, e.g., Late Biblical

Hebrew exhibits an increase in the use of the relative word seC- alongside the use of *ser,

whereas Standard Biblical Hebrew rarely uses seC-.

1.3.1. Corpus

In terms of scope, the present work is a comprehensive examination of the structure and
function of relative clauses in Biblical Hebrew. First, for those relative clauses explicitly
marked by an introductory relative word, every one of the almost 6,000 examples in the
Hebrew Bible has been analyzed. Second, for those relative clauses which are not marked by a

relative word (a more common feature in poetic material), the book of Psalms has been

The second issue that I investigated was whether there was a pattern to the alternation between *Ser and seC-
in the book of Qoheleth. A pattern does not appear to exist for the alternation in Qoheleth, with both words even
appearing in the same verse and standing in parallel verses; see, for example, Qoh 5.4; 8.14; 10.14; also compare
1.14 to 8.9.
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exhaustively examined, although examples from other parts of the Hebrew Bible have been

used as well.
The text used is that of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia. All examples have been
transliterated (see the transliteration chart on page vii); the Masoretic accents and other

orthographically represented prosodic markers (e.g., the magqgef) are not represented.

1.3.2. Linguistic Theory

Currently, studies in BH typically follow one of two tracks: on the one hand there is still
considerable investigation of BH grammatical phenomena using classical Latin-based
categories and/or the historical-comparative method; on the other hand, recent discourse-based
theories are becoming quite popular. Both of the approaches, however, have significant
shortcomings when it comes to analyzing syntax or to mapping between clausal syntax and
pragmatics (the study of contextual meaning).

The former (classical) approach to grammar continues to advance our knowledge of
BH, particularly in areas such as lexicography and historical grammar.” This approach,
however, is increasingly hard-pressed to offer new and significant syntactic insights,
particularly because, unlike some modern linguistic theories (such as generative grammar, see
below in this section), it lacks the theoretical foundation that would allow it to generalize based
upon abstract levels of analysis (cf. van der Merwe 1994:15; Waltke and O’Connor 1990:53-

55).

 Tllustrative of the classical/historical-comparative approach in Hebrew studies is Rendsburg 1999, in which
the words riit ‘Ruth’, zabuliin ‘Zebulun’, na’umi ‘utter’, Salaw ‘quail’, and gost ‘truth’ are examined.
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That the classical/comparative-historical approach is increasingly unable to yield new

grammatical insights is illustrated by Gesenius’ grammar, which has taken the classical
approach to its productive limits. Begun in 1813 and last revised (the twenty-ninth edition) in
1918/1929 by Bergstrasser (1918-29), the English translation of the 1909 twenty-eighth edition
of this grammar (Kautzsch 1910) remains one of the authoritative reference works even as the
study of BH moves into the twenty-first century. This is not to discount the impact of “post-
Gesenius” discoveries in the twentieth century (e.g., the textual finds from Ugarit and Qumran);
however, even with the numerous additional texts, a comparison of the latest version of
Gesenius with the grammar of Jouion, revised by Muraoka (1993), reveals that relatively few
advances have been made in the area of syntax. Furthermore, in the area of phonology and
morphology, the twentieth-century data more often than not affirm the depth of Gesenius’
insight into BH and comparative Semitics.

In contrast to the classical approach to the BH language, discourse-based studies focus
on grammatical units larger than the sentence (without ignoring the sentence) in order to
understand the use of various linguistic phenomena in BH. In BH studies, issues such as the
verbal system, word order (as it relates to the discourse), participant reference, and the
articulation of topic/focus have been investigated using the tools of discourse analysis (see van
der Merwe 1997 for an overview). Currently, discourse-based studies on BH can be divided
into two related but distinct approaches: discourse analysis and text-linguistics.

The first discourse-based approach to BH takes its cues from discourse analysis as it is
practiced in general linguistics. The dynamic process by which a person communicates

meaning and intention is the focus of general discourse linguistics.

[Dliscourse is viewed as a system (a socially and culturally organized way of speaking) through
which particular functions are realized. Although formal regularities may very well be
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examined, a functionalist definition of discourse leads analysts away from the structural basis of
such regularities to focus, instead, on the way patterns of talk are put to use for certain purposes
in particular contexts and/or how they result from the application of communicative strategies

. . . Not surprisingly, [functionally based discourse approaches] rely less upon the strictly
grammatical characteristics of utterances as sentences, than upon the way utterances are situated
in contexts. (Schiffrin 1994:32; italics are mine)

BH discourse analysis parts ways with its general linguistic counterpart over the precise
object of investigation. The above quote from Schiffrin (1994) illustrates that the focus in
general discourse linguistics is on the “patterns of talk,” whereas the field of BH studies is
limited to a static textual corpus. Brown and Yule 1983 describe this as the difference between
the analysis of ‘discourse-as-process’ and the analysis of ‘text-as-product’ (1983:23-25). BH
discourse analysis understandably focuses on the text as a static, physical entity, and does not
attend to the production or the reception/interpretation of the text; i.e., the focus is the words-
on-the-page. In contrast, the ‘discourse-as-process’ approach adopted by most discourse
analysts clearly focuses on the communicative function of linguistic form (the dynamic means
of expressive and intentional communication). To this end, even the use of the terms text and

context in general discourse analysis highlights the difference between the two approaches:™

[T]he term text [is used] to differentiate linguistic material (e.g., what is said, assuming a verbal
channel) from the environment in which “sayings” (or other linguistic productions) occur
(context). In terms of utterances, then, “text” is the linguistic content: the stable semantic
meanings of words, expressions, and sentences, but not the inferences available to hearers
depending upon the contexts in which words, expressions, and sentences are used. (Schiffrin
1994:363)

% See also Georgakopoulou and Goutsos: “‘Discourse’ and ‘text’ have been used in a variety of ways in the
literature. In some cases the two terms have been treated as synonyms, while in others the distinction between
discourse and text has been taken to apply to units of spoken versus written communication. Consequently,
discourse analysis is, in some accounts, regarded as concerned with spoken texts (primarily conversation). Text-
linguistics, as a different discipline, has mainly been associated with written texts. In our view, the terms do not
refer to different domains (speech and writing) but reflect a difference in focus. Discourse is the umbrella term for
either spoken or written communication beyond the sentence. Text is the basic means of this communication, be it
spoken or written, a monologue or an interaction. Discourse is thus a more embracing term that calls attention to
the situated uses of text: it comprises both text and context. However, text is not just a product of discourse, as
customarily assumed, that is, the actual (written or spoken) record of the language produced in an interaction.
Text is the means of discourse, without which discourse would not be a linguistic activity” (1997:4).
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The difference between general discourse linguistics and BH discourse linguistics is not

to say that “text-as-product” is an invalid object of study. On the contrary, Gleason (1974)
argues for the primacy of text in linguistic study, placing elicitation and introspection as
“secondary and tertiary techniques” (1974:206) . With regard to the Hebrew Bible, while there
are no native speakers from whom to elicit either data or judgments, there is an abundance of
context, which allows us to submit cautious non-native judgments. BH is a language limited to
an ancient textual corpus and lacking any native speaker; however, we possess two millennia of
translation and interpretation which, along with the textual context, aid the linguist in decoding
the syntactic features of the language of the Hebrew Bible. Moreover, the question becomes
moot if we believe that modern linguistics can illuminate in any way the data of the Hebrew
Bible, since all that we have is textual/non-spoken data for BH studies.

Longacre and Hwang describe BH discourse analysis as a holistic approach—the search
for the “whats,” the “hows,” and the “whys” of the textual patterns of the Hebrew Bible. They
present three interacting levels of analysis: “macrostructure (the overall meaning and thrust),
texture (peak and profile, mainline and supportive information, participant reference, and other
matters related to cohesion and coherence), and constituent structure (embedded discourses, as
well as paragraphs, sentences, clauses, etc.)” (1994:337; italics theirs).”

The second discourse-based approach in BH studies, often called text-grammar or text-

linguistics,” is a particularly European phenomenon; its program has been articulated in Talstra

1992:

31 Although Longacre identifies his approach by the rubric “textlinguistic,” the analytical focus and
methodological features clearly align it with what is otherwise labeled “discourse analysis/linguistics.”

32 As we shall see, there is considerable overlap between BH discourse analysis and BH text-linguistics, and
the terms have even been used interchangeably. This should not, however, obscure the differences between the
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(1) syntax should be based on the description of linguistic units beyond the level of phrases and
clauses. . . . It should concentrate on describing the formal structure of the texts; (2) language
should not be studied as a means of merely personal expression but as a means of human
communication. (1992:269)

Thus, text-linguistics defined in this way has one foot in European formalism and the other foot
in a European functional approach similar to that of Halliday 1985 or Dik 1997a,b. Like the
holistic approach of BH discourse linguistics described above, the Talstra-style of text-
linguistics starts with an inventory of forms and proceeds to “recognize as many formal
patterns as possible at the level of morphology, syntax and the text” (van der Merwe 1997:14)
in order to identify the communicative function of those forms. This approach has been
categorized as “bottom-up” and “form-to-function,” as well as, simply, a formalist approach.”
The contrast between BH discourse analysis and BH text-linguistics lies primarily in
their linguistic categories and immediate goals. For instance, Longacre and Hwang 1994 use
labels like “plot” and “storyline” in their discourse study of the book of Jonah; in contrast, Dyk
and Talstra (1999:184-185) focus on issues such as deixis and referentiality in their text-
linguistic analysis of the BH verbless clause and state that their aim is “to compose programs

capable of parsing verbless clauses . . . that analyze from the distribution of forms and

two, particularly in the scope of their approach. It is also interesting to note that the term ‘discourse analysis’
within BH studies is largely used in the United States, while ‘text-linguistics’ predominates in Europe (this is also
the case in general linguistics, see Crystal (1997:386)).

3 This use of the label formalist differs from the definition typically assigned the term in current linguistic
circles; formalist is often an adjective used to describe generativists over against functionalists.  Schiffrin
distinguishes formalism and functionalism within the field of linguistics in these four ways: “1) Formalists (e.g.,
Chomsky) tend to regard language primarily as a mental phenomenon. Functionalists (e.g., Halliday) tend to
regard it primarily as a societal phenomenon; 2) Formalists tend to explain linguistic universals as deriving from a
common genetic linguistic inheritance of the human species. Functionalists tend to explain them as deriving from
the universality of the uses to which language is put in human society; 3) Formalists are inclined to explain
children's acquisition of language in terms of built-in human capacity to learn language. Functionalists are inclined
to explain it in terms of the development of the child's communicative needs and abilities in society; 4) Above all,
formalists study language as an autonomous system, whereas functionalists study it in relation to its social
function” (1994:21-22).
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progresses to the assignment of functions.” What these two studies clearly share, however, is a

concern for linguistic levels beyond the sentence.

While the computer databases produced by text-linguistic studies promise to be useful
for searching the text and organizing data and the discourse-analysis focus on narrative features
such as plot and storyline remind us that there are units of analysis that are larger than the
clause, in the end text-linguistics/discourse analysis alone will prove to be insufficient for
producing accurate linguistic analyses of BH phenomena. Both approaches aim to be
comprehensive in terms of levels, from phonology to pragmatics (i.e., discourse issues);
however, both, for example, are unable to deal with linguistic phenomena which can only be
explained by an approach based, in part, on abstraction. For instance, the notion of an
underlying (or deep) structure for a clause, a structure which can no longer be seen but which
critically shapes the surface structure of the clause, is an abstract notion. Without such an
abstract notion, though, the concept of ‘extraposed relatives’ has largely gone unnoticed in BH
studies. Extraposition is the process whereby some element of the clause, such as a relative
clause, is moved from its original/deep position to a position later in the clause. Thus, in

English, we can observe extraposition by comparing the two clauses in (41) and (42):

(41) [A man who was wearing a red suit] entered the room

(42) [A man ___;] entered the room [who was wearing a red suit];

We see in (41) a relative clause that immediately follows its head —the typical placement of a
relative. However, in (42) the relative clause has been moved away from its head. Likewise,

BH exhibits relative clause extraposition, as in (43).



51

(43) Gloyosep yullad Sané banim boterem tabo’ Sonat
and-to-Joseph bear(3MS PERF PASS) two-of sons __ in-yet come(3FSIMPF) year-of
hara‘ab >Ser yaloda 16 >asonat

the-famine REL bear(3FS PERF) to-him Asenath

‘and to Joseph, two sons __; were born before the two famine years came, [who Asenath bore for
him];” (Gen 41.50)

Unfortunately, Hebraists have rarely recognized the presence of extraposition in BH;* this
linguistic phenomenon is difficult both to identify and to adequately explain without some sort
of linguistic ‘movement theory’, a component of modern, generative linguistic theories that
attempts to account for when and why constituents move from their deep structure position to
their surface structure position.”

The sum of the matter is this: while discourse-based studies may provide valid insights
into the text of the Hebrew Bible as well as the grammar of BH, there is the significant risk that
their results are incomplete or even mistaken, since they eschew abstract levels of language
(i.e., deep structure). After all, identifying surface level patterns, even at the level of discourse,
is only one step removed from mere taxonomy. Therefore, I have chosen an approach which is
at once one of the most common linguistic approaches in general linguistics of the West and

one of the most overlooked approaches in BH studies:** Chomskyan generative grammar.

3 Goshen-Gottstein 1949 noticed such structures, but did not, of course, relate them to the movement of
consituents; rather, he treated them as “afterthought” relatives.

¥ Another issue regarding the BH relative which is difficult to sort out without abstraction is the syntactic
status of the function word *ser when an identifiable head cannot be found. The result has been the assigning of
many non-relative roles to *ser, e.g., it introduces causal clauses, result clauses, purpose clauses; these additional
roles may be ruled out by using an analysis allowing for abstract levels of grammar. See 5.4 for further discussion.

3 There are only a few generative analyses of the syntax of BH. Notable are the works of Naudé, who has
analyzed the so-called ‘casus pendens’ structure in BH within a Government-Binding approach (Naudé 1990), and
the role of the independent pronoun in verbless clauses in Biblical Aramaic (Naudé 1994) and the syntax of co-
ordinate subjects in BH (Naudé 1999) within the Minimalist Program approach. Also significant is DeCaen 1995,
in which the placement and the tense/aspect of the BH verb is addressed from a Government-Binding perspective.
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Three facets of generative grammar suggest that it may produce results for BH studies

where other linguistic approaches cannot. First, the Chomskyan approach is forty-five years
old and yet is flexible enough to incorporate the constant influx of new linguistic data from the
world’s languages. New languages are continually being analyzed and added to the overall
database. Thus, the generative Hebraist is able to check the BH data cross-linguistically in
search for comparable structures and explanations from other languages of the world.”

Second, a model which allows for the study of the abstract level (i.e., deep structure) of
language is able to recognize generalizations both for language in general (i.e., cross-linguistic
universals, or ‘principles’) and for specific languages (i.e., individual language ‘parameters’).
Therefore, such a model is heuristically more valuable for distinguishing between features
which are relevant to the focus of a particular study and those which are not (see Naudé 1990
for a lengthier critique of non-abstract linguistic approaches to BH). Finally, contrary to many
critical evaluations, generative analysis does not stop at the sentence; rather, the generative

approach to pragmatics and discourse studies was initiated over two decades ago.™

Finally, Washburn (1994) analyzed the waw-consecutive imperfect verbal form using the earlier Extended-
Standard Theory.

7 Although in its earlier stages generative grammar focused heavily on data from English, other Germanic
languages, and Romance languages, the claim that generative grammar includes only minimal cross-linguistic data
can no longer be supported. Even a cursory glance at current linguistics journals exhibits generative work upon a
wide range of the world’s languages. Indeed, the last two decades have witnessed a significant increase in the
number and types of languages studied within the generative framework, from various Chinese dialects, Japanese,
Catalan, and Icelandic to Malagasy and Arabic.

* See Culicover and McNally 1998 for a selection of articles exploring issues beyond the traditional purview
of syntax. Many, though not necessarily all, of the articles are amenable to a Chomskyan generative approach;
some are explicitly generative. Also see Zubizarreta 1998 for a generative approach which deals with the
intersection of prosody, word order, and the pragmatic/discourse notion of focus. As a final note, we should not
think that it is just within the last few years that generativists have become concerned with pragmatic issues.
Rochemont 1986 dealt with the issue of ‘focus’ fifteen years ago, and he was building upon a good bit of previous
generative research.
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1.4. OVERVIEW

Chapter two is an overview which will describe the basic features of the BH relative
clause. Chapter three is an introduction to the syntax of BH, particularly the issue of word
order, from a minimalist generative perspective. The basic syntax of the (finite) verbal clause,
the participial clause, and the verbless clause are thoroughly examined. Chapter four follows
up on the syntactic framework presented in chapter three by investigating the pragmatic
structure of the BH clause. Chapter five revisits the BH relative clause from the perspective of
the generative framework established in chapters three and four, first examining the basic
structure of relative clauses in general and in BH and then proceeding to address specific issues
regarding BH relative clauses: the syntax and pragmatics of resumption within BH relative
clauses, BH relative clause extraposition, and restrictiveness in BH relative clauses. Finally, I

summarize the methodology and results of the research in this work in the Chapter six.
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2. BH RELATIVE CLAUSE STRUCTURE: AN OVERVIEW

In this chapter | will examine the basic linguistic characteristics of relative clauses in
the Hebrew Bible. In doing so, | will proceed in seven parts. 2.1 is a brief outline of the basic
features of relative clauses from a general cross-linguistic perspective. 2.2 covers the

properties of BH relative clauses introduced’®yr; 2.3 covers the properties of BH relative
clauses introduced by the other less common relative we€dsandzeh/ziilz6; 2.4 completes

the discussion of BH relative words with the morphdm€- (which also functions as the
Hebrew definite article) and its role in introducing relatives, particularly when it is prefixed to
the participle. 2.5 is an investigation of the role of resumptive elements in BH relative clauses.
2.6 analyzes those BH relatives not introduced by a relative word, i.e., bare/lunmarked relatives.

Finally, 2.7 initiates a discussion of restrictive versus non-restrictive relatives in BH.

2.1. INTRODUCTION TO THE RELATIVE CLAUSE

Relative clauses, like adjectives, adverbs, and prepositional phrases, are syntactically
classified asdjuncts that is, expressions providing additional (but syntactically non-crucial)
information about an activity/event/noun (Mallinson and Blake 1981:264; Fabh35294
Crystal 1997:9; Radford 1997:142). Thus, relative clauses, as adjuncts, differ from
complements, which are syntactically necessary in order for grammaticality. Compare the

relative clause in (1) to the complement clause in (2).

(1) I saw the dog that was black

(2) | saw_that the dog was black

The relative clausthat was blackn (1) is not syntactically obligatory; the claussaw

the dogis grammatical without the embedded relative clause. In contrast, the complement
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clausethat the dog was blackn (2) is necessary in order for the larger clause to be

grammatical; the verbawis lacking an object without the complement clause.

Semantically, restrictive relative clauses (I will discuss non-restrictive relative clauses
below) function similarly to attributive adjectives: both constructions provide information
about the antecedent (i.e., the modified noun) which enables a listener/reader to distinguish the
antecedent from other possible or real items in the field of discourse (see below, 5.1, for a
comparison of theyntacticstructureof adjectives and relative clauses). In (3), the relative
clausethat was blackestricts the semantic domain covered by the constitl@piarrowing
the referent from ‘any dog’ to ‘the one that was black’. T@perty of modificationns much
the same as the semantic function of the adjetti@ek with regard to the constituedbgin

(4) (see Heim and Kratzer 1998:86-88).

(3) the dog that was black

(4) the black dog

In addition to the property of modification, a relative clause isssertionabout its
antecedenfDowning 1978:379). Furthermore, clausal status sets the relative clause apart from
other constructions that modify nouns, such as adjectives: the relative clause includes its own
predication (separate from the predication within the matrix/root claugedamples(5)-(6)
illustrate the basic differences between an adjectival phrase and a relative clause in English.

Note the embedded predicatiofiyvas damagedn the relative clause in (6).

(5) John’s_damaged van is his only vehicle.

(6) John’s van, which was damaged, is his only vehicle.

1 Matrix, orroot, refers to the clause in which another clause is embedded.
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Moving to the structural features of the relative clause, three parts of relative clauses are

often distinguished: théead(i.e., the antecedent/noun being modified), itteoductory
function word(e.g., Englistwho, which, thgt and the actudlelative) claus€i.e., the material
following the relative word). The introductory function words are often referredreladve
pronounsrelative adverbsor more generallyelative words In English, there are two basic
types of relative words, theh-words (e.g.whag, which where wher) andthat, as in (7)-(8).

(7) The bookwhich was published last year is already out-of-pfint.

(8) The bookthat was published last year is already out-of-print.

In many languages of the world, as in English and most other Indo-European languages, the
form of the relative words often depends on the grammatical properties of the antecedent (e.g.,
case and ‘humanness’ for English; case, gerated,number for Germanijlustrated in(9)-

(12).

(9) The senatowhom | disliked was voted out of office.

(10) The dogwhich/that/*who | bought was a golden retriever.

(11) Die Schrifstellerin§s), die (Fs)/*der (Ms) das Buch schrieb, hei3t Agatha Christie.

In (9), the relative woradvhomindicates that the head of the relatilie senatofunctions as the
object of the verb within the relative clause. In (10), the fact that the relativenkorcannot

be used to introduce a relative clause modifying a non-human antedencent siodh as

2 Unlike that, the relative wordvhich can introduce both restrictive and non-restrictive relatives in English.
However, without intonation (a pause would indicate a non-restrictive relative) or commas (the orthographic
convention for indicating a non-restrictive relative), relative clauses introduceshbgh are semantically
ambiguous—they can be restrictive or non-restrictive, whereas relative clauses introdubatiarg always
restrictive). | will address the issue of restrictiveness below (see 2.7, 5.5); the distinction is not salient for the
comparison being made in (7)-(8).
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indicates thatvho is reserved for human antecedents. Finally, the German example in (11)

illustrates how German relative words agree in gender and number with their antecedents.
When we consider all three of the elements of a relative clause—the head, the relative
word, and the relative clause—we see that there exists more than a merely coincidental
relationship between the three. | have already noted that in many languages, such as English
and German, a head and a relative word exhibit a certain amount of agreement. In addition,
examples (12) and (13), which present relative clauses paired with the corresponding non-
relative clauses, suggest that there is an even more compelling motivation to connect the head
and the relative word in some way. As Downing notes, “relative clauses have the form of

clauses from which [a copy of the antecedent] as theme has been deleted” (1978:379).

(12)
a) John’s van which __ was damaged
b) John's van was damaged

(13)
a) The dog which | bought
b) | bought the dog

In each example, thgap (__) that | have marked illustrates that there is a missing constituent:

in (12)a) there is no overt subject within the relative clause for the predieasdamagedin

(13)a) there is no overt object within the relative clause for the transitivebvedht When

the relative clauses are compared to the non-relative examples in (12)b) and (13)b), we see that
the missing constituent corresponds to the head noun that is separated from the clause by the
relative word. This fact, in addition to the agreement between the head and the relative word
noted above, suggests that the head, the relative word, and the gap within the relative clause,

have the same semantic reference (i.e., theyareferentia), and therefore should all be
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marked accordingly, as in (14)-(15) (the use of subscripts to indicate coreferentiality is referred

to ascoindexatiop).

(14) John’s vanwhich __; was damaged

(15) The dogwhich | bought _;

In summary, | have introduced the basic syntactic status of relative clalesjarags
and the basic semantic relative clause propertiesoafificationandassertion In addition, |
identified three structural elements of the relative clause: the head/antecedent, the relative
word, and the relative clause proper. Finally, | indicated that the head, the relative word, and
the ‘gap’ within the relative clause arereferential Let us continue on to consider other more
complex structural and semantic features of the relative clause: the position of the relative
clause with regard to the head; the presence or absence of an overt head; resumption; and
restrictiveness.

In the English examples used thus far, the head has consistently been located outside
and before both the relative word and the relative clause. However, this is not true of all
languages. There are two fundamental categories that distinguish relative clauses cross-
linguistically: the placement of the head outside of the relative clause (i.e., an external head) or
inside of the relative clause (i.e., an internal head), and the placement of the relative clause
before the head (i.e., prenominal relative clauses) or after the head (i.e., postnominal relative
clauses). Unlike the English examples given so far, which were externally-headed, in some

languages, such as Bambara (16) (Lehmann 1986:665) and Quechua (17) (Basilico 1996:499),

3 Coindexatiorrefers to the process whereby two constituents (e.g., nouns, noun phrases) are marked with the
same subscript letter or numeral (the first letter used is usuallyich stand for fomdex although when multiple
pairs of constituents are marked, the letters on each sidarefoften used, e.g.,k). Coindexation is usually
used to indicated that the two constituents marked with the same subscript share the same reference (see Crystal
1997:69).
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the headlis included within the boundaries of the relative clause (in both examples the relative

clause is enclosed in brackets and the head is indicated by boldface).

(16) ne ye tyE min ye, 0 be  fini fere
[ coMPLman REL saw]DEM3; IMPF cloth(DEF) selP

‘the man that | saw (, he) sells the cloth’

(17) nun bestyata ranti-shag-n alli bestya-m ka-rqo-n
[man horseacc buyPERF3] good hors&viD bePAST-3

‘the horse that the man bought was a good horse’

In both (16) and (17), the head noun that is semantically modified by the relative clause
is actually a constituent within the boundaries of the relative clause. This is confirmed both by
word order and by case (note that accusative case is given to the head in (17) because it is the
object of the verb in the relative clause). Compare the position and case of the corresponding
Quechua externally-headed relative clause (18): in contrast to the internally-headed examples
in (16) and (17), the head in (18) follows the relative clause (and cannot be a part of the relative
clause since subordinate clauses in Quechua are strictly verb-final) and is case-marked as the

subject of the matrix clause (Basilico 1996:449).

(18) nun ranti-shag-rbestya alli bestya-m ka-rqo-n
[man buyPERF3] horsefomM) good horseviD bePAST-3

‘the horse that the man bought was a good horse’

The second Quechua example in (18) also illustrates the prenominal position of the
relative clause. This relative-head order in (18) contrasts with English, in which relative

clauses follow their head (i.e., postnominal placement/head-relative order). As with English,

4 With regard to internally-headed relative clauses, the texadrefers to that DP (see below note 8) which is
semantically relativized; thus, this use of head is distinct from the syntactic use of head in X'-theory imeatiich
refers to an Xcategory.

51n (16){18), a hyphen (-) indicates affixation; see tlist of Abbreviationon p. vi for the rest of the
notation.
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BH (as we shall see in the rest of this work), can be categorized as a language with externally-

headed, postnominal relative clauses.

Our discussion so far has focused on the position of the head being modified by the
relative clause. Often, however, relative clauses exist without an apparent head. These relative
clauses are often referred tofese, headlessor ‘null’-head relatives. Compare (19) (repeated
here from (10)), with the corresponding free relative in (20). In the latter example, there is no

overt head preceding the+word what

(19) The dogwhich | bought __; was a golden retriever

(20) What | bought __;was a golden retriever (i.e., the thing that | bought . . .)

Furthermore, some relative clauses that have an overt head are actually missing an overt
relative word (the position of the covert relative word is marked by @ in the examples below).
These are referred to &sre, zero,or unmarkedrelative clauses. The clearest examples of
these are cases in which the relative clause has a finite verb (21); however, as the English
examples below demonstrate, other nonfinite constructions exist: participial bare relatives (22)-

(23), and adjectival bare relatives (24).

(21) The dog@, | bought __; was a golden retriever
cf. The dogthat | bought __; was a golden retriever

(22) The dog@, ___ ;running down the street is rabid
cf. The dogthat __;is running down the street is rabid

(23) The dog@; __;injured by the car was recovering well
cf. The dogthat ___;was injured by the car was recovering well

(24) The dog@, ___;black with dirt was washed with a hose
cf. The dogthat ___;was black with dirt was washed with a hose

Resumption is another feature that distinguishes relative clauses, both within languages

and between languages. Unlike English (25), which does not allow a pronoun to fill the gap
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(see (14) and (15) above), many languages do allow the head noun to be “resumed” by a

coreferential constituent, such as a prondilinstrated by the French example in (26).

(25) Here is the manhat/who(m) Marie has talked to (*hih

(26) Voici I'hnommeque Marie lyi a parlé (Haegeman 1994:409)
here-is the-man that Marie to-him has tafked

The presence of a resumptive pronoun has significant implications for the syntactic
structure of relative clauses: when a resumptive pronoun exists within a relative clause, there
are no gaps. (We shall see below in 5.3 that the presence of resumption affects the generative
analysis of relative clause structure.) Furthermore, resumption may carry a variety of semantic
and/or pragmatic characteristics (see, for example, Sells 1984; Prince 1990; Demirdache 1991;
Shlonsky 1992; Prince 1997; Suiier 1998; Sharvit 1999a; see also below 2.5, and 5.3 for further
discussion of this issue).

The final feature by which relative clauses are analyzed and categorized is
restrictiveness. The basic description of a relative clause given above at the beginning of this
section applies to restrictive, or adjectival, relatives; however, it does not appbnio
restrictive orappositive relatives. Superficially, non-restrictive and restrictive relative clauses
in English are distinguished by the presence of an intonational break in the former (27) (often
indicated by commas setting the relative clause off from the rest of the clause), but not in the

latter (28).

61t could be argued that certain regional dialects of English do allow resumption in some restrictive relative
clauses, e.gthe boyswhq | don't remember who invited themHowever, Sells (1984) considers these examples
distinct from the type of resumptive pronouns seen in, e.g., Helatkwhen *Ser yimsah oté ‘the priest who
he-anointhim;’.

7 The French complementizeueis similar to Englishthat it is not inflected and is not coindexed with
relativized nouns or the corresponding resumptive elements. See Haegeman (1994:409) for the example in (26)
and others like it.
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(27) When my wife and | were out taking a walk last night we saw a group of boys in the middle of
the neighborhoodThe boys, who were wearing red jackets, were star-gazing

(28) When my wife and | were out taking a walk last night we saw numerous groups of boys in the
neighborhood. The boys who were dressed in costumes were walking towards the school,
while the boys who were wearing red jackets were star-gazing

Semantically, the non-restrictive example in (27) implies that every boy was star-gazing and
that they all just happened to be wearing red jackets; the relative clause in this case adds
information which is not crucial for determining the reference of thetb#boys In contrast,

(28) presents a DP which, in order to be correctly identified among a set of possible discourse
referents (e.g., boys who wenet wearing red jackets), is modified by a restrictive relative
clause.

Many languages do not mark restrictive and non-restrictive relatives in any perceptible
manner (notably, some languages do not even make a semantic distinction between the two
[Mallinson and Blake 1981:366]). For instance, distinguishing restrictive versus non-
restrictive relatives in English is often difficult, even though non-restrictive relatives are often
marked by an intonational pause and separated by commas when Writtederstandably,
the precise nature of restrictiveness has been the object of much attention among linguists,

particularly in the attempt to map the semantic features to the syntax. For example, Fabb

8 Currently in generative grammar the determiner is analyzed as the head of its own phrase (i.e., DP) which
takes a noun phrase (NP) as a complement. See Ouhalla (1999:201-10) for further explanation as well as the
theoretical motivation for the DP-hypothesis.

9 “Almost all languages . . . have some equivalent to [the restrictive relative] while the representation of the
other types is sparse. Portguguese (sic), for example, lacks non-restrictives that modify [clauses] . . ., while
Navajo lacks non-restrictives entirely” (Andrews 1985:7).

10 |n addition to intonation and commas, restrictive and non-restrictive relatives are often distinguished in
English by the use dhatfor the former and avh-word for the latter. This is not a consistent test, however, since
whwords may be used for both restrictive and non-restrictive relatives.
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(1994:3523) lists the following syntactic differences between restrictive and non-restrictive

relatives in English:

i. nonrestrictive relatives use a narrower range of relative phrases, being unabl¢htt ase
phrases where theh-element is embedded and noninitial, so that whitese motheris
acceptable as a relative phrase in a nonrestrictive relétevenother of whoris not;

il. nonrestrictive relatives escape weak crossover (leftness condition) effects which restrictive
relatives are subject to, giving a distinction betwdenman, who his mother loves, arrived
yesterdayand*the man who his mother loves arrived yesterday

iii. the nonrestrictive relative seems to be in some sense syntactically disconnected from its head;

for example a negative polarity item (lilemy) in the nonrestrictive clause cannot be licensed

by the determiner (likenly) of the head*only the tourists, who have amgagination, go to

visit Sicily.
In addition, Mallinson and Blake (1981) claim that English non-restrictive relatives are rarely
separated from their heads (e.g., by extraposition; see also Emonds 1979:234-35; McCawley
1998:447), as in (29). Unlike restrictive relatives, multiple non-restrictive relatives in English
cannot stack on a single head, as in (30). In English the relative word may never be absent with

non-restrictive relatives (cf. McCawley 1998:445), as in (31), and English proper names can

only be modified by non-restrictive relatives (32) (1981:359-66), unless there are multiple

possible referents for, e.g., a name, as in (33).

(29) *My father came in, who runs his own business.

vs. My father, who runs his own business, came in.

(30) *I saw John, who was yelling, who you dislike.

vs.| saw the boy that was yelling that you dislike.

(31) All teachers, *that/who(m)/*@ the minister disciplined, are now on strike.

vs.All teachers that/who(m)/@ the minister disciplined are now on strike.

11 See also McCawley (1998:447), who adds that “when restrictive and nonrestrictive clauses are attached to
the same NP, the restrictive clause(s) must precede the nonrestrictive clause.”
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(32) | saw John, who studies datly.

vs.*| saw John who studies daily.

(33) Q: Which Susan are you talking about?

A: Susan who lives next door, not Susan who is married to Tom.

Unfortunately, many of these distinctions are not language universals; indeed, some of them do
not apply to BH (see below, 2.7).

Finally, non-restrictive relatives appear to be able to modify more diverse constituents
than restrictive relatives. Restrictive relatives can only modify NPs, as in (34)a) (and also
illustrated by the ungrammatical examples(8b)b), (36)b),and (37)b)), whereas non-
restrictive relatives can modify any phrasal constituent (XP), e.g., DPs (34)b), VPs (35)a), PPs
(36)a), CPs (37)a) (Fabb 1990:60; Demirdache 1991:108-9; McCawley 1998:447).

(34)

a) | called a friendvho was workindi.e., versus a friend who was not working).

b) I called_ Rachelwho was working.

(35)
a) John_weightliftedwhich | was having a problem doing

b) *John weightlifted that | was having a problem doing.

(36)
a) Rachel put the box in the cavhere | had put the others

b) *Rachel put the box in the car that | had put the others.

(37)
a) John angered his wifeshich was not a good idea

b) *John angered his wife that was not a good idea.

12 Mccawley (1998:481, fn. 12) qualifies this condition by stating that it “relates only to proper nouns that are
used as proper nouns. A proper noun that is used as a common noun can host a restrictive relative as well as any
inherently common noun can: The Harry Smith who took your phonetics course last year has transferred to
Cornell.” The same qualification applies to Biuyahi bimé *hasweros hi> *haswerds hammolek méhoddii
wa‘ad kiis ‘and it was in the days of Ahasuerus (he is Ahasuerus who rules from India to Ethiopia . . .)’ (Esth 1.1)
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To summarize, five basic features of relative clauses have been introduced in this

section: the presence or absence of an overt head (i.e., headed vs. headless/null head relatives);
the position of the overt head of the relative clause (i.e., before vs. after the relative clause;
inside vs. outside of the relative clause); the presence or absence of the relative word (i.e.,
marked vs. unmarked/bare/zero relatives); the presence or absence of a resumptive element;
and the distinction between restrictive and non-restrictive relatives. With these features in

mind, let us turn now to an overview of the relative clause in BH.

2.2. BH RELATIVE CLAUSES INTRODUCED BY *Ser

By far the most common function word introducing BH relative claus&&is Unlike,
for example, German relative words, which exhibit morphological agreement features (e.qg.,
NOM MS der, Fsdie, NS das P die; see also 2.1 above), BHer is indeclinable. In fact)ser
patterns more like Englisthat or even Frenclgue in contrast to the relativeh-words in
either language (e.g., Englisthich, who, whenor Frenchqui), particularly since*ser, like
Englishthat and Frenchgque can also introduce complement clauses (see below, 5.4). In this
section | will focus on the various permutations of Bddr relative clauses. We shall see that
*Ser relatives are always postnominal (i.e., the relative clause follows the head) and they may
be headed (i.e., they may modify an overt head), as in (38), or headless (i.e., they may modify a

covert/null head (9)), as in (39).

(38) et ha’adam **Ser bara’ti
AcC the-man REL create(ts PERF!3
‘the man that | created(Gen 6.7)

13 See thd.ist of Abbreviation®n p. v for a key to the linguistic glosses of the BH data.
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(39) &t  'Ser <asita 1o
ACC @ REL do(Ms PERR to-him

‘what ( = the thing that)you did to himi (Gen 27.45)

In (38), the*“ser relative clause modifies the constituéatadam ‘the man’, a constituent that

is lexically explicit, or overt, in the construction. In contrast, the relative clause in (39) does
not modify a lexically overt constituent; rather, it modifiesoaerthead, marked by @ in the

linguistic glossing.

2.2.1. Overtly Headed‘ser Relative Clauses
Headed*ser relatives constitute the most numerous category of relative clauses in the
Hebrew Bible. Almost four out of every fiv&er relatives modify an overt head. We shall

examine two features of these relatives: 1) the type of head; and 2) the place (i.e., the gap or the

resumptive) within the relative with which both the head and the relative ¥gmndare

coreferential. BH relatives may modify many differgyyes of heads, from bare NPs (40) to

entire clauses (47).

(40) Unmodified indefinite NP
Seqer »Ser 16°  siwwitim
falsehoodReEL NEG command(tsPERP-them

‘a falsehood thatl did not command therfJer 29.23)

(41) Modified indefinite NP
gdy gadol *"Ser 16 ‘lohim qorobim >glayw kayhwh  >*16hénd bokol
nation greatReL to-it gods near to-it  like-Yhwh god-our in-all.of
gor’eni Elayw
calling(INF)-our to-him

‘a great nationthat has gods near to it like Yhwh, our god, whenever we call to(Bienlt 4.7)
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(42) Determined NP
et hagselac >**Ser laqah min ha’adam
AcC the-rib REL take(®1s PERH from the-man

‘the rib that he took from the marfGen 2.22)

(43) Proper Noun
yhwh >*Ser hithallakti lopanayw yiSlah mal’ako ittak
Yhwh REL walk(1cs PERF to-face-his send{®s IMPF) angel-his with-you

‘Yhwh, who | walked before him, will send his angel with ygaen 24.40)

(44) NP in construct witR%er
wayyittonéhd el bét hasschar maqdém >*Ser *'siiré (Kt)
and-give(31s PAST)-him to house.of the-round place®éL prisonersgp PTCP PASkOf

hammelek **stirim
the-king  confine{p PTCP PAS}

‘and he put him in the round housthd) placethat the king’s prisoners (were) confing@en
39.20)

(45) Pronominal Suffi%4
watto’mer 1e°a natan *lohtm Sokart >Ser natattl Siphati
and-say(8s pAST Leah give(81s PERP God reward-myrREL give(lcSPERA maid-my
127181
to-man-my

‘and Leah said: God has provided/ reward,(l) who gave my maid to my husbar{@Gen 30.18)

(46) Prepositional Phrase
wayyasem et pesel  ha*serda >“Ser ‘asi babbayit >“Ser
and-set(®s PAST) ACC image.of the-AshemeEL make(31s PERP in-the-hous&EL

>amar yhwh el dawid wa’el $olomo bond
say(3us PERP Yhwh to David and-to Solomon son-his

‘and he set the image of the Ashera that he niadlee Temple, wheré&rhwh had said to David and
to Solomon his son: . . (2 Kgs 21.7)

14 For more examples, see Gen 11.7; Exod 29.33; Deut 4.19; 1Kgs 3.12,13; 15.13; Isa 47.15; Ezek 16.59:;
20.21; 47.14; Psa 31.8.
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(47) Entire Claus®
dmala>a batteka dbatte kol <badéka dbatte kol
and-fill(3cp PERF MOD houses-your and-houses.of all.of servants-your and-houses.of all.of

misrayim >Ser 16> ra’Q »botéka wa>*bot »botéka miyyém
Egypt REL NEG see(&pP PER¥ fathers-your and-fathers.of fathers-your from-day.of

hayo6tam €al  ha*dama ‘ad  hayydm hazzé
being{NF)-their upon the-land until the-day the-this

‘and your houses and the houses of all of your servants and the houses of all of Egypt shall be
filled [with locusts, v.4]-which your fathers and your ancestors have never seen from the day they
came to exist upon the land until this dg¥xod 10.6)

In addition to the ability ofser relative clauses to modify a wide variety of heads, from
simple NPs to full clauses, illustrated (40)-(47), therelative word introducing‘ser relative

clauses may correspond to a variety of positions within the relative. Within the relative clause

»Ser may correspond to the subject position (48), the object position (49), or an adjunct

position representing a number of semantic roles, such as the temporal head in (50) or the
locative head in (51).
(48) sihdn; melek ha>*mori >Fer; _ ; malak bohesbon

Sihon king.of the-AmoriteBEL reign(&1s PERP in-Heshbon
‘Sihon, king of the Amoritessho reigned in Heshbor(Josh 13.21)

(49) <am; >%Ser; 16> yada‘ta o
peopleREL NEG know(2vs PERP

‘a peoplethat you do not know{Deut 28.33)

(50) kol yomgé >Fer; hannega® bd i
all.of days.of REL the-disease in-him

‘all the daygthat the disease (is) in hinfLev 13.46)

15 Although relative clauses with an entire clause as the antecedent are not uncommon cross-linguistically
(e.g., English: Adam fell down the stairs—which wasn't a good thing), they are not so common in BH. In regard
to “Ser, Gaenssle (1915:58) compares this function to Sytiand Akkadiansa as well as Latimualeand lists
the following verses as examples in the Hebrew Bible: Exod 10.6; Jer 7.31; 32.35; Esth 4.16 (see also Jolon and
Muraoka 1993:599). | have identified the following as additional examples: Deut 17.3; Josh 4.23; 2 Sam 4.10; Jer
19.5; 48.8; 2 Chr 3.1. Psa 139.15 may also be an example.
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(51) wayyasseb ya®qob mags€bd bammaqdém; >*Ser; dibber ’ittd o
and-set(&s PAsT) Jacob  pillar in-the-placerReL  speak(@s PERP with-him

‘and Jacob set up a pillar in the platteat (God) spoke with hirh

However, there are grammatical constraints on wien may correspond to thebject of a

preposition First, unlike English (as in the examplee car which | rode i BH does not
allow preposition stranding'see below, 2.5.2); rather, objects of prepositions are either
resumed in BH relatives, as in (52) (see also 2.5 and 5.3 for further analysis of resumption), or

the preposition is deleted along with the relativized noun phrase, as in (53).

(52) hadderek; hattoba >*Ser; yelokd bah;
the-way the-good REL walk(3MP IMPF) in-it

‘the good waythat they shall walk int’ (1 Kgs 8.36)

(53) wayohi immadi badderek; >*Ser; halakti o
and-be(#s PAST) with-me in-the-wayrReEL  walk(ICS PERF

‘and he has been with me on the it | walked ' (Gen 35.3)

Second, BH does not allopied-pipingfrom headed“ser relative clauses (see below,

2.5.2), as in the English examplee carin which; | rode ;. In BH, when gpreposition

precedes the relative word in Biblical Hebrew (ehgXser, ka*’ser), the preposition belongs to

the matrix clause, not to the following relative clause, as in (54).

(54) dba>*Ser talini ’alin
and-in-JRrReL lodge(Zs iMPH lodge(Ts IMPR

‘andin @ (the place) thatou lodge | will lodge(Ruth 1.16)

Another characteristic of BH headé&kr relatives is that they may Iséackedthat is, a
string of juxtaposediser relatives may modify the same initial head, as in the English example

The article (that John wrote) (that was published last monthgre the successive relatives
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are marked with parentheses. In (55), the two relative clauses ‘that is in their land’ and ‘that

they bring to Yhwh’ modify the head ‘the first-born of everything'.
(55) bikkiré kol **Ser ba’arsam °>“Ser yabi’l layhwh loka yihyé
first-born.of all.of REL  in-land-theiREL come(R1P IMPF CAUS to-Yhwh to-you be(8S IMPF)

‘the first-born of everythingtijat is in their land) (that they bring to Yhwh shall be yours(Num
18.13)6

Unlike English (56) (see above, 2.1, example (30)), though, BH allows the stacking of non-
restrictive relatives, as in (57). In (57), the two relative clauses are clearly non-restrictive since

they modify the proper noun ‘David’ (see above 2.1 and below 2.7).

(56) *I saw John, who was yelling, who you dislike.

vs.| saw the boy that was yelling that you dislike.

(57) loma‘an  dawid ‘abdi >Ser baharti >0to >Fer Samar
for-sake.of David servant-myrReL choose(ds PERF AcC-him REL keep(31S PERP

miswotay wahuqqotay
commandments-my and-statutes-my

‘for the sake of David, my servantyi{o | chose hin), (who has kept my commandments and my
statute§’ (1 Kgs 11.34)

In summary, we have discussed five linguistic characteristics of hé@deecelatives.
First, headed‘ser relative clauses most often modify an NP as their head, although they may

modify other constituents, from PPs to entire clauses. Second, the head and relative word in

*ser relative clauses may be coreferential with subject, object, or adjunct positions within the

relative. Third, headedser relative clauses do not allow the stranding of prepositions or the

16 See also Lev 3.4; 3.10; 3.15; 4.9; 4.18; 7.4; 20.10; 25.45; Num 18.13; 19.2; 35.34; Deut 4.46; 9.26; 11.10;
18.20, 21-22; 19.4; 21.3; 32.46, 49; Josh 13.21; 24.15; Judg 6.11; 18.22; 1 Sam 6.15; 12.13; 1 Kgs 2.44; 9.21;
11.34; 12.8; 21.25; 2 Kgs 11.10; 19.6; 20.18; 23.7, 12-13, 19; Isa 30.9-10; 39.7; 41.8, 9; Jer 7.14; 13.4; 21.4; 32.2,
3;46.2; Ezek 20.9; 26.17; 32.24; 37.25; 44.10; 48.11; AmP6; Mic 1.1; Nah 3.8; Psa 58.5-6; 78.42-43; 95.3-5;
104.16-17; Job 36.27-28; Ruth 4.15; Qoh 8.15; Dd®; 2 Chr 2.116.14-15; 8.8; 23.9These data contradict
O*‘Connor’s claim that “Hebrew only stacks relative clauses in verse [i.e., poetry]” (1997:127).
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pied-piping of the prepositions with the modified NP. Fourth, heatfedrelative clauses

employ resumptive constituents (see 2.5 and 5.3 for further discussion of resumption in BH
relatives). Finally, both restrictive and non-restrictive heatied relative clauses may be
stacked. Let us now investigate the basic features of tfieseelatives which do not have an

overt head.

2.2.2. Covertly Headed (“Headless*ser Relative Clauses

As | stated in the previous section, headed relative clauses constitute the great majority

of BH *ser clauses. However, within the Hebrew Bible there are also a significant number of

relative clauses that do not modify overt heads (there are just over one thousand examples). As
| indicated in 2.1, such constructions are often either referred to as headless relative clauses due
to their superficially “headless” appearance or referred to as ‘null head’ relatives due to the
linguistic proposal that a syntactically real but phonologically null (i.e., covert) head exists.
The difference between BH headed and headless/null head relatives is illustrated by the

minimal pairs of*“ser relatives in (58)-(60) (the position of the covert head in the headless

relatives is marked with a @).

(58)

a) wayosapper ha‘ebed loyishag &t kol  haddobarim >*Ser <asa
and-tell(3us PAsST) the-servant to-lsaacacc all.of the-things REL do(3vs PERA
‘and the servant related to Isaadl the things thathe had done(Gen 24.66)

b) <ad &tb >ap >ahika mimmoka woaSakah 8t »ger
until return(NF) anger.of brother-your from-you and-forget$3>ERF MOD ACC @ REL
@sita 16
do(2vs PERH to-him

‘until the anger of your brother subsides and he forgktshat (= the thing that) you did to him’
(Gen 27.45)
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(59)
a) wozeh  haddabar **Ser ta®sé lahem logaddes >0tam
and-this the-thing REL do(2vs IMPF) to-them toconsecratefF) Acc-them

‘and this (is) thehing that you shall do to them in order to consecrate théaxod 29.1)

b) wayyiqes no'h miyyénd wayyéeda“ 8t >Ser
and-wake(81s PAST)  Noah from-wine-his and-know{3 PAST) AcC @ REL
asa 16 boné  haqqatan
do(3vs PERP to-him son-his the-young

‘and Noah awoke from his wine and he kri@what (= the thing that) his youngest son had done
to him’ (Gen 9.24)

(60)
a) wayyera‘ haddabar >*Ser <asa dawid bo®né  yhwh
and-be wicked(@s pAST) the-thing REL do(34s PERA David in-eyes.of Yhwh

‘and thething that David did was wicked in the eyes of Yh{thSam 11.27)

b) wayyera¢ ba‘éné yhwh  >Ser <asa
and-be wicked(@s PAsST) in-eyes.of Yhwh @REL do(34S PERH

‘and @ what (= the thing that) he did was wicked in the eyes of Yli@ah 38.10)

What is significant for our understanding of these covertly headed relatives is that the

semantic content of the phonologically null head must be inferred from the context. For

instance, when we consider the English headless relatina | saw was excellemut of

context, the referent of the relatiwd+word is ambiguous. Thehatcould refer to anything

from A and Z. However, if we supply the contextual dataent to a horse auction last night

and what | saw was excellerthen it is reasonable to assign the referent of the covert head to

some variation ohorse(s) The covertly headed examples in (61) and (62) illustrate the variety

of covert referents which occur in the Hebrew Bible.

(61) et >*3er t6°pd gpl waEt >%er tobasSold basseld
ACC D REL bake(1p IMPF) bake(21p IMV) andAcC @ REL boil(2vP IMPF) boil(2vP IMV)

‘@ what (= the manna that) you want to bake, bake! &nhat (= the quail that) you want to
boil, boil"" (Exod 16.23)
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(62) >elleh  >*Ser nihal moSeh bo‘arb6t  mdb’ab meéeber loyardén yorihé mizraha
these GREL divide(3vs PERP Moses in-plains.of Moab from-beyond to-Jordan Jericho east-to

‘these (are)d what (= the inheritances that) Moses divided in the plains of Moab, beyond the
Jordan (to) Jericho, to the eagtiosh 13.3p

The context of (61) (looking back to Exodus 16.13) suggests that the referent of “baking” and
“boiling” is the bread-like manna and the quail, respectively, which Yhwh provided during the
wilderness episode. The context of (62) (i.e., chapter thirteen in the book of Joshua) suggests a
referent like “inheritances” or “possessions,” since the narrative of chapter thirteen is a partial
discussion of the allotment of Canaan for the Israelite tribes.

Covertly headed“ser relatives also include the numerous examples in which a
preposition, as in63){69), or a subordinating conjunction, as in ({02), immediately
precedes th&ser. In both constructions, the preposition and conjunction are constituents of the
matrix clause, not of the relative clause since, as | noted in the previous section, BH does not
allow pied-piping (see also 2.5 below).

In (63)-(66), we see the three clitic prepositians, k-, andla- (which are vocalized
ba-, ka-, andla- before“ser), attached to the relative word. Semantically, the prepodition

most often indicates either spatial or temporal inclusion (hence the common English glosses
‘in” or ‘at’). Accordingly, the semantic content of the covert or implied head in (63) is
logically interpretable as ‘the place’ given that one usually lodges ‘somewhere’.

(63) Gba*%er!”  talini >glin

and-in-dreL lodge(Zs IMPH lodge(Ls IMPH
‘andin @ (the place) thatou lodge | will lodge(Ruth 1.16)

17 see also Gen 21.17; 39.9, 23; Judg 4.11; 5.27; 17.8, 9; 1 Sam 23.13; 1 Kgs 16.26; 2 Kgs 8.1; Isa 47.12;
56.4; 65.12; 66.4; Jonah 1.8; Job 39.30; Ruth 1.17; Qoh 3.9; 7.2; 8.4.
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Unlike ba-, the prepositiorka- does not carry a basic temporal or spatial sense; rather,

Waltke and O’Connor suggest that it has three basic uses: 1) agreement in quantity or measure
(including approximation); 2) agreement in kind (i.e., comparison); and 3) correspondence
(1990:202-205}8 When attached to“ser, the ka- appears to have one of two meanings:
comparison or approximation/correspondence in time: (64) illustrates the comparative use of
ka- and suggests an appropriate semantic content for the covert head; (65) illustrates the
temporal use oka- and the translation fills in the covert head wttie timé, which is both

logically and contextually appropriate.

(64) >*mor *ni mépetkem ka>*Ser @siti kén yeasé lahem
say(Ms imv) | sign-your like-@ReL do(Ics PERF thus do(B81S IMPFPASY to-them

‘say: | am your sign.Like @ (the thing) whichl did, thus will be done to ther(Ezek 12.11)

(65) woyaster panayw méhem  ba‘et hahi> ka>Ser here
and-hide(&s iMmpF) face-his from-them at-the-time the-that ak&- be-evil(3vs PERF CAUS

ma‘aloléhem
deeds-their

‘and he will hide his face from them at that tirae@ (the time) thatthey cause their deeds to be
evil' (Mic 3.4)
The third clitic preposition that attaches to the relative word in BH is the prepdstioia- is
often glossed with English ‘to’ or ‘for’ and the semantic range of thdaBl$ about as diverse

as its English counterparts. (66) illustrates preceding’“ser and provides a contextually

appropriate rendering of the covert head.

18 waltke and O’Connor propose that what is sometimes labeled as the ‘temporal’kusésadh fact related
to either approximation (‘about that time’) or correspondence (‘at the (same) time’) (1990:205).
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(66) loma®sé yadayw yistah*wi la>*%er!® <asd >esboOtayw
to-work.of hands-his bow-down{® IMPF) to-@REL make(&P PERF fingers-his

‘to the work of (their) hands they bow down,d (the work/idols) that(their) fingers have made’
(Isa 2.8)

The sometimes clitic prepositionin (which becomesne before“ser) exhibits the following

basic meanings when attached to the relative word: spatial (‘from’), as in (67); partitive

(‘one/some of’), as in (68); and comparative, as in (69) (see Waltke and O’Connor 1990:212-

14).
(67) lagah ya®qob &t kol  **Ser lo’abind ime>*Ser20 Io°abind
take(3us PERA Jacob Acc all.of REL to-father-our and-from-@eL to-father-our
@sa 6t kol hakkabod hazzeh

make(31s PERp Acc all.of the-wealth the-this

‘Jacob has taken all which belonged to our rather, &och @ (all) that belonged to our father he
has made all of this wealtliGen 31.1)

(68) et ha’ehad min hattorim >0 min boné hayyonad me>Ser?! tassig
AcC the-one from the-turtledoves or from the-sons.of the-dove freme@httain(Zs IMPH

yado
hand-his

‘one of the turtledoves or of the doveg-{one of the birds) thahe can afford(Lev 14.30)

(69) wora’iti ki n t6b me*Ser?? yismah ha’adam boma®sayw
and-see(ts PERF that NEG-EXST good from-@-REL rejoice(34S IMPF) the-man in-deeds-his

‘and | saw that nothing is bettéihan @ (the time that)man rejoices in his deed&oh 3.22)

*sSer also modifies covert heads that are the complements of (usually temporal) free-standing

19 See also Gen 27.8; 43.16; 44.4; 47.24; Exod 16.16; Lev 5.24; 27.24 (2x); Num 5.7; Josh 17.16 (2x); Judg
21.5;1 Sam 30.27 (3x), 28 (3x), 29 (3x), 30 (3x), 31; 2 Kgs 10.22; Isa 8.23; 31.6; 49.9; Jer 27.5; 38.20; 50.20;
Ezek 23.40; Amos 6.10; Mal 3.18; Job 12.6; Qoh 9.2.

20 See also Exod 5.11; 29.27; Isa 47.13; Ruth 2.9; Esth 4.11; 1 Chr 17.13.

21 5ee also Jer 40.7.

22 See also Josh 10.11; Judg 16.30; 2 Sam 18.8; 2 Kgs 6.16.
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prepositions or conjunctions such’as¢é ‘after, behind’ andad ‘until, before’. Syntactically,

these headless relatives are no different than thfgeelatives that exhibit the cliticization of

the prepositionga-, la-, ka-, andme-. Consider the following examples.

(70) 16> yidkal ba‘lah hari’>$6n *Ser Sillohah N )
NEG be-able(3MS IMPF) husband-her the-first REL send(3MS PERF)-her to-return(INF)
logahtah linyot 16 12’1854 >ah™ré?3 >*Fer huttamma’a
to-take(INF)-her to-be(INF) for-him for-wife after @ REL defile(3FS PERF PASS)

‘her first husband who cast her out shall not be able to return to take her to be histesii® (the
time) thatshe has been defile(Deut 24.4)

(71) tzokor et boro’éka  bimé bohiirotéka <ad?*  >¥er 15°
and-remember{@s IMv) ACC creator-your in-days.of youth-your until @EL NEG
yabod yomé hara‘a
come(31pP IMPF) days.of the-calamity

‘and remember your creator in the days of your youttil & (the time) thatthe days of calamity
have not comelQoh 12.1)

(72) wold>  he*manti lodibréhem  <ad?> >*er ba’ti wattir’éna
andNEG believe(s PERF to-words-their until GREL come(Ts PERF and-see(P PAST

@nay
eyes-my

‘and | did not believe their wordatil @ (the time) thatl came and my eyes sa{@ Chr 9.6)

Note, however, that whef¥er immediately follows clitic prepositions or free-standing
prepositions and conjunctions, it is often difficult to distinguish whethet“ieintroduces a

null head relative or a noun-complement clause. For instance, we should not class#y+the

23 See also Josh 7.8.16 23.1; 24.2Q Judg 11.3619.23 2 Sam 19.31

24 See Waltke and O’Connor (1990:215) for a discussion of the prepositiotto mark the timebefore
which an event takes place.” See also Qoh 12.2, 6; Neh 4.5

25 See also Gen 27.428.1529.8 33.14 Exod 23.3024.14 32.2Q Lev 22.4 Num 11.2020.17 21.22
32.17 Deut 2.14 29; 3.20 9.21; Josh 1.153.17 8.26 17.14 Judg 4.241 Sam 22.330.4 2 Sam 17.131 Kgs
10.7,17.17 2 Kgs 17.2017.23 21.16 Isa 6.11 Ezek 34.21Hos 5.15 Jonah 4.5Mic 7.9; Psa 112.8Ruth 1.13
3.18 Qoh 2.3Neh 2.71 Chr 19.5
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*Ser in (73) as the relative use fer, but as a complementizer. TH&r in (73) serves as the

complement to a covert nominal head, which we may interpret similarly to the English “the
fact” which is used in the common nominal complement clause “the fact that . . .”

(73) me*Fer20 yaqarta bo‘énay nikbadta wa*ni
from-@REL be-precious(@s PERR in-eyes-my honor{2s PERF PASH and-I

»habtika wa’ettén ’adam tahtéka Ulo’ummim tahat napsSeka
love(1cs PERF-you and-give(ts IMPH man under-you and-peoples under soul-your

‘on accountd (of the fact) thatyou are precious in my eyes, you are honored, and | love you, | will
give a person in exchange for you and peoples in exchange for yo(iskf&3.4)

In the same vein as example (73), wh&er is preceded by free-standing prepositions
and conjunctions, such as‘n ‘because’ Joma‘an ‘for the purpose of' mippané ‘on account
of’, <l ‘upon, on account of'\egeb ‘consequence’, anahat ‘under, instead of’, the‘ser is
often being used as a complementizer, not as a relative word. In each cé&e thkows

immediately after the preposition or conjunction. Since there is no noun to explicitly provide
the semantic content of the head in this construction, it must be inferred from the context; the
context of these examples suggest that the common English noun-complement construction

“the fact that” is an adequate parallel and illustrates the BH construction well.

(74) ya‘an *ser ‘because (of the fact) that’
<al kén hayota hebr6én lokaleb ben yopunneh haqqenizzi  lonah’la
because thus be{8 PER¥ Hebron to-Caleb son.of Jephunneh the-Kenizzite to-inheritance

<ad hayydém hazzeh ya<an?’ >%er mille’ ’ah’ré yhwh *lohé yisra’el
until the-day the-this because &L fill(3ms PERA after Yhwh god.of Israel

‘because of this, Hebron became an inheritance for Caleb, son of Jephunneh the Kenizzite, until this
very daybecaused (of the fact) thathe was fully after Yhwh, the God of Isrg@bsh 14.14)

26 See also Num 6.11.

27 See also Gen 22.1Beut 1.36 Judg 2.201 Sam 30.221 Kgs 3.118.18 11.11 33; 14.7, 15; 16.2 20.28
36; 2 Kgs 1.1610.3Q 21.11 15; Jer 19.425.8 29.23 25, 31; 35.18 Ezek 12.1216.43 21.9, 26.2 31.1Q 44.12
Psa 109.162 Chr 1.116.8
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(75) lama‘an *ser ‘for the purpose (of the fact) that’
wa>*tammeé’ >Otam bomatton6tam boha“bir kol  peter raham
and-defile(s pPAS) Acc-them in-gifts-their in-devoteF) all.of firstborn.of womb

loma‘an *§immeém loma<an?®  >er yedo“l *er *ni yhwh

for-purpose horrify(ts iMPA-them for-purpose @REL  know(3vP IMPF) REL | Yhwh

‘and | defiled them through their gifts when (they) devoted every firstborn in order to horrify them
to the endd that they would know that | am Yhw{Ezek. 20.26)

(76) mippané *ser ‘on account (of the fact) that’
wohar sinay <aSan kull6 mippang?? >*Ser yarad ‘alayw yhwh
and-mount Sinai smoke¥® PERA all-it on-account.of &eL descend(@s PERA upon-it Yhwh
ba’e§
in-the-fire
‘and Mount Sinai—all of it was smokig account ofd (the fact) tha Yhwh had descended upon
it in fire’ (Exod 19.18

(77) <al *ser ‘because (of the fact) that’
ubisloset re‘ayw hara ’appo <q]30 >Ser 10° maso i
and-in-three.of friends-his burng3 PERA anger-his because #L NEG find(3cP PER#
ma®né wayyars$i<a et ’iyydb
answer and-condemmn® PAST) ACC Job

‘and his anger burned at his three frieralscaused (of the fact) tha3! they could not find an
answer but they condemned J@iob 32.3)

28 See also Gen 18.1%ev 17.5 Num 17.5 Deut 20.1827.3 Josh 3.42 Sam 13.5Jer 42.6 Ezek31.14
36.30 46.18

29 See also Jer 44.23.
30 See Waltke and O’Connor (1990:218) for a discussion of the preposititmintroduce a cause. See also
Gen 47.6; Exod 16.5; 32.35; Num 20.24; Deut 29.24; 32.51 (2x); 1 Sam 24.6; 30.14; 2 Sam 3.30; 6.8; 8.10; 12.6;

15.20; 21.1; 1 Kgs 9.9; 16.7; 18.12; 2 Kgs 18.12; 22.13; Isa 29.12; Jer 15.4; 16.11; 22.9; Ezek 1.20; 23.30; 35.15;
39.23; Hag 1.11; Psa 119.49; Esth 1.15; 8.7; 1 Chr 13.10; 18.10; 2 Chr 7.22; 34.21.

31 See Deut 22.24 (2x); 23.5; 2 Sam 13.22dbtlbar “ser, lit. ‘because of the fact that'.
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(78) <eqeb *“ser ‘a consequence (of the fact) that’
wa’et hakkibsa yoSallem ’arba‘tayim ‘éqeb32 >a%er ‘asa et
andAcc the-lamb restore(8s iImPF) fourfold  consequence®EL do(3vs PERA ACC

haddabar hazzeh wo‘al »*Ser 16> hamal
the-thing the-this and-on-account.REL NEG pity(3MS PERA

‘and the lamb he shall restore fourfadd a consequena® (of the fact) thathe did this thing and
an account (of the fact) that he did not show pi&ySam 12.6)

(79) tahat “ser ‘in return (for the fact) that’
lakén  °*halleq 16 barabbim wo’et  “siimim yohalleq
therefore apportion(s impPH for-him in-the-many and-with mighty apportiorm8IMPF)

salal tahat33 >Ser hera lammawet napS6
plunder insteadReEL empty(31s PERAH to-death  soul-his

‘therefore | will give him a portion among the many and with the mighty he will apportion plunder,
in return @ (for the fact) tha he emptied his life to death{lsa 53.12)

In this section | presented the various constructions in which the relative’erd
appears. | introduced both overtly headed and covertly heddecelatives and | presented an
argument for either a ‘covertly headed relative clause’ or ‘noun-complement clause’ analysis of
*sSer when it is preceded by any one of the prepositions presented in the section above. In the
next section, | will move frorfser to the other, less common function words that introduce BH

relatives.

32 See also Gen 22.186.5;2 Sam 12.6.

33 See also Num 25.1PDeut 21.1422.29 28.47 62; 1 Sam 26.212 Kgs 22.17Jer 29.1950.7, Ezek 36.34
2 Chr21.1234.25
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2.3. BH RELATIVE CLAUSES INTRODUCED BY $eC-3* AND zehlzii/z6

Compared to the number of BH relative clauses introducetfdy the relative clauses
that are introduced by the other BH relative wosd€- andzeh/zii/zo, are few. Furthermore,
the distribution of the relative wos@C- limits the syntactic diversity found in ti¥eC- clauses
(i.e., this function word exits primarily within Early Biblical Hebrew poetry, e.g., Judges 5.7,
and Late Biblical Hebrew, e.g., Qoheleth 1.3, but rarely in Standard Biblical Hebrew).
Notwithstanding the paucity of data (e.g., there are only 139 occurren&gs-pfthe relative
clauses introduced by the remaining BH relative words exhibit syntactic characteristics that are
similar to *ser: the postnominal position of the relative word and the possibility of an overt
head.

Like *“ser relatives, headed relative clauses introducedeldy or zeh/zii/z6 modify a

variety of heads, illustrated by the examples in (80)-(84).

(80) Unmodified indefinite NP
a) Glo’adam  §elle>  ‘amal bd
and-to-marreL-NEG toil(3MsS PERF in-it

‘and toa manthat has not toiled over it{fQoh 2.21)

b) <am =zd ga’alta
peoplerEL redeem(®1S PERA

‘a peoplethat you have redeemeiExod 15.13)

(81) Modified indefinite NP
kah®sir gaggbt Seqqadmat Salap yabes
like-grass.of rooftopgREL-before shoot(@s PERF wither(3vs PERP

‘like grass of rooftopswhich before it has shot up it witherPsa 129.6)

34 The C in seC- indicates that with all non-guttural consonants, the consonant immediately following the
relative word is geminated.
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(82) DP (Determined NP)
a) hamma“sé Senna“sa tahat hasSames
the-work  REL-do(3vs PERFPASY under the-sun

‘the workthat was done under the suf@oh 2.17)

b) bariti waedoti z6 *lammodém
covenant-my and-testimony-n®EL teach(sIMPF)-them

‘my covenant and testimorthat | will teach them’'(Psa 132.12)

(83) Proper Noun
a) yhwh Sehaya land
Yhwh REL-be(3vs PERP for-us

“Yhwh,who was for us’(Psa 124.1)

b) yhwh zd hata’nd 16
Yhwh REL sin(lcPPERP to-him

“Yhwh,who we sinned against hinflsa 42.24)

(84) NP in construct with the relative
a) maqgdm Seyippdl ha%s
place.of ReL-fall(3Ms IMPF) the-tree

‘altheplacethat the tree falls’(Qoh 11.3)

b) maqdom zeh yasadta lahem
place.of REL establish(&s PERF) for-them

‘al/the placethat you established for ther{Psa 104.8)

(85) Pronominal Suffix
’al  tir’Gni Se>ni Soharhoret
NEG see(21S MOD)-me REL-l dark

‘do not look atmewho| am dark’(Song 1.6)

We can also see from the examples above that the relative Ward®or zeh/zii/z6 may
correspond to subject (examples (80)a), (81), (82)a), (83), and (85)), object (examples (80)b),
(82)b), and (84)b)), or adjunct (example (84)a)) positions within the relative clause.

Like the relative word“ser, the relative wordseC- or zehlzii/z6 may modify covert or

null heads, as in (86)-(88).
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(86) haggida Ii Se’ah’ba napsi ¢ka  tir<é
tell(2ms IMV) to-me @ REL-love(3S PERF soul-my where pasture(2 IMPF)

‘tell me, @ One-whomy soul loves, where you pasture (your flo¢gpng 1.7)

(87) wozé >ahabti nehpoki bi
and-@ REL love(Ilcs PERF  turn(XPPERFREFL) in-me

‘and @ who | loved turned against méJob 19.19)

(88) <al miskabl ballélot biqqasti 8t Se’ah’ba napsi
upon bed-my in-the-nights see&ElPERA ACC @ REL-love(3 s PERF soul-my

‘upon my bed during night | soug@t (him-)who my soul loves(Song 3.1)

Also, covertly headegkC- relatives may be preceded by prepositional phrases in the same way
that *“ser relatives are (see above 2.2), although there are no examples of this construction with
zehlzii/zo relatives.

(89) woyasob heapar al ha’ares koSehaya

and-return(®1s MoD) the-dust on the-earth like#L-be(3vs PERP
‘and the dust returns to the eatike @ (the condition/statgthat it had beer(Qoh 12.7)

(90) hadold porazén boyisra’el hadella <ad Saqqamti
cease(8PPERAH peasantry in-Israel ceasef®ERP until @ REL-rise(1CSPERR

‘peasantry in Israel ceased; it ceasautil @ (the timé that | arose’ (Judg 5.7)

In this section, we have seen thatC- and zeh/zi/zo relatives appear to function
syntactically in the same way th&er relatives do, even though we do not have quite the same
extent of syntactic diversity with these rarer relative worisom the data that exist in the
Hebrew Bible, we see th&C- and zeh/zii/z6 are used to introduce both overtly and covertly
headed relative clauses, and that the relative word corresponds to similarly diverse positions
within the relative clause as exhibited tyer relatives. At this point, the only remaining
relative word to consider is the morpheme”-, normally associated with the function of the

BH definite article.
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2.4.haC-3>RELATIVES

Most reference grammars agree that there are a few instances of the Hebrew definite
article haC- used as a relative word (s&@utzsch 1910:447Peretz 1967:109-1Q;ambert
1972:135; Waltke and O’Connor 1990:338-40; Jouon and Muraoka 1993:537-38). They
usually identify eighteen clear examples of this relative construction exist in the Hebrew
Bible;36 seventeen are in the form b&C- followed by a perfect verb, as in (91), and one
exhibitshaC-followed by a verbless clause consisting of one member, a clitic preposition and

its suffixed pronominal object (92).

(91) torimat  bét >*lohénd  haherimi hammelek woyo“sayw . . .
offering.of house.of god-ouReL-lift(3CcP PERK the-king  and-counselors-his

‘the offering of the house of our Gtuht the king and his counselors .lifted up’ (Ezra 8.25)

(92) wayyarem hattabbah ’et hasséq wohe<aléha
and-raise(81s PAST) the-cook Acc the-leg and-@REL-upon-it

‘and the cook lifted the leg and ¥at (=the thing that)(was) on it (1 Sam 9.24)
Like the example in (91), many instances oftl€-relative occur in biblical texts that
represent Late Biblical Hebre¥. There are also a number of occurrences in “older tékts”;
however, in such “older” texts the perfect verb forms to which the relaéiGeis attached are

only a single vowel change or stress shift from the form of a participle. Thus, according to

35 The C in haC- indicates that with all non-guttural consonants, the consonant immediately following the
relative word is geminated.

36 Gen 18.21; 21.3; 46.27; Josh 10.24; 1 Sam 9.24; Isa 51.10; Ezek 26.17; Job 2.11; Ruth 1.22; 2.6; 4.3; Ezra
8.25; 10.14, 17; 1 Chr 26.28; 29.17; 2 Chr 1.4; 29.36. Other possible examples are 1 Kgs 11.9; Isa 56.3; Dan 8.1;
and 1 Chr 29.8.

37 For example, Ezra 8.25; 10.14, 17; 1 Chr 26.28; 29.8, 17.

38 Waltke and O’Connor cite Gen 21.3 and Ruth 1.22 as examples of these “older” occurrences (1990:340).
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Waltke and O’Connor, “such forms should probably be read as participles . . . the article with

the perfective is unlikely in early texts” (1990:339; cf. Peretz 1967:110; Jolon and Muraoka
1993:538; see also Kautzsch (1910:447), who suggests that “no doubt the authors in all these

casesntendedparticiples” [emphasis added]). For example, the fbanmdlad in (93), which

is vocalized in the Masoretic Text abaC-relative word prefixed to av& perfect,ndlad, can

be changed to the forhunndlad, ams participle, simply by altering the final vowel from /a/ to

/al (resulting in the attributive participle construction; but see below in this section for an

argument against the attributive participle as a construction irfBH).

(93) wayyiqra’ ’abraham ’et Sem  boné hanndlad 16 Ser
and-call(31s pAsST) Abrahamacc name.of son-hiReL-bear{1s PTCP PASHto-him REL
yalda 16 dard yishaq
bear(3s PERF to-him Sarah lIsaac

‘and Abraham called the name of his gbat was bornto him, who Sarah bore for him, Isaac’
(Gen 21.3)

Furthermore, there are a number of forms that the Masoretic Text presents as words with
penultimate stress, as in (94); these forms can be read as patrticiples by a simple shift of the
word stress to the ultima syllable (i.kassabd for (94))40
(94) wayyo’mar na“rd m6>°biya hi’ hassaba 9m no“mi misSodé mo°ab
and-say(®1s pAST) girl  Moabite sh&eL-return(3s PERF with Naomi from-fields.of Moab
‘and he said: She is a Moabite giHat returnedwith Naomi from the fields of MoafRuth 2.6)

Even if we accept the proposals for re-vocalization or re-accentuation of suspect forms,

we are still left with nine exampléslike the one given above in (91), that cannot be explained

39See also 1 Kgs 11.9; Isa 56.3; Dan 8.1.
40 See also Gen 18.21; 46.27; Isa 51.10; Job 2.11; Ruth 1.22; 4.3.

41 Josh 10.24Hehalki’, ‘who walked’); Ezek 26.17hghullald ‘who was praised’); Ezra 8.2%dherimii ‘who
lifted up’); 10.14 gahosib ‘who caused to dwell’), 10.1hghosibii ‘who caused to dwell’); 1 Chr 26.28dhigdis
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by altering the vowels or the word accent. Clearly, the morple@edoes serve, mostly in

late texts but also in a few early ones, to introduce a relative clause. Therefore, this raises the
guestion: Why should any of the forms be altered if they already conform to a known and
accepted BH grammatical phenomenon? In fact, once we recognize the capheiG tuf
function as a relative word, we should investigate whether there are other heretofore
unidentified environments in which it introduces a relative clause. The usa®fas a

relative word in Modern Hebrew may aid in this endeavor.

Siloni 1995 claims that in many languagéere is an element functioning as the
syntactic head of the DP (see above note 8) that qualifies “as the relative complementizer of
certain clausal structures” (1995:445). Based on the examples in (95)-(97), Siloni argues that
this Determiner-relative complementizer is covert in many languages, as in the French (95) and
English (96) participial/reduced relatives, but overt in languages such as Hebrew (where the
relative-complementizer is homophonous with the definite artialg),*? as in (97). Siloni

labels this particular relative construction a ‘semi-relative’.

(95) Un hommdisant un journal dans la rue est un espion.
(96) A manreading a newspaper in the streeis a spy.

(97) ’i§ haqqore’ ’iton barshob  hi’ moraggel43 (Siloni 1995:446)
manRrEL-reading(1s PTCH newspaper in-the-street he spy

‘who sanctified’); 29.17 annimsa’i ‘who were found’); 2 Chr 1.4bghekin ‘in (the place) where he established’);
29.36 Qahekin ‘what he established’).

42 Although Siloni argues that tHeaC- in semi-relatives is semantically distinct but homophonous with the
haC- of the definite article (1995:452-53), it would not significantly change the analysis is there was only one
polysemous morphenteaC-

43|n all Modern Hebrew examples in this chapter, | have altered the transcription of the examples in order to
accord with the transcription system that | have adopted in this work (see p. vi).
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Siloni compares the synonymous pair (88){99) to illustrate thathaC- can function

syntactically just like the more common Modern Hebrew relative iare

(98) hinngé ha’i§  Sehdseb raq ’al kesep (Siloni 1995:447)
here the-maRreL-think(ms PTCP only about money

(99) hinngé ha’i§  hahdseb raq ’al  kesep (Siloni 1995:447)
here the-maRreL-think(Ms PTCP only about money
‘here isthe man who thinksonly about money’

Siloni does, however, describe at least seven characteristics which differbatiateemi-

relatives fromseC- full relatives. Table 2, taken from Siloni (1995:452), lists the differences.

Table 2

Distinctions betweeseC- and haC-/Semi-Relatives in Modern Hebrew
seC- Relatives haC/Semi-Relatives

Verbal form finite (+tense) participial (-tense)

Copular pronoun obligatory impossible

Negation possible impossible

Topicalization possible impossible

wh-elements obligatory impossible

Relativized element subject/object/. . . subject only

Following Siloni’s lead, we can now propose a ‘relative’ explanation for those BH

constructions in which an indefinite noun is followed by a definite participle, as in41.00).

(100) hinné hag yhwh boSil6  miyyamim yamima *Ser missopdnd lobét >8] mizroha
behold festival.of Yhwh in-Shiloh from-years yearsreL from-north to-Bethel east-to
hasSemes$ limsilla  hac‘ola mibbét ’el Sokema
the-sun to-highwageL-ascend{s pPTCp from-Bethel Shechem-to

‘see—the festival of Yhwh (is) at Shiloh from year to year, which is north of Bethel, on thfeaeast
highway that goes ufirom Bethel to Shechertdudg 21.19

In (100) the indefinite noumasilld ‘highway’ is modified by the definite participleiola ‘the-

going up’. This construction is similar to thogevided in(91){94) in that the morpheme

44 For additional examples, see Gen 49.17; Exod 26.12; Lev 16.16; 1 Sam 25.10; Isa 65.2; Jer 27.3; 46.16;
50.16; 51.25; Ezek 2.3; 28.16; 32.22, 24; 41.11; 47.2; Prov 26.1; Song 4.5; Dan 9.26; 2 Chr 31.6.
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haC-is used to introduce a relative clause. What is significant about identifying examples like

(100) as relative clauses is that such constructions have most often been analyzed as ‘attributive
participles’. However, since agreement in definiteness (i.e., either both the head and the
participle have the definite article or neither do) is a defining criterion for attributive
participles, the possible lack of agreement in definiteness, as in (100), strongly suggests that
such examples should be given a different analysis.

Accepting the proposal that the Hebrew morphéra€- may function as a relative
word in cases such as (100) allows us to consider a similar analysis fadfdtival

constructions in which the noun is indefinite but the adjective is definite, as in*¢101).

(101) wosara me<alayw ri’h hara<a
and-depart(8s PERF MOD from-upon-him spiritREL-eVil(FS)

‘and a spirit that (was) evilvould depart from him(1 Sam 16.23)

Reference grammars often refer to the construatiqd01) as an “exception” (Waltke
and O’Connor 1990:621; Jouon and Muraoka 1993:514) or “an apparent discrepancy in
definiteness” (Waltke and O’Connor 1990:260). It is common to propose either that the
Hebrew text is mistaken (in terms of the consonants or vocalization) or that the nouns are
inherently definite; thus, grammarians miss the connection withaBerelative construction.
Rather than assuming that the Masoretic text is corrupt or that the Masoretes who preserved
and recorded the vocalization of the text were mistaken, clauses like those in (101) should be

analyzed afaC-relatives. A relative analysis avoids the problem of either “stretching” the

45 For additional examples, see Gen 21.29; 41.26; Lev 11.10; 1 Sam 6.18; 12.23; 19.22; 2 Sam 12.4; 1 Kgs
7.8, 12; 2 Kgs 20.13; Jer 6.16, 20; 17.2; Ezek 9.2; 21Q28, 31; Zech 4.7; Psa 104.18; Song 7.10; Qoh 11.5;
Neh 9.35; 2 Chr 23.20.
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grammar so that attributive adjectives do not have to agree with the modified noun in

definiteness, or altering the text of the Hebrew Bible.

BH haC-relatives differ from Modern HebrehaC- relatives in one significant way:
BH haC-relatives clearly include tensed verbs, whereas Modern Hdta@arelatives do not.
(In fact, the examples with a perfect verb are the very constructions that first alerted Hebraists
to the role ohaC- as a relative clause complementizer.) Aside from this issue, we can affirm
every other distinction fanaC-relatives in Siloni’'s analysis (listed above in Tablé®pn all
appearances, BHaC- relatives do not allow the presence of copular pronouns, negation,
topicalization, owh-elements, and relativize and refer only to the subject constftuemill

also add thataC- relatives do not resume their heads overtly, since that would entail a subject

pronoun within the relative and such pronominal resumption does not occur in these relatives.
Once we recognize the relativizer statusraC-, we are then able to notice thetC-
relatives act very much like other relatives in the following ways. First, covertly head@=d

relatives (102) occur in BH.

(102) woemeq hasiddim be>rot be>*rot hemor wayyanusi melek sodom wa“mora
and-valley.of the-Siddim pits pits  tar and-flee(BAsT) king.of Sodom and-Gomorah
wayyippold $amma wohanni$*arim herd nasi
and-fall(3vp PAST) there  and-@keL-remain(iPL PTCP PASY hill-to flee(3cP PERF

‘and the valley of Siddim had many tar pits and the kings of Sodom and Gomorah fled and the fell
there and @those) who remainedled to the hills’(Gen 14.10)

46 |n contrast, BH full relatives differ from Siloni’s analysis of Modern Hebrew full relatives in that neither
copular pronouns or initialh-elements in free relatives are obligatory in BH.

47 The ‘subject constituent’ here refers to the constituent which is the subject within the relative clause, not to
the role that the relativized constituent plays in the matrix clause. This means that the DP/NP which is the head of
the entire relative clause is always considered the subject of the verb/participle that exists within the relative
clause. In other words, there are no Hebhaarelatives in which the verb/participle within the relative clause
actually has as its subject an overt noun present within the relative clause: resumption does notheccur in
relatives.
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(102) illustrates the relatively common headlba€- relative. The content of the relative,

hannis’arim ‘(those) who remained’, makes clear that the referent of the relative cannot be the

kings of Sodom and Gormorah; ‘those who remained’ can only refer to the other three kings
mentioned in Genesis 14.8: the kings of Admah, Zeboiim, and Bela. | mention this to establish
that thehaC- relative in (102) cannot be an extraposed relative, modifying some constituent
earlier in the verse. Instead, the null head which RB€- relative modifies must be
coreferential with the three other kings (from 14.8) who did not succumb to the tar pits.
Second, (103) illustrates the stackinghaiC- relatives. The noun modified by all the
haC-relatives, Yhwh, is presented in the initial clause. Each relative provides an additional
activity of Yhwh, activities that provide the motivation for the Psalmist’s call to bless Yhwh.

(103) ?bar’ki napsi et yhwh wa’al tiskohi kol  gomilayw
bless(Zs imMv) soul-my Acc Yhwh andNeG forget(Zs moD) all.of benefits-his

*hassole’h lokol  “woneki
REL-forgive(vs PTCBH to-all.of iniquity-your

harope’ Iakol tah*lu’ayki
REL-healfvs PTCH to-all.of diseases-your

*haggo’el missahat hayyayki
REL-redeemiis pTCH from-pit life-your

ham¢attareki hesed  worah’mim
REL-crown(Ms PTCP CAU$-you kindness and-compassion

Shammashbi’< battob ‘edyek
REL-Satiatefis PTCP CAU$ in-goodness ornament-your

‘Bless Yhwh, O my soul, and do not forgethadlbenefits—
(he) who forgivesall your iniquity,

(he) who healsall your diseases,

(he) who redeemgour life from the pit,

(he) who crowns yoiwith) kindness and compassion,

(he) who satiategour ornaments with goodneg®sa 103.2-5§

48 See also Psa 33.15; 104.3; 113.5-6; 144.10; 147.8; Job 9.4-7.
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Finally notice that the nearest antecedent for the His&- relative clause in (103) is thes3

pronominal suffix on ‘his benefits’ (which itself refers back to the proper ndumh. This

suggests thahaC- relatives, like>“ser andseC- relatives (see above in 2.2.1 and 2.3,

respectively), may modify a pronominal suffix.

Up to this point | have presented an overview of the various BH words which introduce
relative clauses. In the process, | have noted syntactic features of BH relatives, including the
variety of syntactic positions within the matrix clause in which a relative can reside and
whether the relative has an overt head. It is now time to turn to an internal feature of BH

relatives that may have significant semantic or pragmatic functions: resumption.

2.5. RESUMPTION AND BH RELATIVE CLAUSES

The next criterion by which we may distinguish types of BH relative clauses is whether
they contain an element which syntactically and semantically resumes the head of the relative
(see Kautzsch 1910:445, 486-88; Peretz 1967: 86-93; Waltke and O’Connor 1990:333-34;

Jolon and Muraoka 1993:596-97). Ustfsgr, the minimal pairs in (104)-(105) illustrate this

feature: (104)a) and (105)a) do not contain resumption (the gamprkk the place where the

resumptionvouldoccur if present) while (104)b) and (105)b) do contain resumption.

(104)
a) wayyasseéb ya®qob massebd bammaqém >*Ser dibber ittd o
and-set up(@s PAST) Jacob  pillar in-the-placBeL speak(81s PERP with-him

‘and Jacob set up a pillar ithe place that, he [God] had spoken with him _;' (Gen 35.14)

b) wayyiqra’ ya®qob ‘et $em hammaqdém >*Ser dibber ’ittd
and-call(31s pAsT) Jacob Acc name.of the-place REL speak(®1s PERP with-him
sam *Iohim bét ’€l
there God Bethel
‘and Jacob namethe place that God had spoken with hithere ‘Bethel” (Gen 35.15)
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In (104)a) the head of the relative clause@gdm ‘place’, is not resumed within the relative

clause, leaving an adjunct gap. In contrast, the heach@Pm, in (104)b) is resumed by the
deictic adverbsam ‘there’. Whereas the minimal pain (104) illustrates the feature of

resumption at the adjunct position within the relative clause, the pair in (105) illustrates

resumption at the object position.
(105)

a) lohdsi’am me’eres misrayim el eres >*Ser tarti
to-go out(NF cAus)-them from-land.of Egypt to lamekL explore(ESPERP

lahem
for-them

‘to bring them from the land of Egypt tdand; that; | explored __; for them’(Ezek 20.6)

b) wayyodsi>a dibbat ha’ares *“Ser tarG >otah el
and-go out(BIP PASTCAUS) evil report.of the-landrReL explore(® PERH ACC-it to
boné  yisra’el
sons.of Israel

‘and they brought to the Israelites an evil reporttod land, that, they exploredt;” (Num 13.32)

The headeres ‘land’, in (105)a) is not resumed within the relative clause, leaving a gap at the
object position. 1M(105)b),though, the head DPRa’ares ‘the land’ is resumed at the object
position within the relative clause, manifested@sh, the 3s pronominal suffix attached to
the accusative function word. These two sets of minimal pairs not only illustrate that BH
relatives can either include or omit resumptive constituents, they also illustrate the variety of
constituents that BH allows as resumption.

There are three basic resumptive strategies in BH: resumption by a (clitic or

independent) pronoun (106); resumption by a semantioallyed adverb (107)4)-:07)b) or
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noun (107)c); and resumption by a full copy of the head DP (208).

(106)
a) wokipper hakkohen *>Ser yimSah >0to
and-atone(@8s PERF MOD the-priest REL anoint(®1s IMPF) Acc-him

‘and the priest who, one anointdiim,. . . shall make atonemerftev 16.32)

b) °asré ha‘am  Seyhwh >*lohayw
happy.of the-peoplReL-Yhwh  god-its

‘happy isthe peoplewhg its god is Yhwh{Psa 144.15)

c) zokor... har siyon zé Sakanta bd
remember(8s imv) mount.of ZionREL dwell(2vs PERH in-it

‘remember . . Mount Zion;, which; you dwelt init; (Psa 74.2)

(107)
a) ‘ad hammaqdém >*Fer hayi sam °>oh°lo (Kt) battohilla
until the-place  REL be(31s PERP there tent-his in-the-beginning

‘up to the place that, his tent washerg at the beginning{Gen 13.3)
b) ‘yoragalayim ... ‘Sef§am  <ld Sobatim §ibté  yéh
Jerusalem ... REL-there ascend(® PERF tribes, tribes.of Yah

‘Jerusalem, which; the tribes, tribes of Yah would ascehdre’ (Psa 122.3-4)

c) kol topillikol tohinni »Ser tihyé lokol ha’adam lokol <ammoka
all.of prayer all.of supplicatioreL be(3s ImMPH to-all.of the-man to-all.of people-your
yisra’el >*Ser yedoln IS nega¢ lobab6

Israel REL know(3vr IMPF) man affliction.of heart-his

‘every prayer, every supplication which comes from any @ay of your peoplg Israel,whag
each knows the affliction of his heartl Kgs 8.38)

49 This type of resumption appears to be rare in BH. The only other examples | have identified are Gen 13.16;

50.13; Josh 22.31 (which some treat as an example of a ¢dusatf. Soggin 1972:211; NJPS; but see below,
5.4), 1 Sam 2.23, and Qoh 9.9 (which is sometimes emended, cf. Murphy 1992:89).

Kautzsch (1910:445, fn. 1) suggests that Gen 49.30 is also an example of resumption by means of a fully copy

of the head DP. However, in this verse, it is simpler to take the final relative cl&tiseAbraham bought the

field from ..." as modification of the nearest antecedent, ‘the land of Canaan’ (or perhaps ‘Mamre, in the land of
Canann’) rather than as modification of the distant DP ‘the field of Machpelah’. Thus, the sequence of relatives is
better analyzed and translated as follows: ‘In the cave which is in the field of Machpelah, which is near Mamre, in

the land of Canaan, where Abraham bought the field from Ephron the Hittite as a burial site.
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16> kabbarit. .. >Ser h€mma hepera et boaritt wo°anok1
NEG like-the-covenant..ReL they break(&PERH ACC covenant-my and-I|

bacaltl bam
marry(IcsSPERR in-them

‘not like the covenany, . . .which; they brokeamy covenant though | married them(Jer 31.32)

The resumptive constituent may serve in the subject/nomif&puesition within the

relative (109)-(110), irthe object/accusative positiqtil1){112), or in an adjunct/oblique

(113)-(116).

(109)

(110)

(111)

(112)

Gbanita masor al  ha<ir **er hi> 6sa Smmoka milhama
and-build(21s PERF MoD) seigework upon the-cityeL it make(&s pTCR with-you war

‘and you shall build a seige-wors agaitise city, that, it; is making war with youDeut 20.20)

’al  tir’dni Se>*ni Soharhoret
NEG see(21S MOD)-me REL-l dark

‘do not look atme who |I; am dark’(Song 1.6)

raq 10> haya ko’ah’ab . . . >Ser hesatta ’0to; izebel iSt6
only NEG be(3vs PERP like-Ahab . . REL incite(3sPERP ACC-him Jezebel wife-his

‘certainly there was no one likhab...whg Jezebel, his wife, incitddm;” (1 Kgs 21.25)

woasané’ti “ni et kol ““mali... Se’annihenni la’adam
and-hate(&s PERF | Acc all.of toil-my .. .REL-leave(Ls IMPR-it to-the-man
Séyihye ’ah’ray

REL-be(3vis IMPF) after-me

‘and | hate all ofmy toil, . . .which, | must leavét; to the man who comes after ng@oh 2.18)

50 we must distinguish between resumptive elements which are the actual subject or object within a relative,
such as the subject examples in (109) and (110), and (clitic) pronominal resumptive elements that are attached to
the subject or object within the relative (i.e., the resumptive is in an NP-internal position), such as the subject
example in (106)b). There are numerous cases of the latter type of resumption; however, full resumption by
, an independent pronoun, in the subject position is extremely rare in BH (there are only 40 examples
in the Hebrew Bible) and most of the examples exist within verbless or participial relatives. The 40 examples
break down in the following way. There are 30 cases of resumption in verbless clauses within a relative (Gen 7.2,
30.33; Lev 11.29, 39; Num 9.13; 17.5; 35.31; Deut 17.15; 20.15; 29.14; 1 Kgs 8.41; 9.20; 2 Kgs
25.19; Jer 40.7; Ezek 12.10; 20.9; 43.19; Hag 1.9; Psa 16.3; Song 1.6; Ruth 4.15; Qoh 4.2; 7.26; Neh 2.13, 18; 2
Chr 6.32; 8.7). There are only 5 examples of subject resumption in finite verbal clauses (1 Kgs 8.38; 2 Kgs 22.13;
Ezek 14.5; Ruth 4.11; Qoh 9.9); only 1 of these is resumption by an independent pronoun (2 Kgs 22.13), whereas
the remainder exhibit resumption by a coreferential non-pronominal noun phrase.
examples of subject resumption in participial clauses within relatives: Exod 5.8; Num 14.8; Deut 20.20, 1 Sam

means of e.g.

8;9.3; 17.12;

10.19; Neh 2.13. See 5.3 for further discussion of subject resumption.

Finally, there are only 5
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(113) *i§  >*Ser yitten 16 ha>**lohim <oSer Gnokasim wokabdd
man REL give(3vs IMPF) to-him the-god riches and-wealth and-honor

‘a man that, God gives tdim; riches and wealth and honofQoh 6.2)

(114) °al tibtohid bindibim boben ’adam Se’én 16 [N
NEG trust(2vP MOD) in-nobles in-son.of man REL-NEG EXST to-him deliverance

‘do not trust in nobles, in enan that, there does not belong kim, (the ability to accomplish)
deliverance’(Psa 146.3)

(115) ki torém et hadderek hattoba >*Ser yeloki bah
when teach(@s IMPF)-themAcc the-way the-goodReL walk(3viP IMPF) in-it

‘when you teach thethe goodway, that; they shall walk int;" (1 Kgs 8.36)

(116) zokor ... har siyon zeh sakanta bd
remember(s iMv) mount.of Zion REL dwell(2us PERB in-it

‘remember. . Mount Zion;, which; you dwelt int;’ (Psa 74.2)

While it may seem that resumption within the BH relative clause may occur in any position, we
must carefully sort out the types of resumption that are obligatory and those that are optional
(but see below and 5.3, where | qualify this ‘optionality’). First, as in Modern Hebrew (see
Sells 1984:65; Glinert 1989:364; Shlonsky 1992:444-47) resumption is obligatory in BH
relatives when the head noun corresponds tdR4#mternal positiorwithin the relative; that is,

when the head noun corresponds to a possessive position within the relative, a

resumptive/possessive pronoun must be present, as in (117).

(117) »?bal **$emim *nahnd ‘al  ’ahind >Ser ra’ind sarat naps$o
surely guilty  we upon brother-oReL see(tP PERF distress.of life-his
bohithanond ’glénti wald?>  Sama‘nd

in-implore(NF)-his to-us and¢eG hear(pr PERKF

‘surely we are guilty concerning our brotherhg we saw the distress bis, life when he implored
us but we did not listefGen 42.21)

BH also contains grammatical constraints on resumptiorolidique complements

within relatives. In other words, as in Modern Hebrew, there is constraiptegosition
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strandingin BH (for Modern Hebrew, see Cole 1976; Borer 1984:220, fn. 1; Glinert 1989:362;

and Shlonsky 1992). First, consider the Modern Hebrew pair in (118)-(119).

(118) zeh ha%t  Se*ni koteb bd
that the-pen that-l write in-it

‘that's the penthat, | write with it;’

(119) *zeh ha%t Se”ni koteb b- _
that the-pen that-l write in-

‘that’s the penthat, | write with /'
Preposition stranding is the phenomenon wherein the preposition remains behind after the
object/complement of the preposition has been moved up in the clause, as in the English
examplethat’s the pen that | write witfsee Haegeman 1994:375)s we can see from the
ungrammaticality of example (119), Modern Hebreles not allow the stranding of
prepositions. Such a constraint operates in BH as well, since bare prepositions (i.e.,
prepositions without a pronominal or full DP object) do not exist. Thus, either the preposition
and the (resumptive) object are both present, or neither are present(1&20){121),

respectivelyr!

51 The BH example ir{121) allows the absence of the PP following the verb within the relative while the
Modern Hebrew example in (119) does not allow such absence; thus, there appears to be difference in the syntax
of the two stages of Hebrew.

The most significant feature distinguishing BH from Modern Hebrew concerns resumption at the subject
position within the relative. Modern Hebrew (i) does not allow such resumption (see Shlonsky 1992), whereas BH
does (ii), although, admittedly, it is rare, and it has a pragmatic functiob.®ee

() ha’i§  Se-*h@> °ohéb et rinna (Shlonsky 1992:445)
the-man that _/*he lovesAcc Rina

‘the manwhq __ ;loves Rina’

(i) wo’attem hayydm mo’astem et >*lohékem **Ser hii> mosi*¢ lakem
and-you the-day rejeci® PERH ACC god-yourREL he saves(s PTCH to-you
‘and you today have rejected your gadhq he saves you(l Sam 10.19)
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(120) bammaqdém **Ser yibhar yhwh *Ichéka bd
in-the-place REL choose(8P IMPF) Yhwh god-your in-it

‘in the place that, Yhwh your god choosiés (Deut 12.18%2

(121) °el hammaqém >*Ser yibhar yhwh __
to the-place REL choose(8s IMPF) Yhwh

‘to the place that; Yhwh chooses ;' (Deut 12.26)

Not only does BH have a preposition stranding constraint, it also does notpaidw
piping. Pied-piping is the creative label for the linguistic process whereby the noun within a
prepositional phrase is relativized and the preposition is kept with the relativized noun, i.e.,
rode in the cabecomesghe carin which, | rode t. In English, pied-piping involving phrases
such asn which, with whichetc., is always legitimate (Haegeman 1994:375), but the opposite
is true in BH: it is never legitimaf8. When apreposition precedes the relative word in BH

(e.g.,ba*ser, ka*ser), the preposition belongs to the matrix clause, not to the following relative

clause.

When the head of a relative is resumed at the object position within BH relatives, the

pattern is similar to what we find in resumption at the adjunct/oblique position. When the

52 Furthermore, the BH verlb{i-r] ‘to choose’ exhibits resumption (either with the accusativeand the
oblique, introduced by the prepositibhas well as the lack of resumption. Since resumption with this verb cannot
be obligatory, given that it takes two complements and yet can stand the lack of resumption (in any case, there is
no discernible semantic difference between the two complements), | suggest that the presence of a resumptive
constituent is needed to disambiguate the head (e.g., Num 16.5; 1 Sam 10.24; 1 Kgs 11.32 [cf. 1 Kgs 11.36]; 1 Kgs
11.34) or is pragmatically motivated (e.g., Judg 10.14; Isa 41.8 [cf. Isa 43.10]; Jer 33.24). See 5.3, fn. 12.

53|n the entire Hebrew Bible, out of over 600 examples of a preposition followégehythere are only four
examples for which it has been suggested that the preposition appears to belong better with the relative clause than
with the matrix clause: Gen 31.32; Isa 47.12; Ezek 23.40; and Psa 119.49. However, the parallelism in Isa 47.12
and the verb within the relative in Ezek 23.40 suggests that the prepositions preceditig ithethese two
examples are part of the matrix clause and thatthe clause is a null relative. See Van Dyke Parunak
(1996:109), who suggests a possible pragmatic solution to Gen 31.32. Psa 119.49 remains unclear.
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object markeret /°ot- is present, a resumptive noun or pronoun is obligatory, as in (122), and

when resumption is lacking, so also must the object marker be absent, as in (123). What

remains to be explained is why the object marker is not consistently present or absent.

(122) GSomartem et huqqotay wo’et  miSpatay >3er ya©sé >otam
and-keep(RP PERF MOD ACC statues-my andec ordinances-myrREL do(3MVs IMPF) ACC-them

ha’adam  wahay bahem
the-man  and-live{8s PERF MOD in-them

‘and you shall keemy statutesandmy ordinancesg, which; (if) a man doeshem, he shall live by
them’(Lev 18.5)

(123) dbomispatéka, hato>i bam >%er ya®sé ’adam _
and-in-ordinances-your sin® PER¥ in-themREL do(3vS IMPF) man

wahaya bahem
and-live(3vs PERF MOD) in-them

‘and against your ordinances—they sinned agham, which, (if) a man does__;, he will live by
them’(Neh 9.29)

From this short survey, we are left with the following facts about resumption in BH
relatives: 1) resumption is obligatory when the resumptive pronoun is possessive; and 2)
resumption is both present and absent in the accusative and oblique positions, with the
gualification that if the accusative or oblique particles are present, so must the clitic pronoun be
present. A preposition stranding constraint, a constraint on pied-piping—neither of these
explainwhy resumption in BH is present sometimes and absent others, as we see in (120)-
(123). So, can we say anything thagxplanatoryabout resumption?

In order to investigate the motivation of resumption or the lack of resumption in BH
relative clauses, we will start by examining relatives containing verbless clauses. The

examples in(124){127) establish that BH verbless relative clauses may consist of a lone
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constituent. Every type of constituent is available for these relatives, although PP predicates

are by far the most common and NP predicates are the mo%t rare.

(124) Prepositional Phrase Predicate

ibo’arba¢ <esré Sana ba’ kodarla‘omer wahammoalakim *Ser ’itto
and-in-four teen year come(8 PERAH Cedorlaomer and-the-kings REL with-him

‘and in the fourteenth year, Cedorlaomer andkimgs that were with himcame (Gen 14.5)

(125) Adverb Phrase Predicate
wayyore§ et ha>*’mori  “Ser $am
and-dispossess{d PAST) ACC the-AmoritesREL there

‘and he dispossessed (Q@ne Amorites that were therdNum 21.32)

(126) Adjectival Phrase Predicate
a) flizokartem ’et darkékem hara‘im macalolékem **Ser 16>  tobim
and-remember(2s PERF MOD ACC ways-your the-evil and-deeds REL NEG good(p)

‘and you shall remember your evil ways sodr deeds that were not gootEzek 36.31)

b) hakkoh®nim >*§er qorobim layhwh
the-priests REL nearf/P) to-Yhwh

‘the priests that are neaio Yhwh (Ezek 42.13)

(127) Noun Phrase Predicate
kol yogiay 10° yimso’l Ii ‘awon >*Ser het’
all.of labors-myNEG find(3MP IMPF) to-me iniquity REL sin

‘(in) all my labors, they do not find in raa iniquity that is siri (Hos 12.9)

From the examples, we can see that in one part verbless relative clauses, the single constituent
must be a constituent that is appropriate psedicateof the head. Thus, in each of the cases,
if we dropped the relative word, we should end up with a grammatical constructiomhe.g.,
kings arewith him, the Amorites ar¢here, your deeds ar@ot good the priests areear
Yhwh, an iniquityis sin.
There are many cases of verbless relative clauses, though, that contain a constituent

which would not constitute an appropriate predicate. Therefore, BH uses a resumptive

54 See also Gen 3.3 (PP), 2 Sam 3.19 (AdjP); 2 Kgs 23.16, 20 (AdvP).
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constituent (e.g., a subject pronoun, cliticized pronoun attached to a PP, or Adverb) in order to

“save” the relative clause from semantic failure (cf. Peretz 1967:90; Van Dyke Parunak 1996).

Consider the examples in (128)-(130).

(128) kol  eres hah'wila >Ser $am hazzahab
all.of land.of the-HavilaReL there the-gold

‘all the land d Havila;, which;, there is goldhere’ (Gen 2.11)

>ay

(129) tro%2 min hammaqdém >*Ser *atti §am
and-look(21s imv) from the-place  REL you there

‘and look fronthe placethat you arethere’ (Gen 13.14)

(130) 16> ndkal la<*s6t haddabar hazzeh latéet et *hoténd 19’1 >*Ser 16
NEG able(XpP IMPPH to-do{NF) the-thing the-this to-give{F) ACC sister-our to-maREL NEG

orla
foreskin

‘we are not able to do this thing, to give our sistes than whq there is a foreskin thim;’ (Gen
34.14)

With this type of resumption, if the resumptive constituent was not present and we dropped the
relative word, the relationship between the head of the relative and the remaining constituent
could not possibly be that of subject-predicate. For instance, if resumption was absent in (128),
while the (unattested) phrasee land of Havilavhich is goldis interpretable as a proposition,

it is certainly not the intended proposition; rather than describing Havila as a land in which gold
is basic compositional substance, the intent is clearly to indicate that the substance gold can be
found in the location referred to as the land of Havila. For examples like (129) and (130), the
necessity of the resumptive constituent is even clearer. For (129) the (unattestedihphrase
placewhich you arewould be uninterpretable; similarly, for (130), it would be equally bad if

we had the (unattested) phrasegive our sister to a mawho is a foreskin Thus, the

55 See also Gen 1.11, 12; 21.7; 30.35; 38.25; Exod 9.26; 12.13; 20.21; Deut 4.7, 8; 31.13; Judg 18.10; 1 Sam
3.3;9.10; 10.5; 19.3; 1 Kgs 8.21; 2 Kings 7.7, 10; Ezek 8.3; 2 Chr 6.11.
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resumptive constituent is obligatory for semantic acceptability in these cases—so that the head

of the relative is not misconstrued as the subject within the relative.

For the vast majority of resumptive constituents in verbless relative clauses, like the
examples we have discussed(128){130), resumption is a device to save the construction
from being semantically uninterpretable. Of course, there are a few examples in which
resumption does not seem to be required. For example, out of approximately 1200 verbless
relative clauses in the Hebrew there are 32 cases of resumption that are not grammatically
obligatory, as with the subject pronoun resumption in (131) (which | shall address further in
5.3)56

(131) mikkol ~ habboh&ma hattohéra tiqqah loka  §ib4 siba ¥ woistd

from-all.of the-animal the-clean take@IMPF) for-you seven seven man and-woman-his

(imin habbohema **Ser 10> tohora hi> Sonayim ’i§ wo’istd
and-from the-animal REL NEG clean it two man and-woman-his

‘from every clean animal you shall take for yourself seven pairs, a male and its mate, atttefrom
animal, that, it; is not clean, two, a male and its maf€en 7.2)

When we move to relative clauses that contain verbal predicates (note that | am
including in this category both finite verbs and patrticiples), the situation becomes slightly more
complex—there are more constituents in a clause that has an overt ‘verb’. First, let us consider
a few facts about BH verbs in general before addressing resumption in verbal relative clauses.
The examples given i(32){135) serve to illustrate that many BH verbs are transitive and
take accusative complements, regardless of whether they are used within relative clauses.

(Note that in each of these relatives, the head is not coreferential with the overt object, that is,

56 There are 2 examples that exhibit non-obligatory resumption by the deictic @dwethere’: Exod 12.30;
Judg 18.10. The remaining 30 examples of non-obligatory resumption employ the subject pronoun as the
resumptive constituent: Gen 7.8; 9.3; 17.12; 30.33; Lev 1B29Num 9.13; 17.5; 35.31; Deut 17.15; 20.15;
29.14; 1 Kgs 8.41; 9.20; 2 Kgs 25.19; Jer 40.7; Ezek 12.10; 20.9; 43.19; Hag 1.9; Psa 16.3; Song 1.6; Ruth 4.15;
Qoh 4.2; 7.26; Neh 2.13, 18; 2 Chr 6.32; 8.7.
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there is no resumption of the head; these examples merely illustrate the nature of the transitive

nature of some BH verbs.)

(132) bokol €t **Ser >'ni ro’e >et mord°kay hayyohiidi yo6seb basa‘ar hammelek
in-all.of timeREL | seefis PTCH ACC Morecai the-Jew Sit6 PTCH in-gate.of the-king

‘in every time that | sescc Mordecai, the Jew, sitting in the gate of the kiiigsth 5.13)

(133) kol  haggdyim *Ser >anoki $ole’h >otka >léhem
all.of the-nationsrReL | sendfs PTCH ACC-you unto-them

‘all the nations that | sendcc you to thern(Jer 25.15)

(134) Gkoma®sé deres kona‘an *Ser >*ni méebi> >etkem  Samma
and-like-deed.of land.of CanaareL |  bringfs PTCBH ACC-you there-to
‘and like the deed of the land of Canaan, which | am bringirgyou theré(Lev 18.3)
(135) wo’im  ettenka boyad ha>*nasim ha’elleh **Ser mabaqsim et napSeka

and<oND give(Ics IMPR-you in-hand.of the-men the-them® seekfiP PTCH ACC life-your

‘and | shall surely not give you into the hand of these men thahtsegbur lifé (Jer 38.16)

Many BH verbs, however, do not take accusative complements; rather, they take
complements in the obligue—manifested in BH as a prepositional phrase. As | mentioned
above, though, BH does not allow preposition stranding (i.e., leaving a bare preposition behind
within a relative) or pied-piping (i.e., the relativization of the entire PP). Thus, in order for
argument structure to be fulfilled, that is, in order for these transitive verbs to be completed, an
oblique complement (i.e., a full prepositional phrase) is required inside the relative clause (cf.
Peretz 1967:90-91; Van Dyke Parunak 1996). When the pronominal object of the PP
complement happens to coincide with the head of the relative, as in exda§8¢£139),

resumption between the clitic pronoun and the head is the result.
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(136) koma®sé eres  misrayim >*Ser yoSabtem bah
like-deed.of land.of Egypt REL dwell(2vP PERP in-it

‘like the deed of thiand of Egypt, which, you_dwelt in it, you shall not do(Lev 18.3p7

(137) kol hammiskab >*Ser yiskab calayw hazzab yitma’
all the-bed REL lay(3vs IMPF) upon-it the-discharging pPTCH be-unclean(@s IMPF)

“all of the bedthat, the discharging onge lays uport will be uncleah(Lev 15.4f8

(138) ki hammaqoém >*Ser attd <omed calayw ’admat qode$ hd
because the-place REL you standf{s PTcH upon-it land.of holiness it

‘becausehe place that, you are_standing uporit—it is holy grountd(Exod 3.5

(139) homotéka haggabohdt wohabbosurdt >*Ser *attd bote’h bahen
walls-your the-high and-the-fortifieREL you trust¢s PTCH in-them

‘your high and fortified walls that, you trust in theri (Deut 28.52§9

In these relative clauses, it would be ungrammatical for the resumptive oblique complement to
be absent. If we compare BH to English, we see a similar issue. Unlike BH, English can leave
a preposition strandethé man who | spoke)tcand it can ‘pied-pipe’ the prepositiothhé man

to whom | spoKe however, the preposition, wherever it is, is obligatory (compiéwe man

who | spoke Likewise, in BH, if the oblique resumption were not present, the result would be
ungrammatical. First, the transitive verb would lack the necessary complement. Second, these
verbs could be interpreted as verbs that take an accusative complement, i.e., the head of the

relative would be interpreted as the complement, resulting in an incorrect argument structure.

57 See also Gen 19.29; 24.3 (ptcp), 37; Lev 15.4, 6, 20, 22, 23, 26; Num 13.19; 33.55; 35.34; Josh 24.15; Ezek
37.25. This verb also takes oblique complements s@ith'there’.

58 See also Gen 28.13; Lev 15.18, 20, 24, 26; 1 Kgs 3.19. This verb also takes oblique complenténts with
‘with’, “et, ‘with’, and sam ‘there’.

59 See also Gen 19.27 (withm ‘there’); Exod 8.18; Josh 5.15. This verb also takes oblique complements
with lipné ‘before’.

60 See also 2 Kgs 19.10; Isa 37.10; Jer 5.17; 7.14; 17.5, 7; Psa 41.10; 115.8; 135.18.



103
Resumption also plays a role with regard to BH verbs that select different types of

complements, e.g., accusative or oblique, depending on the semantic nuance intended. In these
cases, the resumptive constituent within the relative clause is obligatory for two reasons: to
function as a complement and to specify the semantics of the verb. Without resumption in
verbs that may take different complements, the semantic nuance of the verb would be
ambiguous. Consider the minimal pains(140){143). (Note that not all of the following
examples contain relative clauses; some are presented merely to illustrate a verb-complement
pair.)

(140) [y-r->] ‘to fear/revere’61

a) ken ya®sé yhwh *Iohéka lokol  ha‘ammim >*Ser ‘atti yare’
thus do(#s IMPF) Yhwh god-your to-all.of the-peoplegeL you feamis PTCR

mippanéhem
from-face-their

‘thus Yhwh your God will do @l the peoplesthat; you are_afraid of them (Deut 7.19)

b) haber ’ani lokol >*Ser yore’ika Glosomoré piqqidéka
friend | to-all.ofREL fear(ZP PERF-you and-to-keep(p PTCBH.of precepts-your

‘] am a friend taeveryone that reveres yand to those who keep your precefsa 119.637

(141) [d-r-§] ‘to seek/inquire’
a) ’eres >Ser yhwh >‘lohéka dores >otah
land REL Yhwh god-your seeiE PTCH ACC-it

‘a land that, Yhwh your God_is seekingcc it’ (Deut 11.12§3

b) wayyo’mer §a’al la“badayw baqqosi Ii gset ba®lat >6b
and-say(®1s PAST) Saul to-servants-his seeki2imMv) for-me woman.of mistress.of medium
wa’eloka ’gléha wa’edrasa bah
and-go(Ts moD) to-her and-seek¢k MoD) in-her

‘and Saul said to his servants: seek for me a medium-mistress, and | shall go to inguaedf
her (1 Sam 28.7)

61 See Van der Merwe 1992 for a discussion of the yerk’] and its complements.
62 See also Josh 4.14; Jer 42.11, 16.

63 See also Deut 18.11; 2 Sam 11.3; 2 Kgs 1.2, 3, 6, 16; Isa 8.19; 19.3; 65.1; 2 Chr 17.3.
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(142) [$-r-t] ‘to serve’
a) ’et bigdéhem ’3%er hemma moasaratim bam
ACC garments-theiREL they servep PTCH in-them

‘their garmentsthat, they serve with thefh(Ezek 44.19§4

b) wayyimsa’ yosep hén bo%nayw wayasaret >0t
and-find(3us PAST) Joseph favor in-eyes-his and-serws(8AsT) ACC-him

“and Joseph found favor in his eyes #&edi.e., Joseph] servestcc him’ (Gen 39.4§°

(143) [q-r-] ‘to proclaim/read/call out/name’

a) mo“de yhwh >*Ser tiqra’t >otam miqra’e qodes  °€lleh hem
festivals.of YhwhREL proclaim(21p IMPF) Acc-them convocations.of holiness these them
mbé“day
festivals-my

‘the festivalsof Yhwh that you shall_proclaimacc them as holy convocations—these are they,
my festivals(Lev 23.26

b) hammagilla >Ser qara’ta bah ba’0zné ha‘am qahennah boyadka
the-scroll REL read(21s PERP in-it in-ears.of the-people take(@imv)-it in-hand-your

‘the scrol| that, you have_readosl) it; in the ears of the people—take it in your higddr 36.14)

c) ’al tihyd ka>*botekem >Ser qara’i >lghem hannobi’im hari’>Sonim
NEG be(2vP moD) like-ancestors-youreL call out(ZP PERF unto-them the-prophets the-first

... walo> samo“i
andNEG hear(&pP PERK

‘do not be likeyour ancestors whq the first prophets called out untagL) them . . . and they
did not listen(Zech 1.4)

d) wayyabg’ el ha’adam lir’6t ma yiqra’ 10
and-bring(3s PAST) to the-man to-se®f) what call(¥1s IMPF) to-it

‘and [God] brought to the man [every kind of animal] to see wieatvould hame @BL) it’ (Gen
2.19)

64 See also Num 3.3; 4.9, 12, 14; 2 Kgs 25.14; Jer 52.18; Ezek 42.14.
65See also Gen 40.4.

66 See also Lev 23.4, 37; 1 Chr 6.50.
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Not only is resumption used to avoid ambiguities with the semantics of the verb within

a relative, illustrated in (140)-(143), it is also used to avoid ambiguities regarding the head. For
instance, in some cases, as in (144)-(146), the resumptive element identifies precisely which

constituent among multiple possible antecedents is in fact the head of the félative.

(144) wa*Ser “Sitem liSné malké  ha>*mori MSer boEber hayyardén
andREL do(2vp PERP to-two.of kings.of the-AmoriteREL in-region across the-Jordan
lasthon Glo<6g >§er heh’ramtem >6tam
to-Sihon and-to-OgrEL put to ban(RpP PERFH ACC-them

‘and what you did to the two Amorite kings who are in the region across the Jmr@&ihon and
to Og, who you putthem to the bah(Josh 2.10)

(145) wotal  yeter hakkelim hannétarim badir hazzo’t *>*Ser 15°
and-upon remainder.of the-vesseig -left(MP PTCH in-the-city the-this REL NEG
laqaham nebilkadne’ssar melek babel
take(3vs PERP-them Nebuchadnezzar king.of Babylon

‘and concerning the remainder thie vesse|deft in this citythat Nebuchadnezzar, king of
Babylon, had not takethem’ (Jer 27.19-20)

(146) kobikkiirah baterem qayis >%Ser yir’¢ har6>¢ >0tah  bo‘6dah
like-first ripe fig in-yet summeRrEL see(¥s IMPF) the-see(s PTCH ACC-it in-still-it
bakappd
in-palm-his

‘like afirst ripe fig; before summexyhich, the one who seéfs, while it is still in his palm . ! (Isa
28.4)

In (144) if the plural resumptiordtam ‘them’ was not present, it would be most natural to
understand the nearest antecedent, just®igycas the head. The plural pronoun suffixed to the
accusative marker indicates thetthkings, SihonandOg, are the intended antecedent for the

relative. In (145), the nearest antecedent for the relative is the feminine singulas Ny

67 See also Exod 6.5; Lev 18.5; 26.54; Num 26.59; 35.25;1 Kgs 21.25; Isa 29.11; 37.4; 41.8-9; Jer 13.25;
19.4; 29.22; Ezek 4.10; 5.16; 20.11, 13, 21; 32.9; Psa 107.2; Ruth 4.15; Ezra 9.11.

There are also a few examples of this use of resumption with verbless clauses: see Ruth 4.15, where the
second relative clause contains a subject pronoun—this resumption is required in order to specify which noun the
relative clause is modifying, the nearest antecedent (‘him’, referring to the boy that was born), or a more distant
antecedent (Ruth, the daughter-in-law). Therg@sumptive pronoun clearly specifies that latter as the head.
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However, the masculine plural object pronoun suffixed to the verb indicates that the intended

antecedent is actually the more distant masculine plurgh&lRessels

Similarly, resumption may also serve to disambiguatesyinéactic functiorof the head
within the relative clause. In other words, without resumption in relatives such as those in
(147)-(148), it would not be clear whether the head of the relative was serving as the subject of

the clause within the relative or as the object (cf. Tsujita 1891).

(147) wakipper hakkohen >*Ser yimSah >0td
and-atone(@s PERF MOD the-priest REL anoint(31s IMPF) ACC-him

‘andthe priestwhq one anointedhim; shall make atonemeér{t.ev 16.32f°

(148) el yéhi> ben nims$i >“Ser mosaho yhwh Iohakrit et bét ’ah’ab
to Jehu son.of NimshEL anoint(31s PERB-him Yhwh to-cut off(NF) AcC house.of Ahab

‘to Jehu, son of Nimshj who, Yhwh had anointeldim; to cut off the house of Ahial2 Chr 22.7)

In (147) if the resumptive accusative object was not present, then it would be possible, if not
most natural, to interpret the head of the relative as the subject within the relative, producing
‘the priest who anoints’ rather than ‘the priest who is anointed’. Likewise, in (148) if the clitic
object pronoun were not present within the relative, it would become ambiguous—is Jehu the
subject of the verb or is Yhwh? If resumption were not present, the reader might make the
mistake of reading the relative as ‘Jehu who anointed Yhwh to cut off the house of Ahab’—the
exact opposite of what is specified by the text!

So, what we have discovered about the function of resumption? In the vast majority of

relative clauses that contain resumption, the resumptive constituent is necessary in order for the

68 See alsdExod 28.3; 35.21; 35.26, 29; 36.2; Isa 66.13; Jer 8.2 (3x); 28.9; 44.3; Ezek 36.32; Esth 5.11; 7.5;
10.2; 2 Chr 8.8.

69 See also Exod 25.2; Num 25.35; Deut 29.25.
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clause to be either syntactically or semantically acceptable. In 5.3, | will propose a pragmatic

explanation for the remaining BH relatives that cannot be explained by the above grammatical

constraints. Let us now turn to the characteristidsaof or unmarked BH relatives.

2.6. BARE RELATIVES IN BH
Unlike the BH relative clauses presented in the previous sections, there are many
relative clauses in the Hebrew Bible that are not introduced by an overt relative word, such as

*Ser, seC-, orhaC- Instead, as | mentioned above in 2.1 (examples (19)-(22)), many relative

clauses appear to be simply juxtaposed to their respective heads. BH exhibits the same ‘bare’
or ‘unmarked’ relative construction; consider the following BH minimal pair (I have marked

the covert or null element, in this case the covert relative word, with@a @).

(149) woyagged land yhwh *Iohéka ‘et hadderek >*Ser nélek bah woa%t
and-tell(3us MoD) to-us Yhwh god-youracc the-way REL walk(1cP IMPH in-it andAcc

Q@ga

haddabar **Ser na“sé
the-thing REL do(Icp IMPH

‘and let Yhwh your God tell uke way that; we should walk in itand the thing which we should
do’ (Jer 42.3)

(150) wohoda‘ta lahem et hadderek O yeloki bah wo’et
and-know(21s PERF MOD CAU$ to-them Acc the-way walk(@pP IMPF) in-it andAcc
hamma®sé >*Ser ya“siin
the-work REL do(3vP IMPF)

‘and you shall make known to théhe way @(that), theywill walk in it; and the work which they
will do’ (Exod 18.20)

70 The following set of clauses constitutes my database of bare relative clauses: Gen 1.1; 15.13; 24.22; 26.10;
29.25; 39.4; 42.28; 43.18; 49.27; Exod 4.13; 9.4; 14.11; 15.17(2x); 18.20; Lev 7.35; Num 7.13(2x); Deut 32.7, 11,
17, 35; Josh 7.21; Judg 8.1; 1 Sam 6.9; 14.21; 26.14; 2 Sam 20.21; 22.44; 1 Kgs 13.2; Isa 1.30; 6.6; 15.7,
28.16(2x);30.9; 40.20(2x); 41.2, 24; 42.1, 16(2x); 44.1, 2; 48.17(2x); 51.1(2x), 2, 7, 12(2x); 53.7(2x); 54.1(2x);
55.13; 56.2(2x); 61.10(2x), 11(2x); 62.1; 63.19; 64.2; 65.1(3x); 66.1; Jer 2.6, 8, 11; 5.21; 13.20; 15.14; 23.9, 29;
36.2;48.36; Ezek 22.24; Hos 4.14; 6.3(2x); Jon 1.10; Mic 5.2; Hab 1.5, 6, 8, 14; 2.5; Zeph 2.1; Zech 6.12; Mal
2.16; Psa 4.8; 5.5; 7.16; 8.9; 9.16, 18; 12.6; 16741, 18.3, 44; 25.12(2x); 32.2, 8; 33.12; 34.9; 35.8; 38.14; 42.2;
51.10; 56.4, 10; 58.5; 65.5(2x); 68.31; 71.18; 74.2(2x); 78.6; 81.6; 83.15(2x); 90.5, 15(2x); 103.5; 118.22;
119.136; 125.1; 129.6; 141.9rov 8.32; 26.17; 30.17(2x); Job 1.1; 3.3, 15; 6.17; 7.2(2x); 9.26; 11.16; 13.28;
18.21; 21.27; 28.1; 29.16; 31.12(2x); 36.27; 38.19, 24; Qoh 10.5; Lam 1.10, 14, 21; 3.1; Ezra 1.5; Neh 8.10; 1 Chr
12.24; 15.12; 16.15; 29.3; 38.26; 2 Chr 1.4; 15.11; 16.9; 20.22; 24.11; 28.9; 29.27; 30.19; 31.19.
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The minimal pair in (149) and (150) illustrates that bare relatives in BH may appear in the same
syntactic environments: the bare relative clause in (150) modifies a head in the accusative and
contains an element resuming the head, just as the marked relative clause does in (149).

Like marked BH relatives, bare relatives may modify a variety of head DPs, illustrated
by (151)-(153).

(151) Unmodified indefinite Nt

>anoki ’anoki hi®> @ monahemkem mi at wattirl mé*nés§ 9@
I I he comforé PTCR-you who you and-fear® PAST) from-man

yamiit dmibben >adam J hasir yinnaten
die(3vs IMPF) and-from-son.of man grass gefBVPF PASY

‘I, I and he @(who) comforts you; who are you? You have fearadn @ (that) _ ; diesanda
human @, (that) __; is made (as) grasglsa 51.12)

(152) Determined NP2
wayyo’mri Elayw 18 ’eprayim ma haddabar hazzeh @ <asita lani
and-say(®1s PAST) to-him man.of Ephraim what the-thing the-this Ke(2ERA to-us

‘and the men of Ephraim said to him: Whathgs thing & (that) you have done _; to us?”’
(Judg 8.1)

(153) NP in construct with Bare Relative Clatide
‘al  kén libbi lomé6°ab  kahlilim yeh°meh waolibbi ’el >an$é qir heres
upon thus heart-my for-Moab like-flutes moamg3mpPF) and-heart-my to men.of Kir Heres

kahlilim yeh°meh €al  kén yitrat @ <asa >abadl
like-flutes moan(8is IMPF) upon thus abundance.of make{BERP lose(XP PERK

‘therefore my heart moans like flutes for Moab and my heart moans like flutes for the mean of Kir-
Heres; thereforéhe abundanced(that) it made__ ; they lost(Jer 48.36)

71 See also Gen 15.13; Lev 7.35; 2 Sam 22.44; |sa 48.17; Psa 5.5; 18.44; 25.12.
72See also Isa 53.7; Zeph 2.1; Psa 8.9; 25.12; 33.12.

73 See also Lev 7.35; Deut 32.35; Jer 36.2; Mic 5.2; Psa 4.8; 56.4, 10; Job 3.3; 6.17; 18.21; Lam 1.21; 1 Chr
29.3; 2 Chr 20.22; 24.11; 29.27; 31.19.
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Also like marked relatives, bare BH relatives may modify heads that are coreferential

with the object (accusative object as in (1549r oblique object as in (155%,0r adjunct

(156Y¢ positions within the relative clause.

(154) zokor “datoka O qanita gedem @ ga’alta
remember(&S IMV) congregation-your  acquire{2 PERA ancient redeenN® PERH

Sebet  nah®lateka
tribe.of inheritance-your

‘remembelryour congregation@(that); you acquiredlong ago @(that), youredeemedas) a tribe
of your inheritance(Psa 74.2)

(155) °eli sari @ “ehoseé b6
god-my rock-my take refuge(@ IMPFH in-him

‘my god (is)myrock; @(that); | take refuge int’ (Psa 18.3)

(156) zo6’t mishat ’ah®ron Gmishat banayw me’issé yhwh boydm @
this portion.of Aaron and-portion.of sons-his from-fire offerings.of Yhwh on-day

hiqrib >otam Iokahén layhwh
approach(8is PERF cAU$ ACC-them to-be priesi{F) for-Yhwh

‘this is Aaron’s portion and his sons’ portion from Yhwh's offerings by firtheday @(when),
he brought them neato be priests for YhwhLev 7.35)

Furthermore, unlike the syntax of bare relatives in English, bare BH relatives may exist even
when the gap within the relative is the subject position; compare the English and BH examples

in (157) and (1585’

74 See also Gen 26.10; 29.25; 42.28; Exod 14.11; 15.17 (2x); Deut 32.17; Judg 8.1; 2 Sam 22.44; Isa 6.6;
42.1.

75 See also Isa 44.1, 2; Jer 2.6; Hab 1.14.

76 See also Exod 18.20; Deut 32.35; Jer 2.6; 36.2; Mic 5.2; Psa 4.8; 56.4, 10; Job 3.3; 6.17; Lam 1.21; 2 Chr
20.22; 24.11; 29.27.

77 See also Gen 49.27; Isa 30.9; 40.20; 53.7 (2x); 56.2 (2x); 61.11 (2x); Psa 5.5; 8.9; 9.18; 25.12; 38.14.
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(157) the person who/that/*@ was talking to me (McCawley 19987433)
(158) habbiti ’el >abraham *bikem  wo’l $ard @ tohdlelkem
look(2vP IMV) to Abraham father-your and-to Sarah bean(@n-you

‘look to Abraham your father and ®arah @(who), ___; bore you (Isa 51.2)

Bare BH relatives may also either incléer omi€® a resumptive element, as in (159) and

(160), respectively.

(159) yizbshi lassedim @ 16° **16°h *lohim @ 16> yoda‘im
sacrifice(31p IMPF) to-the-demons NEG God gods NEG know(3cP PERK-them

‘they sacrifice to demons (who) are not divigeds @(that); they have not knowthem’ (Deut

32.17)
(160) bor  kara wayyahparéhil wayyippol boSahat @ yipal
cistern dig(®sPErRp and-dig(¥s PAST)-it and-fall(3vs PAST) in-pit make(ds IMPF)

‘he has made a cistern and dug it out and he has fallentipit; @ (that), he made ;" (Psa
7.16)

Like BH relatives introduced by relative words (exceptHfaC- see above, 2.4), the relative
clause proper in a bare relative maglude any typef verba(161)8! participial (162)82 or

nominal (1633 predicate.

8 |f we removed the auxiliary vervasfrom (159), the result appears to be a grammatical relative clause
without an overt subject consituent within the relatihex person talking to me . . However, this is an example
of a construction called a ‘small clause’, which while similar is technically not a relative clause (see Haegeman
and Guéron 1999:108-12).

79 See also Exod 18.20; Isa 42.1; 44.1, 2; 63.19; Jer 2.6, 8; 5.21; Ezek 22.24; Hab 1.14; Psa 18.3; 32.2; 34.9;
Prov 26.17; Job 3.15; Neh 8.10.

80 See also Gen 15.13; 24.22; 26.10; 29.25; 39.4; 42.28; 49.27; Exod 4.13; 9.4; 14.11; 15.17; Lev 7.35; Num
7.13; Deut 32.11, 35; Josh21; Judg 8.1; 1 Sam 6.9; 26.14; 2 Sam 20.21; 22.44; 1 Kgs 13.2; Isa 1.30; 6.6; 15.7;
28.16; 30.9; 40.20; 41.2, 24; 42.16; 48.17; 51.1, 2, 7, 12; 53.7; 54.1; 55.13; 56.2; 61.10, 11; 62.1; 64.2; 65.1; 66.1;
Jer 2.11; 13.20; 15.14; 23.9, 29; 36.2; 48.36; Hos 4.14; 6.3; Jon 1.10; Mic 5.2; Hab 1.6, 8; Zeph 2.1; Zech 6.12;
Mal 2.16; Psa 4.8; 5.5; 7.16; 8.9; 9.16, 18; 12.6; 16.4; 17.1; 18.44; 25.12; 33.12; 35.8; 38.14; 42.2; 49.14; 51.10;
56.4, 10;58.5; 65.5; 68.31; 71.18; 74.2; 78.6; 81.6; 83.15; 90.5, 15; 103.5; 118.22; 119.136; 125.1; 129.6; 141.9;
Prov 8.32; 30.17; Job 1.1; 3.3; 6.17; 7.2; 9.26; 11.16; 13.28; 18.21; 21.27; 28.1; 29.16; 31.12; 36.27; 38.19, 24;
Qoh 10.5; Lam 1.10, 14, 21; 3.1; Ezra 1.5; 1 Chr 12.24; 15.12; 16.15; 29.3; 2 Chr 1.4; 15.11; 16.9; 20.22; 24.11;
28.9; 29.27; 30.19; 31.19.
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(161) mi zeh ha’i§ yore’> yhwh y6renni boderek; &; yibhar i
who this the-man @ fear.of Yhwh teach€3dmpF)-him in-way choose(® IMPF)

‘who is this, the man (who) is a fearer of Yhwh? He will teach hithémvay @(that); he should
choose ;' (Psa 25.12)

(162) k1 tihyd ko%eld; O, nobelet <aleha,
because be(@ IMPF) like-oak  withers pTCp leafage-its

‘because you will be likan oak @(that), its; leaves (are) withering(lsa 1.30)

(163) ger yihyé zar®ka bo’eres; &, ___; 10> lahem
sojourner be(@s IMPF) seed-your in-land NEG to-them

‘your seed will be a sojourner mland @(that), __; (is) not theirs (Gen 15.13)

In addition, like all other BH relatives, bare relatives can be stacked, as in (164), and they can
have a covert/null head, as in (165) (where the first @ indicates the covert head and the second

@ indicates the covert relative word).

(164) zokor “datoka; 0, qanita i gedem @, ga’alta i
remember(R1Ss IMvV) congregation-your  acquire{2 PERP ancient redeenv@ PERP
Sebet  nah®lateka
tribe.of inheritance-your

‘remembelryour congregation@(that); you acquired __; long ago @(that), you redeemed ;
(as) a tribe of your inheritanc€Psa 74.2)

81 See also Gen 26.10; 29.25; 42.28; 49.27; Exod 4.13; 14.11; 15.17; 18.20; Lev 7.35; Deut 32.11, 17, 35;
Judg 8.1; 1 Sam 6.9; 26.14; 2 Sam 22.44; Isa 6.6; 15.7; Z2018;40.20; 41.2, 24; 42.1, 16; 44.1, 2; 48.17; 51.1,
2,12; 53.7; 54.1; 55.13; 56.2; 61.10, 11; 62.1; 63.19; &8b2t; Jer 2.6, 8, 11; 13.20; 15.14; 23.29; 36.2; 48.36;
Ezek 22.24; Hos 4.14; 6.3; Jon 1.10; Mic 5.2; Mal 2.16; Psa 4.8; 7.16; 9.16; 12.6; 16.4; 17.1; 18.3, 44; 25.12; 32.2;
33.12; 34.9; 35.8; 38.14; 42.2; 51.10; 56.4, 10; 58.5;;68B31; 71.18; 74.2; 78.6; 81.6; 83.15; 90.5, 15; 103.5;
118.22; 119.136125.1; 129.6; 141.9; Prov 8.32; 30.17; Job 3.3; 6.17; 7.2; 9.26; 11.16; 13.28; 18.21; 21.27; 28.1;
29.16; 31.12; 36.27; 38.19, 24; Qoh 10.5; Lam 1.102143.1; Ezra 1.5; 1 Chr 12.24; 15.12; 16.15; 29.3; 2 Chr
1.4; 15.11; 20.22; 24.11; 28.9; 29.27; 30.19; 31.19.

82 See alsdsa 1.30; 48.17; 51.12; 53.7; Jer 2.6; Ezek 22.24; Hos 6.3; Hab 1.8, 14; Zeph 2.1; Psa 5.5; 8.9;
9.18; Job 1.1; Neh 8.10.

83 See alsdGen 15.13; 24.22; 39.4;: Exod 9.4; Num 7.13; Josh 7.21; 2 Sam 20.21; 1 Kgs 13.2; Isa 51.7; 66.1;
Jer 5.21; 23.9; Hab 1.6; Zech 6.12; Prov 26.17; Job 3.15; 2 Chr 16.9.

84 This is the opposite of English syntax. English bare relatives may not be stacked*thesknok @ |
bought @ Ann had recommended was bofiogmparethe book that | bought that Ann had recommended was
boring); see McCawley 1998:433.
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(165) dpo‘olkem me’apa‘ t6<€ba @, @, __; yibhar bakem
and-work-your from-nothing abomination choose(@PF) in-you

‘see—you (are) less than nothing and your work (is) less than nothing; an abominatidn (is)
@(he thal, __ ; chooses you(lsa 41.24)

The last feature to mention about bare relatives in BH is that this appears to be a
relativization strategy that is only used festrictiverelatives (see below, in 2.7, for further
discussion of restrictiveness). In over 180 bare relative clauses that | examined (from all
historical stages of BH; see fn. 70), the relative clause presents information that is necessary in
order to identify the referent of the head precisely. If this is indeed the case, how should be
analyze the three bare relatives in my database that appear to be non-restrictive? Each case can
be either given an alternative syntactic explanation or interpreted restrictively. The first
example is given in (166).

(166) ko >amar yhwh g&°alka qodds  yisra’el *ni yhwh *Iohéka

thus say(®sPEp Yhwh redeem§s pTcB-your holy.of Israel |  Yhwh god-your

O O molammedka Ioho4l O @ madrik’ka baderek @ telek
teach{s PTCB-you to-profit(NF) leadfis PTCP-you on-way walk(2s IMPF)

‘thus has said Yhwh, your redeemer, the Holy One of Israel: | am Yhwh you@gib@, one)
@i(who) teaches you to profit, @he one) who) leads you on the way @(that) you should
walk' (Isa 48.17)

The string of constituent3yi yhwh *lohéka . . . malammedka . . . madrik‘ka, is often analyzed

and thus translated as a verbless clause, ‘I am Yhwh your god’ followed by two bare relatives
that modify the proper nouvihwh Thus, the NRSV provides the following translation: “I am

the LORD your Godwho teaches you for your own goodho leads you in the way you
should go” (emphases added). However, it is possible to analyze the constituemisedka
andmadrik‘ka not only as the participial predicates within bare relative clauses, but also as the
predicates withimull headedbare relative clauses. Thus, the relatives no longer directly

modify the proper noulhwh but rather the null head of the relative (which in turn refers back
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to Yhwh. A possible translation of these two relative clauses (which illustrates a null head bare

relative analysis) is then ‘Il am Yhwh your god; (the one who) teaches you . . . , (the one who)
leads you . . ."

The second example, given in (167), contains a string of constitykmtsgiwwini 16,

that is often analyzed as a bare relative. Yet, it clearly cannot be a restrictive relative since the
head is the unambiguously referential proper nébwh Thus, our analysis of bare relatives

as restrictive relatives suggests that whatever the syntax of the verse in (167) is, a relative
analysis ofyhiwh giwwinii 16 is not correc®

(167) hinné *I16hénd zeh giwwind 16 woyO6si€nt zeh yhwh
look god-ourreL wait(lcp PERF for-him and-save{as IMPF)-us this Yhwh

A A

qiwwind 16 nagila woniSmoha bisti<ato
wait(1cp PERF for-him rejoice(tp moD) and-be joyful(tP MOD) in-salvation-his

‘Look—our god who we have waited for him that he would save us, tiih@s) we have waited
for him, let us rejoice and be joyful in his salvatidisa 25.9)

Finally, the most difficult example appears in Isaiah 51.2, provided in (168). Given that
the bare relative clause data overwhelmingly indicate that such relative clauses are only used
for restrictive modification, it is possible that we should interpret the clause in (168) as

referring tothat particular Saralthat engendered the Hebrew people (see above, fn. 12).

(168) habbitd ’el >abraham *bikem wael $ard; @, ; tohdlelkem
look(2viP IMV) to Abraham father-your and-to Sarah bean(®p-you

‘look to Abraham your father and {the) Sarah @(that), __ ;bore you'(Isa 51.2)

85 Note that a ‘non-relative’ analysis okwh giwwinii 16 appears to accord with the prosodic contour of the
text according to the Masoretic accents, sin€@leeweyoredaccent is onhwh. Perhaps this prosodic piece of
evidence indicates that the break betwegwh andqgiwwini 16 according to the Masoretic reading tradition
reflects a syntactic break.
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From the data | have presented in this section, it is clear that bare BH relatives have

similar functions and exist in similar contexts as marked BH relatives. Bare BH relatives may
modify heads in the nominative, accusative, or oblique; they may or may not have a resumptive
element; they may contain a verbal, participial, or nominal predicate; they may be headless; and
they may be stacked. One feature which does set bare relatives apart from overtly marked
relatives is that bare relatives in BH appear to be only restrictive, whereas we have both
restrictive and non-restrictive marked relatives (see below, 2.7).

We have now covered every syntactic type of relative clause in BH. That is, we have
discussed the various relative words in BH that introduce relative clauses (2.2, 2.3, 2.4) and that
fact that BH relatives do not have to be introduced by an overt relative word at all (2.6). We
have also discussed those relatives that do not modify an overt head (2.2.2, 2.3, 2.4) as well as
those relatives that exhibit resumption of their head (2.5). Now we shall move to the final
linguistic characteristic of BH relatives presented in this chapter: the semantic feature of

restrictiveness.

2.7. RESTRICTIVE AND NON-RESTRICTIVE BH RELATIVES
At the end of 2.1 above, | introduced the distinction between relatives that are restrictive
and relatives that are non-restrictive. The essential semantic difference between the two can be
summarized as follows: a restrictive relative provides information about its head which is
necessary for identifying the exact referent of the head; a non-restrictive relative presents
additional information about its head that is non-crucial for identifying the referent of the head.
While the basic semantic difference between the two types of relative clauses is

sufficiently clear, the difficulty in distinguishing the two in BH by syntactic means is reflected
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in the lack of discussion on this issue within BH reference grammars. For instance, Waltke and

O’Connor (1990) never mention the difference between restrictive and non-restrictive relatives
and Jouon and Muraoka (1993:592) direct attention to the issue in a single paragraph but do not
pursue how (or even if) the two types are manifested in BH syntax. In the remainder of this
section, | shall survey the BH data in order to illustrate how restrictiveness is manifested in BH
(see 5.5 for a additional linguistic analysis). First, consider the relative clauses in (169) and
(170).

(169) wayya‘as *Iohim et haragi wayyabdel bén hammayim

and-make(Bis PAST) God  Acc the-firmament and-divide{& PAST) between the-waters

»Ser mittahat  laragi™ Gbén hammayim >*Ser mé‘al laraqi™
REL from-below to-the-firmament and-between the-wateksL from-above to-the-firmamant

‘and God made the firmament; and he divided betvieewatersthat were below the firmament
andthe watersthat were above the firmamer{tGen 1.7)

(170) hissamer loka  pen tiskah et yhwh >*Ser
keep(1s imv REFL) for-you lest forget(@s IMPF) ACC Yhwh REL

hosi>?ka me’eres misrayim
come out(®1s PERF CAU3-you from-land.of Egypt

‘watch yourself lest you forgaéthwh, who brought you out of the land of EgyDeut 6.12)
The two relative clauses in (169) restrictively modify the common ndbeswaters
distinguishing between those waters that were above and below the dividing elgmaent,
firmament There is no question that these are restrictive relatives because each one supplies
crucial information about its respective head that enables the reader/listener to distinguish
between the two groups of waters being mentioned. In contrast, the relative clause in (170)
modifies a proper noury,hwh the personal name of Israel’'s god. Since there is no 6tiven
to compare with the one in Deuteronomy 6.12 (and the Hebrew Bible is emphatic on this
point), the relative can only be non-restrictively modifying its head, supplying additional, but

semantically non-crucial information aboMthwh In other words, the author may have
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considered the content of the relative clause to be important for the discourse or for theology,

but semantically it is not necessary in order to identify the referent of the headmehn

While the two examples in (169) and (170) establish that there is a semantic
restrictive/non-restrictive distinction in BH (and there are numerous clear examples of both
kinds of relatives), they do not offer us any syntactic criterion for distinguishing the two. For

example, all of the relatives in (169) and (170) use the same relative’ierdndicating that

we will not be able to distinguish relative versus non-relative on the basis of whether the

relative is introduced by a particular relative word. The remaining relative wgrds, (

zehlzii/zo, andhaC-) also appear in both types of relatives, as in (171)-(176).

(171) wosane’ti ’et hahayyim ki ra¢ ‘@lay  hamma®$é Senna®sa
and-hate(&s PERF AcC life because evil upon-me the-workrReL-do(3VsS PERFPASS

tahat hasSames
under the-sun

‘and | hated life becausthe workthat was done under the sun was grievous to(@eh 2.17)

172) <am zi asartl I1 tohillati asapperi
y yosapp!
peoplerReL form(IcsPERA for-me praise-my recount(® IMPF)

‘a peoplethat | formed for myself will recount my praiggsa 43.21)

(173) wayya‘an nabal et ‘abdé dawid wayyo mer mi dawid Gmi
and-answer(@s PAST) Nabalacc servants.of David and-say{8 PAST) who David and-who

ben yiSay hayyom rabbi “padim hammitparosim 1§ mipponé
son.of Jesse the-day be mamf®ERF servants REL-break awayip PTCH man from-face.of

**donayw
master-his

‘and Nabal answered the servants of David and said: Who is David and who is the son of Jesse?
Today there arenanyservantghat are breaking away, each from his mastdrSam 25.10)

In each of the examplefl71){173), the relative clauses are clearly restrictive. The
information provided in each of the relative clauses is necessary in order to identify the precise

reference of their respective heads. For instance, in (173), the participle with the prefixed
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relative haC- follows an indefinite noun; thus, the only way to narrow the rather broad

referential possibilities (the essential function of restrictive relatives) for ‘servants’ is on the
basis of the information given within the following relative (see above, 2.4, for a discussion of
haC-relatives). In contrast, the next three examples present relatives which are unnecessary

for the identification of their antecedent.

(174) bardk yhwh Sell6> notanand terep losinnéhem
blessfis PTCP PASE Yhwh REL-NEG give(3vS PERP-US prey to-teeth-their

‘Blessed isyhwh, who has not given us (as) prey for their tedisa 124.6)

(175) mi natan lim§6sé (Kt) ya©qob woyisra’el lobozozim h16° yhwh
who give(34s PERB to-plunderfas pTCH Jacob and-Israel to-spei PTCH WH-NEG Yhwh

z4 hata’nd 16
REL sin(1cpP PERH to-him

‘Who gave Jacob to the plunderer and Israel to the spoilers? Was ¥thvat, who we sinned
against him’'(Isa 42.24)

(176) wohikkiti layhwh  hammastir panayw mibbét ya®qob
and-wait(s PERF MOD for-Yhwh REL-hidefvs PTCcH face-his from-house.of Jacob

‘and | shall wait forYhwh, who hides his face from the house of Jacdba 8.17)

In examples (174)-(176) the noun being modified in each case is a proper noun. As | indicated
above in 2.1, proper nouns in English (unless two referents use the same proper noun
designation, e.glohn A.andJohn B)86 cannot be modified by restrictive relatives. BH relative
clauses are similarly constrained. Thus,(174){176), since the proper naméwhis
certainly not an ambiguous reference in the Hebrew Bible, the relative clauses serve to provide

additional information about, e.g., his character, actions, or words.

86 A good BH example of a proper noun being modified by a restrictive relative is with the place name
Mizpahin Gen 31.49. There were many places cdlliézbah‘watchtower’ in the Hebrew Bible; thus, in order to
identify precisely which Mizpah was being mentioned, a restrictive relative was often needed; see also Gen 36.24.
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In addition to a restriction upon the restrictive modification of proper nouns, BH also

shares with English a restriction upon the type of relative clause that can be introduced by a
null relative word. In other words, as | suggested above in 2.6, bare BH relative clauses (like
English bare relative clauses) appear to present only restrictive relative clauses. This is

illustrated by the English (177)a) and BH examples (177)b) below.

(177) Bare Relatives and Restrictiveness
a) English
All teachers, *that/who(m)/*@ the minister disciplined, are now on strike.

vs.All teachers that/who(m)/@ the minister disciplined are now on strike.

b) BH
bor kara wayyahporéhil wayyippol bosahat @ yip<al
cistern dig(%s PErRp and-dig(¥s PAST)-it and-fall(3vs PAST) in-pit make([3s IMPF)

‘he has made a cistern and dug it out and he has fallerthietpit, @(that), he made(Psa 7.16)

Relative clause stacking is one feature relating to restrictiviness in which BH relative
clauses differ from English relative clauses. Above in 2.1, | presented English data that
suggested that multiple non-restrictive relatives castaitkon the same head, illustrated in
(178)a). However, the BH data do not exhibit the same restriction upon non-restrictive relative
clauses; (178)bpresents a string of relative clauses modifying the proper name David,
indicating that the relative clauses are non-restrictive. Thus, it appears that BH allows the
stacking of non-restrictive relative clauses.

(178) Non-restrictive Relative Clauses and Stacking
a) English
*| saw John, who was yelling, who you dislike.

vs.| saw the boy that was yelling that you dislike.
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b) BH
loma‘an dawid <abdi >Ser baharti 0to >Ser i Samar
for-sake.of David servant-mgeL choose(ds PERF AcC-him REL keep(@s PERP
miswotay wahuqqotay

commandments-my and-statutes.my

‘for the sake oDavid, my servantwhg, | chose him, whg __; has kept my commandments and
my statutes(1 Kgs 11.34)

In summary, the BH relative clause data given in (169)-(176) indicate that all the BH
relative words may be used in either restrictive or nonrestrictive relatives, thereby eliminating
the choice of the relative words a distinguishing feature vis-a-vis restrictiveness. (Note that
this restriction applies tovertrelative words—in the last section (2.7) | suggested that bare
relative clauses [i.e., relative clauses wittoaertrelative word] are restrictive.) Furthermore,

we should note that neither th&er nor theseC- relatives given in (169)-(171) and (174)

overtly resume their respective he&dsln addition, the absence of a pattern that connects
resumption to restrictiveness suggests that resumption alone is not a distinguishing criterion
with respect to restrictiveness (cf. Van Dyke Parunak 1996; see above 1.2, 2.5).

There is only one clear feature in BH which distinguishes restrictive relatives from non-
restrictive ones, and it is neither syntactic nor is it always employed: the presence of a head
noun in the construct state. There are 217 examples in the Hebrew Bible of nouns in construct

with a relative clause introduced Byer, and all of them present restrictive relatives, as in

(179) and (18038

87 The fact that there is a difference in resumption betweenithestrictive (172) and thai nonrestrictive
(175) examples malge due to the paucity of data fah/zi/z6 relatives in the biblical text. Resumption does not
occur inha- relatives either; see note 47 above.

88 For examples of heads in construct witter, see Gen 1.31; 12.20; 13.1; 14.23; 20.7; 24.2, 36; 25.5; 31.1,
12, 21; 34.29; 35.2; 39.5, 6, 20, 22; 40.3; 41.56; 45.10, 11, 13; 46.1, 32; 47.1; Exod 6.29; 7.2; 9.19, 25; 10.12;
18.1,8, 14; 19.18; 20.11; 25.22; 31.6; 34.32; 35.10; 38.22; 40.94L%4, 33; 6.18; 7.28.10; 13.46; 14.13, 32,
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(179) wayyittonéhi el bét hassohar maqdm >*Ser *siré (Kt)
and-give(31s PAST)-him to house.of the-round place®éL prisonersgp PTCP PASkOf

hammelek **stirim
the-king  confinegpr PTCP PAS}

‘and he put him into the round housthg) placethat the prisoners of the king were confined’
(Gen 39.20)

(180) wohiggadti 16 ki  Sopet “ni et bétd ad <6lam ba“won
and-tell(ics PERF to-him comp judgefas PTCB | AcC house-his until forever in-iniquity.of

>*Ser yada“
REL know(3vs PERH

‘and | told him that | am (about to) judge his house forever on accowithef iniquity that he
knew'(1 Sam 3.13)

There are also a number of these ‘construct-relatives’ with the relative y#6rdEL81)° and
haC- (182)20

(181) el maqdm Sehannohalim holokim §am hém $abim lalaket
to place.ofREL-the-rivers goyiP PTCH there they returm(P PTCH to-go(NF)

‘to (the) placethat the rivers go, there they continually retu{@oh 1.7)

(182) worohab magqoém hammunnah hamé$§ >ammot sabib  sabib
and-width.of place.oREL-restfus PTCP PASEfive  cubits around around

‘and the width ofthe) placethat was free was five cubits all aroun@zek 41.11)

36; 18.29; 27.8, 28; Num 1.50; 4.16, 26; 9.17, 18; 15.23; 16.26, 30, 33; 18.13; 19.14; 22.2; Deut 3.21; 5.27, 28;
10.14; 12.11; 13.16; 18.18; 20.20; 22.24; 23.5; 29.1, 8; Josh 1.16; 2.13; 6.17, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25; 7.15, 24; 9.9, 10;
22.2; 23.3Judg 3.1; 7.18; 9.25, 44; 11.24; 1 Sam 2.22; 3.12, 13; 14.7; 15.3; 19.18; 25.21, 22; 30.18, 19; 2 Sam
3.19, 25; 6.12; 11.22; 13.22; 14.20; 15.21; 16.21; 1 Kgs1®.2; 11.38, 41; 14.29; 15.7, 23, 31, 16.14; 19.1; 20.4;
21.19; 22.39; 2 Kgs 8.6; 8.23; 10.34; 12.20; 13.8, 12; 14.28; 15.6, 16, 21, 26, 31; 18.12; 20.13, 15, 17; 21.17,;
23.28; 24.5; 1s 39.2, 4, 6; Jer 1.7, 17; 22.12, 25;;ZB.87; 32.23; 38.9; 44.23; Ezek 6.13; 14.22, 23; 16.37, 63;
21.35; 23.28; 40.4; 44.5; 47.9; 48.22; Hos 2.1; Mal 2.9; Psa 96.12; 109.11; 119.63; 146.6; Job 1.10, 11, 12; 42.10;
Prov 17.8; 21.1; Ruth 3.16; 4.9; Qoh 1.13, 16; 3.14; 8.3; Esth 2.13; 4.1, 3, 7; 5.11; 6.13; 8.9, 17; Neh 4.14;

9.6; 1 Chr 10.11; 13.14; 16.32; 2 Chr 9.1; 33.8.

89 See also Qoh 7.14; 11.3, 8.

90 See also Gen 21.6; 32.20; 42.29; 50.14; Exod 16.23; 19.12; 29.37; 30.13, 29; 31.14, 15; 35.2; Lev 11.24,
25, 26, 27, 31; 15.10, 19, 21, 22, 27; 20.5; 24.14; Num 4.23, 30, 35, 37, 39, 41, 43, 47; 19.13, 14; 30.3; Deut
25.18; Josh 2.23; 8.25; Judg 3.19; 19.30; 20.46, 48; 1 Sam 2.36, 5.5; 2 Sam 2.23; 18.31; 20.12; 1 Kgs 10.15; 2 Kgs
10.11, 17; 18.21; 21.24; Isa 7.22; 13.15; 36.6; 66.10; Jer 5.6; Ezek 12.19; 16.44; 34.21; Zeph 1.8, 9; Zech 5.3;
14.16, 21; Psa 31.25; 34.23; 63.12; 145.14; Prov 6.29; Esth 9.27; Dan 12.1; Ezra 1.4; 3.8; 9.13; Neh 9.33; 10.29; 1
Chr 25.7; 2 Chr 7.11; 13.9; 29.29; 31.16; 33.25; 34.32, 33; 35.7, 25.



121
In (179)-(182), the phonological shapes of the headgjm ‘place of’ and“wan ‘iniquity of’
(cf. magom and ‘awon, the respective non-construct/‘absolute’ forms), indicates that they are

in construct with the respective relative words. All four relatives are also restrictive in nature,
specifyingwhich place(in Genesis 39.20; Qoh 1.7; Ezek 41.11) avldch iniquity(in 1
Samuel 3.13) is being discussed. Using a head in construct with the modifying relative
word/clause to mark the construction as restrictive is quite logical: the construct relationship is
often described as one in which the first noun phonologically ‘leans’ on the second noun in
order to illustrate the syntactic and/or semantic ‘closeness’ of the two; thus, when it is used
with relatives, it signifies the close (i.e., restrictive) nature of the relative clause to its head.
Returning to the possible role of resumption in indicating restrictiveness, note that the
following two examples, with head nouns in construct with their relatives (indicating that they
are both restrictive), provide further evidence that resumption alone does not distinguish

restrictiveness, since one does not contain resumption (183), and one does (184).

(183) wayyittonéhd el bét hasschar maqdm; >*Ser; *siré (Kt)
and-give(31s PAST)-him to house.of the-round place.®eL  prisoners.of

hammelek **stirim ;
the-king  confine{r PTCP PAS}

‘and he put him into the round housthg) placethat; the prisoners of the king were confined
i (Gen 39.20)

(184) wayyitten >otam bomiSmar bét Sar hatabbahim el bét
and-give(31s PAST) Acc-them in-the-guard.of house.of captain.of the-guards to house.of

hassohar moaqdm; >*Ser; yos€p “aslr Sam;
the- round place.of REL Joseph confin®s PTCP PASE there

‘and he put them under the guard of the house of the captain of the guards, the roundmuse, (
place that; Joseph was confingderg’ (Gen 40.3)
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Examples (183) and (184) are a minimal pair in the sense that they both use a head in construct

(magom) with its relative, they are both part of the same discourse context, and the first (183)

does not include a resumption of the head, whereas the second (184) does resume its head.
Contrary to the argument of Van Dyke Parunak (1996) (see 1.1), who proposes that the
difference in resumption between these two examples is related to a distinction in
restrictiveness (non-restrictive in Genesis 39.20, and restrictive in Genesis 40.3), the use of the
construct state to connect both heads with the relative words strongly suggests that both are
restrictive.

As a final point in the present discussion of restrictiveness in BH relatives, we must
note that the use of the construct state to mark restrictive relatives is not constrained to overtly
marked relative clauses; it occurs with bare relatives as well. Consider the following data:

>ay

(185) wosahat ’0t6 bimqdom; >%Ser; yishat et
and-slaughter(@s PERF MOD) ACC-it in-place.of REL slaughter(8is IMPF) ACC

ha<cla lipné yhwh __;
the-burnt offering before Yhwh

‘and he shall slaughter it irtije) placethat he slaughters the burnt offering before Yhwh,'

(Lev 4.24)
(186) >ak  ’elleh miSkondt  ‘awwal wozeh maqom, 16> yada“ i ’¢l
surely these dwellings.of unjust and-this plac@®.afiEG know(3us PERP God

‘surely these are the dwellings of unjust (people) and tlaghe place@(that),  ; does not
know God'(Job 18.21)

(187) wayyo mer bi *donay $olah na’>  boyad, tislah i
and-say(®1s pAST) in-me Lord sends IMv) please in-han@® send(21S IMPF)

‘and he said: by me, O Lord, please send (itjtmhand @(that); you shall send ;' (Exod
4.13)

Example (185) presents the type of restrictitéer relative we have been discussing,

with the headmagdm, in construct with the relative. (186) exhibits a similar restrictive relative
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with the same noumgagdm, in construct, except with the crucial difference that the relative is

bare (on the construct and bare relatives, see Kautzsch 1910:488; Waltke and O’Connor
1990:155-6; Jouon and Muraoka 1993:472; Gibson 1994:12). The clause in (187) is another
example of the same phenomenon, a head in construct with a bare relative, except that the
example highlights that the relative clause may be a single item, such as a verb. Although
many reference grammars note that heads may be in construct with the following relative, as in
exampleg(185){(187), they have not identified such relative clauses as restrictive. Thus, a

more refined analysis may be given for one of the single most discussed verses in the Hebrew

Bible, Genesis 1.1, provided in (188).

(188) bore>sit; bara’ *Iohim *&t  has§amayim wo gt ha’ares ;
in-beginning.of create(®sPERH God Acc the-heavens anal=c the-earth

‘in a/thebeginning @(that), God created the heavens and the earth’ (Gen 1.1)

Many moderft grammatical assessments have analyzed this, the initial clause of the Hebrew

Bible, as the unusual but attested construction of an element in construct with a following verb

91 The medieval commentator Rashi represents a second popular approach to understanding the grammar of
Gen 1.1:
NNWPJW' 70 Dava (0 X 727 O°URD2) 5T IARY D T ROR X T X7 P
MWD Yeh nxa oX) (3,2 797 IRIAN DPURD 1N'1PJW XA Do @1 "7(27?3) 1277 PURN
X2 XD K T O7OR NRM M '|w'1m W12 IMN A0 PORM 7N myalvluroinniekiu} el /i) =
DX X712 TWRN2 210109 1% T 7D MTIND X2 OXY WP 1ORY P X727 7T0 MID XpRT
(X 1> o) P jgizialaliakiwinihiawihin (st ewn iy mi i) P137 1RY X733 DPURN '['7 1'&47 b R mpalvi/e]
D N OPR X2 DUWRO2 IR TR XD AX (7,7 oa7) 77 DUk (0, DTURND) 1NN DRI
DY 73PN W 12T 0NN 0D (2K DENT) WM T 02T 09NN 10 T X102 K02
N1 DY DX T RN
In this passage, Rashi lays out his approach for understanding the grammar of Gen 1.1. He compares
the use ofre’sir ‘beginning.of’ in Gen 1.1 to other occurrences in the Hebrew Bible and notes that in all
other cases, the word appears to be in the construct state. He also compares the syntax ofe&3@rinl.1 (
construct with what appears to be a finite verb) with similar constructions elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible.
On the basis of these two procedures, he suggests that the proper understanding of Gen 1.1 is as a gerund
‘in the beginning of God’s creating . . .”, and supplies an alternate syntax using the infinitive construct
instead of the finite perfect (it is not altogether clear if Rashi is actually suggesting that in the case of Gen
1.1 the finite perfect is actually beinggedas a gerund, or if the analogy to the infinitive merely aids in
understanding the syntax of Gen 1.1 by providing an approximation).
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or clause (this phenomenon is also common in Semitic languages in geneltapirssld

1997:522-23). What has been completely missed is the identification of Genesis bdras a
restrictiverelativeclause This analysis is possible only if the construct-relative construction is
recognized as a grammatical means by which BH presents restrictive rékatif/dse material
following the initial word is within a relative clause, verse 1 is effectively reduced to a
prepositional phrase, indicating that this first clause of the Bible merely serves to set the stage
for the main clause, the intitial creative event, in verse 3. This is illustrated by my translation

of Genesis 1.1-3in (189).

(189) lIn the particular beginning that God created the heavens and the &adiy-the earth was
formless and void and darkness was upon the surface of the deep and the wind of God was hovering
over the surface of the water$Geod said, "Let there be light!" Then there was light.

The narrative (and theological significance) of analyzing Genesis 1.1 as a restrictive relative is
that the syntax then indicates, by the very nature of restrictive relatives (i.e., they serve to
identify their head over against other possible referents and define it), that there were multiple
potentialbeginnings to God’s creative work (although not necessarily other real ones). Thus, it
is the particular beginning defined by the relative clause in verse 1 of the Hebrew Bible that the
author was concerned with, that particular beginning in which God created the world and
initiated this event by commanding forth the presence of light (Gen 1.3). This is the case

regardless of whether we take the initial wdreke’siz, as semantically definite (by virtue of

the construct relationship) or indefinke.

92 Ewald (1879:215) identifies Gen 1.1 as a relative, but notestrctiverelative. Jotion and Muraoka
(1993:471) explicitly classify this construction as “non-relative”.

93 NPs in construct inherit their definiteness from the NPs with which they are in construct. However, since a
clause, such as the relative clause in Genesis 1.1, does not carry any morphologically marking for definiteness, it
appears that the definiteness of NPs in construct with relative clauses can only be determined by the larger context.



125
The grammar of Genesis 1.1 points forward only; that is, it does not comment about

whether this particular creation was the a singular event or if there were others—such a
position cannot be teased out of this text. Rather, as Andersen (1987) states, “the term
‘beginning’ in Genesis 1.1 marks the commencement of the story, not the absolute beginning of
everything” (141)—and now we can support this assessment with an awareness of “how the

original language was used—especially its constructions and idioms” (Orlinsky 1983:208).

2.8. IIMMARY AND PREVIEW

In this chapter | have addressed all of the basic linguistic features of the BH relative
clause: headedness, types of relative word, resumption, presence or absence of a relative word,
and restrictiveness. | have also attempted to do so without resorting to overly technical and/or
theoretical explanations. However, many of the analyses that | have offered in this chapter are
the result of a linguistically informed investigation of the BH relative clause. Therefore, the
aim of the next three chapters of this work will be to provide an outline of the linguistic theory
that | employed (chapters three and four) and then to revisit many of the features of the BH
relative clause (chapter five) in order provide more detailed explanations for the various

phenomena | have highlighted in this chapter.



126
PART II: THE LINGUISTIC FRAMEWORK

In this chapter and the following chapter I will address some basic issues of BH syntax
in order to lay the foundation for a more detailed analysis of the BH relative clause. In
addition, I will also be introducing the linguistic theory that will underlie my analysis in chapter
five: the generative ‘Minimalist Program’ of Noam Chomsky. In terms of the specific feature
of BH that is the primary subject matter for chapters three and four, it is the word order of BH,
since an adequate understanding of the syntax and pragmatics of word order will be necessary
in order to address the internal structure of the BH relative clause (e.g., ‘basic’ word order
within the relative clause, motivation for ‘non-basic’ word order). This chapter focuses on
identifying the basic word order of BH and describing this word order within the framework of
the Minimalist Program. Chapter four will address the pragmatic structure of the BH clause
and introduce a model of information structure that accounts for word order variation within

BH.

3. THE SYNTAX OF BIBLICAL HEBREW: WORD ORDER

Recently, the field of BH studies has benefitted from a number of word order analyses
that have moved the field significantly forward by recognizing that word order is much more
than merely a syntactic issue—that word order is intimately connected to discourse concerns.
Among these are the works of Jongeling (1991), van der Merwe (1991), Rosenbaum (1997),
Goldfajn (1998), Heimerdinger (1999), and Moshavi (2000). For instance, Goldfajn’s work
(1998) analyzes the interaction between word order and “narrative time,” and Heimerdinger’s

monograph (1999) and Moshavi’s dissertation (2000) take into account the effect that
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information structure and pragmatics, respectively, may have upon word order. What is

surprising, however, is that the presentation in each of these works focuses on discourse issues

without supporting their assumption that BH is a Verb-Subject (VS)! language.2 Yet, it is safe

1 Most discussions of word order include the placement of the object (O) with regard to the subject and verb;
thus, a typical discussion on BH refers to the difference between SVO and VSO. However, the placement of the
object in a pragmatically neutral clause is not an issue for this study: BH is unquestionably a head-complement
(i.e., VO) language. The crux in BH studies is the placement of the subject and the verb with regard to each other,
hence in this work I often use SV and VS rather than SVO and VSO.

2 Jongeling 1991 uses both statistical data based on the book of Ruth and typological comparison with Welsh
to argue that BH is VSO. The fundamental problem with Jongeling’s analysis is that he does not deal with the
wayyiqtol form and whether it should or should not be included in the statistical results. As we shall see below in
the present analysis, if the wayyigtol form is initially excluded and dealt with separately, the statistics do not
clearly support a VSO conclusion for BH or a close comparison with Welsh.

Van der Merwe explicitly states that his assessment of BH as a VSO language “is not merely based on
statistics, but on arguments from various points of view” (1999a:294). In the footnote for that statement, van der
Merwe briefly cites a few scholars who hold a VSO analysis, but no BH data are provided for a VSO claim
(1999a:294, note 34). In an earlier article on BH information structure, van der Merwe (1991) proceeds from the
assumption that BH is VSO without any discussion or presentation of examples.

Rosenbaum (1997) uses a small textual corpus, Isaiah 40-55, to study word order within the framework of
Simon Dik’s Functional Grammar. He briefly reviews previous studies of word order and then takes as his
starting point, without any study of the data, the position that “the basic functional pattern” for BH is VSO (21).
In his Appendix A, Rosenbaum discusses the word order statistics from the fifteen chapters of Isaiah that he
studied. He states that Isaiah 40-55 contains essentially an equal number of SV (189) and VS (184) clauses
(1997:222). Furthermore, he comments that, “Biblical Hebrew is commonly classified as a VSO language. It
appears, however, from a comparison of the statistics for Isaiah 40-55 of all three constituents in a clause . . . that
the pattern for Isaiah 40-55 may be SVO (42.48%; VSO is 31.37%). But this is an example of how surface
statistics of word-order can be deceptive. Our discussion of the various sub-types of VSO languages demonstrate
(sic) that such surface statistics may be the result of the frequent use of special positions” (1997:222-23). This
conclusion clearly demonstrates that if Rosenbaum had started his analysis with the assumption that BH was an
SVO language, his statistics could have easily been used to support such a position. Like van der Merwe (1991),
what is needed in Rosenbaum’s analysis is an adequate account of pragmatically neutral BH word order before
“special positions” become part of the equation.

Goldfajn (1998) begins his chapter on word order in BH narrative with a survey of previous word order
studies (90-97). In response to former inadequate proposals, Goldfajn suggests that “possibly a more cohesive
account of word order variation in Biblical Hebrew can be offered by examining the relation between word order
variation and certain temporal interpretations obtained” (97). In pursuit of the relationship between word order
and temporal expression, he does not directly address the issue of whether BH is an SVO or VSO language.
Though word order is crucial for his study, it is not Goldfajn’s focus; he is more interested in the temporal
differences between “the dominant V-initial order and an SV variant order in sequences of verb clauses” (98).

Heimerdinger (1999) also adopts a VSO analysis of BH in his study of information structure. He initiates his
discussion by describing the basic features of the BH verbal clause (21-24). He follows with a survey of previous
word order research on BH and concludes with the statement that BH is a VSO language (24-26). Unfortunately,
many of Heimerdinger’s statements about the BH verbal clause are unclear. For instance, he begins the section by
stating that in narrative “the SVO word order appears only with a qatal verb” (21). However, the validity of this
claim depends on whether he means just SV (object optional) or the full SVO (object obligatory): Gen 1.20; 2.5, 6
contain examples of SV clauses with the yigtol verb. Also, he claims that “the VSO order is found only with a
vayyiqtol verbal form” (22). However, it is not clear whether Heimerdinger means to claim that the ‘vayyiqtol’
form exhibits VSO only, or that only the ‘vayyiqtol’ form exhibits VSO order. The former claim is accurate; the
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to assume that these authors would agree that an adequate understanding of “basic word order”

is necessary before addressing pragmatic or discourse issues.

In this chapter, using data primarily from the book of Genesis, I will address whether
we have been initiating our pragmatic and discourse studies with an accurate understanding of
BH word order. I will proceed in four parts. First, in 3.1 I address the issue of “basic word
order.” Second, in 3.2 I discuss the issues surrounding word order in BH. Third, in 3.3 1
introduce the linguistic methodology which will be used throughout this work —Chomskyan
Minimalism. Finally, in 3.4 I provide an analysis of the BH verbal, participial, and verbless

clauses within the framework of the Minimalist Program.

3.1. “BASIC WORD ORDER”

Before proceeding to the BH data, we must briefly discuss the issue of “basic word
order.” Granting that a basic word order exists and is identifiable for any given language (cf.
Mithun 1992), there still exists significant disagreement about how to identify basic word
order. Depending in part upon one’s linguistic approach, one of three basic criteria may be
used, either exclusively or complementarily, to identify basic word order: clause type,
frequency, and pragmatic markedness.

The first approach to identifying basic word order is the ‘clause type’ approach. In

using one particular clause type as the representative of basic word order, the central task

latter claim is certainly not. Finally, Heimerdinger’s analysis does not appear to consider the BH data that are
reported speech within the narrative. Reported speech “is undeniably prominent in biblical narrative” (Miller
1996:2); thus, one cannot exclude such data from a study of word order (and in Heimerdinger’s later chapters, it
becomes clear that he does not exclude reported speech). Therefore, taking reported speech into account, the first
statement of Heimerdinger’s given above regarding SVO word order appearing only with the gatal verb is patently
inaccurate: there are a multitude of SVO clauses with the yigrol verb in Genesis alone (e.g., Gen 3.15(2x), 16; 4.7,
5.29; 6.17; 9.2; 14.24; 15.15, 16; 16.12; 18.25; 19.19; 21.6, 24; 22.8; 23.6; 24.40; 25.23; 28.22; 31.8(2x), 32, 39,
53;34.10; 38.17; 41.27, 40; 42.19, 37; 43.9; 44.10; 46.4(3x); 47.19, 24, 30; 48.19; 50.21).
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becomes identifying which type of clause is basic and then isolating this type of clause for

individual languages. The type that is often identified as representing basic word order is
“stylistically neutral, independent, indicative clauses with full nouns phrase (NP) participants,
where the subject is definite, agentive and human, the object is a definite semantic patient, and
the verb represents an action, not a state or an event” (Siewierska 1988:8; see also Greenberg
1963:74; Mallinson and Blake 1981:125).

Notably, when clause type is used as the primary criterion in determining basic word
order for a language, it does not necessarily follow that the basic word order within the basic
clause type is identical to the statistically prevalent word order in that language (Siewierska
1988:8). This is particularly so with languages that frequently use bound pronouns or that
exhibit the tendency to ‘drop’ subject pronouns (1988:11; see below, 3.4.1.3, for a discussion
of the ‘pro-drop’ phenomenon and BH).

The claim that basic word order and statistically dominant word order cannot always be
equated stands in some tension with the second approach, the ‘frequency’ approach, which
focuses on that word order that is simply the most common in a given language. Hawkins’
(1983) work illustrates this approach to determining basic word order; for this purpose, he

establishes the following three criteria:

For the majority of the word orders in this study in the majority of our languages the basicness
issue is not problematic, for the simple reason that only one order occurs. English has this man,
never *man this . . . . But for at least some word orders in the majority of languages, variants do
exist, and the question then arises as to which order, if any, is the “basic” one. For example,
English has both preposed and postposed genitives (the king’s castle/the castle of the king) . . . .
I am going to use the term “doubling” to describe the situation in which one and the same
modifier category (e.g., the adjective) can occur both before and after its head in a given
language. And in general I shall follow these three (overlapping) criteria when making a
basicness decision:

1. Where one doublet (e.g., NAdj) occurs with greater frequency than the other (AdjN) in
attested samples of the relevant language, then, all things being equal, the more frequent doublet
is the basic one.
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2. Where one doublet (e.g., NAdj) is more frequent within the grammatical system of the
language than the other (e.g., the quantity of adjective lexemes that occur postnominally exceeds
the number that occur prenominally), then, all things being equal, the grammatically more
frequent doublet is the basic one.

3. Where one doublet is grammatically unmarked and the other marked (i.e., a special type of
grammatical meaning may be associated with one order of Adj and N, but not the other, over and
above their lexical meanings; one word order may not undergo certain general rules that the
other does, or may be generated by rules of a more restricted nature; one word order may be the
one chosen by exceptional modifiers, whose exceptional status is marked in the lexicon, etc.),
then, in all these cases, the unmarked order is the basic one. (1983:12-13)

The last criterion that Hawkin’s specifies, i.e., using grammatical markedness to
identify which order is more basic, moves us into the third major approach for determining
basic word order: ‘pragmatic markedness’. This approach identifies basic word order on the
basis of what is judged to be the least pragmatically marked, or neutral order. Thus, a clause
that exhibits, e.g., the fronting of an object DP for the clear purpose of contrasting the object
with another discourse item, would be considered “non-basic”; clauses that are judged to be
without contrast, emphasis, etc., represent the basic word order in this approach.?

In summary, I have introduced three basic approaches that are often used to identify
word order. From even the brief descriptions I have provided, it is clear that none of the three
approaches exists in isolation; there is quite a bit of overlap. For instance, Siewierska’s
definition for the basic clause type approach (given above) includes stylistic neutrality —a
pragmatic concept. Also, Hawkin’s third criteria for determing word order based upon

frequency appeals to grammatical markedness—again, a pragmatic concept. However, at other

3 Mithun (1992:15-17) notes, however, that there have been different judgments regarding what type of clause
or utterance is neutral: “In some of these cases, discourse-initial sentences are considered the most neutral because
they presuppose no preceding context . . . In other cases, the preferred order for potentially ambiguous clauses has
been judged the most neutral . . . In still others, ‘simple, declarative, active clauses with no complex verb or noun
phrases’ are assumed to exhibit neutral order” (1992:15-16). Clearly, for Mithun, the essential problem is the
adjective “simple” in “simple, declarative, active clauses with no complex verb or noun phrases”. How do we
identify and classify any given clause a “simple”? In addition, Mithun argues that the considerable diversity of
pragmatic terminology (e.g., theme/rheme, topic/comment, given/new) and its usage in studying the effects of
pragmatics on word order has exacerbated the complexity of the issue (1992).
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times, these criteria stand at odds with each other, such as when, according to Siewierska

(1988:8), the clause type identified as “basic” is not the statistically most dominant type.

In addition to the three basic criteria, the type of discourse used in determining basic
word order is important. For many years the preferred type of discourse has been narrative:
according to Longacre (1995) “If storyline clauses in narrative discourse in a given language
are VSO, then that language should be classified as a VSO language” (1995:333). Longacre
bases this claim on several assumptions, the first of which is that “monologue discourse is a
better guide to language typology than dialogue . . . in that the exigencies of repartee
presumably make for departures from standard word order at many places” (1995:333).
However, Downing (1995) notes that an increasing number of linguists are arguing that the
opposite of Longacre’s position is true: conversational (reported speech) texts are the less
idiosyncratic type of discourse and thus should be used to determine basic word order
(1995:20). In fact, Payne (1995) suggests that “[m]ost claims about word order have
undoubtedly been based on narrative data and, without conscious awareness, the typological
cubby-holes to which languages have been assigned are likely biased by formal features
correlating with temporal sequentiality” (1995:454; emphasis added). In other words, precisely
because clauses in narrative are strung together in some sort of temporal order, it (rather than
conversational discourse) may exhibit departures from standard word order.

Given the lack of concensus regarding precisely which criterion or which type of
discourse should be used in determining basic word order, I will proceed in the remainder of

this analysis by considering all three criteria (frequency, clause type, and pragmatics)* as well

4 Every constituent in a given clause (even a clause uttered, theoretically, in isolation, but particularly clauses
that exist within a context) plays a pragmatic role in that clause; thus, the structure of all clauses is influenced by
pragmatic concerns. However, for the sake of both simplicity and clarity, in the following sections when I employ
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as the type of discourse used. First, I will discuss the word order statistics from the book of

Genesis and note some of the more significant characteristics of the Genesis data. I will then
proceed to analyze BH word order by addressing the word order of modal versus indicative
clauses in reported speech (3.2.1), followed by an analysis of word order in narrative (3.2.2)
and then subordinate clauses (3.2.3). After considering the word order in each of these

environments, I will return to the problematic wayyigtol form (3.2.4).

3.2. WORD ORDER IN GENESIS

The general consensus in the field of BH studies is that BH is a VS language (see
Kautzsch 1910:455-57; Jotion and Muraoka 1993:579-80; Lambert 1972:436-41; Waltke and
O’Connor 1990:129, among others).> The following ninety-year-old statement regarding word
order from the reference grammar of Gesenius-Kautzsch 1910 remains the status quo within
BH studies: “In the verbal-clause proper the principal emphasis rests upon the action which
proceeds from (or is experienced by) the subject, and accordingly the verb naturally precedes
[the subject]” (Kautzsch 1910:455; cf. Ewald 1879:152). Most modern treatments of BH word
order have accepted the VS analysis, although the justification tends to be based upon the
frequency criterion (rather than on the type of psycho-lingusitic evaluation contained in

Kautzsch’s statement above):® VS order is statistically dominant throughout the Hebrew Bible

phrases like “pragmatically marked” or “influenced by pragmatic features,” it is to describe those word orders (or
constituents within such clauses) that are not, in Mithun’s terms, the “least pragmatically marked, or neutral.”

5 See Heimerdinger (1999:15-26) for a brief survey of previous arguments concerning the structure of the BH
clause. Jouon 1923 and DeCaen 1995 are two of the few works that regard BH as an SV language.

6« .. we are not interested in discussing the theory that [VS] order is normal because action is the most
important piece of information to be conveyed by this sentence type called verbal clause. In other words, by
saying that V-S is the normal word-order we do not mean that it is logically or intrinsically so, but simply
statistically” (Muraoka 1985:30).
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(see Jouon and Muraoka 1993:579; Jongeling 1991; van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze

1999:336). However, the overwhelming predominance of the ‘narrative verb’ form wayyigtol, a
verb form that exhibits unique morphological characteristics, should serve as a methodological
red flag. For instance, out of the almost 5,500 clauses in the text of Genesis, there are over
2,100 clauses with wayyigtol (that is almost 40 percent of the book!).” Due to the unique
morphological form of the wayyiqgtol, Muraoka (1985), for example, expresses reluctance to
study BH word order without first setting this form aside (1985:28-30).8 This does appear to be
wise. If non-VS word order is impossible with the wayyigtol, then it is methodologically
precarious to use it when determining basic word order; the wayyigtol clearly skews the data
towards a VS analysis. For this reason, I too will proceed in my analysis of Genesis by initially
setting the wayyigtol form aside and returning to it later.

In my analysis of the BH data in Genesis 1-50, I proceeded in four primary steps. First,
I identified and separated finite verbal, participial,” and verbless clauses.!? Second, I set aside
the wayyigtol clauses. Finally, from all of this material, I identified my database as every finite

verbal clause which contained an overt subject. (The great majority of clauses in Genesis do

7 According to an Accordance (version 4.5) computer search there are 2,113 wayyiqtol forms in Genesis (I
counted 884 wayyigtol clauses with an overt subject).

Because the wagatal form is often treated as a ‘waw-consecutive’ form (meaning that it is in some way
attached to the conjunction wa, I have treated the wagatral data separately (see below in 3.2.1). A computer search
produced 216 examples of the conjunction wa followed by a gatal verb; however, not all of these should be parsed
as a waqatal since in the context they do not differ semantically from the simple gatal verb. Hence, I counted 197
wagqatal forms in Genesis.

8 In contrast, Bandstra (like many others) notes the decision of previous word order studies on BH to exclude
the wayyigtol, but he then proceeds to assume VSO order without questioning the morphological status of the
wayyiqtol form or addressing why it always stands clause-initial (1992:111, 115); neither Jongeling (1991) nor van
der Merwe (1991) discuss the wayyigtol form at all (Jongeling even treats it as a simple V(erb) in his analysis!).

91 counted 163 predicative participles in Genesis.

10T counted 661 verbless/nominal clauses in Genesis.
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not contain overt subject NPs; however, a study of word order, in particular a study of the

position of the subject and verb with regard to each other, is necessarily restricted to clauses
that contain overt subject NPs.) From almost 5,500 clauses in Genesis, the initial database for
my study of word order included 584 finite verbal clauses (excluding wayyigtol clauses) with

an overt subject.

3.2.1. Word Order in Modal versus Indicative Clauses (in Reported Speech)

I will begin our discussion of the BH data by investigating E. J. Revell’s (1989) claim
regarding the placement of the yigrol verb in modal and indicative clauses.!! BH has a modal
system which employs an imperative in the second person (gatol), what is often called a
cohortative in the first person (Yegtala), and what is often called a jussive in the third person
(vigtol). Significantly, the last form, which I shall call the modal yigrol, is homophonous with
the indicative (imperfective) yigtol in many cases.!2 Revell (1989) argues, based on data from
the books of Judges, Samuel, and Kings, that the modal yigrol stands in a clause-initial position
while the indicative yigrol typically resides in a clause-medial position (1989:14-21; see also

Niccacci 1987).13 Let us consider the Genesis data to see how it accords with Revell’s

T DeCaen (1995) takes up Revell’s proposal for the yigtol and employs it to explain both the gatal/waqatal
and the wayyigtol within the theoretical framework of Government-Binding, the Chomskyan linguistic model that
predates the Minimalist Program. I discuss DeCaen’s proposals for the wagatal and the wayyigtol below in 3.2.4.

12 Typically, grammars indicate that the modal and indicative yigtol are morphologically distinct in the Hifil
derivational class (i.e., modal yagrél vs. indicative yaqtil) and are often morphologically distinct in many of the
derivational classes of verbs that have ‘weak’ roots, that is roots which contain the glides /w/ and /y/, e.g., the Qal
modal yiqgtol of the root /q-w-m/ is yagom while the Qal indicative yiqtol is yaqim. Because of these
morphological differences, the modal and indicative yigrol are often referred to as the ‘short’ and ‘long’ yigrol,
respectively.

13 1t is worthwhile to note that word order distinctions based on the semantic type of verb are attested in a
number of other languages. For example, Siewierska (1988) claims that some African languages vary the word
order depending on the fense and aspect of the verb used. Siewierska cited the Sudanic languages Lendu, Moru,
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proposal. (Note that in order to begin with a discussion of modal clauses, I am restricting the

database to reported speech, since the vast majority of modal verbs exist within reported speech

dialogue.) Of the 40 modal yigrol clauses with overt subjects in Genesis,!* eighty percent (32)

exhibit a clause-initial verb, as in (1)-(4).15
(1) wayyo’mer >16him yohi 0r
and-say(3MS PAST) God  be(3MS MOD) light
‘and God said: Let light be!’ (Gen 1.3)

(2) wayyo’mer bartk yhwh *Iohé $ém wihi kona‘an
and-say(3MS PAST) bless(MS PTCP PASS) Yhwh god.of Shem and-be(3MS MOD) Canaan

‘ebed lamé
servant to-him

‘and he said: Blessed be Yhwh, god of Shem, and may Canaan be his servant’ (Gen 9.26)

(3) yispot yhwh béni abénéka
judge(3MS MOD) Yhwh between-me and-between-you

‘may Yhwh judge between me and you’ (Gen 16.5)

(4) yisep yhwh béni ibéneka
watch(3MS MOD) Yhwh between-me and-between-you

‘may Yhwh watch between me and you’ (Gen 31.49)

Mangbetu, and the Gur languages Natioro and Bagassi as languages that exhibit SVO order in the perfective tenses
and SOV in the imperfective (1988:95). Similarly, the Sudanic language Anyuak/Anywa appears to be a language
that switches from SVO in the present tense to SOV in the past and future (see Perner 1990; Reh 1996).

14 The modal clauses is this set of data are primarily the third person modal yigtol, with just two examples of
the 1st person form (22.5; 33.14; as would be expected, both of these clauses have pronominal subjects).

15 See also Gen 1.6, 9(2x), 11, 14, 20, 24; 9.27(2x); 13.8; 18.4; 19.20; 24.55, 60; 27.28, 29(3x), 31; 41.33, 34;
42.16; 44.18(2x), 33; 49.6(2x), 17.

There are seven examples in which the element preceding the modal yigtol is not the subject (as in the
examples listed in note 11): in 41.33 and 44.33, wa‘attd ‘and now, therefore’ precedes the verb; in Gen 44.18 the
preceding elements are a prepositional phrase and a vocative NP; in 13.8 and 44.18, a negative precedes the modal
verb; and, in Gen 49.6, prepositional phrases and negatives precede the modal yigtol. In these five cases, the word
order in the modal clause is VS after the initial elements.
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The 8 remaining modal yigrol clauses exhibit a clause-medial verb, with a constituent preceding

the verb, as the subject noun phrase does in (5):16

(5) *And now, when I come to your servant my father and the boy is not with us, and his life is
bound up in his (i.e., the boy’s) life, 3and it shall be when he sees that the boy is not, he will
die; and your servants will bring down the gray hairs of your servant our father with sorrow to
Sheol. *Because your servant became surety for the boy to my father, (saying), ‘If I do not
bring him to you, then I will have sinned against my father all (my) days.” **And now, please
let your servant remain instead of the boy, as a slave to my lord; [but let the boy go up with
his brothers]

wohanna‘ar ya‘al Gm ’ehayw
and-the-boy ascend(3MS MOD) with brothers-his

‘but let the boy go up with his brothers’ (Gen 44.33)
In terms of pragmatics, we could argue from the context that SV order is pragmatically “non-
neutral,” that , in the case of example (5) ‘the boy’ is being contrasted with ‘your servant’ from
the preceding clause. Thus, in terms of both frequency and pragmatics, Revell’s conclusion for
modal clauses is correct. If we recast this analysis into typical word order categories, we could
say that modal yigtol clauses in BH exhibit a basic VS order.

Besides the modal yigrol, there is one more “modal” verb to consider: the verb form
often labeled wagatal, or “waw-consecutive perfect.” It has been suggested that wagaral finds
it historical background in the use of the perfective gatal in conditional clauses (see Waltke and
O’Connor 1990:521-23; Joosten 1992:3). Clause sequences like those given in (6) support this

proposal:

16 For similar SV modal yigtol examples as in (5), see also Gen 1.20, 22; 28.3; 31.53; 43.14; 43.29; 45.20.
Note that the initial conjunction wa, as in (5), does not affect word order and therefore is not syntactically
significant for this study of word order (see below, 3.2.4 and note 43).
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(6) “im rahas >*donay &t s6’at bondt siyy6n wa’et  domé

COND wash(3MS MOD PERF) Lord AccC filth.of daughters.of Zion and-Acc bloodshed.of

yorsalaim yadi*h miqqirbah borti’h miSpat  @bori’h baer

Jerusalem rinse(3MS IMPF) from-midst-her in-spirit.of judgment and-in-spirit.of burn(INF)

>iibara’ yhwh <al kol mokén har  slyydn wocal miqra’eha ‘@nan
and-create(3MS PERF MOD) Yhwh upon all.of site.of mount Zion and-upon convocations-her cloud
yomam wo‘asan  wondgah €S lehaba layla

daily and-smoke and-brightness.of fire.of flame night

‘if the Lord washes the filth of the daughters of Zion and the bloodshed of Jerusalem, (if) he rinses
(it) from her midst with a spirit of judgment and a spirit of burning, (then) Yhwh shall create over

the site of Mount Zion and over her convocations a cloud by day and smoke and brightness of a fire
of flame (by) night’ (Isa 4.4-5)

In the first boldfaced example in (6), a modal gatal verb, rahas, immediately follows the

conditional word ’im (resulting in VS order) and functions as the main verb in the

conditional/irreal clause.!” In the second boldfaced example, the form #bara’ continues the

conditional modality (and exhibits VS order).!8

On the basis of the connection between wagatal and modality, Jan Joosten (1992)

suggests that wagatal should be classified as a modal verb. Not only is the wagatal used in

conditional clauses, as in (6), it is very often used to continue other modal verbs, such as

imperatives (7), jussives (8), and cohortatives (9).

17 For other qatal verbs following the function word ’im, see Gen 47.16, 18; Exod 22.2; Lev 13.56; Num 14.8;
21.9; 30.6; 1 Sam 21.5; 2 Sam 5.6; Isa 6.11; 24.13; Ezek 16.48; Job 31.9; 37.20; Prov 23.15; Song 7.13; Qoh

10.10.

18 Although the syntax is not explicit with clauses coordinate by wa, in this specific case, the second gatal,
iibara’, serves also to introduce the apodosis of the conditional/irreal utterance.
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(7) wayyo’mer hinneh na> **donay sird na’> el bét Cabdokem
and-say(3MsS PAST) behold please lords-my turn(2MP IMV) please to house.of servant-your

wolind warah®sd raglékem wahiSkamtem
and-lodge(2MP IMV) and-wash(2MP IMV) feet-your and-rise early(2MP PERF MOD)

wahoalaktem lodarkokem
and-go(2MP PERF MOD) to-way-your

‘and he said: Behold, my lords, please turn aside to your servant’s house and lodge and wash your
feet, and (then) you may rise early and go on your way’ (Gen 19.2)

(8) wayyo’mer >lohim yohi ma°0rot birgi' hassamayim Iohabdil
and-say(3Ms PAST) God  be(3Ms MOD) lights  in-expanse.of the-heavens to-divide(INF)

bén hayyém @bén hallayla wohayi lo°otot Glom6““dim
between the-day and-between the-night and-be(3CP PERFMOD) for-signs and-for-seasons
tloyamim  woSanim

and-for-days and-years

‘and God said: Let there be lights in the expanse of the heavens to divide between the day and the
night and let them be for signs and for seasons and for days and years’ (Gen 1.14)

(9) wa”bar’ka mobarokéka imoqallelka ’2°0r
and-bless(1CS MOD) bless(MP PTCP)-you and-curse(MPL PTCP)-you curse(1CS MOD)

wanibrakii boka kol mispohot ha**dama
and-bless(3CP PERF MOD PASS) in-you all.of families.of the-land

‘and I shall bless those blessing you and those cursing you I shall curse and (so) all the nations of
the land shall be blessed by you’ (Gen 12.3)

If we consider the wagatal to be modal in some way, then the question that arises is how
the word order of the 197 wagatal clauses in Genesis (which have not been factored into the
statistics up to this point; see above, fn. 7) compares to the modal yigtol data. The answer is
simple. The waqgatal is always in a clause-initial position, thus the wagatal always exhibits VS

order, as in (10).

(10) tgora’ahi >ason badderek
and-meet(3MS MOD PERF)-him harm on-the-road

‘and harm might meet him on the road’ (Gen 42.38)

Thus, using two of the word order criteria, frequency and pragmatics, we may confirm
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Revell’s analysis that modal clauses in BH, including the wagatal, exhibit VS as their basic

word order. Now, with a VS analysis for modal clauses, the question becomes: How do the
word order data from modal clauses compare to indicative clause data? If we consider every
indicative clause with an overt subject, there are 303 VS clauses and 251 SV clauses in
Genesis. However, we must limit this initial database in two ways. First, since I limited to
database to reported speech in order to examine the modal examples, we must limit our
indicative database to reported speech for the sake of comparison. This produces a smaller
database of 166 VS and 140 SV clauses. Second, if we employ the criteria of clause type and
pragmatics and set aside those clauses that appear from the context not to be ‘pragmatically

neutral,!® main, indicative clauses’, we are left with 51 SV clauses, as in (11)-(13),20 and 36 VS

19 In response to the possible (or more probable, likely) challenge that SV clauses, such as the one in Gen
3.13, are actually pragmatically marked/non-neutral (e.g., somehow ‘the serpent’ is being highlighted, contrasted,
re-invoked, re-activated, etc., within the discourse context and thus has been fronted, resulting in SV order), I will
briefly submit two claims. First, I argue below in chapter four that BH is a theme-rheme language, that is, that
constituents that are ‘adding’ to the discourse are placed further right/down in the clause than those consituents
that are not adding to the discourse but rather anchoring the clause in the preceding discourse context. Thus, in the
case of Gen 3.13, the snake is a known, active character within the immediate discourse and cannot therefore be a
new/added, or even re-activated, discourse item. Second, though BH is a theme-rheme language, contrasted (or
“focalized,” “topicalized,” etc.) items, which may be either ‘anchoring’ or ‘adding’ discourse constituents, are
moved to the front of the clause; this results in orders such as, e.g., OVS, PPVS. However, in the case of Gen
3.13, there is no other realistically available discourse item with which to contrast the serpent; rather, the
pragmatics of this clause are such that, in terms of the woman’s rhetoric, it is more likely that the action (‘deceived
me’) is the salient information and thus constitute the core of her self-defense. In summary, the SV order in this
clause, or the others that I cite, does not reflect a pragmatically non-neutral environment.

20 Of the total 107 indicative, non-subordinate SV clauses in Genesis reported speech, there are only 51 SV
clauses that contain full NP subjects (rather than pronominal subjects): Gen 3.13; 5.29; 6.13, 17; 9.2; 15.16; 17.12;
19.9; 21.6; 22.8; 23.6; 24.35; 24.40, 56; 25.23; 28.3, 22; 31.5, 7, 8(2x), 32, 38; 34.10; 35.11; 37.20, 33; 38.28;
41.27;42.19; 43.14, 22, 23(2x); 44.16, 19, 20(2x); 46.4, 31; 47.1, 5, 19, 24; 48.3, 19; 49.16, 27; 50.5, 16, 20.

There are 37 reported speech SV clauses that contain pronominal subjects: Gen 3.15(2x), 16; 4.7; 14.23, 24;
15.15;16.5, 12; 18.13; 19.19; 21.24; 24.31; 26.27; 28.16; 30.29; 31.6, 39; 32.13; 38.17, 23; 41.15, 40; 42.37; 43.9,
14; 44.10, 27; 45.19; 46.4(2x); 47.30; 48.22; 49.20, 29; 50.20, 21. Since BH verbs are morphologically inflected
for subject agreement and the presence of subject pronouns is not necessary (hence, BH is a ‘pro-drop’ language,
see below, 3.3.1.3), the presence of a personal pronoun in a clause suggests a specific pragmatic function (e.g.,
contrast) is being communicated by the pronoun. However, the SV order of pragmatically non-neutral
‘pronominal-subject’ clauses cannot be used to argue that SV order is then inherently pragmatically non-neutral;
the corrollary of such an argument would mean that pragmatically neutral clauses that have pronominal subjects
would be VS —yet extremely few cases of VS order with pronominal subjects exist in the Hebrew Bible. There
are three general environments in which VS order may occur with pronominal subjects: 1) when the pronominal
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clauses, as in (14).21

(11) wayyo’mer yhwh *lohim 1a°i§8a ma z0’t <asit wattdo’mer
and-say(3Ms PAST) Yhwh God  to-the-woman what this do(3FS PERF) and-say(3FS PAST)
ha’issa hannahas hissi>ani wa’okel
the-woman the-serpent deceive(3MS PERF)-me and-eat(1CS PAST)

‘and God said to the woman: What is this you have done? And the woman said: The serpent
deceived me and I ate’ (Gen 3.13)

(12) wayyiqra’ ’et Somd no’h 1&°’mor zeh ysnah’meénid mimma®“send
and-call(3MS PAST) ACC name-his Noah COMP this comfort(3MS IMPF)-us from-work-our

Umeé<issobon yadéni
and-from-toil.of hands-our

‘and he called his name Noah (saying): This one will comfort us from our work and from the toil of
our hands’ (Gen 5.29)

(13) imdra>*’kem wohittokem  yihyé €al kol hayyat ha’ares wo‘al kol
and-fear-your and-dread-your be(3MS IMPF) upon all.of creatures.of the-land and-upon all.of

6p has§amayim bokol  **Ser tirmo$ ha**dami Gbakol dogé hayyam
birds.of the-heavens on-all.of REL creep(3FS IMPF) the-ground and-on-all.of fish.of the-sea

‘and the fear of you and the dread of you will be upon all the creatures of the land and the birds of
the heavens and everything that creeps on the ground and all the fish of the sea’ (Gen 9.2)

(14) woye’amnil dibrékem
and-believe(3MP IMPF PASS) words-your

‘and your words will be verified’ (Gen 42.20)

On the basis of these examples (and the statistics behind them), we could argue that in terms of

frequency and pragmatics, BH is an SV language in main indicative clauses by a ratio of about

subject is used following a wayyiqgtol, e.g., Gen 44.20; 2) when the pronominal subject is used following a modal
qatal, e.g., Exod 18.19; and 3) when the subject pronoun is the first part of a complex coordinate subject, e.g., (for
the syntactic structure of this last type of construction, see Naudé 1999). In the case of the first two environments,
I provide arguments below that explain how these may occur and how they do not represent simple VS order.

There are 19 more clauses in Genesis reported speech that exhibit SV order but the presence of other elements
(such as adverbial phrases) between the subject NP and the verb indicates that the clausal structure is slightly more
complex: Gen 3.12; 9.3; 17.6, 9, 16; 18.18; 24.7, 45; 25.23(2x); 26.11; 31.29; 35.11; 44.5; 48.6; 49.9, 13, 19;
50.24. Finally, 3 of these 19 SV clauses (with the more complex structure) also have a personal pronoun as the
subject (instead of a full NP): Gen 17.9; 24.45; 44.5.

21 See also Gen 6.3; 9.11 (2x), 15; 15.4; 17.5; 21.7; 22.17,; 27.35, 41, 30.6, 18, 20, 23, 24, 28; 31.1, 7; 35.10;
38.21, 22, 24;39.17, 40.10 (2x); 41.31, 36, 42.28, 30, 38; 44.5, 22, 45.9; 49.8, 10.
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3-2. However, of the 36 VS examples in reported speech, the verb in 15 of the VS clauses is

preceded by the negative, as in example (15).22

(15) wohinné dobar yhwh ’glayw 1&’mor 16> yirasoka zeh
and-behold word.of Yhwh to-him COMP NEG inherit(3MS IMPF)-you this

‘and behold the word of Yhwh (came) to him (saying): This one will not inherit you’ (Gen 15.4)

In fact, negation is often closely linked to modality (see Lyons 1977:768-77; Palmer
1979; 1986:218-21; Hoye 1997). Also, negative function words in some languages clearly
affect the word order of the subject, verb, and object constituents (see, for example, Givon
1979:124-25).23 Thus we should exclude the VS clauses that contain a negative function word
from our statistics, based on the possibility that negative clauses in BH exhibit VS order like
other modal clauses do.2* Then, our database would contain only 21 examples of reported
speech VS clauses in Genesis, such as the gatal verb clause in (16).2

(16) wattdo’mer mi  millel lo’abraham héniqa banim $ara

and-say(3FS PAST) who tell(3MS PERF) to-Abraham suckle(3FS PERF) sons Sarah

‘and she said: Who would have told to Abraham “Sarah has suckled children”’ (Gen 21.7)

22 See also Gen 6.3; 9.11 (2x), 15; 17.5; 31.7; 35.10; 38.21, 22; 41.31, 36; 42.38; 44.22; 49.10.

23 Givon presents data from Kru, a Niger-Congo language, to illustrate a language that switches from SVO
order in typical declarative clauses (i), to SOV in negative clauses (ii) (1979:124-25).
(i) Nyeyu-na bla nyino-na (SVO)
man-the  beat woman-the
‘the man beat the woman’

(i) Nyeyu-na si  nyino-na bla (SOV)
man-the NEG woman-the beat
‘the man didn’t beat the woman’

24 Negatives in BH overwhelming modify the clause (or more accurately, the predication); these negatives
immediately precede the verb. When a BH negative is used as an item adverb to modify a particular constituent,
the negative is usually positioned immediately preceding the modified constituent, as in Psa 103.10: [6° kah‘ta’énii
‘asd lanii ‘not according to our sins has he dealt with us’ (see Kautzsch 1910:478-79; Waltke and O’Connor
1990:659-60; Jouion and Muraoka 1993:603).

25 See also Gen 21.7; 22.17; 27.35, 41; 30.6, 18, 20, 23, 24, 28; 31.1; 38.24; 39.17; 40.10(2x); 42.20, 28, 30;
45.9, 16; 49.8.
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Based upon the context of Genesis 21, we could argue that the VS clause hénigd banim
sara in verse 7 reflects Sarah’s incredulity about her own ability to birth and suckle at ninety
years of age. Thus, not only do the statistics (51 SV versus 21 VS) suggest that VS order is not
“basic” in BH reported speech indicative clauses, but the VS clauses that do exist in reported
speech, like the example in (16), appear to reflect a more pragmatically influenced word order.

With this in mind, we should return to our discussion of the wagatal in order to
reconsider whether the waqgatal is in fact a distinct verb form (see DeCaen 1995:121-26; contra

Joosten 1992:7). Given the pattern that the data exhibit, I propose that there is a single gatal

verb: used indicatively, the gatal overwhelmingly exhibits SV order, as in (17).2¢
(17) woha’adam yada¢“ >et  hawwa °ist6
and-the-man know(3MS PERF) ACC Eve wife-his

‘and the man knew (i.e., sexually) Eve, his wife’ (Gen 4.1)

Used modally, the gatal overwhelmingly exhibits VS order, as in (18).%7

(18) ’im ko yd’mar noquddim yihyé Sokareka woyaladi kol
COND thus say(3Ms IMPF) speckled be(3MS IMPF) wage-your and-bear(3CP PERF MOD) all.of
hasso’>n  noquddim
the-flock speckled

“if he would say thus, ‘Speckled will be your wage,’ then all of the flock would bear speckled’ (Gen
31.8)

26 See also Gen 1.2; 3.1, 13; 4.2, 4, 18(3x), 20, 21, 22; 6.1, 4, 8, 13; 7.6, 9, 10, 11, 16, 19, 22; 8.5, 19;
10.8(2x), 9, 13-14, 15-18, 24(2x), 26-29; 11.3, 27(2x); 13.12(2x), 14; 14.3, 4, 10, 18, 23; 15.12, 17; 16.1, 5; 17.12,
27; 18.13, 17, 33; 19.4, 9, 23(2x), 19.24; 20.4, 5; 21.1, 7, 26; 22.1, 23; 24.1, 16, 31, 35, 56; 25.3(2x), 19, 34; 26.26,
27; 27.6; 28.16; 29.17; 30.26, 29; 31.5, 6, 7, 19, 25(2x), 29, 34, 38, 47; 32.2, 13; 33.3, 17; 34.5(2x), 7, 27; 35.11,
18;36.2-3,4, 5, 12, 13, 14;37.2, 3, 11, 20, 33, 36; 38.14, 23, 25, 28; 39.1; 41.10, 15, 56, 57; 42.8, 10, 23; 43.1, 14,
22(2x), 23(2x); 44.3, 4(2x), 16, 19, 20(2x), 27; 45.14, 16, 19; 46.31; 47.1, 5; 48.3, 10, 22; 50.5, 16, 20(2x).

27 See also Gen 3.5; 4.14; 6.3, 18; 9.14(2x), 16; 12.3, 13; 17.5, 13, 14; 18.18; 22.18; 24.14, 43; 26.4,
28.14(2x), 21, 29.3; 30.32, 33, 41, 42; 31.8; 32.9; 33.13; 34.30; 40.19; 41.30(3x), 36; 42.38; 44.29, 31; 48.21.
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We can now dispense with the label “wagatal,” which suggests a distinct verb form,

and use indicative qatal and modal qatal, terms which serve to connote both form and semantic
function.

In summary, we may preliminarily conclude, using all three criteria (clause type,
frequency, and pragmatics), that BH indicative clauses in reported speech exhibit a basic SV

order, and that modal clauses, including modal gatal clauses, exhibit VS order.2® Thus, the

semantic choice of verbs seems to determine whether the word order is SV (indicative) or VS
(modal). If this is indeed the case, we can then in turn use word order to help us identify the
semantics of the verb in ambiguous cases (i.e., when specifically modal or indicative lexical
items are absent, or when BH verbal morphology is nondeterminative). Consider the otherwise

morphologically ambiguous clauses in (19) and (20).

(19) yacabdika ‘ammim woyiStahd Ioka  lo?ummim
serve(3MP MOD)-you peoples and-bow down(3MP MOD) to-you nations

‘let the peoples serve you and let the nations bow down to you’ (Gen 27.29)

(20) warab ya“bod sa‘ir
and-great serve(3MS IMPF) young

‘and the greater will serve the younger’ (Gen 25.23)

In both (19) and (20), the modal and indicative forms of the verb ‘serve’ are

morphologically ambiguous—verbs could be either indicative or modal. Furthermore, there are

28 Shulman (2000) takes the word order argument regarding modal versus indicative clauses one step further:
based on the difference in word order between modal and indicative clauses, she argues that the morphological
differences are not due to the modal versus indicative distinction, but to other semantic (deontic vs. epistemic
modality) concerns. Thus, Shulman (following Qimron 1998) proposes that both the ‘long’ and ‘short’ yigtol
forms can be used modally and that their modal use is reflected by the word order (i.e., VS word order). The
difference between which form, the long yigtol or short yigtol, is used is based on what type of modality (epistemic
or deontic, respectively) is needed. The distinction that Shulman makes is attractive because it reduces the
identifiable differences between modal and indicative verbs to syntax: setting pragmatically special examples
aside, modals exist in VS clauses and indicatives exist in SV clauses. What remains to be seen is if (and how) this
distinction fits into a holistic analysis of the BH verbal system.
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no other lexical items (such as a conditional function word) in either clause to indicate clearly

whether the verb should be read as a modal or an indicative. Thus, only the word order in the
two examples disambiguates the modal clause (the VS clause in (19)) from the indicative

clause (the SV clause in (20)).

3.2.2. Word Order in BH Narrative

Moving beyond reported speech examples, we cannot merely assume that the same SV-
indicative/VS-modal analysis applies to narrative/non-conversational discourse; indeed,
Longacre (1995) again claims that while, “in expository discourse . . . SVO predominates and
is on the mainline,” BH narrative is primarily VSO (1996:23). However, Longacre is making

his narrative VSO conclusion based upon data that includes the wayyigtol form; if the wayyigtol

is set aside, the remaining data may point towards a different conclusion. In fact, there are 100

main, indicative (and apparently stylistically neutral) clauses that exhibit SV order, as in (21).%°

(21) woha’ares  hayata tohi  wabohi
and-the-earth be(3FS PERF) vacuum and-void

‘and the earth was a vacuum and a void’ (Gen 1.2)

In contrast, there are only 13 such non-subordinate, indicative clauses that exhibit VS order, as

in (22).30

29 See also Gen 2.6; 3.1; 4.1, 2, 4, 18(3x), 20, 21: 6.1, 4, 8; 7.6, 10, 11, 16, 19, 22; 8.5, 19; 10.8(2x), 9, 13-14,
15-18, 24(2x), 26-29; 11.3, 27(2x); 13.12(2x), 14; 14.3, 18; 15.12, 17; 16.1; 17.27; 18.17, 33; 19.4, 23(2x), 24;
20.4; 21.1; 22.1, 23; 24.1, 16; 25.3(2x), 19, 34; 26.26; 27.6; 29.17; 31.19, 25(2x), 34, 47; 32.2; 33.3, 17; 34.5(2x),
7,27;35.18;36.2-3,4, 5,12, 13, 14; 37.2, 3, 11, 36; 38.14, 25; 39.1; 41.10, 56, 57; 42.8, 10, 23; 43.1; 44.3, 4(2x);
45.14, 16; 48.10.

The following narrative clauses also exhibit SV order, but the presence of other elements (such as adverbial
phrases) indicates that their structure is slightly more complex than the structure of the example given in (21): Gen
2.5(2x); 4.22; 14.10; 20.5.

30 See also Gen 8.9; 13.6; 31.32; 34.5, 19; 36.7; 40.1, 23; 45.1 (2x), 3, 16.
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(22) wahoki’h >abraham et **bimelek ‘al °0d6t ba’&r hammayim
and-argue(3MS PERF) Abraham with Abimelek upon cause well.of water

‘and Abraham argued with Abimelek because of well of water’ (Gen 21.25)

The number of VS clauses becomes even fewer, though, after we note that of those 13,
only 3 have verbs that are not preceded by a negative; thus, if we suspect that negative clauses
in BH may be VS due to the negative, then we are left with only 3 VS clauses in Genesis
narrative, such as example (22)—certainly not a “basic word order.”

In summary, the initial data from Genesis suggest that main, indicative narrative clauses
in BH exhibit SV basic word order. Thus, there appears to be no significant word order

difference in BH between reported speech clauses and narrative clauses.

2.3. Word Order in Subordinate Clauses

In the identification of word order based upon ‘independent, indicative clauses’, one of
the key elements for sorting data is that valid clauses must be independent, or main. However,
many, if not a majority, of clauses in Genesis are not main clauses. How can we account for
clauses such as those given in (23)-(25)? In Genesis 165 finite verbal clauses with an overt

subject are introduced by a function word, such as the conjunction k7 (23),3! a relative word

(24),32 or an interrogatives (25).33

31 For ki as the subordinating causal conjunction (i.e., ‘because’), see Gen 2.5; 4.25; 6.12, 13; 13.6; 15.16;
16.11; 19.13; 21.10, 17; 27.20, 23; 28.11; 29.21, 32, 33; 30.13; 32.12, 27; 33.11; 36.7; 38.14; 41.51, 52, 57, 42.5;
43.30, 32; 47.4, 13, 15, 20; 48.17. For ki together with the function word, ’im, to form a coordinating disjunction
(i.e., ‘but’), see Gen 47.18. For ki introducing object clauses, see Gen 8.11; 14.14; 26.28; 28.6; 31.22; 38.14;
41.32;44.27; 48.17; 50.15. For ki introducing temporal adjunct clauses (i.e., ‘when’), see Gen 31.49; 32.18.

32 See also Gen 2.3; 5.29; 6.4; 7.5, 9; 11.5, 7; 14.24; 16.15; 21.25; 24.44, 51; 25.10, 12; 26.5, 15; 27.14, 27,
41, 44; 28.4; 29.8; 30.29, 38; 31.16(2x); 33.5; 37.23; 41.54; 43.17; 44.5, 16, 17; 45.27; 46.5, 18, 25; 47.11; 48.15;
50.13.

33 See Gen 8.6; 18.14;24.21; 37.20; 41.38; 44.7.
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(23) ki hishit kol basar ’et dark6é <al ha’ares
because corrupt(3Ms PERF) all.of flesh ACC way-his upon the-earth

‘because all flesh had corrupted its way upon the earth’ (Gen 6.12)

(24) hayyat  hassadé >*Ser <asa yhwh *I6him
animal.of the-field REL make(3MS PERF) Yhwh God

‘... animal of the field which Yhwh God had made’ (Gen 3.1)

(25) wolamma napalii panéka
and-why  fall(3MP PERF) face-your

‘and why has your face fallen?’ (Gen 4.6)

This set of data clearly indicates that the word order following function words is VS.

How does this accord with the SV word order argument that I have been developing? We can
find the solution by looking at cross-linguistic word order phenomena. DeCaen (1995)
suggests that BH is a ‘“Verb Second’ (V2) language in main clauses and a ‘Verb First’ (V1)
language in subordinate clauses (1995:132, 174). The ‘Verb Second (V2) Constraint’ is known
especially from the study of Germanic languages. For example, German requires a finite verb
to be in second position in main clauses, as in (26) (SVO) and (27) (Adv-VS), whereas in
subordinate clauses, such as (28), the finite verb is in final position (following both the subject

and the object) (Ouhalla 1999:326-35).

(26) Hans kaufte den Ball (SVO)
‘Hans bought the ball’
(27) Gestern kaufte Hans den Ball (Adv-VSO)

‘Yesterday Hans bought the ball’

(28) ... dass Hans den Ball kaufte (C-SOV)
‘... that Hans bought the ball’
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Similarly, DeCaen proposes that in main clauses, the verb in BH always occupies the

second position of the clause (=V2), hence SVO order. In contrast, for subordinate clauses
DeCaen claims that BH verbs precede the subject, resulting in complementizer-VS order where
the verb occupies the first position after the complementizer (=V1).

However, although DeCaen’s “main V2/subordinate V1™ analysis is attractive, it misses
a broader generalization. It does not matter in BH whether the clause is a main or subordinate
clause—if some element (other than a subject NP) stands at the “front” of the clause, the result
i1s VS order. Consider the following main clause (repeated from (25)) that is introduced by an
interrogative and thus exhibits VS order:3

(29) wolamma napoli panéka (Wh-VSO)

and-why  fall(3MP PERF) face-your
‘and why has your face fallen?’ (Gen 4.6)

Furthermore, the data also suggest that these type of clauses with VS order after an
introductory element exhibit the VS order without regard to the position within the clause that
the verb occupies. Therefore, BH cannot be considered a strict V2/V1 language: in the cases
where the verb occupies a third position in a subordinate clause, as in (30), it is obviously not
obligatory that the verb occupies the first (V1) position.

(30) ki me¥  lug’ha 70t (C-PP-VS)

because from-man take(3FS PERF PASS) this

‘because from man this one was taken’ (Gen 2.23)

Moreover, the possibility (and grammaticality) of multiple fronted phrases, illustrated in (31),

demonstrates that the BH verb does not have to occupy second (V2) position in a main clause.

34 See also Gen 4.6; 8.8; 18.14; 24.21: 37.10, 20; 41.38; 44.7.
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In fact, the verb in (31) occupies the fifth position (after four introductory PPs) in a main

clause.

€29

bisnat $éS me>ot 3ana lohayyé noh bahodeS hasSeni bagSib‘d <asar yom
in-year.of six hundred year to-life.of Noah in-the-month second in-seven ten day

lahodes bayyom  hazzeh nibgo<a kol ma‘yondt tohdm rabba
to-the-month on-the-day the-this burst-open(3MP PERF) all.of fountains.of deep great

‘in the six hundredth year of Noah’s life, in the second month, on the seventeenth day of the
month, on that day the great fountains of the deep burst open’ (Gen 7.11)

The word order that BH exhibits is much like the word order of its modern counterpart.

Modern Hebrew is often analyzed as an SVO language that exhibits a phenomenon called

‘Triggered

Inversion’ (Doron 1996; Shlonsky 1997; see Glinert 1987:413-17). Triggered

Inversion is similar to the Verb Second phenomenon except that the verb does not strictly have

to be in the second position in the clause; multiple constituents can precede the verb. The

critical element in the Triggered Inversion analysis is that constituents in front of the subject

and verb “trigger” inversion from SV to VS. Consider the following Modern Hebrew

examples:

(32)

(33)

(34)

dani katab et hammiktab (SVO)
dani write(3MS PAST) ACC the-letter

‘Dani wrote the letter’

§ama‘ti Sekatab dani’et hammiktab (C-VSO)
hear(1CS PAST) COMP-write(3MS PAST) dani ACC the-letter

‘I heard that Dani wrote the letter’

$ama‘tt Sedani katab et hammiktab (C-SVO)
hear(1CS PAST) COMP-dani write(3MS PAST) ACC the-letter

‘I heard that Dani wrote the letter’ (i.e., no one else wrote it)

The Modern Hebrew example in (32) presents the standard SVO word order in indicative

clauses. In contrast, the example in (33) presents the standard word order when an element
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(such as a function word) precedes the subject and verb: X-VSO. Finally, the X-SVO example

(34) illustrates that such SV order following function words is grammatically acceptable, but
that such clauses are noticeably pragmatically marked, or non-neutral. The word order of the
subordinate clause in (34) is only felicitous in a discourse context in which the subject, Dani, is
being contrasted in some way with other possible (real or irreal) letter-writing agents.

The BH data provided in (23)-(25) can be explained in the same way: the VS order is
syntactically triggered when a function word (e.g., a subordinating conjunction, or an
interrogative) precedes the subject and verb. In addition, constituents that are moved toward
the front of the clause for pragmatic reasons also trigger inversion. For example, the fronted

prepositional phrase in (35) triggers VS order.

(35) ’et ha>*Iohim hithallek no‘h
with God walk(3MS PERF) Noah

‘with God Noah walked’ (Gen 6.9)

Finally, like the Modern Hebrew example in (34), Genesis also contains 13 clauses that

have an introductory function word and still exhibit SV order, as in (36).3

(36) And God said to Abraham, “As for Sarai your wife, you shall not call her name Sarai, but Sarah
(shall be) her name. '*And I will bless her, and moreover I am about to give you a son by her. And I
will bless her, and she shall become nations; kings of peoples shall come from her.” '’And Abraham
fell on his face and laughed, and said to himself, “Can a child be born to a man who is a hundred
years old? Or can Sarah, who is ninety years old, bear a child?” "*And Abraham said to God, “Would
that Ishmael live before you!” '?And God said, “(No,) but your wife Sarah shall bear you a son, and
you shall call his name Isaac, and I will establish my covenant with him as an everlasting covenant
for his offspring after him.

Id yisma®’l yihyé lopanéka
if Ishmael live(3MS IMPF) to-face-your
‘Would that Ishmael live before you!” (Gen 17.18)

35 See also Gen 3.20; 15.4; 17.17; 18.25; 20.5; 31.32, 42, 52(2x); 43.5; 44.32; 48.19.

Presumably, Biblical Hebrew interrogatives such as mi/md do double duty as both the interrogative function
word and the subject/object pronoun, respectively. Therefore, since there is no separate overt subject NP in mf
clauses, I have excluded the 4 in Genesis (3.11; 21.7; 21.26; 43.22) from my database.
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If clauses with an introductory function word have a “basic” VS order, then we should not

consider the example in (36) to be pragmatically neutral, but rather pragmatically marked like
the Modern Hebrew example in (34). In terms of the discourse in Genesis 17, Abraham wishes
that God would consider as an appropriate heir Ishmael, since, in Abraham’s opinion, the idea
that Sarah could bear a son is laughable. Thus, based on the context, we may consider the X-
SV order in Genesis 17.18 to present a subject that is pragmatically marked. Furthermore, only
13 clauses such as the example in (36) appear in Genesis, which suggests that not only are they
pragmatically marked, they are also statistically rare.

Up to this point I have presented modal and indicative data, reported speech and
narrative data, and main and subordinate clause data. The preliminary conclusion I draw is
this: BH is fundamentally an SV language in finite verbal clauses, but that Triggered Inversion
(= SV — VS) is a common phenomenon and is caused either by an introductory function word,
a fronted phrasal constituent (e.g., an object noun phrase, a prepositional phrase), or modality.
We are now at a point that we may finally discuss the most common verbal form in Genesis:

the wayyigtol.

3.2.4. Word Order in Clauses with the WAYYIQTOL Form

Clearly, since the wayyiqgtol constitutes over one-third of the verbs in Genesis, we must

reckon with this form. In many introductory grammars and some reference grammars, the

wayyiqtol is explained in terms of a tense inversion (Lambdin 1971:108; Jouon and Muraoka

1993:386-96; Pratico and Van Pelt 2001:192; cf. Waltke and O‘Connor 1990:547), with the

result that students are often taught to translate the wayyigtol as the opposite of how they would

translate the imperfective yigtol. Thus, wayyigtol is often said to denote ‘and [past/perfective
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verb]’ (Lambdin 1971:108; Waltke and O‘Connor 1990:547; Jotion and Muraoka 1991:386-

96). Simply put, the wayyigtol is said to be “converted” or “inverted” in that the wa
conjunction is prefixed to an imperfective (and typically future) yigtol verb resulting in a
narrative past tense verb. Since this “converted” verb form always carries the prefixed wa, it is
often called the ‘waw-conversive imperfect’, or ‘waw-consecutive imperfect’ (since it is
sometimes thought to convey consecution within the narrative). The idea of a tense inversion
or conversion has been shown to be inaccurate (see Cook 2002); however, at least one feature
of the wayyigtol is quite clear: it always exhibits VS word order, illustrated in (37).
(37) wayya‘a$ *lohim et haragi™

and-make (3MS PAST) God  ACC the-firmament

‘and God made the firmament’ (Gen 1.7)

The question, then, is whether we can reconcile the absolute VS order of wayyigtol
clauses with an SV analysis of BH. The answer lies with the unusual form of the verb. It is
well-known that the wayyigtol represents the coordinating conjunction wa, the prefix verb
yigtol, and some other intervening element that is phonologically, or at least graphemically,

indicated by the doubling of the initial consonant of the prefix verb (e.g., the first y of wa-y-

yigtol).36

36 Those who would suggest that the doubling of the prefix consonant in the wayyigtol form is merely a
phonologically strategy to preserve the /a/ vowel of the conjunction must still deal with the question, Why? Why
preserve the vowel in this particular form, particularly when the prefix preterite verb may exist without the
conjunction (e.g., Deut 32.8)? A hypothesis that accounts for both the phonology and word order of the wayyigtol
is that the form of the conjunction prefixed to the verb differed from the normal conjunction wa/wa; rather, the
form used was similar in shape to the definite article in that the final consonant was /n/ (i.e., wan- was the full
conjunction). As with the definite article, the /n/ always assimilates to the following consonant; cf. Testen 1998.
As for the semantics of this conjunction wan- that is used only with the narrative verb (i.e., the prefix preterite), |
suggest that Hatav (2000) is essentially on the right track in that an appeal to discourse semantics “doubling”
suggests a possible interpretation for the synchronic status of doubling in the wayyigtol. 1 propose that the
semantic solution for the verb-specific conjunction wan- may be found in comparison with the nominal-specific
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Based on the clause-initial placement, and hence VS word order, of wayyigtol clauses,

DeCaen (1995) suggests that the yigrol prefix verb in the wayyigtol form is actually the modal

yigtol and as such expresses a type of modality (1995:111-12; 296); thus, in terms of word

order the wayyigtol is analogous to the modal yigtol (see above 3.2.1). Furthermore, DeCaen
proposes that first y in the wayyigtol form represents a phonologically underspecified

complementizer bearing a semantic (epistemic) modality (1995:128-29, 296).37

Unfortunately, DeCaen’s proposal that the yigtol verb within the wayyigtol is itself
modal is diachronically unlikely.?® Rather, the yigrol in the wayyigtol is likely an old preterite
prefix verb that has survived primarily in the wayyigtol form.?® For our purposes, though, what
is significant is that the preterite prefix verb in the wayyigtol form always stands clause-initially

and therefore such clauses always exhibits VS word order.

han- (i.e., the article): both serve to add specificity to the respective items—the narrative verb refers to specific
events/actions in the narrative; the noun with the article refers to specific entities in the narrative.

37 DeCaen neither clearly defines epistemic modality nor discusses how epistemic modality affects the
semantics of the wayyigtol form (although to be fair, these issues are not entirely clear in the semantics literature).
Crystal has this to say about epistemic modality: “‘Epistemic logic’ is concerned with the logical structure of
statements which assert or imply that propositions are known or believed, e.g., the use of modals in sentences such
as The car must be ready, i.e., ‘It is surely the case that the car is ready’. It contrasts with alethic and deontic
modality, which would interpret this sentence respectively as ‘It follows that the car is ready’ and ‘I oblige you to
ensure that the car is ready’” (1997:137-38).

38 Cook 2002 for a an overview of the historical development of the Biblical Hebrew verbal system. Also, in
contrast to the standard position (and similar to DeCaen’s position) that the yigrol verb in the wayyigtol is a
preterite, Hatav has recently suggested that the yigtol in wayyiqgtol is in fact a modal verb, but that the /ay/
morpheme effectively anchors the modal verb in the actual world, resulting in an indicative form that is used as the
primary narrative verb form (Hatav 2000).

39 The complex morphological form of the wayyigtol, the wa, the first y (the complementizer has assimilated
to the following verb and is represented by a copy of the initial consonant of the following verb), and the yigtol,
had become a frozen form by the time of BH. That the form is frozen is supported by the fact that no element ever
intervenes between any of these morphemes.
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I propose that the complementizer* in the wayyigtol, surviving as the doubling of the

prefix consonant, provides the key to reconciling the wayyigtol with SV basic word order.
Although we cannot be certain of the historical nature of the doubling in the wayyigtol, most

hypotheses agree on one thing: whatever it was, it was a complementizer, whether temporal,
consequential, or something entirely different.#! By the stage of Hebrew in the Hebrew Bible,
the complementizer had undergone grammaticalization, the process of reanalysis whereby a
lexical item becomes a grammatical item or a grammatical item becomes more grammatical.*2

The complementizer in the wayyigtol is semantically vacuous; syntactically, its presence
explains the clause-initial position of the yigfol verb in the wayyigtol form. On the level of the
discourse, the wayyigtol form is used simply as the narrative (past tense) verb in BH and there
is no longer any remnant of the original function of the complementizer within the wayyigtol.

This proposal explains the variety of contexts in which the wayyigtol form is used in the

40 In general, a complementizer is a function word that introduces a clause and allows it to be subcategorized
as a noun phrase. In other words, a clause preceded by a complementizer may fill a noun slot within a larger
clause, e.g., I saw the dog vs. I saw that the dog was hurt. In recent generative models, complementizer (COMP or
C) refers to a syntactic position which marks the head of the complementizer phrase (CP), which in turn is the
highest level within the phrase structure. This latter definition clearly broadens the use of the term
complementizer from the more narrow initial definition given above as a function word introducing a
complement/object clause. It is the broad sense of complementizer, any function word which resides in the C
position, that I use in this work.

41 See McFall 1982:217-18, Waltke and O’Connor 1990:544-45, and Garr 1998:1xv-Ixxiii for surveys of both
classical and modern proposals regarding the history and semantics of the underspecified function word present in
the wayyigtol form. DeCaen’s proposal that this function word (which he identifies as a complementizer, as I do)
was originally modal in nature may explain the rare examples of the wayyigtol continuing a conditional clause that
is begun by the conditional word ’im ‘if’, as in Job 9.16: °’im gara’ti wayya“neni 16° *a’min ki ya>’zin qoli ‘if 1
called and he answered me, I do not believe that he would give ear to my voice’.

42 According to Hopper and Traugott, the term grammaticalization has two meanings. On the one hand, “it
refers to that part of the study of language that focuses on how grammatical forms and constructions arise, how
they are used, and how grammatical forms shape the language. . . . It therefore highlights the tension between
relatively unconstrained lexical structure and more constrained syntactic, morphosyntactic, and morphological
structure.” On the other hand, grammaticalization refers to the actual linguistic processes that the framework of
grammaticalization attempts to describe and explain: “the processes whereby items become more grammatical
through time” (1993:1-2).
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Hebrew Bible; the wayyigtol may (and is) used in asyndetic conditional, result, consequential,

and sequential clauses and it may (and does) function as a pluperfect or summary verb (see
Cook 2001).

The proposal that a complementizer (phonologically underspecified and semantically
vacuous) follows the coordinating conjunction and triggers the VS order both explains the data

with regard to word order and is theoretically attractive: the wayyigtol is another example of

Triggered Inversion (see the discussion of Triggered Inversion in 3.2.3; see also 3.4.1.2 for a
discussion of the specific syntactic structure of wayyiqgtol clauses). Certainly it is not the wa
coordinating conjunction that triggers VS order, since a variety of word orders appear after this
coordinating conjunction, e.g., Conj-SV (38), Conj-VS (39), and Conj-PPVS (40).43

(38) wo’ed ya<lé min ha’ares
and-mist ascend(3MS IMPF) from the-earth

‘and mist came up from the earth’ (Gen 2.6)

(39) wayira$ zarka gt Sa‘ar °’Oyobayw
and-inherit(3MS IMPF) seed-your ACC gate.of enemies-his

‘and your seed will inherit the gate of his enemies’ (Gen 22.17)

(40) wocal pika yisSaq kol <ammi
and-upon mouth-your kiss(3MS IMPF) all.of people-my

‘and all of my people will kiss your mouth’ (Gen 41.40)

43 The conjunction wa is typically regarded as a clausal and phrasal coordinator (see, for example, Waltke and
O’Connor 1990:648-54; Jouon and Muraoka 1993:347-49, 646-53). The presence of the wa between a left-
dislocated (i.e., casus pendens) constituent and the main clause also suggests that on the clausal level the wa has
undergone semantic bleaching to the extent that it merely marks clausal boundaries (see Holmstedt 2000; Steiner
2000). The conjunction wa does in some cases serve a pragmatic function: Miller (1999b) argues that speech-
initial wa does not function as a phrasal or clausal coordinator, but as a “contextual coordinate within dialogue” on
the discourse-pragmatic level of the text. Add all of these facts to the data in (38)-(40) as well as the extremely
common situation in BH poetry in which stichs may or may not be joined by wa and it becomes clear that wa does
not trigger any sort of syntactic movement and thus does not affect word order within the BH clause.
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In conclusion, the VS order of wayyiqgtol clauses is merely the result of Triggered

Inversion. As a final note, I would propose that the triggered VS word order of wayyigtol

clauses in narrative has often led to the mistaken conclusion that all examples of SV word order
in narrative are non-basic. As a result, they have been assigned specific discourse functions
(e.g., fronting of the subject for “emphasis”). However, Downing (1995) states that “when
particular language structures are used in particular discourse contexts, say, . . . in a passage
devoted to storyline development, it is sometimes difficult to determine whether the
relationship between the linguistic form and the discourse factor is causal or merely
correlational” (1995:6). I suggest that the relationship of the VS order of wayyigtol clauses to
storyline development in narrative is one of correlation. Once we recognize that there is an
syntactic reason for the VS order of wayyigtol clauses, we are then also able to see that SV
order, while it may often be non-storyline, is not always so, nor does it necessarily represent an

“emphasis” on the subject.

3.2.5. Summary of Word Order Results in Finite Verbal Clauses
In this section I have demonstrated how the data from Genesis can be interpreted to
point towards a basic SV analysis of BH word order. Specifically, I have concluded that

indicative clauses are essentially SV, but modal clauses (including the modal gatal) and clauses

preceded by, for instance, a function word, or a fronted prepositional phrase, are essentially VS
(i.e., they exhibit Triggered Inversion). Finally, I have illustrated how one might explain the
syntactic phenomenon of the wayyigtol as another example of Triggered Inversion. In the next
two sections I will briefly present my findings from Genesis regarding word order in both

participial and verbless clauses.
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3.2.6. Word Order in BH Participial Clauses

Like finite verbal clauses, the normal order in clauses with predicative participles* in
Genesis is for the subject to precede the participle and its complements or adjuncts (= Subject-
Participle). Out of 141 predicative participle clauses that exist in Genesis, 84 (sixty percent)

exhibit Subject-Participle order, as in (41).%3
(41) word@™h >lohim morahepet €l poné hammayim
and-wind.of god hover(FS PTCP) upon face.of the-waters

‘and the wind of God (was) hovering upon the surface of the water’ (Gen 1.2)

An additional 38 (thirty percent) participial clauses exhibit Subject-Participle order within

clauses that are introduced by an initial function word or by a fronted phrase, as in (42).4¢
(42) 16> tiqqah ’is$8a libni mibbondt hakkona®ni >%Ser ’anoki
NEG take(2MS IMPF) woman for-son-my from-daughters.of the-Canaanite REL I
yoseb baqirbd
dwell(MS PTCP) in-midst-him

‘you will not take a wife for my son from the daughters of the Canaanite who I am dwelling in his
midst’ (Gen 24.3)

44 BH participles may also be used in what have been traditionally labeled “attributive” constructions. Since
attributive participles most often agree in definiteness with the modified noun, we may safely say that participles
with the definite article are not predicative participles. However, there are some attributive constructions with
indefinite nouns and participles; therefore, the only reliable test for distinguishing between the two options is
whether the participle is the only available predication for the noun. If there is another available predicate (i.e., a
finite verb), then the participle must be analyzed as an attributive; if there is no other predicate, then the participle
may fill the predicate position.

The entire predicative versus attributive distinction for Hebrew participles may be dispensed with if we follow
Siloni’s 1995 (see also Shlonsky 1997:25-42) analysis of the so-called attributive participles as ‘semi-relatives’.
See 2.4 for further discussion.

45 See also Gen 2.10; 4.10; 6.13, 17; 9.9-10; 13.7; 14.12, 13, 18; 15.2, 3, 12; 18.1, 2, 8, 10, 16, 22; 19.1; 20.3,
7; 23.10; 24.13(2x), 15, 21, 42, 43, 45, 62(2x), 63; 25.26, 28, 32; 26.8; 27.5, 29(2x), 30, 42; 28.12(3x), 13; 29.6, 9;
30.36; 32.22, 32; 33.1, 13(2x); 34.19; 37.7, 9, 19, 25(2x); 38.13, 25; 39.3, 23(2x); 40.6, 17; 41.3, 5, 6, 19, 22, 23,
29;42.22, 38; 44.30; 45.12, 26; 48.1, 4, 21; 50.5, 24.

46 See also Gen 4.7; 7.4; 9.12; 13.15; 16.8; 17.19; 18.17; 21.22; 24.37, 42, 49, 27.8; 28.13, 20; 29.2, 9; 31.12,
43; 34.22; 37.13, 16(2x), 30; 39.3, 6, 23; Gen 40.3; 41.9, 17, 25, 28; 42.18, 38; 43.4, 5, 18; 47.14.
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In other words, the data overwhelmingly suggests that BH participial clauses do not exhibit

Triggered Inversion. However, there are a few (19 out of the 141) BH predicative participle
clauses that exhibit Participle-Subject order, as in (43).47

(43) <al boli higgid 16 ki  bore’h hd?
upon NEG tell(3MS PERF) to-him COMP flee(MS PTCP) he

‘on account (that) he did not tell him that he was fleeing’ (Gen 31.20)

In each of the cases of Participle-Subject order, an argument can be made that the Participle-
Subject order is more pragmatically marked (i.e., not ‘neutral’) (see 4.2.3 for further discussion

of word order and pragmatics in BH participial clause).*8

3.2.7. Word Order in BH Verbless Clauses
In BH verbless/nominal clauses, a now familiar pattern appears: the pragmatically

neutral word order is Subject-Predicate. 298 out of 556 (fifty-three percent) have the same

word order as (44).4°

47 See also Gen 3.5; 4.11; 15.14; 18.17; 19.13, 14; 27.46; 30.1; 31.5; 37.7; 41.2, 18, 32; 42.9, 14, 16, 23, 34.

48 There are an additional twenty-one predicative participial clauses that are not clear examples of either
Subject-Predicate or Predicate-Subject order. Fourteen of these participial clauses (Gen 1.30; 21.14; 24.1, 30;
28.12; 32.7; 37.15, 25; 39.22; 40.8; 41.1, 8, 15, 24) lack an overt subject (and are thus assumed to be pragmatically
unmarked, i.e., @-Ptcp), and seven of these clauses (Gen 1.6; 4.12, 14, 17; 39.22; 42.11; 42.31) constitute the
compound (or periphrastic) use of the participle, i.e., the combination of the finite verb ‘to be’ with the participle.

49 See also Gen 1.2; 2.4, 5,9, 11(2x), 12, 13(2x), 14(3x), 19, 23; 4.19(2x), 21, 22; 5.1; 6.4, 5, 9(2x), 15; 7.6;
8.11;9.12, 17, 18, 23; 10.1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 12, 20, 22, 23, 25(2x), 29, 31, 32; 11.6(2x), 10(2x), 12, 14, 27, 29; 12.4,
6, 8; 13.2, 13; 14.2, 3, 7, 8, 10, 13, 17; 15.1(2x), 2, 4, 7; 16.1, 5, 6, 11, 12(2x), 13, 16; 17.1, 4, 10, 24, 25;
18.10(2x), 11, 12, 27; 19.20(2x), 31(2x), 37, 38: 20.3, 13, 15, 16; 21.5, 22, 24: 23.2, 19, 20; 24.1, 10, 15, 16, 29,
44,45, 51, 65; 25.1, 4(2x), 7, 12, 13-15, 16(2x), 17, 19, 23, 24, 26, 27, 29; 26.24; 27.11(2x), 18, 19, 22(2x), 24,
32;28.13, 15, 17, 19; 29.2, 16(2x), 17, 25, 31; 30.42; 31.10, 13, 41, 43(3x), 48, 50, 51(2x), 32.7, 19, 21; 33.14;
34.21, 30; 35.6, 10, 11, 19, 20, 23, 24, 25, 26(2x), 27; 36.1(2x), 5, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15-16, 16(2x), 17(3x), 18(2x),
19(3x), 20-21, 21, 23, 24(2x), 25, 26, 27, 28, 29-30, 30, 31, 32, 35, 39(2x), 40, 41, 42, 43(3x), 37.2(2x), 24, 30;
38.1,2,6,21,27;39.23; 40.9, 10, 12, 16, 18; 41.28, 44, 46; 42.6(2x), 13(2x), 14, 27, 32(2x), 35, 36(2x), 43.21, 23,
28:44.3, 14, 16, 26, 30, 34; 45.3, 4, 26: 46.3, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26,
27(2x), 32;47.1,9, 13, 18; 48.7, 14; 49.3, 5, 8, 13(2x), 14, 21, 22, 27, 28(2x); 50.18.



158
(44) wokos par<o  boyadi
and-cup.of Pharaoh in-hand-my

‘and the cup of Pharaoh (is) in my hand’ (Gen 40.11)
In addition, there are 71 (thirteen percent) exhibit Subject-Predicate order within a clause
containing an initial function word or fronted phrase, as in (45).50
(45) Gro’¢ min hammaqdém >*Ser ’attd §am sapond wanegbd waqédma
land-look(2MS IMV) from the-place REL you there northward and-southward and-eastward
wayamma
and-westward

‘and look from the place where you are there, northward, southward, eastward, and westward’
(Gen 13.14)

The only remaining option,’! Predicate-Subject, is the pragmatically marked order for BH
verbless clauses, constituting thirty-four percent of the verbless clauses in Genesis (187), as in
(46).52 (See below in 4.2.4 for a discussion of the pragmatics of word order in BH verbless

clauses.)

30 See also Gen 7.22; 8.9, 21; 9.3; 13.9, 10; 14.24; 18.24; 19.12; 20.11; 21.17(2x); 23.8; 24.23, 25; 25.28;
26.33; 27.21, 33, 38; 28.16, 17; 29. 6; 30.33; 31.2, 5, 35, 38, 50; 33.13; 35.17; 37.29; 38.18, 21, 25; 39.3, 5(2x),
9(2x), 11; 40.7, 16; 41.38, 39, 49; 42.1, 2, 16, 23, 43.3, 5, 7, 27(2x), 28, 29; 44.26, 31; 45.3, 6(2x), 12; 46.30; 47 .4,
22;48.14, 18; 49.12(2x).

51 There are ninety-seven verbless clauses (15%) in Genesis with only one constituent, i.e., there is no overt
subject. Like the similar construction in participial clauses, these are assumed to be pragmatically unmarked and
therefore (3-Predicate order (see below in 5.3, where I argue that resumption in these verbless clause relatives is a
strategy that enables the pragmatic marking of the predicate). The following are the references: Gen 1.4, 10, 12,
18, 21, 25, 31; 3.3; 5.5; 6.4, 17; 7.19, 22, 23; 8.1, 17; 9.16, 17; 13.10, 18; 14.5, 6, 15, 23; 15.17; 16.14; 18.9, 15,
20(2x), 24; 19.11; 20.7, 12; 22.4, 13, 17; 23.1, 9(2x), 11, 17(5x); 24.47; 25.6; 29.2, 7(2x), 9; 30.15, 37; 31.19;
32.8, 19, 24, 33; 33.9, 15, 18; 34.28(2x); 35.2(2x), 4(3x), 5, 6(2x); 37.22, 23, 33; 38.14, 18, 26; 39.20, 22; 40.7;
41.7,48; 42.28; 43.19, 26; 44.4, 5, 10, 15; 45.6, 11; 46.1, 31; 47.4; 50.10, 11.

52 111 of the following verbless clauses exhibit simple Predicate-Subject order; 76 of the claues exhibit X-
Predicate-Subject order. See Gen 2.11, 18; 3.6(2x), 7, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 17, 19; 4.7, 9(2x), 13; 5.24; 6.2, 5,
15(3x), 17; 7.2, 15; 9.19, 25, 26; 11.30; 12.10, 11, 12, 14, 18(2x); 13.8; 14.19, 20; 16.1; 17.12, 15; 18.9, 13, 14;
19.5, 8, 20; 20.2, 5(2x), 7, 12, 13(2x); 21.29; 22.7, 12; 23.4, 6, 15; 24.23, 24, 27, 29, 34, 47, 65; 25.21, 22, 25, 30,
32;26.7(2x), 9(2x), 10, 20, 24, 29; 27.13, 18, 20, 32; 28.8, 17; 29.4(2x), 9, 12(2x), 14, 15(2x), 16, 25, 31, 33; 30.2,
33;31.14, 16, 29, 32, 36(2x), 43, 52(2x); 32.3, 18(2x), 19, 28, 30; 33.1, 5, 8, 9, 11, 15; 34.14(2x), 21, 23; 37.3, 10,
24, 26, 27, 32; 38.16, 30; 39.8; 40.8, 10, 12, 16, 17, 18; 41.12, 25, 26(3x), 27, 31; 42.11 (2x), 13(2x), 19, 21, 28,
31,32,33,34;43.6,7, 12, 32; 44.15, 18, 19, 20; 45.20, 28; 46.33, 34; 47.3(2x), 6(2x), 8, 15, 16, 23, 26; 48.5, 8, 9;
50.19.
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(46) >"hoti h®
sister-my she

‘she (is) my sister’ (Gen 12.19)

3.2.8. Summary of Word Order Results

In summary, I have provided empirical evidence suggesting that BH is a Subject-
Predicate language (regardless of whether the predicate is verbal, nominal, or participial).
Verbal clauses exhibit far greater diversity in word order than do participial and verbless
clauses. For participial and verbless/nominal clauses, there is no Triggered Inversion (i.e., any
Predicate-Subject order is the result of pragmatic markedness); for finite verbal clauses, the
normal word order, SV, may be inverted to VS if any constituent, such as a function word,
precedes the subject and verb, or if the verb is modal.

Given the word order results from Genesis, I will now use the framework of Chomsky’s
Minimalist Program to explain the BH data. We will see that Chomsky’s linguistic model is

uniquely suited to explain the variation in word order we have witnessed in BH.

3.3. CHOMSKY’S MINIMALIST PROGRAM
Chomskyan generative linguistics views language as a product of a language-dedicated
component of the human mind, i.e., the language faculty (FL) (Chomsky 1995b:2). This

language faculty is often characterized as a “language organ”:

Like other organs, FL has an “initial state” S, that is an expression of the genes. To good first
approximation, it is uniform for the species, apparently also biologically isolated in essential
respects and a very recent evolutionary development. FL undergoes state changes under
triggering and shaping influences of the environment. If Jones’s FL is in state L, we say that
Jones has (speaks, knows, . . . ) the (I-) language L. (Chomsky 1998:2)

There are two immediate tasks for generative linguists in regard to this language
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faculty: to characterize the languages attained, i.e., the extant states (the task of “descriptive

adequacy”), and to characterize the shared initial state (the task of “explanatory adequacy”)
(Chomsky 1998:2). The theory of the initial state and its characteristics is referred to as
Universal Grammar; language specific grammars are theories of the attained states and their
respective characteristics. Universal Grammar consists of principles of language; how the
principles are manifested in particular languages is controlled by a finite set of options (or
parameters) for each principle (hence, the common name used for the theory, Principles and
Parameters Theory).

A simple analogy to illustrate the interaction of principles and parameters is that of a
circuit-board with switches. The hard-wired circuits represent the principles; the switches,
which can be set to one of a finite number of positions, represent the parameters. For instance,
word order is an example of parametric variation between particular languages. Universal
Grammar allows a language to be set for one of two options concerning the basic word order of
the verb phrase: verb-object (VO) or object-verb (OV). Therefore, depending on whether
children are raised in English or Hebrew speaking environments (VO) or German or Japanese
ones (OV), those children will subconsciously fix the word order parameter of their respective
language.

The concepts of the language faculty, descriptive and explanatory adequacy, and
principles and parameters have been central to the generative endeavor and the Principles and
Parameter model since the early 1980s. However, within the last decade, there has been a
radical reconstruction of many other features of the approach, all in the interest of economy and
empiricism. The result is the still-developing Minimalist Program. In the remainder of this

work, I will adopt much of the stripped-down machinery of the Minimalist Program in order to
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analyze the BH relative clause; therefore, the following section sketches the basic structure of

the Minimalist Program and orients the reader to the concepts relevant to this work.

3.3.1. The Computational System
The computational system (fig. 1) represents the ‘generative’ procedure; computation
involves taking items from the lexicon and putting them together into grammatical

constructions.

Lexicon

Computational
System
“Spell-Out”

Phonological Form Logical Form Interface Levels

Fig. 3.1 The Computational System(adapted from Marantz 1995:357)

In the terms of Chomsky’s Minimalist Program, sentences are constructed within the
computational system by mapping an array of lexical items onto a linguistic expression (i.e., a
structure which can be interpreted both phonetically and semantically). The mapping of the
lexical items to the linguistic expression is initiated when the computational system selects the
array of items and proceeds to introduce each item into a derivation (Chomsky 1995b:225-26).
The derivation may be considered a linguistic expression-in-process as it makes it way through
the computational system. At the point of selecting the desired lexical items, the derivation is

merely a set of ‘isolated’ syntactic objects; as it continues through the computational system it
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develops via a variety of operations, e.g., Merge, Agree, and Move (see Chomsky 1998:12-14),

which create syntactic relationships between the lexical items.

At some point in the middle of the computational system, the derivation splits into two
parts, the result of an operation called Spell-Out. The part of the derivation that Spell-Out
affects has features necessary for interpreting the phonetic shape of the linguistic expression.
In other words, the operation Spell-Out takes a derivation and strips away all the elements of
that derivation which are relevant only to its phonological manifestation. The sum of these
elements are then mapped onto the phonological manifestation at the interface of the
computational system called the Phonological Form. What is produced at the Phonological
Form is the physical entity that is perceptible to our auditory system.

The residue of the derivation, i.e., those features which were not relevant to the
phonological manifestation, continue to develop in the computational component until they are
eventually mapped onto the semantic manifestation of the derivation at the interface called the
Logical Form (Chomsky 1995b:229). In greatly simplified terms, the splitting of the derivation
into two parts, one which is interpreted at the Phonological Form interface and the other which
is interpreted at the Logical Form interface, allows the computational system to account for the
diverse surface structures of the world’s languages as well as for the essential uniformity of the
human mind and its language processing capability.

Now that I have presented an overview of the basic design of the Minimalist Program,
we must consider specific features of the computational system in more depth. In particular, I
will present a basic account of how the Minimalist Program handles the movement of

constituents in a clause. However, since I will be using tree diagrams later in this work in order
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to represent clause structure visually, I must first describe basic phrase structure within the

Minimalist Program.

3.3.2. Phrase Structure and Tree Diagrams

At some point in the development of a derivation after the lexical items, for instance X
and Y, are selected from the lexicon, they are merged into a new, larger object. This new object
includes both X and Y and has either the form {X, {X,Y}} or {Y, {X,Y}}. The choice between
these two options is based upon which lexical item, X or Y, projects in order to give the new
larger item its identity. In other words, the lexical item that projects shares its bundle of lexical
features with the newly formed category: this lexical item which projects is called a head. >3

If we substitute the items ate and food for X and Y, the new object produced after the
operation merge may have either the form {ate, {ate, food}} or {food, {ate, food}}. The
choice between these two depends on which one of these lexical items gives its identity to the
larger object; in this case the verb ate projects, producing the first of the two choices, {ate,
{ate, food}}— what is typically referred to as a verb phrase (VP). We can see that the item
which projects is so chosen based upon its relationship to the other item — a relationship which
is defined by the structure of the particular language in question.

Tree diagrams are often used within generative linguistics to aid visually in describing
the structure of phrases such as ate food. The hierarchical relationships represented visually by

the diagrams indicate the linear order of constituents. Given the explanation above for the

53 Nouns are the heads of the phrase containing the noun and its modifiers, hence noun phrase (NP).
Likewise verbs, determiners, adjectives, adverbs, and prepositions are the heads of their respective verb phrases
(VPs), determiner phrases (DPs), adjective phrases (APs), adverb phrases (AdvP), and prepositional phrases
(PPs).
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formation of the complex {X, {X,Y}}, we may use the tree diagram given in (47) for visual

representation.

(47)
X

N

X Y

In this case, the lexical items X and Y are selected from the lexicon. Both are considered to be
independent heads before being merged. Once merged, however, they form the larger complex
given in (47) in which one of the heads (depending on its inherent lexical features; I arbitrarily
chose X) projects and gives identity to the new category. Appropriately, X as the head of the
new, larger object is visually higher in the tree diagram then either of the initial heads X or Y. It
is clear that phrase structure is hierarchical and as such, the ‘nodes’ on the tree diagrams are
often given relational labels. Thus, the heads X and Y are sisters; after X projects, Y becomes
the daughter of the new, higher node X (sister and daughter are metaphorical terms used to
describe the relationships among constituents).

Coming back to the tree diagram given above in (47), if we substitute the verb ate and
the object food as the lexical items X and Y, the result is the structure given in (48). This
structure represents the very common head-complement relationship, where the complement is
both the sister of the head and the daughter of the projection of the head.

(48)
ate

ate food

In contrast to the head-complement relationship, adjuncts such as prepositional phrases and

adverb phrases are sisters not to the head but rather sisters to the projection of the head, as in
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(49) (note that for expository purposes I now use the relationship labels VP, V', etc. in the

diagrams instead of the labels based on the lexical items that project).

(49) VP
quickly \'A
ate food

Chomsky (1998) divides lexical items into two categories: substantive and functional.
Substantive lexical items like verbs (V), nouns (N), etc., merge and project, forming structures
like those given in (48) and (49). The structures in (48) and (49), though, do not yet constitute
a grammatical derivation, even if a subject DP>* was present. The three core functional
categories represent functional (i.e., non-lexical) heads that provide the additional elements for
the remaining structure of a basic clause (1998:15); the functional heads are:
C(omplementizer), “expressing force/mood”, T(ense), “tense/event structure”, and v(erb), “the

29

‘light verb’ head of transitive constructions.” Merging and projecting the typical substantive
lexical items, V, subject DP, and object DP, and the three core functional heads (C, T, and v),

forms the prototypical clause frame in (50).

54 Unlike earlier analyses of the noun phrase which placed determiners (e.g., definite articles) in a position
modifying the noun, currently the determiner is analyzed as the head of its own phrase which takes the noun
phrase as a complement. Thus NPs are inherently simpler constituents than DPs. See Ouhalla (1999:201-10) for
further explanation as well as the theoretical motivation for the DP-hypothesis.
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(50) cp

Subject DP v

Verb Object DP

This tree diagram, though, does not represent a completed, grammatical derivation either.
Rather, (50) should be considered more like a frame for a VO (i.e., head-initial) language in
which the lexical items are introduced. After the frame is complete, the movement of the
constituents begins, and for movement we must discuss the part of the computational system

called Checking Theory.

3.3.3. Features and Checking Theory

The concept of features is central to the architecture of the computational components
within the Minimalist Program. Each lexical item is associated with a bundle of features,
which can be separated into three categories: phonological, semantic, and formal. For instance,
consider the clause we build airplanes. For the lexical item airplane, Chomsky identifies

phonological features such as [begins with a vowel], semantic features such as [artifact], and formal
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features such as [nominal] (1995b:230). As I have described above in 3.2.1, during the course of

a derivation within the computational system, the phonological features are stripped away by
Spell-Out since they are only relevant at the Phonological Form, and the semantic features are
left behind until the Logical Form. Thus it is the status of the third type of features, formal
features, that is crucial for our discussion of constituent movement.

Formal features may be either intrinsic to the lexical item or optional, meaning that they
are added as that item enters the computation (Chomsky 1995b:231). For the item build, the
intrinsic features include the categorial feature [verbal] and the Case> feature [assign accusative]
(1995b:231); however, the agreement and tense features of the verb build are optional (i.e.,
both the agreement and tense features differ between we build and he was building) and are
thus not assigned until the item is introduced into a derivation.

Features also differ in terms of “strength.”>® Strong features force overt syntactic
movement (i.e., movement before Spell-Out); weak features do not (Chomsky 1995b:232).
Furthermore, strong features never belong to substantives (e.g., Ns or Vs); rather, they belong
to functional heads (e.g., v, T, C). Feature strength is also an example of parametric variation,
so that, for example, the difference between certain SVO (e.g., English, French) and VSO (e.g.,
Arabic, Irish) languages can be explained in terms of whether specific features (e.g., the D-
features of T, see below 3.2.4) are strong (=SVO) or weak (=VSO) (1995b:198-99).

The final characteristic of features which is important for our discussion is

2

“interpretability.” Features which carry semantic content are +interpretable (e.g., categorial

53 In generative grammar, Case (capitalized), as a part of Universal Grammar, refers to the abstract notion
assumed to be present in all languages, even if morphological case is not overtly marked.

56 “Strength” is a somewhat arbitrary descriptive term based on the operations which are motivated by a given
feature; it does not imply any other inherent characteristics.
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features such as [~human], agreement features of nouns); features which do not carry semantic

content are —interpretable (e.g., Case, agreement (¢) features). —Interpretable features provide
information about syntactic relationships, not about semantic content. Significantly,
—interpretable features, which may be carried by both substantives and functional heads, must
be eliminated, or checked (see below), before the Logical Form interface of the computational
system in order for the derivation to converge, or be considered interpretable; if the
—interpretable features are not eliminated, the derivation crashes, or is considered
uninterpretable, at the Logical Form interface.

Features within the Minimalist Program can be summarized as follows: strong features
belonging to functional heads force overt movement of lexical items (i.e., movement of features
and their lexical items which is reflected in the phonological shape of the linguistic expression);
—interpretable features belonging to either substantives or functional heads must be eliminated
at the Logical Form interface (i.e., only features with semantic content remain and therefore are
interpreted after Logical Form). Crucially, this means that overt syntax (i.e., the syntax of a
clause as we hear or read it) is primarily concerned with strong, —interpretable features on
functional heads.

Checking is the name given to the operation by which the necessary features are
matched and therefore eliminated (that is, they become opaque for the purposes of the
computational system). Strong, —interpretable features are matched with corresponding
features on other heads; once matched, or checked, the features may be eliminated. The
motivation for this checking is a notion referred to as attraction: strong, —interpretable feature

attracts the closest feature which is suitable for entering into a checking relation with it (i.e., it
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attracts feature with which it will match and thus be eliminated).5” The elimination of

—interpretable features via checking constitutes the notion of agreement within the Minimalist
Program (Chomsky 1998:37). When necessary for a convergent derivation, a feature which is
attracted/moved also carries along the lexical item with which it is associated; this is referred to

as pied-piping .58

3.3.4. Clausal Architecture
The basic structure of an English verbal clause with the positions of a subject DP, a V,
and an object DP before any attraction (movement) for checking is illustrated in (51).

51
(51) CPp
C TP
T /\

Weak V-feature vP
'NoM' Case (-)

Strong D-feature

v !

Subject DP
D-feature
-features
'NoM' Case (-)

N

Verb Object DP
'Acc' Case (-) @-features
o-features 'acC' Case (-)

ST Attract as an operation within the computational system largely replaces the operation Move from
Chomsky’s 1993 (and earlier) work.

58 “The operation Move, we now assume, seeks to raise just F[eature]. Whatever ‘extra baggage’ is required
for convergence involves a kind of ‘generalized pied-piping’. In an optimal theory, nothing more should be said
about the matter; bare output conditions should determine just what is carried along, if anything, when F[eature] is
raised” (Chomsky 1995b:262).
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Features associated with the lexical items and functional categories are divided into two

classes, “V” and “D” features (i.e., features that are associated with verbs or D/DP-like
constituents (nouns, determiners, adjectives, etc.); see Chomsky 1995:196, 232-33). Strong D-
features on a functional head attract the closest corresponding feature; this results in overt
movement of the feature and if needed the lexical item associated with that feature. Strong V-
features operate in a similar way for verbs and their features. In (50), —interpretable features
are marked with (-).

Let us introduce the lexical items we, build, and airplanes into the derivation illustrated
in (51). The features with which the subject DP we enters the derivation are a D-feature, a
nominative (NOM) Case feature, and the agreement (¢) features of [1* person] [plural];
likewise, the V build enters with a V-feature, an accusative (ACC) Case feature, the [1* person]
agreement feature; finally, the object DP airplanes enters with a D-feature and an accusative
Case feature (the agreement features of objects are irrelevant in English). The result for

English is the derivation illustrated in (52).
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(52) CP
TP
we T

A

N

P

Subject v
fwe /\
VP
Verb Object
build airplanes

(52) illustrates the phonological shape of the derivation after Spell-Out has directed it to
the Phonological Form interface. In order for this derivation to converge (rather than crash) at
Phonological Form, the subject DP must move overtly (i.e., before Spell-Out) to check the
strong D-feature on the functional head T. These features on T attracts the subject DP, which
targets the specifier”® position of the Tense Phrase ([Spec, TP]) as an acceptable landing site.

Once the subject DP we is located in the [Spec, TP], the —interpretable features of its

39 Specifier (Spec) is a functional term which refers to the category that is the daughter of XP and sisters of
X'; it is an acceptable landing site for phrasal constituents.
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nominative Case are eliminated via Specifier-Head agreement.®© I have also indicated the

covert (i.e., post-Spell-Out) movement of the verb to T with the dashed arrow. This illustrates
how weak or +interpretable features (e.g., “tense” or agreement features in English) continue to
function within the derivation after Spell-Out. The functional head must attract and check the
V-feature of the verb before the Logical Form interface in order to avoid crashing. Once the
verb raises covertly (i.e., after Spell-Out), any agreement features between the subject DP and

the V may be checked.

3.4. BH CLAUSE STRUCTURE

Now that we have discussed the basic theoretical machinery of the Minimalist Program
and illustrated it upon an English clause, it is time to consider the clause structure of BH.
Based on data from Genesis, I concluded in 3.2 that BH was fundamentally an SV language.
The numerous VS examples are the result of some constituent (other than the subject DP)
standing at the front of the clause and triggering VS order. In this section, I will explore how
the Minimalist Program can coherently explain the structure of the BH clause in light of the

word order data that I presented above in 3.2.

3.4.1. A Minimalist Approach to Verbal Clauses in BH
BH verbs are inflected for both tense/aspect as well as agreement features (person,

number, and gender features) that agree with the subject. Given an SV conclusion for BH (see

60 The Spec-Head agreement relation can be formalized as follows: A head (X) and its specifier (Spec-XP)
must agree in relevant features. This principle reflects the fact that there is a checking relationship between a head
and its specifier just as there is a checking relationship between a head and its complement; features may be
checked within these two configurations without the features being located in the same exact phrasal position. In
other words, these two checking relationships allow checking of features at a short, but defined, distance.
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above 3.2), then both the D- and V-features associated with I (=T)%! are strong in BH. The

strong V-features of I attract the verb in order to match and eliminate the strong feature before
Spell-Out. Likewise, the strong D-feature of I attracts the nearest DP—the subject DP—in
order to match and eliminate the strong feature by Spell-Out. However, the subject DP, being a
phrase rather than a simple head, must land in the phrasal position of [Spec, IP]. Once both
features, with their associated lexical items, are relocated in I and [Spec, IP], their agreement
() features as well as the nominative case associated with I and the subject DP—all these
features have raised freely with their lexical items—may be checked via Spec-Head agreement.

The resulting structure of a pragmatically neutral SVO BH clause is illustrated in (53).

61 Although Chomsky often uses T(ense) to label the functional head associated with the tense/event structure
of the clause, I will be using another common label, I(nflection). I make this switch to avoid confusion: the nature
of the BH verb and how (or if) it marks tense, aspect, and mood is an object of much debate. Therefore, rather
than using T(ense) and having it mistaken for a position regarding the semantic nature of the BH verb, I will use
the more ambiguous but equally appropriate Inflection Phrase (IP).
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(53) woha’adam yada“ >t hawwa ’isto
and-the-man know (3MS PERF) ACC Eve wife-his

‘and the man knew Eve, his wife’ (Gen 4.1)
CP
C|
1P

ha’adam

Il
A /\
1
yada© vP
A /\

Subject v
Thavadam /\
VP
Verb Object
fyadac ’et hawwa ’isto

In Genesis 4.1, when the items ‘the man’, ‘knew’, and ‘Eve, his wife’ are selected from the
lexicon, they are initially placed within the vP. Since both the D- and V-features associated
with I (=T) are strong in BH, the strong V-features of I attract the verb ‘knew’ for checking.
Likewise, the strong D-feature of I attracts the nearest DP, the subject DP ‘the man’, for

checking. Both of these checking operations take place before Spell-Out, since the features are
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strong. Once the verb and the subject DP are in I and [Spec, IP], respectively, their agreement

features as well as the nominative case associated with I and the subject DP may be checked
via Spec-Head agreement.

As I noted in 3.2, the simple SVO word order illustrated in (53) is not the statistically
dominant word order in BH. The X-VS (where the X stands for a function word or any fronted
phrase other than the subject DP) order (which is statistically dominant but not “basic”) is

illustrated by the interrogative clause in (54).62

62 We can see from (54) that the BH verb is still fully inflected for agreement in VSO order. This contrasts
with Standard Arabic (SA), another Semitic language, which exhibits both SVO and VSO word order. In SA the
verb is only fully inflected for agreement with the subject in SVO order; in VSO order, the verb exhibits the
default agreement features (3MS), usually associated with the expletive subject, regardless of the agreement
features of the subject (Ouhalla 1999:440). There are VSO clauses in the Hebrew Bible in which the verb does not
fully agree in person, number, and gender features; however, many of these may be due to discourse, rather than
syntactic, features (cf. Revell 1993).
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(54) lamma yodabber “dont  kaddobarim ha’ellé
WH speak(3Ms IMPF) lord-my like-the-words the-these

‘why does my lord speak according to these words?’ (Gen 44.7)
CP
lamma C

yadabber

1P
A /\
»*dont

Il
A /\
I vP
Tyadabber /\

Subject v
t doni /\
VP
Verb PP
Tyadabber kaddobarim ha’ellé

The example in (54) exhibits precisely the same constituent movement (i.e., attraction and
checking procedures) as does the previous example in (53). Both the verb, ‘does speak’, and
the subject DP, ‘my lord’ raise from the position in which they were inserted from the lexicon
to higher positions: I and [Spec,IP], respectively. The clause in (54) differs on account of the

introductory wh-word, lammd ‘why’, that is located in [Spec,CP].
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It appears that in BH when a function word (e.g., a wh-word/interrogative) occupies

[Spec, CP] the functional head C carries a strong V-feature which attracts the features and
lexical item of the verb; thus the verb is raised to C in order to match and eliminate the strong
V- feature. This process produces the VS order common in subordinate clauses and is the
technical description of what I have been referring to as Triggered Inversion (see 3.2).
Similarly, when a phrasal constituent, such as a PP, as in (55), or object DP, as in (56),
has been “fronted” for whatever pragmatic reason and occupies [Spec, CP], the result is the

triggering of the VS order.
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(55) bo6d $oloset yamim yissa’ par’é et ro’Seka
in-yet three days lift(3MS IMPF) Pharaoh ACC head-your

‘in three more days, Pharaoh will lift up your head’ (Gen 40.13)

bo‘éd $oloset yamim

C‘
A /\

yissa> P
A
par<o I
A /\
I vP
Lyisso /\
Subject v
tpar‘é
VP’
VP PP
Thood soloset yamim
Verb Object
Lyissa ’et r0°Seka
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(56) et ‘onyl wo’et yogi'¢ kappay ra’a >**16him
ACC oppression-mine and-ACC toil.of hands-my see(3MS PERF) God

‘God has seen my oppression and the toil of my hands’ (Gen 31.42)

N

’et ‘onyl wa’et yogi  kappay (v

A /\
ra’a

N

>*]16him

4 ra’a

A\
AN

Subject
Dtohim /\
VP
Verb Object
trﬁ’ﬁ t ’et ‘onyi wo’et yogia“ kappay

3.4.1.1. The Complexities of the CP
In summary, in BH whenever any constituent fills [Spec, CP], C takes on the strong V-
feature that is necessary for the attraction of the verb to C. However, we also see this Triggered

Inversion in BH following complementizers and relative words. How in these cases can the
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verb raise to C in a subordinate clause since subordinating complementizers are typically

placed in C? We cannot have two constituents in the same position. There appear to be two
options: either we may re-analyze the BH clause so that the V- and D-features of I are weak
(i.e., the subject DP and the verb stay within the VP unless the V is triggered to raise to I), or
we may propose a recursive CP. The overriding problem with the first option is that it is
difficult to explain how a strong feature in C could trigger verb raising to I (which is a lower
node that is separated by [Spec, IP]. Therefore, the second option, a recursive CP, is more
desirable by default. Furthermore, a recursive CP has been used to explain the difference
between the operation of the ‘Verb Second (V2) Constraint’ in German (57)-(58) and the
operation of the V2 constraint in the Germanic languages Icelandic (59) and Yiddish (60)

(Iatridou and Kroch 1992; see above 3.2.3) (examples taken from Ouhalla 1999:329-32).

(57) Er sagt [cpdiesen Film [chaben [pdie Kinder [yptyicsen riim Lvgsehen #,,..,11111
he says this film have  the children seen

‘He says the children have seen this film’

(58) *Er sagt, [¢p [cdass haben [pdie Kinder [ypdiesen Film [y gesehen #,,,.,]111]
he says that have the children this film seen

(59) [cpad [cpMariu [chevur [pHelgi [aldrei [; freyur [ve frevur tt 2y 111111
that Maria has Helga never met

‘that Helga has never met Maria’

(60) [cpaz [cpmorgn [cvet [pdos yingl [yoyfn veg [y . [vp Zy zen a Kats]]]]11]
that tomorrow will the boy  on-the way see a cat

‘that tomorrow the boy will see the cat on a way’

The German clauses in (57)-(58) demonstrate that the V2 constraint only works in German
subordinate clauses (i.e., that the verb is in second position in subordinate clauses) when there

is no overt complementizer (e.g., dass); when there is clearly an overt complementizer in C, the
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verb cannot raise since C is not available as a landing site. In contrast, the Icelandic and

Yiddish examples demonstrate that these languages allow for multiple CPs: in both cases there
is an overt complementizer (ad and az, respectively) followed by a fronted phrase (a fronted
object DP Mariu in Icelandic, a fronted adverb morgn in Yiddish) which is also followed by the
raised verb in C.93 Likewise, BH allows both a complementizer and a fronted phrase to precede

the raised verb, as in (61).

(61) ki me’is Iug°ha 70°t
because from-man take(3FS PERF PASS) this

‘because from man this one was taken’ (Gen 2.23)

In fact, BH may have more than two elements preceding a raised verb, as in (62), which shows
four distinct adverbial PPs (marked with brackets) preceding VS order. This suggests that CP
in BH is not only recursive, but that may have multiple specifier positions (Chomsky

1995b:356)

(62) [bisnat $e§ me’0t $ani lohayyé no'h] [bahodes hasséni] [basib‘a asar yom
in-year.of six hundred year to-life.of Noah in-the-month second in-seven ten day

lahodes] [bayyom hazzeh] nibgo‘d kol ma‘yondt tohdm rabba
to-the-month on-the-day the-this burst-open(3MP PERF) all.of fountains.of deep great

‘In the six hundredth year of Noah's life, in the second month, on the seventeenth day of the
month, on that day the great fountains of the deep burst open’ (Gen 7.11)

Thus BH, like Modern Hebrew (see 3.2.3; Shlonsky and Doron 1992; Shlonsky 1997), differs

from strict V2 languages in that it allows multiple constituents to precede the raised verb.

63 Jatridou and Kroch (1992) restrict the recursive CP to a specific environment: “CP-recursion is limited in
its distribution to environments where the recursive CP is governed by a selecting verb and further that only
semantically vacuous CPs recurse” (1992:2). The former claim cannot be accurate for BH, since BH relative
clauses appear to contain CP-recursion and relative clauses are governed by an NP/DP. However, the latter of the
two statements does seem accurate for BH, since, for example, the three function (semantically vacuous) words in
BH, the relative word “aser, the complementizer k7, and the phonologically underspecificed complementizer in the
wayyiqgtol verb (see 3.4.1.2), reside in C and trigger verb raising to a lower C.
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3.4.1.2. The Structure of Wayyiqtol Clauses

At this point we are in a position to return to the most common verb form used in
narrative clauses, the wayyigtol. As I discussed in 3.2.4, the wayyigtol form exhibits fusion of
the conjunction wa, the prefix verb yigrol, and a phonologically underspecified
complementizer. Based on the clause-initial position of the verb within the wayyigtol form, a
strong V-feature must be associated with the underspecified complementizer in C; thus the C
recurses for the verb that must raise to check the V-feature associated with the higher C.
Historically, the combination of the conjunction, the simple past (PAST) prefix verb, and the
intervening complementizer must have become a frozen form, which explains why there are
never any other elements allowed between the complementizer and the verb (unlike most other
clauses with complementizers and raised verbs), as in (63) (the symbol @ is used to represent

the phonologically underspecified complementizer in [Spec, CP]).%4

64 Notably, when the phrasal element in [Spec, CP] is the underspecified subordinating complementizer
associated above with the wayyigtol form, only a particular verb in BH carries the feature needed to avoid crashing
after Spell-Out: the simple past/preterite yigrol verb (which is homophonous with the modal yigrol, see above
3.2.4).
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(63) wayya‘as *Iohim et haraqi’™
and-made (3MS PAST) God  ACC the-firmament

‘and God made the firmament.” (Gen 1.7)

ConjP

wa/\CP
C CP
%) /\
C IP
ya‘as$
A
>*|ohim I

A /\
I vP
fyacas /\

Subject V'
Prighim /\
VP
Verb Object
Iyacag >et haraqi™

In summary, using Chomsky’s Minimalist Program, we may conclude that when any
one of a number of specific function words or any fronted phrase occupies C, a strong V-

feature is associated with C such that the verb must raise to a lower, recursive C for checking
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(resulting in VS word order).%5 In Genesis,® I have found the following BH function words to

be associated with a strong V-feature (table 3.1.).

Table 3.1

BH Function words and V-features

+strong V-features, residing in [Spec, CP] | +strong V-features, residing in C | —strong V-features

’az,%7 (ba)terem,%8 lama‘an,%® pen,70 ki,7® “Ser,77 the null hinné, ‘attd
’im, 1 2hlay,”? 14,73 he 74 lamma’> complementizer in wayyigrol

65 My proposal in this chapter along with the pragmatic model laid out in chapter four directly addresses and
refutes Buth’s (1995) comments regarding an SVO analysis of BH: “Of course, one can postulate a basic SVO
pattern for Hebrew, list XVSO sentences, VSO, and SVO sentences, and then describe various occurrences of
each. But such a methodology has no explanatory power. It does not explain why XSVO is so rare as to be almost
non-existent outside of participial clauses. Furthermore, an SVO theory is worse than a clumsy theory because it
hides the fact that SVO sentences have a specially pragmatically marked element” (81, fn. 2).

I have two responses to Buth’s assertion. First, “XSVO’ is rare precisely because the movement of the subject
over the already raised verb indicates that the subject is, as Buth puts it, “a specially pragmatically marked
element.” Second, few SVO clauses contain a specially pragmatically marked subject if there is no element
preceding the subject, i.e. if the clause is not X-SVO. That is not to say that an SVO clause cannot have a
pragmatically marked subject; however, since SVO is the basic word order for BH, then to highlight a subject NP,
left-dislocation is more likely to be used. See chapter four in this work and Holmstedt 2000 for further discussion
of these issues.

66 There was not always enough data in the book of Genesis; therefore, when necessary I moved beyond
Genesis in the following steps: first I checked the corpus of Genesis-2 Kings; then I checked the remainder of the
Hebrew Bible.

67 For representative examples, see Exod 15.1, 15; Lev 26.34, 41; Num 21.17; Deut 4.41; 29.19. There are no
examples of ’az followed by SV order in the Hebrew Bible.

68 For representative examples, see Gen 41.50; Exod 1.19; Lev 14.36; Judg 14.18; 1 Sam 3.7; 2 Kgs 6.32; Isa
7.16; 8.4; Jer 13.16; 47.1; Ezek 16.57; Zeph 2.2; Psa 58.10; 119.67; Ruth 3.14. There are only two examples in
the Hebrew Bible of terem followed by SV order: Psa 90.2 and Prov 8.25.

69 See Exod 13.9; 20.12; 23.12; Lev 23.43; Num 27.20; 36.8; Deut 5.14, 16; 6.2; 11.21; 13.18; 14.29; 23.21;
24.19; 25.15; 30.19; 31.19; Josh 4.6; 1 Kgs 2.4; 8.43; Jer 36.3; Ezek 4.17; 12.19; 14.11; 19.9; 25.10; 31.14; Obad
1.9; Hab 2.2; Zech 12.7; Psa 60.7; 68.24; 78.6; 108.7; 125.3; 2 Chr 6.33. There are no examples of lama‘an
followed by SV order in the Hebrew Bible.

70 See Gen 19.19; 26.7; 38.11; 42.4; 45.11.

71 See Gen 24.8; 28.20; 32.9; 44.23; 47.18 for ’im followed by VS order. See Gen 35.10 for ’im followed by
OVS order (i.e., a fronted object DP) and Gen 31.52 for the two occurrences of “im followed by SV order.

72 See Gen 18.28, 29, 30, 31, 32: 24.5, 39; 27.12; Num 23.3; 1 Sam 14.6; 2 Sam 14.15; 16.12; 2 Kgs 19.4; Isa
37.4; Jer 21.2; 36.3, 7; Jonah 1.6; Job 1.5. There are no examples of “ilay followed by SV order in the Hebrew
Bible.

73 See Gen 17.18; 50.15; Judg 13.23; 1 Sam 14.30. There are no examples of /i followed by SV order in the
Hebrew Bible.
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3.4.1.3. BH and the Pro-drop Parameter

As the final step in our analysis of BH verbal clause syntax, we must note that BH is a
prototypical example of a pro-drop language (see Naudé 1991, 1993). The finite verbs are
inflected with morphologically rich affixes (i.e., the verbal affixes are portmanteau morphemes
[single morphemes that carry multiple syntactic or semantic bundles of information], carrying a
bundle of features such as person, number, and gender); hence, the subject pronouns are often
not overtly present—they are allowed to “drop.” Rather, a covert, or null (i.e., phonologically
unrealized), subject, referred to as pro (read “small pro”), is present in these clauses in order to
match and eliminate the strong DP feature of I (see Ouhalla 1999:441; cf. Haegeman 1994:19-

25; 454-58; Haegeman and Guéron 1999:597-604, 636-37).

T4 peis a complementizer which marks a clause as [+Q] (i.e., as a question). See Gen 8.8; 18.14; 20.5; 41.38
for h® followed by VS word order; Gen 18.25 is the sole example of SV order following A“.

75 lamma is representative of BH interrogatives/wh-words; it, along with md, bammad, kammd, ‘adma, and
‘almd all exhibit wh-movement like that of English wh-words. Other BH wh-words are mi, %é, ‘ayyé, *ék, and
’and. For representative examples of lammd followed by VS order, see Gen 4.6; 44.7; Exod 32.11, 12; Num 27.4;
Judg 6.13; 21.3; 1 Sam 1.8; 4.3; 6.3; 27.5; 2 Sam 14.31; 16.9; 19.36, 37. I did not find one example of lammdad
followed by SV order in the Pentateuch.

76 The data show that both ki as a complementizer and ki as a coordinator trigger verb raising (contra DeCaen
1995:241-45).

For ki as a complementizer (i.e., ‘that’), in the book of Genesis, see Gen 3.1; 8.11; 14.14; 26.15, 28; 28.6;
31.22;38.14; 44.27, 47.18; 48.17; 50.15.

For ki as a coordinator (i.e., ‘because’ or ‘when’), or even when used as an interjection, ‘indeed’, in the book
of Genesis, see the following verses: ‘because’ —Gen 2.5; 4.25; 6.12, 13; 13.6; 15.16; 16.11; 19.13; 21.10, 17;
27.20, 23; 28.11; 29.21, 32, 33; 32.12, 27; 33.11; 36.7; 41.51, 52, 57, 42.5; 43.30, 32; 47.4, 13, 20; ‘indeed’ —Gen
30.13; ‘when’—Gen 31.49; 32.18.

For representative examples of k7 in X-SVO clauses, see Gen 31.32; 43.5; 44.3; Exod 16.16, 29; Num 10.29;
16.28; Josh 17.18; Judg 16.20; 1 Sam 12.12; 2 Sam 3.18; 16.10; 1 Kgs 2.28; 14.11; 2 Kgs 2.2, 4, 6. As with all of
the other function words, I argue that the subject DP in each of these clauses has been fronted to a position
between the function word 7 and the raised verb for pragmatic reasons.

77 See chapter five.
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Note that in terms of word order phenomena, pro-drop languages tend to exhibit a

discrepency between basic word order and statistically dominant word order (Siewierska
1988:11). In anticipation of the next chapter, in which I discuss pragmatic issues related to BH
word order, consider the following quote from Siewierska 1988 concerning pro-drop languages
and word order:

Analyses of both spoken and written discourse and particularly of impromptu speech reveal a
preponderance of pronominal forms, a phenomenon reflecting the reluctance of speakers to repeat
in full given informtion, i.e. information assumed to be currently in the consciousness of the
interlocutor. It has been observed . . . that once a referent is established as given, it will tend to be
pronominalized or elided unless its identification is impeded by the presence of competing
discourse participants, or the nature of the referent warrants highlighting for reasons of contrast,
emphasis and the like. Consequently, the basic word order may well not be the dominant order . .
. In [pro-drop] languages, full pronouns tend to be used to signal a change in discourse topic, to
express empathy with a given referent or in contrastive and emphatic contexts. (1988:11)

The pragmatic marking of overt subject pronouns present in finite verbal clauses is precisely

what we shall in see with regard to BH (see, for example, 4.2.2 below).

3.4.1.4. Summary
In summary, three proposals, listed in (64)-(66), were made regarding the structure of
the BH finite verb clause:

(64) BH is an SV language in pragmatically neutral clauses.
(65) BH exhibits VS word order in clauses with any of the function words that have +strong V-features
listed in table 2.1 or a fronted phrasal constituent in [Spec, CP] (i.e., X-VSO).

(66) BH is a pro-drop language.

Let us now proceed to an analysis of the BH participial clause within the architecture of

the Minimalist Program.
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3.4.2. A Minimalist Approach to Participial Clauses in BH

BH participles combine both nominal and verbal properties, both in their semantic and

syntactic functions. On the one hand, they carry nominal inflection, illustrated in table 3.2:

Table 3.2

BH Participle and Noun Inflection

Participle Noun

koteb (he is) writing (MS) nabi’ prophet (MS)
kotobd  (she is) writing (FS) nob1’a prophetess (FS)
kotobim  (they are) writing (MP) nobi’im  prophets (MP)
kotob6t  (they are) writing (FP) nob1’6t  prophetesses (FP)

On the other hand, participles may also carry an accusative Case feature which necessitates the

presence of an object (67).
(67) hinné ben béti yores ’oti
behold son.of house-my possess(MS PTCP) ACC-me

‘See— a member of my household is inheriting m’> (Gen 15.3)
The blurry line between verbal and agentive nominal characteristics that the participle

walks is demonstrated by both its ability to govern an object,’® as in (67), and its ability to

receive a nominal possessor clitic, as in (68).7°

(68) woyaras yi§ra’€l ’et  yoraSayw
and-possess(3MS PERF MOD) Israel ~ ACC possess(MP PTCP)-his

‘and Israel shall dispossess his dispossessors’ (Jer 49.2)

78 The participle’s ability to govern an object includes object clitics, as in Isa 47.10: >%én ro’ani
NEG see(MS PTCP)-me
‘no one sees me’

79 Rather than a dual character of a single “participle” form (i.e., serving as either noun/adjective or verb),
Shlonsky (1997), working on Modern Hebrew, suggests that there exists homophony between one form which is
the participle and a distinct nominal form which is an agentive noun. This is an attractive perspective since it
moves away from the lack of clarity involved in positing one morphological form (the
“participle”) with functions which cross categorial boundaries.
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Furthermore, BH participles are often compared to adjectives with respect to the manner in

which they modify other substantives (69) (Waltke and O’Connor 1990:621; Jotion and
Muraoka 1993:409).

(69) ki yhwh *lohéka 2e§ >okola ha?
because Yhwh god-your fire consume(FS PTCP) he

‘because Yhwh your god—he is a consuming fire’ (Deut 4.24)

Although the participle is multifarious in nature, we are concerned only with the
predicative use for our syntactic analysis. Even when the participle exists in a tensed clause
(i.e., the participle and a finite form of the verb ‘to be’ together create a complex, or
‘periphrastic’, clause), the form itself is essentially a tenseless verb; therefore, I shall proceed
assuming the following structure, given in (70), for a participial clause; the arc above the
highest participial node but below the IP indicates that extent to which the participle may raise

when motivated solely by syntax.
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(70)

1P
/\
I
/\
I vP
/\
VP,

N

Auxiliary Verb ptcpP
ptep'
ptcp PtcpP
DP Prcp
Subject Participle

From this initial configuration in the computational system, both the participle and the
subject DP would be attracted to the head prcp and the [Spec, ptcpP] respectively in order to
check agreement features between the DP and the participle. From this point, the derivation
could proceed in two directions depending on the use of the participial clause. The first option

is that the participial clause functions as the small clause complement of another matrix verb, as
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in (71). In this case, the last relevant move is for the (null) subject DP to raise to match and

eliminate the accusative Case feature in [Spec, IP] of the matrix clause.

71) ki Sama‘ti >0moarim néloka
because hear(1CS PERF) pro say(MP PTCP) go(1CPIMPF)

‘Because I heard (them) saying: Let us go..." (Gen 37.17)

The second option for the derivation is that the participial clause functions as the
complement of the auxiliary verb “to be.” In this case, the subject DP must raise to the [Spec,
IP] to match and eliminate the strong D-feature of the head I, checking the nominative Case
feature of I and any agreement features. Unlike the participle, which may never pass beyond
the ptcpP (illustrated by the arc), the tensed auxiliary verb is attracted to I by the ‘tense’ V-
feature and checks agreement features as well. The resulting convergent derivation for a BH

past participle is given in (72).
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(72) Gmosé haya ro<e et $6°n yitr6 hotond
and-Moses be(3MS PERF) shepherd(MS PTCP) ACC flock.of Jethro father-in-law-his

‘and Moses was shepherding the flock of his father-in-law Jethro’ (Exod 3.1)

picp PtcpP

ro<é

A
DP Prcp
Imose s N

Notably, this structure suggests that the pragmatically neutral word order in a participial clause
is Subject-(Auxiliary)-Participle-(Object) (see 3.2.7).
This analysis is similar to that of Shlonsky 1997 regarding the Modern Hebrew

participle. What is notable about the use of participles in Modern Hebrew is that the auxiliary



192
is always present in the past and future tenses, but never in the present, since there is no present

tense form of the auxiliary “to be” verb. Traditionally, the grammars of Modern Hebrew have
concluded that the “participle” forms serves as the present tense verb (Glinert 1989:121-22,
458). Shlonsky argues against this analysis (that this single verbal form functions both as a
participle and as a tensed verb) and proposes that in present tense clauses the auxiliary is there,
but phonologically null (1997:38-40).

In comparison to Modern Hebrew, BH is slightly more complicated. The primary
difference is that in BH past and future participial clauses, the auxiliary is often not present.
Rather, it seems that participial clauses adopt the tense of the context, as established by
proximal finite verbs. I propose that the auxiliary exists in these clauses as well, but is
phonologically null as in the present tense. The phonological presence of the auxiliary is
necessary for past and future clauses when there exists either a tense shift in the narrative or
lack of adequate tense marking in the context. Now that we have discussed the BH participial

clause, let us examine the single remaining clause type in BH: the verbless clause.

3.4.3. An Minimalist Approach to Verbless Clauses in BH

Chomsky (1995b:353-54) proposes the structure in (73) for predicate adjectives as they
enter the computational system. (A/AP stands for adjective/adjective phrase; a/aP stands for
the functional category adjective/adjective phrase, which is analogous to the light v(erb) in the

verbal clause.)
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(73)

aP

DP A
John intelligent

From this point, this part of a derivation could become a small clause complement of a verb
like consider, as in (74). In this case, the subject DP is attracted to [Spec, aP] and the adjective
is attracted to a for the purpose of DP-adjective agreement. Then the subject DP is further
attracted to [Spec, IP] in order to match and eliminate the accusative Case feature of I, which is
motivated by the governing verb consider. This is reflected in the choice of personal pronouns:

only the accusative pronoun him allows the derivation to converge.
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(74) Rob considers John/him/*he intelligent
1P

N\
N\
N\
N\
N\

v
M 13
consider /\

John
A

IV
I aP
Tyohn a

7\

intelligent AP
A

tJOhn z‘intelligent

The other option besides functioning as a small clause complement of a verb like
consider is to function as the complement of a copular verb like English be. In this case, the
subject DP is attracted to the [Spec, IP] of the matrix clause in order to match and eliminate the

nominative Case feature of I. The resulting derivation is illustrated in (75).
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(75) John is intelligent

John V'

is

t] ohn a

intelligent AP
A

t] ohn t intelligent

I shall assume that this is essentially the structure of both the predicate adjective and the
verbless clause in BH, as in (76), except that the copular verb selected from the lexicon is

phonologically null, as in many of the participial clauses analyzed above.80

80 See Naudé 1994 for a similar analysis of the verbless clause in Biblical Aramaic using the analysis of
Chomsky 1993 (=1995:chp. 3).
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(76) $olosa %elleh  boné noh
three these @ sons.of Noah

‘these three (are) the sons of Noah’ (Gen 9.19)

1P
$l034elleh Ty
A
\Y4 dP
0]
T5olo%a %elleh d
boné nd'h DP
A

T5olo%a %elleh Tooné noah

As with predicative adjectives, the subject DP and the predicate DP of the verbless clause must
raise to the higher shell for agreement checking. Then the subject DP is attracted by the strong
D-feature of I, raising to [Spec, IP] of the matrix clause to match and eliminate that D-feature,
checking the nominative Case feature of I in the process.

A significant implication of this analysis is that the pragmatically neutral word order
within a BH verbless clause is subject-predicate (see 3.2.7); the order predicate-subject is

pragmatically marked due to discourse considerations (see 4.2.3 for further discussion).
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3.5. SUMMARY

In this chapter I have examined BH word order and clause structure. On the basis of the
data from the book of Genesis, I have concluded that BH is fundamentally an SV language, but
that the SV order in finite verbal clauses may be inverted to VS when triggered by an initial
function word or fronted phrase. Such syntactically motivated inversion does not take place in
either participial clauses or verbless clauses. Furthermore, I proposed an explanation that
syntactically accounts for the position of the narrative wayyigtol verb: the first y represents a
function word that triggers VS inversion. I also noted that the word order in BH clauses is
affected by the modality of the verb: modal clauses exhibit VS order and indicative clauses
exhibit SV order. Finally, I described all of these features of BH word order within the
linguistic framework of the Minimalist Program in order to illustrate both how the BH data can
be explained as a coherent system and how the Minimalist Program is uniquely able to provide

such an explanation.
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4. THE PRAGMATICS OF BIBLICAL HEBREW WORD ORDER

In her introductory essay in the 1995 collection of papers on the subject of word order
in discourse, Pamela Downing states that “ongoing work on word order in discourse has been
revolutionizing our understanding of the complex web of factors that determine the word order
that a particular speaker of a particular language is likely to use in a particular speech context”
(1995:5). One page later, however, she also states that even these “very fruitful” discourse-
based approaches have exhibited shortcomings: “In the real world situations in which the texts
are produced, several potential determinants of word order may typically co-occur, making it
difficult to see exactly which is decisive in a particular instance” (1995:6).

In this chapter, I will continue the investigation of the word order of Biblical Hebrew,
taking into account that there may be determinants of word order that have not previously been
discussed. In chapter three I provided an exclusively syntactic overview of BH clausal
architecture and word order within the framework of Chomsky’s Minimalist Program. 1
presented data that suggest that BH has SV basic word order; however, the SV order is inverted
to VS in modal clauses, negative clauses, and when a function word or a fronted phrase resides
at the beginning of the clause (see 3.2). Though this analysis explains the majority of the
clauses in the Hebrew Bible, there remain many clauses that exhibit word order that does not
accord to the analysis given in chapter three. This chapter will address such clauses and
present an argument for how the remaining word order variation found in the Hebrew Bible is
influenced by pragmatics.

What is pragmatics and how does it affect syntactic phenomena such as word order? A

good starting point is the preliminary definition provided in Mey 1994:
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Pragmatics is the study of language in a human context of use. Language use is the process by
which people communicate, for various purposes, using linguistic means. This process is
governed by the conditions of society, inasmuch as these conditions determine the users’ access
to, and control of, those means. Hence, pragmatics can also be described as a societally oriented
and societally bound linguistics. (1994:3268)

Pragmatics is also often defined by placing it in relation to syntax, semantics, and pragmatics.
For example, unlike syntax, which is the study of the relationship of linguistic expressions in a
clause or between clauses to each other, pragmatics incorporates the notion of the larger
linguistic and extra-linguistic context. Also, unlike semantics, which is the study of the
relationship between linguistic expressions and the objects to which they refer, as well as the
conventional meaning and the truth or satisfaction conditions of utterances, pragmatics is the
study of non-conventional meaning, e.g., implicature, deixis, presupposition (see Levinson
1983:8-10; Horn 1988:113-122; Montague 1998:24).

Fillmore (1981) describes the relationship of pragmatics to the other linguistic fields as
a supplementary relationship rather than as a complementary relationship. Thus, to Fillmore,

the three disciplines work together in the following way:

Syntax, in short, characterizes the grammatical forms that occur in a language, whereas
semantics pairs these forms with their potential communicative functions. Pragmatics is
concerned with the three-termed relationship that unites (a) linguistic form and (b) the
communicative functions that these forms are capable of serving, with (c) the context or settings
in which those linguistic forms can have those communicative functions. Diagrammatically,

Syntax [form]

Semantics  [form, function]

Pragmatics [form, function, setting] (Fillmore 1981:144)

In summary, we may say that pragmatics is the study of how the relationship between
an utterance, the speaker, the addressee, and any other aspect of the context/discourse is

encoded in the structure of a language.! As Yule (1998) states, “[Pragmatics has] more to do

I See Malmkjar (1991:354-58) and Yule (1998:3-8) for brief introductions to the field of pragmatics; see
Levinson (1983:1-35) and Mey (1993:3-52) for detailed discussions of the definition and scope of pragmatics.
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with the analysis of what people mean by their utterances than what the words or phrases in

those utterances might mean by themselves” (1998:3). The extent of the ‘utterances’ that the
field of pragmatics studies ranges from the level of the clause (i.e., how the syntax, or word
order, of constituents reflects pragmatic/communicative concerns) to the levels of discourse
beyond the clause (i.e., how pragmatic concerns affect the structure of an entire
conversation/text).

In this chapter, I will proceed in three steps in order to investigate the influence of
pragmatics on BH word order. In 4.1, I will introduce the area of pragmatics often called
information structure. In 4.2, I will investigate how information structure concepts are
manifested in BH. Finally, in 4.3 I will propose a unified model for the syntax and pragmatics

of the BH clause.

4.1. INFORMATION STRUCTURE

Information structure refers to the interface between the linguistic content of a
discourse/text and how the addressee/reader cognitively processes that linguistic information.
Information structure and the associated (and elusive) concepts referred to by the commonly
used terms topic, comment, and focus have for many years been the object of much linguistic
attention. Although information structure is studied from many different theoretical
approaches, in this work, Lambrecht’s (1994) description of information structure is general

enough (and relatively theory neutral) to suffice as a starting point for further discussion:

The student of information structure is . . . concerned with . . . the discourse circumstances under which
given pieces of propositional information are expressed via one rather than another possible
morphosyntactic or prosodic form . . . . discourse pragmatics [= information structure] is concerned with
the question of why one and the same meaning may be expressed by two or more sentence forms.
(Lambrecht 1994:4-5)
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Information structure is thus concerned with both what a text or discourse communicates and

how the text or discourse communicates (in other words, the specific linguistic strategies by
which the information is presented, e.g., word order, prosody, or special grammatical markers)
(Vallduvi and Vilkuna 1998:81; cf. Lambrecht 1994:6).

Of the central concepts to the study of information structure, the concept focus, more
than any other, has been problematic. Intuitively, which element in a given clause is “focused,”
or “emphasized,” seems to be rather clear to a native speaker. However, describing precisely
how or why a constituent is “focused” has proven to be a difficult task. Moreover, the term has
been used in a variety of (often disparate) ways within phonology, syntax, semantics,
psycholinguistics, and other linguistically oriented fields. Complicating the issue are the
differences among the general linguistic approaches, i.e., functional approaches versus formal
approaches.

One of the common criticisms directed towards generative linguistics, the formal
approach used in this work, has concerned the lack of attention it has given to issues beyond the
level of the sentence. Fortunately, this shortcoming has begun to be addressed overtly in the
last decade. In fact, generative linguists interested in the syntax-pragmatics interface have been
laboring for the last five years to articulate an approach, in keeping with the recent “minimalist
impulse,” that includes both semantic and pragmatic concepts (see Zubizarreta 1998; Culicover
and McNally 1998).2 Indeed, the move to include pragmatic issues within a generative model
can be seen in Chomsky’s latest works. While Chomsky 1995b excludes any features from the

derivation which are not properties of items in the lexicon (1995b:225), in Chomsky 1998 he

2 This is not to say that generative linguists ignored pragmatic concerns before the nineteen-nineties; see, for
example, Rochemont 1986, a monograph dedicated to the issue of focus in generative linguistics.



202
appears to allow for movement motivated by pragmatic features such as “force, topic, focus”

(1998:21-22).3

The following section of this work is by no means an attempt to sketch an entire
linguistic theory which incorporates both minimalist and pragmatic concerns, nor will a
comprehensive formulation of focus be given. Rather, I will propose a working model of
information structure that complements the syntactic theory I sketched in chapter three and
describe how information structure concepts are manifested in the grammar of BH. In 4.1.1,
4.1.2, and 4.1.3, I will provide further details of the information structure model which will be
used before moving on to 4.2, where I will illustrate the basic information structure of BH

discourse.

4.1.1. The Basic Components of Information Structure

The primary pragmatic elements of a clause are variously referred to as theme/rheme or
topic/comment. Theme and rheme are the terms coined by the Prague School of Linguistics to
describe the information presented by the syntactic constituents of a clause. Within the Prague
School’s ‘Functional Sentence Perspective’ linguistic model, the theme is that element in the
sentence which carries the lowest degree of communicative dynamism (Firbas 1966:272; Firbas
1987; Firbas 1992:72-3; see also Lyons 1977:506-7; Halliday 1985:38). In other words, the
theme of a sentence adds very little extra meaning to what has already by communicated by
previous sentences. In contrast, the rheme is that element in the sentence which advances the

communication the most; for a given sentence, the rheme adds the largest amount of extra

3 “Indirect feature-driven movement (IFM) subdivides into types depending on the attracting head H in the
final stage: (I) A-movement when H has ¢-features (yielding the Case-agreement system), or (II) A’-movement
when H has P-features of the peripheral system (force, topic, focus...)” (Chomsky 1998:21-22; emphasis his).
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meaning to that stage of the discourse (Firbas 1966:278, note 18; Firbas 1992:72-3; see also

Lyons 1977:506-7; Halliday 1985:38).

Outside of the Prague school approach, the terms topic and comment seem to be
preferred over theme and rheme, particularly within American linguistics. The topic is often
defined as the “constituent [which] presents the entity ‘about’ which the predication predicates
something in the given setting” (Dik 1980:16; Dik 1997a:313-15; Lyons 1977:501; Goutsos
1997:1; Lambrecht 1994:117-127). The comment, then, is the predication, or ‘what’ is being
said (i.e., the predication) (Lyons 1977:501; Lambrecht 1994:121).

In addition to the choice of terminology, another issue within the study of word order
and pragmatics is whether there is a ‘universal’ basic ordering of pragmatic constituents, i.e.,
whether languages tend to present information in a particular linear order, such as ‘theme-to-
rheme’ order. Many linguists working on the pragmatic structure of clauses (e.g., Firbas
1966:270; Firbas 1992:188; Greenberg 1966:100; Lyons 1977:508; Givon 1979:296, 299-300;
Mallinson and Blake 1981:151) have suggested that the theme-to-rheme (or ‘topic-comment’)
order is normal.

Other linguists have criticized this approach. Lambrecht (1994), working with the
notion that the theme/topic position in a clause is typically an NP (see also Brown and Yule
1983:127), proposes that data from languages with the basic verb-initial (i.e., VOS or VSO)
order weighs against the theme-to-rheme analysis: “A theory according to which sentence-
initial position is a natural, cognitively based, requirement for topic NPs would not be able to
account for the fact that such [verb-initial] languages normally require a naturally non-topical

constituent, i.e. the verb, to appear in initial position” (1994:200). Similarly, Mithun (1992)
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argues that the theme-to-rheme analysis also fails to account adequately for the pragmatically

motivated word order of languages with flexible word order:

A number of facts indicate that the interaction between basic word order and pragmatic theme-
rheme reordering principles is not constant from one language to the next. Following work
initiated by Mathesius (1928), Thompson (1978) pointed out that languages can vary in the
relative effects of syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic considerations on surface word order. In
languages like English, the syntactic roles of constituents are the primary determinants of word
order, while in languages like Russian and Czech, pragmatic considerations have a stronger
effect. When pragmatic factors do play a role, furthermore, it is not clear that all languages
follows the “natural” progression from theme to rheme. Tomlin and Rhodes [1992] point out
that in Ojibwa, a VOS Algonquian language, the umarked distribution of thematic information is
reversed from the language-general tendency for thematic information to come earlier in a
sentence or clause. Givon (1983:145) reports that Ute, “a mature SOV language with a high
degree of pragmatically-controlled word-order flexibility”, shows comment-topic order.
Similarly, Biblical Hebrew “is rigidly VO but shows a pragmatically-controlled VS/SV variation
(Givon 1983:28), also with the order comment-topic. (1992:17)

What is clear from both Lambrecht’s and Mithun’s comments is that languages tend to
have a distinct preference for a particular order; however, whether one order of pragmatic
constituents, theme-to-rheme (or vice versa), is universal is clearly a controversial issue.
Another controversial issue with respect to the pragmatic structure of clauses is the problematic

concept often labeled focus.

4.1.2. Focus

Focus is often defined as “relatively the most important or salient [piece of information]
in the given communicative setting” (Dik 1997a:326; see Comrie 1989:63; Halliday 1985:278;
cf. Vallduvi and Engdahl 1996). In slight contrast, a second approach to focus defines it as the
binary opposite of the presupposition: the presupposition is information in a clause which is
‘shared’ by the speaker/author and listener/reader; the focus is the information in a clause
which is ‘non-shared’ (and thus “new” or “added” for one of the participants) (see Lyons

1977:509; Rochemont 1986:9-10; Zubizarreta 1998; cf. Lambrecht 1994:206-18). These two
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definitions of focus are similar in that they assign to focus the function of presenting

information which is being ‘added’ to the discourse in some way. Let us start with this facet of
focus and consider the question-answer examples in (1)-(6). Question-answer pairs are
commonly used to provide a context so that the focused elements are easier to identify;

subscript  marks the focused constituent:

(1) What happened? Sentence-Focus
[ John [shut [the door]].

(2) What did John do to the door? Predicate (Verb)-Focus
[John [[;shut] the door]].

(3) What did John shut? Argument (Object)-Focus
[John shut [gthe door]].

(4) Who shut the door? Argument (Subject)-Focus
[ John] [shut [the door]]].

(5) What did John do? Verb Phrase Focus
[John [ shut [the door]].

(6) What happened to the door? ‘Subject + Verb’ Focus
[[ John] [[¢ shut] [the door]]].

Using the same answer clause in each example (in terms of lexical items and syntactic
structure), examples (1)-(5) illustrate the variety of options for presenting the focus: any one of
the constituents within a given clause may be the focus element, depending on the context. In
addition, (6) illustrates that the focus may encompass material that does not constitute a single
syntactic constituent (since the subject and the (transitive) verb together without an object or

any adjuncts do not constitute a single constituent).*

4 Examples such as (6) as well as those which correspond to multiple wh-questions (e.g., Who bought what?)
present a problem for many theories on focus: most descriptions of focus assume that the focus of a clause must
correspond to a single constituent. Zubizarreta’s (1998) assertion structure is a novel proposal by which we may
account for those propositions which have not one, but two open variables (thus two separate constituents marked
for focus): “The A[ssertion] S[tructure] contains two ordered assertions representing the focus-presupposition of a
statement; the first assertion is the existential presupposition provided by the context question; the second assertion
is the equative relation between a definite variable and a value” (1998:4-7).
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4.1.3. Focus Problems and a Solution

In the preceding section I presented a basic introduction to the pragmatic concept of
focus. However, descriptions of focus as both “the most important or salient piece of
information” and “the new/added information” have contributed to considerable confusion in
the study of focus. On the one hand, focus is new information; on the other hand, focus is the
most important piece of information. While these two linguistic functions often overlap, it is
not obligatory that they do. Certainly there is nothing intrinsic to “new/added” information that
binds it to being the most salient piece of information; vice versa, there is nothing inherently
“new/added” about whatever constituent is determined to be the most salient piece of
information. The two approaches to defining focus have produced a rather tangled state of
affairs: the term ‘focus’ has come to be used for fundamentally different semantic and
pragmatic concepts.

The first use of focus to refer to information that is new or added to the discourse is
more often found in pragmatics literature and is similar in nature to the concept of rheme (see
4.1.1); this is the type of focus that stands in a binary relationship with presupposition. The
second use of focus to refer to information in a clause that is somehow prominent or
“emphasized” is more often found in semantics literature and is related to the concept of
operators, constituents that affect the truth-conditional status of a statement. This latter
‘focusing’ can happen to any constituent in the clause, regardless of whether that constituent is
the presupposed information or the non-presupposed/new information (i.e., the former type of

focus). This second, or operator, type of focus is often qualified by adjectives describing its
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semantic effect, e.g., exhaustiveness focus, contrastiveness focus, and identification focus

(Vallduvi and Vilkuna 1998:80-81).5

Clearly, these two types of focus (the one referring to a constituent that is new/added
information, the other referring to a specific type of “emphasis” placed on a constituent)
function differently in the semantico-pragmatic structure of a given discourse. This confusion
has led some linguistics to eschew using the term ‘focus’ altogether. That is the approach I will
be following in the remainder of this work: Vallduvi and Vilkuna’s (1998) distinction between
the two formulations of what is often called ‘focus’ and their terminology will play a central
role in the model of BH information structure presented in this chapter.

In Table 4.1 I have provided the three information structure concepts which we will be
discussing and using. Each concept, Theme, Rheme, and Kontrast,® is given with the set of

instructions that each concept directs the listener/reader to undertake.

Table 4.1

Label | Information Instruction

Theme “‘Anchor’ information”

Rheme “Add information” (i.e., Information Focus)
Kontrast “Relate X to its alternatives” (i.e., Operator Focus)

The Theme is that piece of information which anchors the added information to the

existing information state; it is the presupposed information in a discourse. Thus, the Theme is

5 Neither Zubizarreta 1998 nor Lambrecht 1994 adequately treat the type of “focus” which is associated with
contrast. On the one hand, Zubizarreta purposefully sets the issue of contrastive focus aside in her study since she
is primarily concerned with the interaction of non-contrastive focus and prosody. On the other hand, Lambrecht
actually dissolves contrastive focus, considering it an epiphenomenon which should not be considered a
grammatical category: “the impression of contrastiveness which we receive when we hear such sentences arises
from particular inferences which we draw on the basis of given conversational contexts.” (Lambrecht 1994:290).
However, I would argue that contrastive focus as a distinct category is justifiable on empirical grounds, which will
become clearer as we proceed.

6 Kontrast is spelled with a k in order to distinguish it from the more general notion of contrast.



208
a known, active entity within the discourse and stands in contrast to the Rheme.

As the information counterpart to the Theme, the Rheme represents that information
which has been added to a discourse situation (i.e., it is the non-presupposed information),
often marked in languages by word order, prosody, or both. Rhematicity is a relational notion
which applies to a constituent only by virtue of the discourse context, not by virtue of any
inherent linguistic (e.g., semantic) features of that constituent. While the Rheme may often
mark “new” discourse items, it may also mark “old” discourse items which are, in some way,
satisfying an open parameter within the discourse (i.e., elements which are being “re-added” to
the discourse). Consider again the contextualizing question-answer pairs from (1)-(6),

modified here in (7)-(12) (subscript x marks the Rheme; subscript . marks the Theme).

(7) What happened? Sentence Rheme
r[John shut the door].

(8) What did John do to the door? Predicate (Verb)-Rheme
[tJohn [[gshut] the door]].

(9) What did John shut? Argument (Object)-Rheme
[tJohn shut [gthe door]].

(10) Who shut the door? Argument (Subject)-Rheme
[rJohn] [shut the door]].

(11) What did John do? Verb Phrase Rheme
[John [gshut the door]].

(12) What happened to the door? ‘Subject + Verb’ Rheme
[[gJohn] [[gshut] [;the door]]].

In (7)-(12), I have replaced the F(ocus) marking of (1)-(6) with T(heme) and R(heme)
in order to illustrate how these latter two information structure concepts are manifested within
the various contexts established in (7)-(12). Each wh-question in (7)-(12) sets up the context in
which the corresponding utterances are felicitous. However, while superficially useful, wh-

questions such as those in (7)-(12) are inherently misleading: they are not the appropriate
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contextualization for rhematicity (Vallduvi and Vilkuna 1998:85). In certain utterances it is

clear that the rhematic constituents (i.e., added information) given in answers to the questions
are not the only pragmatically prominent constituents. For example, in (13) the question is
preparing the way for a ‘verb phrase Rheme’ (see (11) above). However, in this case I have
underlined the constituent Kathy to indicate that it is being stressed prosodically and thus

“emphasized” in some way (that is not rhematic).

(13) What did John do at the party?
[John [rintroduced Kathy to me]].

On the basis of examples like (13) in which there is a constituent (the VP) that is the
Rheme as well as a separate constituent (the DP object Kathy) that is pragmatically prominent
in some other way, Vallduvi and Vilkuna have proposed a third information structure concept:
Kontrast. Kontrast can be represented by the following: if an expression x is kontrastive, the
addressee is instructed to generate a membership set’ M = {x, y, z, . . . } and then to place x in
relation to the semantically related alternatives in set M (Vallduvi and Vilkuna 1998:83).% In
other words, the term Kontrast refers to the type of ‘focus’ which instructs the addressee to
consult a membership set, established either contextually or ontologically, to which the
“focused” item belongs. Once the membership set is established, the kontrastive item is placed

in relation to the alternatives.

7«A set is any collection of objects, which are described as its members. We can specify a set by reference to
a property which all members share: for example, we can speak of a set of British towns with a population over 1
million, or a set of English sentences. Alternatively, a set can be specified by listing its members: for example,
there is a three-membered set whose members are Margaret Thatcher, the number 7, and the city of San Francisco.
As this example indicates, the members of a set need not ‘belong together’ in any natural fashion” (Malmkjar
1991:401; see also van der Does 1994).

8 Although the notion of “contrast” is not a crucial element within the definition of Kontrast, a contrast is
often inferred in the context of a Kontrast when “alternative members of some salient set are evoked and, most
importantly, when there is felt to be a salient opposition in what is predicated of them” (Prince 1998:290-91).
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We can now see why wh-questions set up a Kontrast with the result that the constituent

corresponding to the wh-word is selected from and related to a membership set. Consider (13)
again, modified and presented in (14).
(14) What did John do at the party?

[[John [rintroduced [(Kathy] to me]].
Kontrastive Set = {Kathy, Sue, Joyce, . ..}

In (14), the membership {Kathy, Sue, Joyce, . . . } is established either by appealing to
previously mentioned entities (i.e., a contextually established set — that is, Kathy is related to,
for instance, other women who were at the party) or to logically inferable entities (i.e., an
ontologically established set — that is, Kathy is related to other people [either women, men, or
both] who have not necessarily been mentioned but are logical alternatives). Once the
addressee has established this membership set, Kontrast further instructs the addressee to place
Kathy in relation to the other comparable members in the set and, in English, to assign it
nuclear stress. The effect of this structure is to communicate something like, “John introduced
Kathy (not Sue, Joyce, or any other alternative) to me.” Note that in (14) the kontrastive
element Kathy is located within the rhematic VP. Since the Theme and Rheme are the core
information structure concepts in the clause, any constituent that is also kontrastive will
necessarily be either a part of the Theme or Rheme; thus, kontrastive constituents fulfill two
roles within their respective clauses.

Adding the concept of Kontrast to our pragmatic model allows us to refine our
understanding of question-answer pairs, such as those given in (7)-(12), repeated below in (15)-

(20) with the Theme, Rheme, and Kontrast marked by subscripts.
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(15) What happened? Sentence Kontrast
x r[John shut the door].

(16) What did John do to the door? Predicate (Verb)-Kontrast
[+John [[ zshut] the door]].

(17) What did John shut? Argument (Object)-Kontrast
[+John shut [ zthe door]].

(18) Who shut the door? Argument (Subject)-Kontrast
[« rJohn] [;shut [the door]]].

(19) What did John do? Verb Phrase Kontrast
[tJohn [k gshut the door]].

(20) What happened to the door? ‘Subject + Verb’ Kontrast
[[x rJohn] [[x gshut] [;the door]]].

In (15)-(20) I have added the subscript K in the answers in order to illustrate that questions
such as these necessitate the presence of Kontrast in the answer. If the answers were given
without the kontrastive expectations established by the questions, the pragmatic structure of the
answer clauses would not include a Kontrast; the appropriate constituents would be marked
solely for Theme or Rheme, as in (7)-(12). However, once they are in direct response to a
question, the element matching the variable introduced by the wh-word becomes kontrastive in
addition to being rhematic, as illustrated by (15)-(20): the marked constituents are both
new/added as well as “emphasized” such that they are set over against the items in their
respective membership sets (i.e., they function “konstrastively”). As in (14), the Kontrast in
each of the answers in (15)-(20) serves both as the Kontrast and as part of the Rheme; however,
it is also possible that a Kontrastive constituent may be part of the Theme.

In summary, I have defined the two basic pragmatic elements of a clause: the Theme
and Rheme. In addition, I introduced the concept of Kontrast to account for those constituents
which, regardless of whether they are thematic or rhematic, are presented with some sort of

emphasis in the clause. Finally, I have argued that when question-answer pairs are used to
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establish the context and thus highlight the pragmatic contour of the statement in the answer,

the question always requires a kontrastive constituent in the answer. In other words, answers to

direct questions can never be simply theme-rheme; they must always include a Kontrast.

4.2. MAPPING THE INTERFACE BETWEEN SYNTAX AND PRAGMATICS IN BH

Up to this point, I have outlined a approach to word order and focus based primarily on
the works of Lambrecht 1994, Zubizarreta 1998, and Vallduvi and Vilkuna 1998. To
summarize briefly, I have chosen to avoid using the problematic term focus and instead have
described the basic pragmatic structure of the clause using the pragmatic concepts of
Rheme/‘new or added information’ and Theme/‘anchoring information’. Furthermore, I
suggested that the concept Kontrast adequately accounts for those elements in a clause that
appear to be particularly “emphasized.” Discovering how these three communicative concepts

are packaged in BH syntax is the task of this section.

4.2.1. Theme and Rheme in BH Finite Verbal Clauses

As I argued in chapter three, the word order of the basic BH clause is SV unless VS
inversion is triggered (i.e., an element such as a complementizer stands before the subject DP
and verb and results in X-VS order). A significant part of my conclusion was that there is no
syntactic motivation for movement beyond SV and X-VS orders; hence, clauses that exhibit
word order differing from SV/X-VS must represent additional, pragmatically motivated
movement. In the following analysis I will investigate whether these claims are borne out by a

discourse analysis of specific Hebrew texts using the pragmatic model I have outlined above.
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To start with, if BH has SV order as its basic word order, then cross-linguistic word

order studies suggest that it should also exhibit a basic order of pragmatic constituents within
the clause (cf. Firbas 1966:270; Greenberg 1966:100; Lyons 1977:508; Givon 1979:296;
Mallinson and Blake 1981:151): thematic material should be nearer the beginning/left-edge of a
clause, and rhematic material should be nearer to the end/right-edge of a clause. If BH is SV
(as I have argued) and it also exhibits a Theme-to-Rheme order, there are only three options for
the mapping of Theme and Rheme onto any given SVO clause in BH. (Precisely which
mapping has taken place is distinguishable only by the full discourse context.) (21)-(23)

provide the scheme of each of the three mapping options.

(21) g[SV O] ‘Sentence’ Rheme—entire clause presents added information (i.e., there is no Theme)
(22) [+S [V O]] VP Rheme—the Subject DP is thematic; the VP is added information
(23) [1S V [gO]] Object Rheme—the Object DP is the only added information

(24)-(26) provide illustrative BH examples for each of the options in (21)-(23) (the Rheme is

marked in boldface in the word-for-word gloss; the Theme is italicized).

(24) R[SV O] ‘Sentence’ Rheme

“And Abram heard that his relative had been taken captive, he led forth his trained men, born in his
house, three hundred eighteen, and went in pursuit as far as Dan. "He divided he and his servants
against them at night, and he smote them and pursued them as far as Hobah, north of Damascus.
'®And he brought back all the goods, and he also brought back Lot, his relative with his goods, and
even the women and the people. '"And the king of Sodom went out to meet him after his return from
the smiting of Chedorlaomer and the kings who were with him, at the Valley of Shaveh (that is, the
King’s Valley). "*[And Melchizedek, the king of Salem, took out bread and wine.] He was priest of
God Most High, “and he blessed Abram, saying, “Blessed be Abram by God Most High, Creator of
heaven and earth. ’And blessed be God Most High, who delivered your enemies into your hand.”
And (Abram) gave him a tenth of everything. ' And the king of Sodom said to Abram, “Give me the
people and keep the goods for yourself.”

r[0malki-sedeq melek S§alem [hos1’ [lehem wayayin]]]
and-Melchizedek king.of Salem go out(3MS PERF CAUS) bread and-wine

‘and Melchizedek, the king of Salem, took out bread and wine’ (Gen 14.18)
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In Genesis 14.18, there is nothing given in the initial clause (‘and Melchizedek, the king of

Salem, took out bread and wine’) to “anchor” the information to the existing information state
(i.e., the preceding discourse context). Rather, all the elements, the subject DP Melchizedek,
the verb took out, and the object DPs bread and wine, are new to the discourse, hence there is
no syntactic motivation for a word order other than SVO, which is exactly what we find in this
clause.

Many commentaries suggest that there might be a “subtle contrast” being made with the
verbs went out (King of Sodom) and fook out (Melchizedek) which both derive from the same

Hebrew root ys’ : the King of Sodom comes out and makes demands (cf. v. 21) while the King

of Salem, Melchizedek, comes out and provides bread and wine (Sarna 1989:109; see also
Wenham 1987:305; Hamilton 1990:410-11). While this interpretation seems reasonable, such
a conclusion is not warranted by the syntactic-pragmatic structure of the clauses in Genesis
14.14-21.

Why is the SVO clause highlighted in (24) not contrastive? First, based upon the
discourse context, all three of the primary constituents (the subject DP, the verb, and the object
DP) are discourse-new and hence rhematic. Second, I have argued elsewhere that rhematic
entities are never topicalized (i.e., fronted to create a Kontrast) in BH (Holmstedt 2000).
Rather, if a constituent carries both rhematicity and kontrastiveness, the normal BH
construction is left-dislocation. Thus, if Genesis 14.18 intended to set up a Kontrast, it would
most likely be structured as follows: imalki-sedeq melek salem hii> hosi® lehem wayayin ‘and
Melchizedek, king of Salem —he brought out bread and wine’.

Because most Hebraists assume that VS is the normal word order for BH and that the

wayyiqtol form is used to carry narrative forward, the SVO clause in (25) often bewilders
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commentators — “the peculiar order of words is difficult to explain™ (Skinner 1910:101, fn. 1;

cf. Sarna 1989:31).

(25) [+S [xV O]] VP Rheme

320And the man named his wife Eve, because she was the mother of all living. *?and Yhwh God made
garments of skins for the man and for his wife, and clothed them. 2and Yhwh God said, “See, the
man has become like one of us, by knowing good and evil; and now, lest he reach out his hand and
take also from the tree of life, and eat, and live forever . . .”—>*and Yhwh God cast him out from the
garden of Eden, to till the ground from which he was taken. **and he drove out the man; and at the
east of the garden of Eden he placed the cherubim, and a flaming and turning sword to guard the way
to the tree of life. *'[And the man knew Eve, his wife] and she conceived and bore Cain, saying, “I
have produced a man with the help of Yhwh.”

[woha’adam [ryada© [’et hawwa °isto]]]
and-the-man know(3MS PERF) ACC Eve wife-his

‘and the man knew (i.e., sexually) Eve, his wife’ (Gen 4.1)

However, if BH is an SV language, the word order in Genesis 4.1 is not difficult to explain. In
the case of Genesis 4.1, the subject DP, the man, is thematic while the VP, knew Eve, his wife,
is rhematic since this event is discourse-new.

There is an additional, secondary, reason for the SVO (and not wayyiqgtol/X-VSO)
construction in Genesis 4.1: the verse represents a scene change (see Bandstra 1992; Niccacci
1995; Longacre 1996; Van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze 1999), from the episode in the
garden to the new life and family outside of paradise (see Cassuto 1961:197; cf. Coats 1983:64;
Sarna 1989:31-2). Since the wayyigtol form is the usual narrative verb form, it is avoided in
(25) to mark the transition from one scene to the next (see 3.2.4; cf. Wenham 1987:100;
Hamilton 1990:219; Westermann 1984:288). However, this use of SVO order—to mark a
scene change—does not entail that the SVO order in (25) (or in any example) reflects
pragmatically motivated word order.

In (26) Genesis 4.18 provides easily recognizable examples of SVO clauses with only

the object DP marked as the Rheme.
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(26) [1S V [gO]] Object Rheme
'®*And Cain went away from the presence of Yhwh, and settled in the land of Nod, east of Eden.
"And Cain knew his wife, and she conceived and bore Enoch; and he built a city, and he called the

name of city after the name of his son Enoch. "®And to Enoch was born Irad; [and Irad begat
Mehujael, and Mehujael begat Methushael, and Methushael begat Lamech.]

[ywoirad yalad [r’et mohdya’el]
and- Irad beget (3MS PERF) ACC Mehujael

[{imohiya’€l yalad [r’et motGsa’el]
and- Mehujael beget (3MS PERF)  ACC Methushael

[rimoatisa’el yalad [r’et lamek]
and-Methushael beget (3MS PERF) ACC Lamech

‘and Irad begat Mehujael,; and Mehujael begat Methushael,; and Methushael begat Lamech’ (Gen
4.18)

Clearly neither the subject DPs Irad, Mehujael, Methushael nor the verb begat are discourse-
new in any of the three clauses; only the object DPs Mehujael, Methushael, and Lamech,
respectively, are available as the Rheme. The combination of this pragmatic structure and SV
order appears to be common for list-like narrative stretches, such as genealogies (e.g., Ruth
4.18-22; 1 Chronicles 1-2), due to the repetitive nature of such lists (i.e., the use of the same
verbs and DPs to create continuity; contra Wenham 1987:95, fn. 18b).

We have now examined three BH clauses which correspond to the three basic pragmatic
configurations for an SV clause. For each of the SV examples in (24)-(26), I have explained
this pragmatic structure based upon their respective discourse contexts. Significantly, (24)-(26)
support the proposal for BH that the rhematic material is always in contact with the end (or,
right edge) of the clause, whether the Rheme is the sentence (= IP), the VP, or simply the object
DP.

However, as I discussed in chapter three, such syntactically and pragmatically simple

clauses as those given in (24)-(26) are not statistically dominant in the Hebrew Bible: non-SV
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clauses, illustrated in (27)-(28), are frequently used precisely because a literary work such as

the Hebrew Bible is often rife with constituents conveying some sort of “emphasis.” Examples
(27)-(28) illustrate the types of non-SV clauses in Genesis that are not preceded by a clause-
initial function word or fronted phrase (i.e., they are not X-VS). (Note that in the rest of the
examples in this chapter, I have provided an initial notation that summarizes the pragmatic
structure of the clause and the resulting word order. In other words, the notation SOV < S;VO,
as in (27), means that the SOV word order that is found in the clause derives from an
underlying SVO word order in which the verb is rhematic and the subject DP and the object DP

are thematic.)

(27) SOV < [1S [RV 1O]] (i.e., thematic subject and object DPs and a rhematic verb)

'And Sarah lived one hundred twenty-seven years; this was the length of Sarah’s life. And Sarah
died at Kiriath-arba (that is, Hebron) in the land of Canaan; and Abraham went in to mourn for Sarah
and to weep for her. *And Abraham rose up from beside his dead, and said to the Hittites, *““I am a
stranger and an alien residing among you; give me property among you for a grave, so that I may
bury my dead out of my sight.” *The Hittites answered Abraham, “‘Hear us, my lord; you are a
mighty prince among us. In the choicest of our graves, bury your dead; [No man among us will
withhold from you his grave] for burying your dead.”

1S mimmennd [’et qibrd; [rlo”> yiklé [#, mimmoka]]]]
a man from-us ACC grave-his NEG withhold(3MS IMPF) from-you’

‘a man among us will not withhold from you his grave’ (Gen 23.6)

Wenham (1994) proposes that the word order involved in Genesis 23.6 is stylistic: “[The

Hittites] echo [Abraham’s] own terminology exactly in their double reply: positively they say,

999,

‘Bury your dead [A] in the pick of our graves [B]”’; negatively in chiastic opposition they add,

‘None of us would withhold his grave [B] from you to prevent you burying your dead [A].

(1994:127). However, the word order in Genesis 23.6 is explicable apart from an appeal to
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stylistics.” The only constituents within the clause that are not discourse-old are the verb with

its negative, not withhold, and the PP from you.

Moreover, if, as I have suggested, non-rhematic material moves leftward (i.e., to the
beginning of the clause) in order to allow the rhematic material to align with the end (right
edge) of the clause, the implication for (27) is that the object was forced to move left of the
verb, resulting in the SOV order. The only difficulty with Genesis 23.6 is discerning the
pragmatic status of the PP from you. Either it is included in the Rheme, or it is considered
transparent for pragmatic purposes. In any case, the most salient details for this clause are that
the subject DP and the object DP are thematic and thus both are positioned to the left of the
rhematic verb.

The general acceptance of VS order in BH is the likely explanation for the lack of any
discussion about the word order of (28) in the commentaries on Genesis. However, if my
proposal that BH is an SV language is correct, then the VSO clause in (28) must be explained

pragmatically.

9 Although Sternberg’s (1991) rhetorical reading of Genesis 23 is clearly a literary analysis rather than a
linguistic analysis, it offers insights into how the participants in the passage are using the full range of linguistic
devices in order to manipulate each other. Sternberg’s work is a good example of how his type of literary analysis
and the linguistic approach of pragmatics share a common goal —to understand how language is being used in
order to achieve specific purposes—but approach the object of study (i.e., the text) from different directions.
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(28) VSO < [S [tV [RO]]] (i.e., a thematic verb and rhematic subject and object DPs)

’And Leah saw that she had ceased bearing children, and she took her maid Zilpah and gave her to
Jacob as a wife. '°’And Leah’s maid Zilpah bore Jacob a son. ''And Leah said, “Good fortune!” and
she named him Gad. '*And Leah’s maid Zilpah bore Jacob a second son. *And Leah said, “Happy
am I, because the women will call me happy”; and she named him Asher. '“And Reuben went out in
the days of wheat harvest and found mandrakes in the field, and brought them to his mother Leah.
And Rachel said to Leah, “Please give me some of your son’s mandrakes.” "But she said to her, “Is
it a small matter that you have taken away my husband? Would you take away my son’s mandrakes
also?” Rachel said, “Therefore he may lie with you tonight in exchange for your son’s mandrakes.”
1*And Jacob came from the field in the evening, and Leah went out to meet him, and said, “You must
come; because I have hired you with my son’s mandrakes.” And he lay with her that night. '?And
God listened to Leah, and she conceived and bore Jacob a fifth son. *And Leah said, “[God has
provided my reward], (I) who gave my maid to my husband”; and she called his name Issachar.

[natan, [r>°1ohim [£; [gSokari]]]]
give(3MS PERF) God reward-my

‘God has provided my reward’ (Gen 30.18)

In fact, we have a string of these VS clauses beginning direct quotes in chapter 30 as the two
wives of Jacob, Leah and Rachel, continue to produce children and praise God as the source of
the blessing. Genesis 30.6, 20, and 23 (e.g., 30.23 “asap “elohim et herpati ‘God has removed
my shame’)!0 all present VS clauses that bear some type of exclamation following childbirth.
For Genesis 30.18, given in example (28), I propose that VS order reflects the rhematic
marking on the subject DP ‘God’ and the object DP ‘my reward’. From the perspective of the
character Leah, God has been re-introduced into the narrative at this point as the agent of her
pregnancy and delivery (note that the narrator explicitly tells the reader that Leah had stopped
bearing children back in v. 9). In addition to the rhematic subject, the object, Leah’s reward, is
rhematic —she had bartered with Rachel, her rival-wife, for her husband’s sexual attention, and

she received from God her son Issachar as her much sought-after goal.

10 There are two logical possibilities for the pragmatic structure of the VS clauses in Genesis 30.6, 20, and 23:
either the verb is kontrastive (and thus has moved left), or the verb is merely thematic, resulting in the raising of
the verb over the rhematic subject (and object). In both cases, the verb has raised, producing the VS order. For
the clauses in Genesis 30.6, 20, and 23, I suggest that the VS order in each case reflects a kontrastive verb; see
below, example (31), for further discussion.
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The verb ‘give’ is the thematic constituent in Genesis 30.18; this verb has been used

throughout Genesis 30 in reference to the activity of Jacob’s two wives—both give their
maidservants to Jacob in order to have children in their names (Gen 30.4, 9). Furthermore,
Rachel exclaims ‘God . . . has given me a son’ when her maid Bilhah bears a child from Jacob
(Gen 30.6). Finally, Rachel requests that Leah’s son give her some of the mandrakes that found
in Genesis 30.14—this event sets the stage for God giving Leah another son.

I shall conclude our overview of BH clauses that contain only Themes and Rhemes with
the example in (29). (29) illustrates one of the most common pragmatic structures that exists in
the Hebrew Bible: in this clause a function word (in particular, the function word within the

wayyigtol verb; see above in 3.2.4, 3.4.1.2) triggers the raising of the verb.

(29) X-VSO < X-xSVO (i.e., an entire rhematic clause)

"2 And the waters swelled on the earth for one hundred fifty days. *'And God remembered Noah and
all the wild animals and all the domestic animals that were with him in the ark. And God made a
wind blow over the earth, and the waters subsided; 2and the fountains of the deep and the windows of
the heavens were closed, and the rain from the heavens was restrained. *And the waters gradually
receded from the earth. And the waters diminished at the end of one hundred fifty days; *and the ark
came to rest in the seventh month, on the seventeenth day of the month, on the mountains of Ararat.
’Now, the waters continued to diminish until the tenth month; in the tenth month, on the first day of
the month, the tops of the mountains appeared. ‘And it was at the end of forty days, [and Noah
opened the window of the ark that he had made] "and sent out the raven; and it went to and fro until
the waters were dried up from the earth.

[wayyiptah, z[no’h [#,[’et hallon hattebah afer <asah]]]]
and-open(3MS PAST) Noah AcC window.of the-ark REL make(3MS PERF)

‘and Noah opened the window of the ark that he had made’ (Gen 8.6)
Genesis 8.6 presents an example that illustrates the combination of ‘sentence’ rhematic
structure (which would normally result in SV order) and verb raising due to the phonologically
underspecified and semantically vacuous complementizer in the wayyigtol form (see above in
3.2.4 and 3.4.1.2). Noah, although a main character in the flood narrative of chapters six

through nine, has been noticeably quiet as an agent in the material preceding Genesis 8.6. The



221
clause in verse 6 reintroduces Noah and adds that he performed a new activity upon the

previously unmentioned window of the ark;!! thus, all of the constituents are rhematic and the
word order (on account of the use of the wayyigrol form) is X-VSO.

This conclusion for Genesis 8.6 should not be taken to imply that all wayyigtol clauses
will be solely rhematic. In wayyigtol clauses the syntactic raising of the verb overrides any
other pragmatically motivated movement. Thus, any two wayyiqtol clauses may exhibit quite

diverse pragmatic structures; it is merely that the verb will always precede any other

constituents. See 3.2.4 and 3.3.1 for discussion of the wayyigtol form.

In summary, the data provided in (24)-(29) strongly support the proposal that the SV
language BH exhibits rhematic material that aligns with the right-edge of the BH clause.
Furthermore, the examples given in (27) and (28) support the corollary that non-rhematic
material actually moves left in order to avoid being aligned with the right-edge of the clause
(i.e., the rhematic domain). Let us now consider the more complex clauses in which a

constituent also functions as a Kontrast.

4.2.2 Kontrastin BH Finite Verbal Clauses

In the last section, I discussed only the syntactic manifestation of the Rheme and the
Theme in BH. I demonstrated how rhematic constituents lines up with the right-edge of the
clause and how thematic constituents move leftward, if needed, in order to preserve this

alignment. In this section, I shall present clauses with a kontrastive element added to the

1 It is possible that the window refers to the sohar ‘skylight’(?) of 6.16 (cf. Wenham 1987; Sarna 1989;
Hamilton 1990); however, if not discourse-new, the item is certainly reintroduced into the discourse in 8.6 and is
thus rhematic.
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information structure. Examples (30)-(33) illustrate BH clause types that include a Kontrast

and that are not preceded by a syntactic trigger such as a complementizer. (The Rheme is

marked with boldface; the Theme is marked with italics; and the Kontrast is underlined.)!?

(30) OVS < [;S g[VI[kOI]] (i.e., a thematic subject DP, a rhematic VP, and a kontrastive object DP)

**And Jacob became angry, and challenged Laban, and Jacob responded and said to Laban, “What is
my offense? What is my sin, that you have hotly pursued me? ’Although you have felt through all
my goods, what have you found of all your household goods? Set it here before my kinsmen and
your kinsmen, that they may decide between us two. *These twenty years I have been with you, your
ewes and your female goats did not miscarry, and I did not eat the rams of your flocks. *The torn
carcass I did not bring to you; I bore the loss of it myself; of my hand you required it, whether stolen
by day or stolen by night. “*“Thus I was; by day the heat consumed me, and the cold by night, and my
sleep fled from my eyes. *'These twenty years of mine in your house, I served you fourteen years for
your two daughters, and six years for your flock, and you have changed my wages ten times. *If the
God of my father, the God of Abraham and the Fear of Isaac, had not been on my side, surely now
you would have sent me away empty-handed. [God has seen my affliction and the labor of my
hands], and rebuked you last night.”

[Pet onyi wa’et yogi'¢ kappay]; [ra°j; [+>*Iohim g[7; [#]]11]
ACC affliction-my AND-ACC toil.of hands-my see(3MS PERF) God

‘God has seen my affliction and the labor of my hands’ (Gen 31.42)

Although the object-initial word order of (30) is not discussed at any length in many
commentaries, this example exhibits wonderful word order complexity, initiated by the fronting
of the kontrastive object DP. In (30) the subject DP *lohim ‘God’ represents an entity that has
already been invoked (see v. 42) and is thus thematic. The only entity that is available to
function as the Rheme/“added information” is the VP. However, the kontrastive object DP
within the VP has raised leftward to the front of the clause; in turn, the presence of the fronted

object so high in the clause triggers the raising of the remainder of the Rheme,!3 the verb ra’d,

12 There are many logical Kontrast configurations which do not occur in Genesis, but may occur elsewhere.
The examples given in this section represent the limited corpus of Genesis. For instance, VOS which derives from
a kontrastive VP and a rhematic subject DP is a construction that may exist in the Hebrew Bible, but does not
appear in Genesis.

13 A5 I noted above in 4.1.3, kontrastive constituents are also part of either the Theme or Rheme. In (30), the
kontrastive object DP is also rhematic since it is part of the rhematic VP. When the object DP is fronted,
however, it leaves behind the remaining elements of the Rheme (in the case of (30), only the verb remains). It just
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over the Theme/subject DP. Thus, the normal order of the Theme and Rheme in BH is inverted

due to the fronting of the object DP just as when the presence of a complementizer triggers VS

inversion (see chapter three). Significantly, the end result is that the Rheme (the verb ra’d ‘(he)

has seen’) is no longer aligned with the right-edge of the clause due to the ‘X’ element (the

object DP et ‘onyi wa’et yagi'“ kappay ‘my affliction and the labor of my hands’) at the front of

the clause.

The function of the Kontrast in (30) is first to orient the reader to the fronted object DP
Yet ‘onyi wa’et yagi'‘ kappay ‘my oppression and the toil of my hands’ and then to relate it to
the membership set which the reader must establish. In this case, at least two logical
membership sets exist; the membership set could take its cues from the possessive pronoun and
be {my oppression/toil, your oppression/toil, their oppression/toil, . . .} or it could be built
upon the noun and be {my oppression/toil, my offense, . . .}. The former set would highlight
who was being afflicted, whereas the latter set would highlight the difference between the two
men’s interpretations of what Jacob had done—whether Jacob was culpable (Laban’s
assumption) or not (Jacob’s assertion). Perhaps both membership sets are intended. In any
case, this fronting of the object DP is communicating something like the following: Though you
(Laban) have continually treated me unfairly, God has indeed noticed both my hard work as
well as this oppression of me by you.

As 1 mentioned above in the discussion of example (28) (see note 10 above in
particular), the clause in (31) as well as the VS clauses in Genesis 30.6 and 20 include

kontrastive verbs (i.e., the actions or events communicated by the verbs are the pieces of

so happens that in (30), the only remaining part of the Rheme, the verb, is raised (due to Triggered Inversion on
account of the fronted object DP), leaving no part of the original Rheme located at the end/right-edge of the clause.
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information that are highlighted), which is the reason for the uncommon word order (i.e., VS

order without an initial ‘triggering’ constituent).

(31) VSO < [;S [k¢V [O]]] (i-e., a kontrastive/rhematic verb, and thematic subject and object DPs)

'And Rachel saw that she did not bear (any children) for Jacob, and she envied her sister; and she
said to Jacob, “Give me children—and if not, I shall die!” 2And Jacob’s anger was kindled against
Rachel, and he said, “Am I in the place of God, who has withheld from you the fruit of the womb?”.
.. And God remembered Rachel, and God hearkened to her and opened her womb. *And she
conceived and bore a son, and said, [“God has removed my shame”]; **and she called his name
Joseph, saying, “May Yhwh add to me another son!”

[*asap; [r>*Iohim [gg?, [;et  herpati]]]]
remove(3MS PERF) God ACC shame-my

‘God has removed my shame’ (Gen 30.23)

In the case of Genesis 30.23 (unlike Genesis 30.18 in example (28)) the motivating factor for
VS order is the kontrastive verb. The subject DP in Genesis 30.23 (as well as in 30.6 and 20) is
God, but this constituent cannot be rhematic since the referent, God, is not a new discourse
item in the context of any of the examples; nor can we say that God is re-introduced in the
clauses since he is present throughout the narrative as a backgrounded agent. Thus, the subject
DP God is thematic.

Given an SV analysis of BH, the only explanation in each of these cases for the VS
order is that God’s action as expressed in the rhematic verb is kontrastive and thus raised over
the subject. For instance, in Genesis 30.6 Rachel says dananni ’elohim ‘God has vindicated
me’; the membership set for the verb is established ontologically: “either God vindicates me, or
he does not vindicate me/adds to my shame.”!* Likewise, in Genesis 30.23 neither God nor

Rachel’s shame are new/added discourse items (Rachel’s shame, i.e., her barrenness, has been a

14 Theoretically, any verb can be kontrastive since it with its possible negative counterpart easily create a
membership set. However, this is true of most constituents: when I speak in the first person, the non-first person
(the second and third persons) readily creates a membership set. Thus, it is the context of each utterance that
controls both which constituents are kontrastive as well as what other constituents make up the membership set.
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main theme of the narrative since Genesis 29.31 when God effectively shut her womb (cf.

30.2)). What is both rhematic and kontrastive is the removal of Rachel’s shame in verse 23.
SVO order that does not represent pragmatically neutral word order is illustrated in
example (32). Genesis 31.25 presents us with two clauses that illustrate that SVO order can

also be used to present a kontrastive subject DP.15

(32) SVO < [xS [RVO]] (i.e., the subject DP is kontrastive/thematic, and the VP is rhematic)

22And it was told Laban on the third day that Jacob had fled, **and he took his kinsmen with him and
pursued him for seven days and followed close after him into the hill country of Gilead. **And God
came to Laban the Aramean in a dream by night, and said to him, “Be careful that you do not say a
word to Jacob, either good or bad.” And Laban overtook Jacob. [And Jacob pitched his tent in the
hill country,] [and Laban pitched (his tent) with his kinsmen in the hill country of Gilead.]

[xwoya“qob; [gtaqa’; [, [ [>et oh°l6 bahar]]]
and-Jacob  pitch(3MS PERF) ACC tent-his in-the-hill country

‘and Jacob had pitched his tent in the hill country’ (Gen 31.25)

[xkwolaban; [taqaS; [4 [¢ [r’et ’ehayw bohar haggil<ad]]]
and-Laban pitch(3MS PERF) with brothers-his in-the-hill country.of the-Gilead.

‘and Laban pitched (his tent) with his kinsmen in the hill country of Gilead’ (Gen 31.25)
The commentaries say nothing about the word order in Genesis 31.25; rather, most focus on the
semantics of the verb “pitched,” the lack of an object for the verb in the third clause of 31.25
“Laban pitched (his tent),” or the ambiguous reference “in the hill country” in the second clause
(cf. Skinner 1910:397; Sarna 1989:217; Hamilton 1995:296, note 3). What has been noticeably
overlooked about these two clauses is that both contain a Kontrast and that the kontrastive

constituents actually establish the membership set for each other!

15 Note that the pragmatic structure of (32) differs from that of (24), for which I argued that the subject DP
could not be kontrastive. In (24) the subject DP was rhematic and I have argued that rhematic constituents are
never fronted, or ‘topicalized’; rather, if a kontrastive and rhematic constituents is desired, left-dislocation is more
often used. In the case of (32), the subject DP can be kontrastive and hence fronted because it is also thematic, not
rhematic.
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In both clauses in (32), the kontrastive constituents, Jacob and Laban, respectively,

refer to prominent characters in the narrative context; thus, they cannot be rhematic. Laban is
the agent in the clause which initiates 31.25, “and Laban overtook Jacob.” Hence, the switch
to Jacob as the agent in the second clause sets up the Kontrast, which in turn provides for the
second Kontrast in the third clause where Laban is again the agent. The only pragmatic
difference between the second and third clauses of 31.25 is that the verb is rhematic in the first,
whereas it is not in the third. The rhematic material in the third clause is the location where
Laban encamped, presumably in close vicinity to Jacob.

The use of SV word order to present a kontrastive subject DP, as in the two clauses in
(32), does not in any way challenge my proposal that BH has SV order as its basic word order.
There must be an order for presenting a kontrastive subject DP; this order is no different than
that used to present a kontrastive object DP, as in (30): the movement of the kontrastive
constituent to the left edge of its clause. In clauses like (32), the raising of the kontrastive
subject DP would trigger the raising of the verb to the C position in the clause (see above in
3.4); however, since the raised subject DP would already reside higher than C (in [Spec, CP]),
the final word order would remain SV. The syntactic-pragmatic model I have outlined in
chapter three and in this chapter enables us to identify a nuanced pragmatic structure such as
we have in Genesis 31.25.

Unlike the examples presented up to this point, and demonstrating the complexity
available in BH grammar, the SOV order in (33) illustrates constituent movement for multiple

pragmatic reasons.
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(33) SOV < [1xS [rVI[{O]]] G.e., kontrastive/thematic subject DP, rhematic verb, thematic object DP)

'And Abram was ninety-nine years old and Yhwh appeared to Abram, and said to him, “I am God
Almighty; walk before me, and be blameless. 2And I will make my covenant between me and you,
and will multiply you exceedingly.” *And Abram fell on his face; and God said to him, *“I—see!—
my covenant is with you, and you shall be the father of a multitude of nations. >And no longer shall
your name be Abram, but your name shall be Abraham; because I have made you the father of a
multitude of nations. °And I will make you exceedingly fruitful; and I will make nations of you, and
kings shall come forth from you. ’And I will establish my covenant between me and you and your
descendants after you throughout their generations for an everlasting covenant, to be God to you and
to your descendants after you. *And I will give to you, and to your descendants after you, the land of
your sojournings, all the land of Canaan, for an everlasting possession; and I will be their God.” *And
God said to Abraham, [“and!® you shall keep my covenant], you and your descendants after you
throughout their generations.”

[kwoattd;  [Pet barit]; [¢; [rtiSmor [£]1]]
and-you (MS) ACC covenant-niy keep(2MS IMPF)

‘and you shall keep my covenant’ (Gen 17.9)

First, we should notice that the referent of “you,” Abram/Abraham, is not discourse-new and

neither is the item “my covenant” (see vv. 2, 4, 7 in chp. 17).17 However, the verb tismor

‘(you) shall keep’ has not been used previously in the context of this discussion between God

and Abram/Abraham; therefore, it is the rhematic element. Since, as I have noted, baorit ‘my

covenant’ has been introduced previously (multiple times), it is thematic in 17.9 and thus

16 See Miller (1999b) for a discussion of the pragmatics of the conjunction wa/wa when it is used in a speech-
initial position. In particular, Miller argues that the wa at the beginning of Genesis 17.9 “serves to link Abram’s
responsibilities with the previous quotation that enumerates God’s responsibilities. In other words, the two linked
quotations describe the obligations of the speaker (God) and the addressee (Abram)” (1999b:183).

17 Naudé (1999) argues that post-verbal coordinate subjects with independent personal pronouns, like the
second subject phrase in Genesis 17.9, are adjuncts to the clause rather than the syntactic subjects of the clause.
He suggests that the syntactic subject of the clause is a covert/null subject pronoun that is coindexed either with
the personal pronoun in the adjunct or with the entire adjuncted phrase. Furthermore, he proposes that the adjunct
phrase has the syntactic status of right-dislocation.

In the case of Genesis 17.9, there is an overt subject pronoun present as well as a coordinate subject phrase
adjunct. The issue that arises is the pragmatic status of the adjunct phrase: where does it fit into the information
structure of Genesis 17.9?7 If we combine Naudé’s (1997) proposal with a proposal that I have submitted
elsewhere (Holmstedt 2000), that right-dislocation in BH serves as a Kontrast, we may conclude that there are two
kontrastive elements in Genesis 17.9. The initial subject pronoun in Genesis 17.9 initiates the Kontrast while the
adjunct coordinate phrase resumes the Kontrast at the end of the clause and serves to specify further the elements
of the membership (by adding the coordinated phrase ‘and your descendents after you’).
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moves left of the rhematic verb, thereby preserving the appropriate alignment for Theme and

Rheme.

Finally, the use of the independent person pronoun in Genesis 17.9, which is
unnecessary in BH verbal clauses because of BH’s pro-drop character (see 3.4.1.3),
immediately alerts the reader/listener to establish a Kontrast, i.e. Abram/Abraham (and by
extension his descendents) alone (not God, see 17.4, or anyone else) is responsible for keeping
his part in the covenantal agreement that God has been talking about (cf. the cursory notes on
the syntactic element of this clause in Skinner 1910:293; Sarna 1989:125; Hamilton 1990:468;
Wenham 1994:15). This clause exhibits quite a bit of pragmatically motivated constituent
movement: the subject moves left because it is kontrastive and the thematic object moves left
precisely because it is not rhematic. The result is the SOV word order exhibited in (33).

In (30)-(33), I have presented BH clauses that illustrate how BH word order is
influenced by a kontrastive constituent (i.e., a phrase fronted due to pragmatic concerns). The
next example illustrates the type of clause that, in addition to a fronted kontrastive phrase,

includes an introductory function word.

(34) X-Adv-VSO < [;S [RVO [xAdV]]] (i.e., thematic subject DP, rhematic VP, kontrastive
/rthematic adverb)

'And the whole earth had one language and few words. ?And as (men) migrated from the east, they
found a plain in the land of Shinar and settled there. . . ‘And they said, “Come, let us build ourselves
a city, and a tower and its top shall be in the heavens, and let us make a name for ourselves, so that
we will not be scattered upon the face of the whole earth.” *And Yhwh came down to see the city
and the tower, which the sons of men had built. °“And Yhwh said, “See, they are one people, and
they have all one language; and this is the beginning of what they will do; and now nothing that they
intend to do will be impossible for them. "Come, let us go down, and there confuse their language . . .
” ‘Therefore its name was called Babel, [because there Yhwh confused the language of all the earth);
and from there Yhwh scattered them over the face of all the earth.

[ki [Sam; [balal, [ryhwh g[# [Sopat kol  ha’ares [#]]1]11]
because there confuse(3Ms PERF) Yhwh language.of all.of the-land

‘because there Yhwh confused the language of all the earth’ (Gen 11.9)
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Commentators tell us that Genesis 11.9 is an etiology for the name of the location Babel, using

a simple word-play between the name Babel, which may have originally meant ‘gate of the

god’, and the Hebrew verb bdlal ‘he confused’ (see Wenham 1987:241; Sarna 1989:84;

Hamilton 1990:357). The text thus asserts that the tower built in Babel gained notoriety not as
the symbol of humanity’s unity and power, but as the source of fragmentation and alienation
from God. The word order of the clause highlighted in (34) reinforces this interpretation.

The VSO order in (34) follows both an initial function word (the subordinating

conjunction ki ‘because’) and a fronted adverb phrase sam ‘there’. The kontrastive adverb

phrase instructs the reader/hearer to establish a deictic membership set such as {. . . there, here,
somewhere else, . . .} in order to communicate effectively that this place and no other was
where God confused the language of humankind and divided it into many different groups. In
this type of clause, two elements (i.e., the fronted kontrastive adverb phrase and the initial
function word) stand at the left edge of the clause; either one is enough to trigger the raising of
the rhematic verb over the thematic subject DP, resulting in VS word order.

In summary, the data presented in (30)-(34) demonstrate that, in addition to rhematic
material being aligned with the right-edge of the BH clause (as I proposed above in 4.2.1),
kontrastive material moves left in order to be as close as possible to the left edge of the BH
clause. This fronting of kontrastive material triggers the raising of the verb, producing VS
order (when the kontrastive DP is not the subject DP). Now that I have discussed how Theme,
Rheme, and Kontrast are manifested in the syntax of finite verbal clauses, let us examine the

pragmatic structure of participial and verbless clauses.
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4.2.3. Theme, Rheme, and Kontrast in BH Participial and Verbless Clauses

In the last chapter, I noted that the word order of participial clauses (3.2) and verbless
clauses (3.2) differ from that of verbal clauses: in the former two (which have a basic Subject-
Predicate order) function words or fronted phrases do not trigger inversion (i.e., Predicate-
Subject order). Thus, when Predicate-Subject order does occur in participial clauses and
verbless clauses, the motivation is entirely pragmatic. For example, the participial clause in
(35) illustrates Subject-Predicate order and its context suggests that the entire clause is marked
for rhematicity: all three elements in the clause, the subject DP ‘the wind of God’, the verb
‘hovering’, and the PP ‘upon the surface of the waters’, are new information in the creation

narrative.

(35) 'In the beginning of God’s creating the heavens and the earth, “and the earth was formless and void
and darkness was upon the surface of the deep [and the wind of God was hovering upon the surface
of the water)|

[gworl’h >16him [morahepet [<al  poné hammayim]]]
and-wind.of God hover(Fs pTCP) upon surface.of the-water

‘and the wind of God was hovering upon the surface of the water’ (Gen 1.2)

In contrast, the Predicate-Subject example in (36) illustrates pragmatically affected
word order; in the context, the verb ‘knows’ is clearly kontrastive and thus it has been raised

over the subject.

(36) 'And the serpent was more crafty than any other wild animal that Yhwh God had made, and he said
to the woman, “Did God say, ‘You shall not eat from any tree in the garden’?” ?And the woman said
to the serpent, “We may eat of the fruit of the trees in the garden; *but from the fruit of the tree in the
middle of the garden God said, ‘You shall not eat from it, nor shall you touch it, lest you die.”” *And
the serpent said to the woman, “You will certainly not die; *[because God knows that on the day of
your eating from it], (and) your eyes will be opened and you will be like gods, who know good and
evil’

ki [K,Ryﬁc_léa( [>°16him ki boyom  **kolkem mimmennd
because know(MS PTCP) God COMP on-day.of eat(INF)-your from-it

‘because God knows that on the day of your eating from it’ (Gen 3.5)



231
Genesis 3 opens by presenting the interaction of the Serpent and the Woman in the Garden of

Eden. It is also clear from the context that God cannot be rhematic in (36); he has been
mentioned as an agent by the narrator and by both active characters within the narrative,
therefore the constituent ‘God’ must be thematic. If the predicate is kontrastive and the subject
is thematic, the question arises: What element is the Rheme? As I proposed above in 4.1.3, a
constituent can function as both Rheme and Kontrast; this is exactly the case for the predicate
‘knows’ in (36).

Previous to Genesis 3.5 there is no discussion of “God knowing” in any similar context;
thus the participle ‘knows’ is added information (i.e., rhematic). However, though the
participle is rhematic, it has been raised higher than the normal rhematic position. Its position
higher than the subject DP indicates that it also functions as a Kontrast. Thus, in the case of
Genesis 3.5, the Predicate-Subject order of the second clause reflects the pragmatic roles of the
constituents in the clause; in particular, the rhematic verb is also kontrastive, which has resulted
in its position before the subject DP.

The dual pragmatic status of the predicate explains why it is not placed at the right edge
of the root/matrix clause, as rhematic material should be: the kontrastiveness takes precedence
and causes the predicate to move left over the subject towards the front of the clause. The
kontrastive nature of the predicate in Genesis 3.5 requires the establishment of a membership
set such as {knows, does not know, . . . }.18 The Predicate-Subject word order in Genesis 3.5
suggests that the Serpent’s intent is to impute an ulterior motive to God for his command to
abstain from the tree in the garden. According to the Serpent, God’s command is misleading

and self-interested: God knows the status available to the man and woman if they eat from ‘the

18 See above, note 14.
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tree of the knowledge of good and evil’ (2.17), so he forbids them access and declares death the

penalty for disobedience in this matter.

The facts that the serpent maintains are, in the narrator’s opinion, largely accurate. It correctly
indicates the secret power of the tree. Knowledge truly makes one like God (3:22). It is also
true that people do not die immediately after eating. At the same time, the serpent hints at an
elucidation of these facts: God may be jealous so that he begrudges people the great good.
(Gunkel [1910] 1997:17)

Much like participial clauses, such as those I presented in (35) and (36),
verbless/nominal clauses exhibit a base Subject-Predicate order and a pragmatically motivated
Predicate-Subject order. Subject-Predicate order is typically used to convey either that both the
subject and predicate are rhematic or that just the predicate is rhematic (and hence the subject is
thematic). If we look again at Genesis 1.2 (given with Genesis 1.1) in (37), we see an example
of the first type: a Subject-Predicate clause in which all the elements are rhematic. In other
words, in (37) the subject DP ‘darkness’ and the predicative PP ‘upon the surface of the deep’
are both new/added to the discourse.

(37) 'In the beginning when God created the heavens and the earth, *and the earth was formless and void,
and the earth was formless and void [and darkness (was) upon the surface of the deep] and the wind
of God was hovering upon the surface of the waters’

wo[ghoSek [‘al poné  tohdml]]
and-darkness upon face.of deep

‘darkness (was) upon the surface of the deep’ (Gen 1.2)

Unlike the Subject-Predicate clause in (37), the Predicate-Subject example in (38)
exhibits a kontrastive predicative PP ‘to your husband’. Both the subject DP ‘your longing’
and the predicative PP ‘to your husband’ are rhematic; as such, we expect Subject-Predicate
order. However, the Predicate-Subject order in Genesis 3.16 indicates that the narrator is also

marking the predicate ‘to your husband’ as a Kontrast. Thus, the predicative PP is both
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rhematic and kontrastive and the latter function motivates its placement at the left edge of its

clause.

(38) "Yhwh God said to the serpent, “Because you have done this, cursed are you more than all cattle,
and more than every beast of the field; On your belly you will go, and dust you will eat all the days
of your life. "And I will put enmity between you and the woman, and between your seed and her
seed; he shall bruise you on the head, and you shall bruise him on the heel.” And to the woman he
said, “I will greatly increase your pain and your pregnancy; in pain you shall bear children, [and your
desire (shall be) for your husband] and he shall rule over you”

wo[ el *1Sek; [rtosSlqatek £]] wohlG®> yimsal bak
and-to _man-your desire-your and-he rule(3MS IMPF) in-you

‘and your desire (shall be) for your husband (and he shall rule over you)’ (Gen 3.16)

When scholars comment on this verse, they tend to focus on the last two clauses of the verse
that together deal with the woman-man relationship: and to your husband (shall be) your desire
and he shall rule over you (cf. Skinner 1910:82-83; Gunkel 1997:21; Hamilton 1990:201-202;
Sarna 1989:28). The presence of the overt subject pronoun (see 3.4.1.3) in the clause ‘he shall
rule over you’ indicates that the woman will not have the power of self-rule or even co-
rulership in her relationship with man. On this point, commentators have correctly recognized
that the curse on the woman in Genesis 3.16 indicates that there will be marital disharmony as a
consequence of the woman’s disobedience in the Garden of Eden. What is rarely addressed is
the word order in the first half of this stich.

Why is the PP ‘to your husband’ fronted in (38)? There are at least two logical
explantions. Either the fronted PP establishes a kontrastive set with an explicit constituent
from the previous clause, ‘sons’, or the fronted PP establishes a kontrastive set between ‘your
husband’ and ‘yourself’ (i.e., the wife). In the first case, the answer is built upon the
relationship of the clause ‘to your husband shall be your desire’ with the clause preceding it (‘in

pain you shall bear children’), not necessarily with the clause following it (‘he shall rule over
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you’). The the fronting of the PP (in order to indicate a Kontrast) creates a syntactically and

pragmatically explicit relationship between child-bearing and the marital relationship. The
kontrastive relationship between ‘husband’ and ‘children’ in this verse might indicate that, as a
result of the couple’s disobedience, tension will thereafter exist within the entire family, not
merely between the husband and wife. The context explicitly provides the members of the
kontrastive set: {your husband, your children, yourself}.

The second possible explanation for the kontrastive PP ‘to your husband’ in (38) is that
the membership to be established is {your husband, yourself}, which does not necessarily have
anything to do with the preceding clause or the constituent ‘sons’. In this case, the fronted PP
merely highlights the fact that the woman’s curse is the loss of self-rule. The implication is that
the woman had self-rule before the curse and that the loss of self-rule was contrary to her
expectations, thus motivating the fronted, kontrastive PP. The loss of self-rule, then, is
reinforced by the following clause, which serves to make clarify beyond doubt the meaning of
the first clause.

I have now discussed how the pragmatic concepts Theme, Rheme, and Kontrast are
mapped onto BH syntax to produce sundry possible pragmatic structures. At this point I will
propose how we may integrate the pragmatic model that I have presented in this chapter with

the syntactic model for BH clause structure that I proposed in chapter three.
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4.3. PRAGMATICS AND BH CLAUSE STRUCTURE

Throughout the last two sections 1 have discussed syntax in rather basic terms,
focussing on word order and the right or left edges of the clause. I argued that BH rhematic
material lines up with the right-edge of the clause, BH non-rhematic material moves left to
avoid the right-edge, and BH kontrastive material moves the furthest left. The issue that now
arises is how we can fit this pragmatic analysis of the BH clause into the analysis of clause
structure that I presented in chapter three. In this section I will return to the phrase structure
and feature checking components of Chomsky’s Minimalist Program, for which the basic BH
tree diagram is repeated in (39), to see how we might incorporate the pragmatic notions of

Rheme, Theme, and Kontrast.

(39)

/CP\

CY
1P
Subject T
A /\
I vP

Verb
N /\
tSubjecr /v\

| w

Ty Object
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4.3.1. The Recursive CP and Information Structure

The first and most significant point for melding our syntactic and pragmatics models is
that examples like (34) and (36), which each have multiple items at the front of the clause,
reinforce the proposal that BH allows the recursion of the CP domain (see above in 3.4.1.1. In
other words, each of the examples have a function word in the [Spec, CP] (that is, the specifier
position of the Complementizer Phrase) and also have a kontrastive phrase that has been raised
to a position that is below the function word but above all the other constituents in the clause.

Consider example (40) (repeated from (34)).

(40) [k1 [Sam; [balal; [yhwh [# [Sopat kol  ha’ares [£]11111]
because there confuse(3MS PERF) Yhwh  language.of all.of the-land

‘because there Yhwh confused the language of all the earth’ (Gen 11.9)

In (40) the raising of the rhematic verb ‘confused’ was triggered by the ‘X’ element ki
‘because’ at the front of the clause; the only landing-site for the verb is C. Hence, when the
kontrastive adverb sam ‘there’ also raised, it can only raise above the C that holds the raised
verb, and the only phrasal position above C is [Spec, CP]. However, if the function word
‘because’ is in [Spec, CP] and the Kontrast raises to [Spec, CP], then it is obvious that two such
specifier positions are needed. The best solution is to describe the phrase structure of BH as
one that fully employs a recursive, or multi-layered, CP.

In the last chapter (specifically in 3.4.), I introduced the concept of the recursive/multi-
layered CP and I indicated that multiple CPs in BH are used in cases of pragmatically
motivated constituent movement. In a similar analysis of the multi-layered CP and its role in
the pragmatic structure of clauses, Haegeman and Guéron (1999) propose that for English “the

functional level dominating [P may contain a projection whose specifier hosts focalized
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material (FocP) and one or more functional projections whose specifiers host topicalized

material (TopP)” (1999:347; see also pp. 520-522).19

For BH, I propose that the IP (i.e., the ‘intonational phrase’) is the domain of the Theme
and Rheme, and that the multi-layered CP is the domain of any raised constituent, whether a
raised verb (triggered by an initial X constituent) or a fronted kontrastive phrase. In the
terminology of the Minimalist Program, the pragmatic features associated with Theme, Rheme,
and Kontrast attract corresponding features (and their lexical items) in order to be checked; the
effect on constituent movement is that rhematic constituents follow thematic constituents in the
clause and that kontrastive constituents are attracted to the highest open [Spec, CP] position.
The domains of Kontrast, Theme, and Rheme are illustrated in (41) where the arc represents the
pragmatic division of the phrase structure, and the ** on the CP indicates that the CP can be
recursive. (Note that the order of the subject and the verb in (41) represent untriggered, or
basic, order. The parens around the fronted constituent in [Spec, CP] are present to indicate
that if a fronted constituent, or an introductory function word, exists in this position, the verb

would raise from I to C.)

19 Importantly, Haegeman and Guéron do not discuss splitting the notion of “focus” into two distinct
concepts; thus, their pragmatic model necessarily differs from mine, in which Kontrast and Rheme label two
significantly different pragmatic concepts.
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(41)

(Fronted
Constituent)

Subject DP L

Verb vP

When multiple elements (e.g., a complementizer and a fronted phrase) reside in the CP
domain, the ordering for BH will usually be 1) function words, 2) kontrastive constituents, and
3) syntactically triggered raised verbs. The structure in (41) essentially indicates that
everything above the domain of the IP is thematic, unless a rhematic verb has been raised due
to a syntactic trigger. (The highest arc separates constituents which are a part of the clause
proper from those that are not, e.g., left-dislocated items.) Thus, BH is basically a Theme-
Rheme ordered language that exhibits a syntactically triggered inversion, to Rheme-Theme

(primarily when the narrative verb wayyigtol is employed).

4.4. SUMMARY

In the previous chapter, I introduced Chomsky’s Minimalist Program as the guiding
linguistic methodology for this work and presented the basic BH clause types in the language
of this linguistic theory. In this chapter I bridged the gap between syntax and pragmatics in BH
by sketching a working model for the relationship between the two in the BH clause. I

introduced the pragmatic notion of information structure, i.e., the study of how language
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encodes the relationship between (in our case) a text, the author, the reader, and any other

aspects of the textual context. In addition, I discussed the typical notion of focus and then
proposed a more refined understanding of the concept by dividing it into Rheme and Kontrast.
Finally, the notion of pragmatic movement was introduced in order to account for the various
word orders which are not motivated solely by syntax. Two proposals, summarized in (42)-
(43), were outlined for the correspondence between BH word order and the pragmatic concepts

of Theme, Rheme, and Kontrast:

(42) Basic BH word order is SV, but VS order is triggered by an initial function word. All other word
order structures that deviate from (43) result from the pragmatically motivated movement of
constituents.

(43) The basic pragmatic structure of the BH clause has rhematic material aligned with the right-edge of
the BH clause and kontrastive material aligned with the left-edge of the BH clause.20

With the syntactic analysis of chapter three and the two proposals given here in (42) and
(43), we have now laid an adequate foundation for a proper analysis of the relative clause in
BH, which I will undertake in chapter five. There I will return to an analysis of the BH relative

clause and set it within the syntactic-pragmatic model sketched in chapters three and four.

20 An in-depth study of the interaction of specific ‘focus particles’ and word order is beyond the scope of the
present work. However, a preliminary analysis of the most common BH focus operators, rag ‘only’, ’ak ‘only’,
and gam ‘even, also’, does show that most occurrences of these kontrastive operators are situated immediately
preceding the kontrastive constituent at the left-edge of the clause. Enough examples exist in a clause medial
position, though, to suggest that Kontrast operators like these may remain in situ instead of moving left. This
remains an issue for further research; in the meantime I direct the reader to the brief treatment provided in
Heimerdinger 1999:181-82.
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PART III: STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION

S. THE BH RELATIVE CLAUSE: PUTTING ALL THE PIECES TOGETHER

In this chapter I will return to the BH relative clause and examine its syntactic and
pragmatic features within the linguistic framework that I outlined in chapters three and four.
5.1 is an overview of the Chomskyan generative approach to restrictive relative clause
structure. 5.2 covers the linguistic properties of basic BH restrictive relative clauses. 5.3 is an
investigation of the role of resumptive elements in BH relative clauses in which I present both
syntactic and pragmatic explanations for resumption. 5.4 examines BH relative clause

extraposition. Finally, 5.5 returns to the issue of restrictiveness in BH relatives.

5.1. THE BASIC STRUCTURE OF RESTRICTIVE RELATIVE CLAUSES WITHIN CHOMSKY’S
MINIMALIST FRAMEWORK

As I stated in chapter one, the precise structure of the relative clause has been, and will
continue to be, controversial within linguistics.! Not only does the syntactic difference
between restrictive and non-restrictive relatives remain somewhat opaque, the superficial
simplicity of the restrictive relative conceals complexities of, for example, the relationship
between the head and the modifying clause. In this section, I shall review proposals for the
structure of restrictive relatives and identify which one will serve as the foundation for the
following sections of this work.

In chapter two, I illustrated the semantic qualities of relative clauses by comparing them

1 Compare Fabb 1990, Borsley 1992, 1997, and Bianchi 2000; also see Ouhalla 1999:462-65 for a brief
comparison of the more standard analyses of relative clause structure with Kayne's (1994) analysis, which is
motivated by his Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA). Finally, for an overview of the NP versus DP relative
clause structures, see Hoshi 1995:157-78.
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to the semantics of adjectives. Similarly, there is a proposal that the syntactic structure of the

relative clause is the same as that of an adjective, in that both are adjuncts of N' (McCawley
1998:381-90). The structure of noun being modified by both an adjective and a PP is
illustrated in (1).

(1) the poor instruction of Hebrew in the class

NP
/\
the N
/\
poor N'
/\
N' PP
A NIVAN
instruction of Hebrew  in the class

In (1), the adjective poor and the PP in the class are taken to be adjoined to N' (see 2.2.2.), in
other words, they are adjoined to the projection(s) of the head noun instruction. (In contrast,
the genitive phrase of Hebrew, is analyzed as a complement [i.e., a necessary constituent to
“complete” the noun] and therefore as the daughter of N' and the sister of N.) Similarly, a

relative clause can be analyzed as in (2) (see McCawley 1998:381-90, 432-36).
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(2) the professor of Hebrew who taught us

/NP\
the /N'\
/N\ N

professor of Hebrew who taught us

In this analysis, the relative clause who taught us is adjoined to N' and thus contained within the
NP. This analysis seems to explain coordinated heads and their relatives that share a
determiner, as in (3).

(3) those [[seniors who study theology] and [juniors who study philosophy]] are presenting another
colloquium.

The example in (3) suggests that a head and its relative may form a constituent without the
determiner (which is positioned in the specifier, or highest, position within the NP; see above
3.3.4, particularly note 59). Furthermore, the constituent test ‘one-replacement’, in which one
may replace a N' or NP in a conjoined phrase, also suggests that the head and its relative form a
constituent without a determiner (Hoshi 1995:164; McCawley 1998:382; cf. Freidin 1992:46-7;

Haegeman and Guéron 1999:76-7). Consider the following example:

(4) The book that was used that was autographed by the author was worth more than the one that was
not autographed.

The fact that the underlined head-relative combination (without determiner) is replaced by one
indicates that there is a syntactic constituent that includes the relative but excludes the

determiner. However, analyzing (restrictive) relatives as adjunction to N' faces problems when
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words such as someone, anything, and nobody are modified by relatives (5)-(7) (McCawley

1998:436).

(5) Isaw someone who I knew in college.
(6) Did you see anything that you recognized?

(7) Nobody who I met last night has called me.

Each of these words appears to be an NP by itself, since it cannot have a determiner (e.g. *the
anything) or be a modifier for another noun (e.g. *the nobody man). This suggests, then, that
the relative clauses in (5)-(7) modify nothing less than the entire NP (including the determiner).
This fact has motivated other linguists to propose the structure for relative clause illustrated
below in (8), where the relative clause is adjoined to the entire NP, which itself consists of a D
and an N (Ross 1967; Cinque 1982; Andrews 1985; Safir 1986; Alsayed 1998; Haegeman and

Guéron 1999:187).

(8) the professor who taught us
NP'

/N

NP CP

VAN

the professor who taught us

This structure indicates that the relative clause will always modify the entire NP; in other
words, the relative clause cannot modify anything less than the entire NP (including any
determiners, complements, or adjuncts), as in the examples above with someone, anything, and

nobody.
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In contrast, McCawley (1998) suggests that the words someone, anything, and nobody

can be decomposed into parts, a D (some-, any-, no-, every-, etc.) and an N' (-one, -thing, -body,
-where, -time, etc.) (1998:436-7). In this way, McCawley is able to preserve his analysis of

restrictive relatives as adjuncts to N', as in (9).

(9) nobody who has ever met John (= his example (31))
/NP\
D /]\P\
CP

VAN

who has ever
met John

no-  -body

The issue of relative clause structure is even more complex, though—the two options
that I have presented here have been situated only within the older NP framework of noun
phrase structure. In chapter three, however, I adopted the DP framework for noun phrases (see
above in 3.3.2., particularly note 54). Accordingly, if we look at the options for the relative
clause structure within the newer DP framework, there are seven logical possibilities, which
can be divided into two categories: NP-Internal and NP-External (Hoshi 1995:161). The NP-
Internal analysis, illustrated in (10), includes four possible configurations. In (10)a) the relative
clause is adjoined to the NP professor. Thus, the relative clause is a sister of the entire NP and

both are dominated by a projection of the NP.



245

(10) NP-Internal Analysis:
a) the professor; who, ¢, taught us

DP
the NP
NP CP
|
T|
N
professor ¢t who taught us

In (10)b), the relative clause is a sister to N', that is, the relative clause is a sister of a non-
maximal projection of the noun professor. Both the N' and the relative CP are dominated by an
initial NP node, indicating that the relative CP is fully a constituent within the NP (unlike

(10)a) in which the relative CP, as an adjunction to NP, is not quite a full constituent of the

NP).
b) the professor; who; #; taught us
DP
the NP
N' CP
N
professor ¢t who taught us

In (10)c) the relative clause is adjoined to an N' and also dominated by another N'. In this
configuration, the relative clause is a sister of one projection of the noun professor and yet it is

also dominated by another non-maximal projection of the N.
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¢) the professor; who; #; taught us

DP
the NP
Nl
N' CP
N
professor ¢t who taught us

Finally, in (10)d), the relative clause is a sister of the head noun itself. Furthermore, both the

head noun and the relative CP are immediately dominated by the NP.

d) the professor; who, ¢, taught us

DP
the NP
N CP
professor t who taught us

In summary, all four of the structures in (10) illustrate that an analysis in which a
restrictive relative clause is contained within the NP and does not form a constituent with the
determiner (D) at any level. In contrast to these NP-Internal options, the NP-External analysis
relates the relative CP to the D rather than to any projection of the head noun. For the NP-
External analysis, there are three logical configurations, illustrated in (11). The example in

(11)a) presents a restrictive relative CP adjoined to the entire DP, both being dominated by a
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projection of the DP. In this structure, the relative CP is a sister to the DP the professor. In this

way, the relative CP is “contained” within the highest projection of the DP; however, the
relative CP is clearly not contained within any part of the head NP.

(11) NP-External Analysis:
a) the professor; who, ¢, taught us

DP
DP CP
the NP ¢ who taught us
professor

In (11)b) the relative CP is a sister to D', the projection of the determiner that includes the head

NP. Both the D' and the CP are immediately dominated by the maximal projection DP.

b) the professor; who, ¢, taught us

DP
D' CP
the NPt who taught us
professor

Finally, in (11)c) the relative CP is adjoined to D', meaning that both the first D' and the

relative CP are dominated by another non-maximal projection, D'.
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¢) the professor; who, ¢, taught us

D|P
Dl
D' CpP
D P ¢ who taught us
the
professor

On the one hand, the NP-Internal structures in (10) visually represent the analysis
wherein the relative CP is contained within the NP and that the NP and the relative CP
constitute a constituent apart from the D. On the other hand, the NP-External structures in (11)
represent the analysis wherein the relative CP stands outside of the NP so that the D, NP, and
relative CP together (i.e., nothing less than all three combined) form a constituent. The only
difference among the individual possibilities contained in (10) and (11), respectively, is the
attachment site of the relative CP—whether the relative CP is adjoined to the highest projection
of the NP/DP, respectively, or to some node lower in the clause.

With seven logical possible structures for the relative clause, we must resort to
empirical data to suggest which one we should use. First, the NP-External configurations in
(11) fall short on the same grounds that the adjunction to NP (see example (8)) did in the pre-
DP hypothesis analysis above: coordination and one-replacement constituents tests as well as
the evidence of the complex words someone, anyone, etc., suggest that the relative clause and
the head form a constituent without the determiner. This leaves the four NP-Internal

configurations given in (10). Setting aside (10)a) for theoretical reasons (see Chomsky
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1995b:330-4), Hoshi (1995) argues that all three of the relative clause structures in (10)b)-d)

are possible and the choice regarding which one is used depends on the structure of the overall
NP (see Hoshi 1995:165-78 for more discussion). This accords well with Chomsky’s bare
phrase structure in that the relative clause is attached to whatever projection of the head noun
is necessitated by the overall structure of the entire NP. For example, if the NP is simple, as

(12)a), the relative clause may be a sister of N.
(12) NP-Internal Analysis:

a) the professor; who, ¢, taught us
DP

NP

CP

/N

professor t who taught us

However, if the head NP has a complement, as in (12)b), the relative CP is positioned as a

sister of N', under NP.

b) the professor of Hebrew; who, ¢, taught us
DP
/\
the NP
/\
' CP

PP

N

N
professor of Hebrew t who taught us
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The complement PP that modifies the head noun necessitates that the N' node is projected in

order for the structure to contain a complement position for the PP of Hebrew. Thus, the
restrictive relative CP in (12)b), as an adjunct, is located farther from the head noun than the
head’s complement.

Finally, if the NP is modified by an adjective (which is itself an inner adjunct), the

relative may be adjoined to a higher N', as in (12)c).

¢) the young professor; who, 7, taught us

DP
the NP
Nl
N' CP
AP N
young professor ¢ who taught us

In summary, the examples in (12) illustrate how the phrase structure of the NP adapts to
accommodate whatever modifying constituents are inserted from the lexicon. (12) provides a
progression of NP phrase structure that includes relative clause modification, from a simple NP
head, to a head NP with a complement, and finally to a head NP with an adjunct that is closer
than the relative CP.

Up to this point we have merely discussed the relationship between the relative clause
and its head. Notice that in each case the head of the relative is also coindexed with the relative

word. While on one level it is intuitive that the head and the relative word share the same
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reference, this fact is often given linguistic explanation in the form of the predication rule

(Safir 1986; Fabb 1990; Haegeman 1994:408-409; Alsayed 1998:48-49; cf. Hoshi 1995:181-
93). The predication rule assumes that a subject and its predicate are sisters and share an index;
thus, since the relative clause modifies, or is ‘predicated of” the head, it is also a sister and is
coindexed to the head.

The final crucial feature of the generative analysis of relative clauses is the movement
nature of relative clause formation. Looking at examples (13) and (14), we can apply the
generative notion of constituent movement introduced in chapter three in order to explain the
gap/trace? inside the relative clause. (13) represents the base structure of the matrix clause and
the relative clause before any movement. (Note that once the relative word which replaces the
dog as the object of the second clause, these two clauses represent an incomplete
derivation—the second clause clearly cannot serve as a grammatical product without further
operations.) In (14) we see that the movement of the relative word which (that has replaced the
object DP the dog) creates the gap/trace in the relative clause. Movement of the object which

explains how the accusative Case of the transitive verb bought can be checked.

(13) I'love the dog. I bought [the dog].

(14) I'love the dog which I bought 7.,

In (14) the relativized (wh-word) object of the verb bought (which corresponds to the dog, as in

(13)) moves to the [Spec, CP] position.

2 Within the Minimalist Program, the copy theory of constituent movement has again been adopted: “. . . the
trace left behind [when a constituent moves] is a copy of the moved element, deleted by a principle of the
P[honological] Florm] component in the case of overt movement. But at L[ogical] F[orm] the copy remains,
providing the materials for ‘reconstruction’” (Chomsky 1995b:202). In this approach, the relativized constituent
leaves a copy behind that is deleted when the derivation reaches the Phonological Form by virtue of Spell-Out.
However, the copy remains in the original position at the Logical Form for the purposes of interpretation.
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In summary, in this section I have presented the basic syntactic features of restrictive

relative clauses. In particular, I have described the various analyses concerning the attachment
cite of the relative CP and have concluded that Hoshi’s (1995) proposal for the NP-Internal
position of the relative clause, set within the DP framework for noun phrases, is the most
appropriate. With the general framework for relative clause structure that I have outlined in

this section, let us now examine the structure of BH relative clauses.

5.2. BASIC BH RELATIVE CLAUSES WITHIN THE MINIMALIST FRAMEWORK

In 5.1 T presented the basic issues of relative clause structure within Chomskyan
Generative linguistics. We may now use this generative understanding of the relative clause as
we turn to our analysis of the BH relative clause. By re-analyzing the BH relative clause data
presented in chapter two and building upon the BH clause structure proposed in chapter three, |
will demonstrate in the rest of this chapter that the generative analysis provides insights into the
structure of the BH relative clause that 1) need to be incorporated into our understanding of BH
grammar, and 2) lead to insightful exegetical results. As a foundation for the ensuing
discussions of more complex issues (e.g., null heads, null relative words, resumption), the next
section will describe the basic headed restrictive relative, the headless restrictive relative, and

the unmarked/bare relative in BH.
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The structure of the basic headed restrictive relative in BH is slightly more complex

than the English example in (12) above. The additional complexity is due both to the presence
of relative complementizers in BH (i.e., *Ser, se, and zeh/zii/z6 are similar to that in English, as
opposed to the English relative pronouns, e.g., who, which) and to Triggered Inversion word
order (see chapter three). This complexity requires that two C positions exist in the phrase
structure of BH relatives: one to accommodate the relative complementizer and one to

accommodate the raised verb (see 3.4.1.1 for further discussion of the recursive CP), as in (15).
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A

(15) wo’issa >Ser yiSkab S otah Sikbat  zara‘
and-woman Op REL lie(3MS IMPF) man with-her3 lying.of seed

‘(as for) a woman, Op, who a man lies with her, (with regard to) copulation . .." (Lev 15.18)
NP
’1884; /CP\
Op; /C‘\
C? Cp
Rgar /\
C! 1P
yiskab
A
s I
Tyiskab VP
by N
\'%A AdvP

Sikbat zara¢

v PP
Lyiskab °Otéh,

3 Although the vocalization of ’0tdh suggests that it is the accusative marker ‘et with the 3FS suffix, in Lev
15.18 I analyze it as the preposition ’e¢ ‘with’ with the 3FS suffix. The confusion between these two homonymous
words in later BH is not uncommon (see Jotion and Muraoka 1993:343).
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Furthermore, even though BH does not use overt relative pronouns (i.e., relative words

that carry morphological features [e.g., Case, person, number, gender] that agree with either the
head of the relative or with the position that the relative word corresponds to within the relative
clause), it is proposed for theoretical reasons that a null relative pronoun, Op(erator), still
resides in [Spec, CP]. This Op is coindexed with both the head noun as well as with any
resumptive constituent (e.g., the object of the PP ’6tdh in (15)) or trace within the relative
clause. Since (15) contains a resumptive pronoun within the PP that is inside the relative
clause, the null relative pronoun (Op) is selected from the lexicon and placed directly in [Spec,
CP]. Thus, there is no constituent movement that relates to the relativized DP. (See below in
5.3 for further discussion of the syntactic structure of resumptive relative clauses.)

The arrows in (15) illustrate the Triggered Inversion of the verb yiskab, which must
raise from I (where it has already overtly raised to from V in order to check its agreement
features) to C to check its features against the head C. That Triggered Inversion occurs in BH
relatives is supported by the statistical fact that out of the almost 1,200 BH *ser relative clauses
with an overt subject in a finite verbal clause, only 2% exhibit SV word order;* in other words,
an overwhelming 98% of BH *ser relatives clauses with a finite verb exhibit VS word order
(see 3.2 for a discussion of the word order in finite verbal clauses versus that of participial and
verbless clauses).

The basic recursive structure of the CP within BH relative clauses extends beyond the
two layers needed for the relative complementizer and the raised verb. Although the typical

order of constituents in BH relatives is complementizer-VS, the fact that a few relatives clauses

4 See, for example, Lev 4.22; Deut 9.2; 2 Kgs 22.13; Isa 62.2; 66.13; Jer 1.17; 22.25; 29.25; 31.32; 39.17; Mic
6.12; Zech 1.15; 11.2; Mal 2.14; Psa 1.3; 104.17; 144.8, 11; Job 3.23; 5.5; 15.18; 19.27; Qoh 6.12; 7.22; Dan 1.10.
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(e.g., just 2% of “ser relatives) with different orders exist, necessitates that our syntactic

explanation of BH be able to describe this diversity. First, examples of SV order following the
relative complementizer, as in (16), suggest that the recursive CP is able to account for the

fronted subject DP.

(16) woqora’ lak Sem hadas *>Ser pi yhwh yiqq°benni
and-call(3MS PERF MOD PASS) to-you name new Op REL mouth.of Yhwh designate(3MS IMPF)-it
‘and to you shall be called a new name; Op, which the mouth of Yhwh shall designate it (Isa
62.2)

DP
$em hadas,

Op;

/C\

C? CP

)ager /\
1

A

p

C|
A /\
C P

yiqq°bennd;

toi o -
yiqq°bennd VP

In addition to the fronting of a subject DP, there are a few relative clauses, as in (17),

that exhibit multiple embedding, necessitating a recursive CP structure. In (17), the relative
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clause contains within it another level of embedding: a interrogative clause headed by a wh-

word, lammad.

(17) yare> ?ni’et **doni hammelek . . .>*Ser lamma yir’eé ’et  ponékem zo“pim
afraid I AcC lord-my the-king Op REL why  see(3MSIMPF) ACC faces-your dejected(MP PTCP)

‘I am afraid of my lord the king, . . . Op, who why should t,(he) see your faces dejected . . .?’ (Dan
1.10)

DP

*doni hammelek; CP

Op;

/C\
C? CP
- /\
lamma C
Cl /\

yir’é

1P

tyir’é VP

’et ponékem . . .

In addition to rare examples like (17) (which exhibits only syntactically motivated
constituent movement), there are examples of BH relatives in which movement is also

pragmatically motivated (example (16) above is one). In chapter four (see especially 4.3), I
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proposed that the BH word order data are best explained by the basic principle that rhematic

material remains near the right edge of the clause while thematic and kontrastive material
moves to a position near the left edge of the clause. If we apply this proposal to the relative
clause, we see that the recursive CP can accommodate BH relative clauses that exhibit both
typical verb raising (i.e., Triggered Inversion) as well as the raising of non-rhematic

constituents, such as the PP in (18).

(18) wohakkohen haggaddl me’ehayw >Ser ydsaq al ro’S6  Semen
and-the-priest the-great from-brothers-his Op REL pour(3MS IMPF PASS) upon head-his oil.of
hammisha
anointing
‘and the priest, greater than his brothers, Op; who upon his; head is poured the oil of anointing’
(Lev 21.10)

DP
hakkohen . . ., Cp
Op;

/C\

C? CP

»Sor /\
2

C CP
ylsaq /\
C! 1P
al r9°86; N
\\
A .
. \\~
Semen hammisha VP

Ll 15°36
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In the relative clause in Leviticus 21.10, the verb yiisaq ‘is poured’ is attracted to a C position

by the feature that is associated with the relative word *Ser in the higher C. In addition, we see

DYA ¢

the raising of the PP ‘al r0°s6 ‘upon his head’ over the subject DP Semen hammisha ‘the oil of

anointing’. Clearly, the raised PP cannot be kontrastive since it has not been raised higher than
the verb in C (i.e., if the PP or any constituent within the PP were kontrastive, we would see a
PP-V-S order inside the relative clause). A possible explanation for the position of the raised
PP, higher than the subject but lower than the raised verb, is that it carries thematic status. The
PP contains an NP-internal resumptive constituent, indicating the NP object of the preposition
is in some way coreferential with the head NP, thus the entire PP must be assigned thematic
status by virtue of being linked to a previously mentioned item in the discourse.

There are even a few BH relative clauses in which the constituent that is fronted for
pragmatic reasons lands in a site higher than that of the raised verb (such as example (16)
above; see Peretz 1967:97). Examples (19) and (20) illustrate the positioning of a constituent
after the complementizer but before the raised verb. In (19) the fronted PP b7 ‘by me’ functions
as a Kontrast, highlighting the olive tree’s claim that it is only by it that gods and men are

honored.
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(19) wayyo’mer lahem hazzayit heh°dalti et diSni »%er bi
and-say(3MS PAST) to-them the-olive tree WH-cease(1CS PERF) ACC fatness-my Op REL in-me
yokabbodi >lohim wa>'nasim
honor(3MP IMPF) gods and-men

‘and the olive tree said to them: Should (I) cease (producing) my, fatness Op, which by me; gods and
men are honored’ (Judg 9.9)

DP
disni; /CP\
Op; C

CP
“Ser /\
bi C
R /\

Cl

1P
yokabbodil /\
>*15htm wa>*nasim I

Tyokabbadii VP

t >*I6him wa>*nasim

N\

Tyakabbadii fi
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Similarly in (20), the object DP saddagd ‘righteousness’ is fronted (indicating its

kontrastiveness) in order to highlight the sarcasm of the prophet’s description: sinful Israel
continues to seek God as if it was ‘like a nation that has done [any] righteousness’.
(20) kogody >Ser sadaqa <asa

like-nation Op REL  righteousness do(3MS PERF)

‘like a nation, Op, that t, has done righteousness’ (Isa 58.2)

N\

CP

g0y; /\
Op; C

C? CP

DY

ser

sodaqa

C|
) /\
1

C

@sa

1P

tas VP

V|

v Object NP

t ‘asa [SQ daga
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Besides the basic BH relative clause that is introduced by a relative complementizer, I

have also claimed (in 2.4) that the morpheme haC- (which also functions as the Hebrew
definite article) serves as a relative word. Following Siloni 1995, I claimed that, as in Modern
Hebrew, this type of BH relative is restricted to subject relatives (i.e., the head of the relative
must also be the subject within the relative). According to Siloni, the structure of haC-
relatives does not differ significantly from normal DPs, apart from that fact that the D (i.e.,
haC-) in haC- relatives takes a clausal complement, as in (21). (See 3.4.2 for a discussion of

the structure of BH participial clauses.)

(21) limsilla ha<ola mibbét >el Sokema
to-highway Op REL-ascend(FS PTCP) from-Bethel Shechem-to

‘of a highway, Op; that t; goes up from Bethel to Shechem’ (Judg 21.19)

DP
mosillj; Dp

Op; D

A

D 1P
ha \\\
ti Z;ICP
pic PtcP
‘cla
DP Ptc'
z‘i
Ptc PP

tia mibbét ’el Sokema
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In this section I have described the basic syntactic structure of BH restrictive relative

clauses. I have discussed how the presence of a relative word triggers VS order in the vast
majority of BH relative clauses. I have also presented a few of the rare non-VS BH relative
clauses to illustrate how pragmatic concerns (e.g., kontrastiveness) influence the word order.
However, all of the relative clauses that we have examined up to this point have been overtly
headed. Next I will investigate how we may describe the syntax of those BH relatives that have
covert/null heads.

The structure of null head BH relatives (i.e., relatives without an overt head) does not
differ at all from the more common overtly headed relatives. Null head BH relatives contain a

null relative pronoun (Op) and a relative complementizer (e.g., *ser). Since relatives constitute

a CP, and CPs function syntactically as the clausal equivalent to a noun, null head relatives
(like overtly headed relatives) may be in the subject, object, or oblique position. The null head
(pro) 1s licensed by whatever head governs it (V, I, or P are all able to license pro in BH). Two
factors determine the interpretation of the null head: the position of the trace within the relative
clause and the discourse context (see Haegeman and Guéron 1999:604-9). For instance, in (22)
the position of the trace within the clause indicates that the referent of the null head pro is the

object of the verb ‘Gsd, a verb that selects an inanimate object. Furthermore, the prior context

suggests that the referent of the null head is the event of Noah’s youngest son, Ham, “seeing his

father’s nakedness” (Gen 9.22).
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(22) wayyeda“ gt >*er <asa 10 band haqqatan
and-know(3MS PAST) ACC pro; Op; REL do(3MS PERF) #; to-him son-his the-young

‘and he knew pro; (the thingloffense) Op, that his youngest son had done t; to him’ (Gen 9.24)

DP
pro; Cp
Op; Q
N /\
2 CP
Ser /\
C|

boné haqqatan

N

£ @sa
' b(>\

/\ 16
P

11 @sa 5
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Although null head relative clauses are fairly common in the Hebrew Bible, they are

often misinterpreted (see below, 5.4). For instance, Exodus 14.13 has been analyzed and
translated in various ways, sometimes as a relative clause (with the antecedent inside the
relative!; see the NRSV, NIV, NAS95, JPS, Durham 1987), other times as the “modal” use of
»Ser ‘just as’ (equivalent to ka’’ser) (Childs 1974; Clements 1972). Consider Exodus 14.13

given with its context in (23).

(23) '°And Pharaoh drew near, and the Israelites lifted their eyes, and behold, the Egyptians were coming
after them. And the Israelites feared greatly and cried out to Yhwh. ''And they said to Moses, “Was
it because there were no graves in Egypt that you have taken us away to die in the wilderness? What
is this that have you done to us by bringing us out of Egypt? "Is this not the thing that we told you in
Egypt, ‘Let us alone and let us serve the Egyptians’? Because serving the Egyptians is better than
dying in the wilderness.” *And Moses said to the people, “Do not be afraid, stand firm, and see the
deliverance that Yhwh will accomplish for you today; [because you who see the Egyptians
today—you shall never see them again]. “*Yhwh will fight for you, and you shall keep silent.”

ki ’%er ro’item ’et  misrayim hayyém 16>  tosipQ lir’6tam
because pro OP REL see(2MP PERF) ACC Egypt  the-day NEG add(2MP IMPF) to-see(INF)-them

6d ‘ad <6lam
again until ever
‘because pro(you) Op; who t; see the Egyptians today—you shall never see them again’ (Exod 14.13)

Clearly, the first option I described above, that the second *ser clause in Exodus 14.13 is an

internally-headed relative, reflects a misunderstanding of BH grammar: BH only uses an
externally-headed relative clause formation (see 2.1-2). Furthermore, the second option, that

the “ser clause in Exodus 14.13 is analogous to a ka*“Ser clause (see 2.2.2) ‘(just) as/when’,
avoids directly addressing the structure and function of the simple *ser clause. On the basis of
these similar observations, Vervenne (1995) examines the function of the second *ser clause in
Exodus 14.13 and proposes a third option. Vervenne suggests that the *sSer clause in (23) is a

“initial superordinate clause,” i.e., a null head relative (1995:197). This conclusion is at once

the simplest analysis, since it avoids treating the *’Ser clause as a more complex ka”Ser clause,
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and a grammatically accurate analysis, since it avoids implicitly claiming that BH employs

internally-headed relatives.

The final basic variety of BH relatives is the unmarked, or bare, relative clause (see
2.6). These clauses may have either an overt or a null head; what distinguishes them from
other relatives is the absence of a relative complementizer, such as *ser. In the examples
below, it is assumed that these bare relative clauses still have a null relative pronoun, Op; the

absence of the relative complementizer is marked by the @).

(24) “datoka ganita gedem
congregation-your Op @ acquire(2MS PERF) ancient ¢

‘your congregation Op; @(which) you acquired t; long ago’ (Psa 74.2)
DP

(a(_if_i'LQKE_l; CP

A
AN
VAN

tqdmtd
tpr°/>/\

qamta 15 i
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In this section, I examined the basic structure of BH relative clauses within the

linguistic framework of the Minimalist Program. I presented BH data from overtly headed
relative clauses, covertly/null headed relative clauses, and unmarked/bare relative clauses. 1
connected the overwhelmingly VS word order of BH relatives to the phenomenon of Triggered
Inversion, which I introduced in chapter three. Finally, I illustrated how we can explain the
rare non-VS examples by means of the pragmatic model I outlined in chapter four. In the next
section, I will reexamine the issue of resumption within relative clauses (see above in 2.5) and
submit a proposal for 1) the syntactic differences between resumptive and non-resumptive
relative clauses, and ii) the semantic/pragmatic function of resumption or the lack of

resumption within BH relatives.

5.3. RESUMPTION AND BH RELATIVES WITHIN THE MINIMALIST FRAMEWORK

In 2.5 I introduced and surveyed the phenomenon of resumption in BH relative clauses.
There I suggested that there are constraints on when resumption is used. In this section we
shall investigate current proposals for resumption cross-linguistically to discern whether they
illuminate the BH phenomenon of resumption in relative clauses.

The phenomenon of resumption in relative clauses has engendered hundreds, if not
thousands, of pages in the linguistic literature in the attempt to solve two questions: 1) how
does the syntax of resumptive relative clauses relate to that of non-resumptive relative clauses?;
and 2) what motivates the choice between resumption or the lack of resumption—syntax,
semantics, or pragmatics (see Sells 1984; Prince 1990; Demirdache 1991; Shlonsky 1992;

Prince 1997; Sufier 1998; Sharvit 1999a)? The following discussion shall address both issues.



268
5.3.1. Structure of Resumptive Restrictive Relatives

Above, in 5.1.1, I briefly described the various possibilities for the restrictive relative
clause and concluded that the structure in (25) (see (12)a-c)) best accounts for the relationship

between the relative clause proper, the relative word, and the modified head.

(25) The man who we saw

DP
D NP
The /\
N CP
man

who, P

we saw f,

The relative clause structure in (25) illustrates the formation of a relative clause by the

movement of a constituent within the relative to [Spec, CP]. A trace (or a copy of the moved
constituent that is later deleted at the Logical Form interface; see Chomsky 1995b) is left in the
position from which the constituent is raised. Hence, typical relative clauses in English, as in
(25), lack overt resumption of their head.

In a similar fashion, in typical BH relative clauses, which are non-resumptive,
illustrated in (26), the moved constituent is attracted to the highest [Spec, CP] because the head

C? (i.e., the higher C, which contains the complementizer *ser) has features that must (and can

only) be checked and eliminated by the relativized constituent.
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(26) *et kol haddobarim >%Ser dibber yhwh el moSeh
AcC all.of the-words Op REL speak(3MSPERF) ¢t Yhwh to Moses

‘all of the words; Op, which Yhwh said t; to Moses’ (Exod 4.30)

NP
dobarim, P
Op; C
A /\
C? CP
Aser /\

C! IP

dibber /\
yhwh I

I VP

Ldibber

tthh

\" PP
’el moseh

Laibber DP

In relative clauses such as the one presented in (26), the feature that is associated with C

must be a strong feature to motivate overt movement in this type of relative. Sufier (1998)
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suggests that we label this feature of C [+pronominal] (1998:344); as such, the [+pronominal]

feature attracts the relative pronoun (which is a null operator in BH, represented by Op) from
its position of origin to [Spec, CP] in order that the features on both may be checked via Spec-
Head agreement.

In contrast to relative clauses that leave a trace/copy and thus follow the pattern
illustrated in (26), many BH relatives (and relatives in numerous other languages, e.g., Standard
Arabic, Yiddish, Irish, Spanish; see Demirdache 1991; Sufier 1998) contain resumption of the
head noun by means of an overt constituent within the relative clause that is coreferential with
the head. The structure of such relative clauses cannot be the product of movement since the
resumptive pronoun has not moved from its position within the relative clause. In other words,
there is no gap/trace in the relative clause that indicates that a constituent has moved. Rather,
in BH resumptive relative clauses the head C does not have a feature that attracts the raising of
the resumptive pronoun from within the relative clause. Using Sufer’s analysis, the C of
resumptive relatives must carry the feature [- pronominal], indicating that the feature is not
strong and thus does not motivate movement in the overt syntax (1998:344). In resumptive
relative clauses, since the pronoun within the relative clauses that corresponds to the head of
the relative clause remains in situ (i.e., it is not raised to function as the relative pronoun), then
a null relative operator (Op) must be directly inserted into [Spec,CP] from the lexicon at the
initial stages of the derivation. The structure of BH resumptive restrictive relatives is

illustrated in (27).
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(27) z6’t ha’ares >Ser titnah®la >otah bogoral
this the-land Op REL  inherit(2MP IMPF) ACC-it in-lot

‘this is the land, Op, that you shall inherit it, by lot’ (Num 34.13)

v Object NP
tti;nah“la )(_)tﬁh.
tah . ..

NP
ha’ares; Cp
Op; ‘
A
|
|
| »Ser CP
i
|
|
: titnah®la P
|
|
|
:
| \
: pro [
l AN
| \
|
| N
! I VP
: Litnah‘la
:
|
|
: t pro V|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

In (27) the head of the relative clause, hd’ares ‘the land’, is resumed within the relative
by the coreferential 3FS pronominal suffix attached to the accusative marker, °6tdh ‘ACC-it’.

This resumptive constituent serves as the object within the relative clause; thus there is no
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empty position (i.e., gap) within the relative from which the relative pronoun could have

moved. The result is insertion of the relative pronoun Op directly from the lexicon; without
such insertion, the formation of the relative clause would not be complete.

In summary, BH has two syntactic strategies for relative clause formation. In one
strategy, the computational system selects from the lexicon a C that carries the feature [+
pronominal]; this strong feature attracts the null relative pronoun (Op) to [Spec, CP] in overt
syntax. Thus, there is a gap/trace left within the relative clause from which the moved
constituent raised. In the other strategy, the computational system selects from the lexicon a C
that carries the weak feature [-pronominal]; in this case, the constituent is not attracted to
[Spec, CP] in overt syntax. Thus, the constituent remains in situ in the form of a resumptive

element (e.g., the accusative marker ‘et plus a pronominal suffix, as in (27)).

5.3.2. Resumption — Why?

Although it is well-known that Biblical Hebrew has two syntactic ways to form relative
clauses, the question of why each is used in a given context has yet to be addressed (see 1.1.4
for an overview of previous studies). In the linguistic studies of resumption in other languages,
there have been three basic types of proposals: those that attempt to describe the difference in
purely syntactic terms (Shlonsky 1992; Doron and Heycock 1999); those that suggest a
semantic solution (Doron 1982; Sells 1984); and finally, those that find the answer in
pragmatics (Prince 1990, 1997; Suner 1998). In this section I briefly describe each approach
and comment on the applicability of each to Biblical Hebrew; I will start with the syntax-based

approach.
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Shlonsky (1992) suggests that resumption in Modern Hebrew is a ‘last resort’ strategy,

that is, it is required to overcome what would otherwise be a failure to meet grammaticality
(see also Chomsky 1995b:28, 257, 261, 280). He begins his analysis by examining the
environments in which resumption is obligatory in Modern Hebrew relative clauses. The first
is when the head noun corresponds to an NP-internal position within the relative, as in (28) (see
also Sells 1984:65; Glinert 1989:364).

(28) ha’1is  Sera’iti et iSto/*ist- (Shlonsky 1992:445)5

the-man that-see(1CS PERF) ACC wife-his

‘the man who I saw his wife’

In (28) the resumptive constituent is a cliticized possessive pronoun. As such, it resides within
the structure of the DP that hosts it, a structure which is morphologically and syntactically
ungrammatical without the attached pronoun. The second environment in Modern Hebrew in
which resumption is obligatory is when the head of the relative corresponds to the object of a
preposition within the relative, as in (29) (see also Cole 1976; Borer 1984:220, fn. 1; Glinert
1989:362).

(29) ha’i§  SehaSabti <alayw/*<al- (Shlonsky 1992:445)

the-man that-think(1CS PERF) about-him

‘the man that I thought about him’

In (29) the resumptive constituent within the relative is the object of the preposition ‘al ‘about’.
As I mentioned in 2.5.2, Hebrew does not allow prepositions to be stranded, i.e., to be left
without an overt object (cf. English any object that he sits upon). Shlonsky suggests that this

preposition stranding constraint in Hebrew is essentially a consequence of the Empty Category

5 1 have regularized Shlonsky’s (1992) transcription in these examples in accordance with the transcription
system of the present work.



274
Principle (Shlonsky 1992:446; see Hornstein and Weinberg 1995; Reintges 1996). The

implication of this analysis is that the trace (i.e., the empty category) left by a moved (i.e.,
relativized) DP is not licensed by a preposition; thus, in Hebrew a ‘preposition-trace’
construction is ungrammatical. In order to save such a construction, Hebrew, according to
Shlonsky, employs resumption as a last resort strategy: an overt DP (coindexed with the head
of the relative) is licensed by the preposition making the structure grammatical.

Building upon this proposal—that resumption within NP-internal arguments and
oblique (i.e., PP) objects is obligatory due to the Empty Category Principle, Shlonsky argues
that “not only do relativized oblique objects and NP-internal arguments utilize resumptive
pronouns to circumvent ungrammaticality, but in fact the full distributional paradigm of
resumptive pronouns in Hebrew . . . can be assimilated to the last resort strategy” (1992:444).
In order to support this claim, he reexamines the three cases in Modern Hebrew where a
resumptive element is often considered to be “optional”: in the direct object position (30) and

(31), and in the embedded subject position (32) (1992:444).

(30) ha’is Sera’iti (°otd)
the-man that-see(1CS PERF) (him)

‘the man that I saw (him)’

(31) ha’Xs Sehasabt Sedani pagas (°oto)
the-man that-think(2FS PERF) that-Dani meet(3MS PERF) (him)

‘the man that you thought that Dani met (her)’

(32) ha’Xs Sehasabt Se(hii’) molaméd ’anglit
the-man that-think(2FS PERF) that-(he) teaches(MS PTCP) English

‘the man that you thought that (he) teaches English’
Often clauses such as those in (30)-(32) are used to illustrate the ‘free variation’ of
resumption in Hebrew (see Hayon 1973; Glinert 1989; Borer 1984), but Shlonsky argues that

resumption is obligatory in these environments in the same way that resumption in obligatory
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in oblique or NP-internal positions. In order to account for the differences between resumption

and non-resumption, Shlonsky proposes that “[Modern] Hebrew has two morphologically

nondistinct complementizers” which he labels $ea., and Sex,,. The first complementizer, Searg,

identifies its specifier as an Argument-position, that is, a canonical grammatical positition to
which Case is assigned (see Haegeman and Guéron 1999:218, 268). However, movement
from the direct object (an Argument-position) within the relative to [Spec, CP] (identified by

Searg as an Argument-position) is blocked by an intervening Argument-position (the position of

the subject, [Spec, IP]) (Shlonsky formulates this in terms of the Specified Subject Condition,
1992:451-53).6 (33) illustrates resumption as a last resort phenomenon.
(33) ha’i§, Op, Serd’iti £, — ha’fs Op, Ser@iti otd,
[Lexicon]
In (33) the [Spec CP] position (occupied by the null relative operator) is an argument position;
thus, it cannot serve as a landing site for the relativized object NP (which is corefential with the

=)av ¢

head of the relative, ha’i§ ‘the man’). The result is a relative clause formed without the

movement of the relativized constituent. However, without a trace at the object position within

the relative clause, the transitive verb ra’itf ‘I saw’ is incomplete. In order to preserve this
structure, Modern Hebrew inserts at the object position a pronoun that is coreferential with the
head of the relative, thus fulfilling the requirements of the transitive verb.

In contrast to resumptive relative clauses, Shlonsky’s second complementizer, §ez;,,
identifies its specifier, [Spec, CP], as an Argument-position, that is, a position neither

associated with canonical grammatical functions nor with an assigned Case (see Haegeman and

6 Movement of the direct object from an Argument-position to another Argument-position would also seem to
violate the Case filter (i.e., the direct object would be assigned Case twice), thus suggesting another motivation for
the ungrammaticality of relative movement with this type of complementizer.
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Guéron 1999:218, 268). As an Argument-position, the specifier of Sear; can serve as the

landing site for the movement of the relativized DP without violating any grammatical
conditions, as in (34).

(34) ha’ts, Op, Sera’id 1,

t

In summary, Shlonsky proposes that the apparently free variation of resumptive
elements within Hebrew relatives is to be attributed to the two homophonous relative

complementizers, Sea,, and Sezr,. When the former is used, resumption is obligatory; when the

latter is used, resumption is prohibited. Thus, Shlonsky can economically account for
resumption in Modern Hebrew by analyzing all instances (e.g., resumption within an oblique
object position or within an NP-internal position) as a last resort strategy.

The last resort analysis is attractive as the general explanation for the syntactic
motivation of resumption or lack of resumption in BH (see 2.5). However, BH employs other
relative words in both resumptive and non-resumptive relative clauses. Indeed, BH uses the
relative *“Ser much more than the relative seC—just the opposite of Modern Hebrew.
Therefore, instead of proposing that each of the Hebrew relatives (*ser, seC-, and zeh/zii/z0)
has (phonologically) nondistinct counterparts, it might be more economical to associate the
distinguishing feature with the head C rather than with the lexical items serving as the relative
words. In other words, if we combine Shlonsky’s proposal with that of Suner (see above
5.3.1), the computational system for BH must select a head C that has either the feature
[+pronominal] or [-pronominal] and that selects its own specifier as either an A-position or an

A-position. If C is [+pronominal] and selects an A-specifier, the result is a non-resumptive BH
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relative. If C is [-pronominal] and selects an A-specifier, the result is a resumptive BH relative.

Any other combination of these features must necessarily crash at Spell-Out since the features
require opposing results.”

As a final note, it is clear that syntax-based proposals provide no motivation for the use
of the different complementizers (e.g., Shlonsky’s Sea,, and Ses,) or for different relative
clause structures (i.e., resumptive or non-resumptive). In other words, such proposals do not
address whether we can answer the the question “why? 8

In contrast to Shlonsky’s syntax-based proposal, Doron (1982) offers a semantic
assessment of the difference between resumption and the lack of resumption in Modern
Hebrew relatives (see also Sells 1984). She argues that the difference is fundamentally an issue
of scope. She illustrates her argument by using the two clauses given in (35) and (36)
(1982:18). In both examples there are two available constituents (i.e., the object, either as a
trace or as a resumptive pronoun, and the object of the PP ‘to’) that are available for the head of
the relative to bind (indicated by the coindexation). The example in (35) includes a relative

without resumption of the head noun, while the relative in (36) includes resumption.

(35) ha’issy, Sedani  her’a l1ah t,
the-woman Op REL-Dani show(3MS PERF) to-her

‘the woman; Op, that Dani showed t, to her’

7 Regardless of the features associated with C, the computational system must also be able to insert any of the
overt relative words into C. Thus, the lexical items that serve to introduce relative clauses in BH are not
necessarily directly associated with the abstract morphological features that the head C carries and that either
effect resumption or prohibit it.

8 See Doron and Heycock 1999 for another syntax-based proposal that, while it does not directly address the
issue of relative clause resumption, does contain signficant implications for the syntactic analysis of resumption.
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(36) ha’issa Sedani  her’a lah  °6tah
the-woman Op REL Dani show(3MS PERF) to-her ACC-her
‘the woman; Op; that Dani showed her; to her’ (same meaning as (35))

or ‘the woman; Op; that Dani showed her to her,

Doron claims that the difference between the two relatives in (35) and (36) is an issue of
binding:® in example (35), which lacks resumption, the gap (i.e., trace) is bound by the head of
the relative; in example (36), which contains resumption, the head can bind either the
resumptive direct object pronoun her or the object within the PP ro her. Thus, the lack of
resumption (i.e., the presence of a gap) unambiguously indicates which constituent (i.e., the
trace) is bound by the head, whereas the presence of resumption allows for two possibilities and
is thus ambiguous. Doron suggests that this syntactic difference between traces and resumptive
pronouns creates different possibilities for the way that the two types of relative clauses are

assigned semantic readings. Consider the additional data from Doron, given in (37) and (38).

(37) dani yimsa’ et ha’issy Sehd> mohappes t,
Dani find(3MS IMPF) ACC the-woman Op REL-he seek(MS PTCP)

‘Dani will find the woman; Op; that he seeks t;’

(38) dani yimsa’ € ha’issy, Sehd> mohappes >otah;
Dani find(3MS IMPF) ACC the-woman Op REL-he seek(MS PTCP) ACC-her

‘Dani will find the woman, Op; that he seeks her;’
On the basis of the relative clauses in (37) and (38), Doron claims that Modern Hebrew
relatives without direct object resumption (37) may have either a de dicto reading (that is, a
reading in which the direct object is assigned a non-specific interpretation), or a de re reading

(that is, a reading in which the direct object is assigned a specific/individual interpretation). In

9 Binding is a term used to describe the relationship between antecedents and the anaphors or pronouns that
share the same reference. See Haegeman 1994 and Ouhalla 1999 for clear introductions to the concept of binding
in generative grammar
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contrast, she claims that Modern Hebrew relatives with resumption (38) only have a de re

reading. Thus, (37) can be interpreted to mean something like ‘Dani will find the type of
woman that he is looking for’ (i.e., a de dicto reading) or ‘Dani will find the woman (e.g., his
wife Rachel) that he is looking for’ (i.e., a de re reading). In contrast, (38) can only have the
latter, de re, interpretation.!©

In summary, Doron suggests that when the syntax is ambiguous, i.e., when there are
two constituents within the relative clause that can be bound by the head, the semantic reading
is also ambiguous. However, when the syntax is unambiguous, so are the semantics.
Unfortunately, if Doron’s proposal were the case in Biblical Hebrew, the fact is that we simply
cannot access the semantic judgment necessary to validate the claim; this type of analysis is
predicated upon the ability to elicit both native speaker examples and judgments. (In any case,
the proposed semantic differences between resumption and non-resumption in Modern Hebrew
may not be accurate [see Prince 1990 for a brief discussion], and Doron herself has recently
proposed a different analysis for resumption [Doron and Heycock 1999].)

In place of syntax- or semantics-based solutions, Prince 1990, 1997 offers a
pragmatically-based solution to the phenomenon of resumption (see also Sufier 1998; Sharvit
1999a); in both works, Prince suggests that the presence or absence of resumption is connected
to discourse-pragmatic concerns. She observes a correlation between the presence of
resumption and whether the relative is either a non-restrictive relative or an indefinite
restrictive relative. In other words, non-restrictive and indefinite restrictive relatives exhibit a

much higher frequency of resumptive elements than do definite restrictive relatives. Why the

10 Cf. Sells (1984), who builds upon Doron’s basic semantic assessment and analyzes the interpretation of
resumptive pronouns by using Kamp’s Discourse Representation Theory.



280
difference? Prince suggests that the relationship among the definiteness of the head, the

restrictiveness of the relative, and resumption is the result of the information status of the head
of the relative within the “hearer’s knowledge-store” (1990:491).

Prince’s basic approach to the information status of restrictive relative clauses can be
briefly summarized as follows. Definite nouns represent entities that are already known to the
hearer (i.e., they have already been invoked in the discourse, or they are implicit within it);
thus, when definite nouns are used again in a discourse, the hearer is instructed to activate the
referent of the definite noun. When definite nouns are modified by restrictive relatives, the
relative is not merely additional information; the relative presents information necessary for the
proper identification of the definite noun’s discourse referent. Thus, the information within the
relative must already by known to the hearer as well, since the definite noun and its relative are
considered to work together in order to refer to their referent (1990:491).

Prince describes the information status of resumption in relatives in terms of Heim’s
metaphor of a file cabinet and file cards on which information is stored. Consider Prince’s
English examples in (39). (The English examples are illustrative in terms of the types of heads
and relatives, but they do not illustrate the issue of resumption since English does not employ
the same type of relative clause resumption that appears in Hebrew, Palestinian Arabic,
Yiddish, Irish, Spanish, etc.; see Sells 1984)

(39)
a) He bought a house in Society Hill and a house down the shore.
b) The house that’s in Society Hill is a colonial
¢) The First Lady who introduced ice cream in America lived in it for three years.
d) But the part of the roof that’s over the dormer is shot.

In the typical case, if the NP is indefinite, it represents a ‘Brand-new’ entity, as in [(39)a)], and
the hearer must add that entity, or construct a new file card . . . . And typically, if the NP is
definite, it represents something already invoked in the discourse model, as in [(39)b)], or
something assumed to be present in the hearer’s knowledge-store, as in [(39)c)], in which case
the hearer must activate the appropriate existing file card, or else it represents an entity which
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the hearer is assumed to be able to infer on the basis of prior knowledge s/he is assume to have,
as in [(39)d)], in which case the hearer must construct a file card out of existing material.
(1990:491)

In contrast to definite nouns with restrictive relatives, indefinite nouns with restrictive
relatives represent brand-new discourse entities, as in (40). Although both the head and the
information within the relative are discourse-new, according to Prince, they are given separate
entries in the hearer’s knowledge-store even though they are associated with each other
(1990:492).

(40)
a) He bought a house which he’ll move into in June.
b) A realtor that I had recommended found it for him.

Regarding both the relative clauses in (40), Prince argues that “the hearer has to add a new file
card, as signaled by the indefiniteness of the [head] NPs. And, in each case, the file card to be
added need represent only the entity described by the head, the information in the relative
clause simply being an additional property of that entity to be noted on the independently
constructed file card” (1990:492). Similarly, non-restrictive relatives, as in (41), provide
discourse-new information; even if the referential heads they modify are not discourse-new.

(41
a) He bought a house. which, by the way, I had found, and a car.
b) The house, which is in Society Hill, is a colonial.

¢) Dolly Madison, who he always admired, lived in it for three years.
d) But the roof, which is slate, is shot.

For the non-restrictive relatives in (41), Prince argues that file cards must be constructed based
solely upon the head and that the non-restrictive clauses represent information “that presumably

does not yet exist on those file cards and which must be added to them” (1990:491).
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So how does the definiteness of the head and the restrictivness of the relative clause

relate to the use of resumption? Prince suggests that resumptive pronouns may be used in
English and Yiddish relative clauses when “the entity evoked by the whole NP is in fact evoked
by the head, the relative clause serving simply to predicate some property of that entity”
(1990:492), as in (42).

(42) He bought a house which he’ll move into it in June.

Prince also claims that her file card account “means that resumptive pronouns work exactly like
ordinary discourse pronouns” and also explains “why one finds other anaphoric expressions in
the place of resumptive pronouns, e.g., demonstratives, as in [(43)a)], coreferential full NPs, as
in [(43)b)], and even referentially relative but non-coreferential pronouns, as in [(43)c)], and

full NPs, as in [(43)d)]” (1990:492).

(43)
a) I had a handout and notes from her talk that that was lost too.
b) He’s go this lifelong friend who he takes money from the parish to give to this lifelong friend.
¢) I have a manager, Joe Scandolo, who we’ve been together over twenty years.

d) You assigned me to a paper which I don’t know anything about the subject.

Prince’s analysis of English and Yiddish suggests that resumption may have a
pragmatic cause and function, even if the specific cause and the specific function differ from
language to language.!! Even so, the precise function for resumption that Prince has identified
with regard to restrictiveness and the definiteness of the head does not adequately explain the
BH data. Simply, we have clear non-restrictive relatives with (44) and without (45)

resumption.

11 Interestingly, Prince admits that her discourse/pragmatic analysis of resumptive pronouns in relative
clauses does not explain the Modern Hebrew or Arabic data, since Semitic resumptive pronouns seem to exhibit
different pragmatic functions than in English and Yiddish (1997:231-34).
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(44) loma‘an dawid <abdi >Ser baharti >0td »Ser Samar
for-sake.of David servant-my Op REL choose(1CS PERF) ACC-him REL keep(3MS PERF)

miswotay wohuqqotay
commandments-my and-statutes-my

‘for the sake of David, my servant,, Op,who I chose him,, who has kept my commandments and my
statutes’ (1 Kgs 11.34)

(45) sebet °ehad ‘ettén libneka loma‘an dawid ‘abdi tGloma‘an
tribe one give(1CSIMPF) to-son-your for-sake.of David servant-my and-for-sake.of
yordsalayim  >*Ser baharti t
Jerusalem Op REL choose(1CS PERF)

‘one tribe I will give to your son, for the sake of David my servant and for the sake of Jerusalem,,
Op, which I chose t;’ (1 Kgs 11.13)12

In 2.6 T argued that in the great majority of BH relative clauses with resumption, the
resumptive constituent was either syntactically or semantically obligatory. In those cases, if the
resumption did not occur, the relative clause would crash, either at the phonological form
interface or at the logical form interface. This type of resumption in BH accords well with
Shlonsky’s (1992) claim that resumption in Modern Hebrew is a ‘last resort’ strategy. Thus,
we might say that the normal structure for BH relative clauses is one in which the C is
[+pronominal] and selects an A-specifier, and the result is a non-resumptive BH relative. For

those relative clauses, though, that require resumption for grammaticality or interpretability, the

12 As I noted above in 2.5 (fn. 52), the verb [b-k-r] ‘to choose’ exhibits resumption with b and with ‘et as well
as the lack of resumption. Since resumption with this verb cannot be obligatory, given that it takes two
complements and yet can stand the lack of resumption (in any case, there is no discernible semantic difference
between the two complements), I suggest that the presence of a resumptive constituent is needed to disambiguate
the head (e.g., Num 16.5; 1 Sam 10.24; 1 Kgs 11.32 [cf. 1 Kgs 11.36]; 1 Kgs 11.34) or is pragmatically motivated
(e.g., Judg 10.14; Isa 41.8 [cf. Isa 43.10]; Jer 33.24).

With that said, it must be admitted that with this particular verb, there 23 specific cases—when a [b-h-r]
relative clause modifies the noun magom ‘place’ when the head refers to the ‘designated place of sacrifice’ (see
Deut 12.5, 11, 14, 18, 21, 26; 14.23, 24, 25; 15.20; 16.2, 6,7, 11, 15, 16; 17.8; 18.6; 23.17; 26.2; 31.11; Josh 9.27;
Neh 1.9)—when it is difficult to determine a rhyme or reason for the presence or absence of resumption. The
pragmatic motivation in these cases with resumption may be rather subtle and possible theologically nuanced.
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C is [-pronominal] and selects an A-specifier, and the result is a resumptive BH relative (see

above for more discussion on the two structures).

I also noted, though, that there was a small number of relative clauses with resumption
that does not appear to be obligatory. In 2.6 I suggested that the motivation might be
pragmatic, but did not provide an analysis. It is possible, as Prince 1990 suggests for Yiddish
and English, that Biblical Hebrew allows the use of unnecessary resumptive pronouns in order
to influence the shape of the information structure of the discourse (cf. Tsujita 1991; Parunak
1996). In fact, a plausible explanation for many, if not all, of the cases of non-obligatory
resumption that the resumptive constituents are kontrastive.

In the 32 cases of non-obligatory resumption in verbless relative clauses, I propose that
resumptive pronouns may fulfill a pragmatic role in one of two ways. Either the resumptive
pronoun indicates that the head is kontrastive or the resumptive pronoun is necessary in order
for the word order to indicate that the predicate is kontrastive.!3 An example of the former type
is given in (46).

(46) wonatatta ’el hakkoh®nim halwiyim >’Ser hem mizzera“ sadoq

and-give(2MS PERF MOD) to the-priests  the-Levites Op REL they from-seed.of Zadok

haqqerobim ’Elay no’um **donay yhwh losarateni par ben baqar
the-near(MP PTCP) to-me declaration.of lord Yhwh to-serve(INF)-me bull son.of cattle
lohatta’t

for-sin offering

‘and you shall give to the Levitical priests, Op, who they, (are) from the seed of Zadok, those who

draw near to me—a declaration of the Lord Yhwh—to serve me a bull, a son of cattle, for a sin-
offering’ (Ezek 43.19)

13 See also Gen 7.8; 9.3; 17.12; 30.33; Lev 11.29, 39; Num 9.13; 17.5; 35.31; Deut 17.15; 20.15; 29.14; 1 Kgs
8.41; 9.20; 2 Kgs 25.19; Jer 40.7; Ezek 12.10; 20.9; 43.19; Hag 1.9; Psa 16.3; Song 1.6; Ruth 4.15; Qoh 4.2; 7.26;
Neh 2.13, 18; 2 Chr 6.32; 8.7
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For (46) the multiple modifiers for priests indicates how specific the passage is: it is only to the

precise Levitical Zadokite near-to-God priests that an offering should be given. In this case,
the resumptive pronoun indicates how strong the instruction is—that the offering should be
brought to none other than the specified priests; the non-obligatory pronoun helps in this by
focusing the head within the relative.

(47) is an example of non-obligatory resumption in verbless relative clauses in which
the resumptive constituent is necessary in order for the word order to indicate that the predicate

is kontrastive.

(47) mikkol habboh&ma hattoh6rad tiqqah loka §ib‘a §ib‘a 1S wa’isto
from-all.of the-animal the-clean take(2MS IMPF) for-you seven seven man and-woman-his

(min habbohema  >%Ser 10> tohora h# Sonayim ’i§ wo’istd
and-from the-animal Op REL NEG clean it two man and-woman-his

‘from every clean animal you shall take for yourself seven pairs, a male and its mate, and from the
animal, Op, which it, (is) not clean, two, a male and its mate’ (Gen 7.2)

In the context of the Hebrew Bible, it is surprising and contrary to theological expectations that
Israel’s God would require Noah to take both clean and unclean animals into the ark. Thus, the
resumptive subject pronoun in Gen 7.2 provides the minimum number of constituents in the
verbless clause (i.e., two) so that the word order can indicate that the predicate [0’ tahord ‘not
clean’ is kontrastive.

In verbal clauses the function of unneccessary resumption serves simply to mark the
resumptive constituent, and thus also the head, as konstrastive. The clauses provided in (48)
and (49)!4 (note the the translations) illustrate how object resumption is mark the head as a

Kontrast.

14 See also Lev 24.55; Deut 4.19; 1 Kgs 11.34; Ezek 15.6.
The following five examples do not seem, at this time, to fit any of the categories given: Num 13.32; Deut
18.14; 1 Kgs 11.34; Psa 1.4; 94.12.
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48) ki “baday hém »Ser hose’ti >0tam me’eres misrayim 16°
because servants-my they Op REL bring out(1CS PERF) them from-land.of Egypt NEG

yimmakra mimkeret ‘@bed
sell(3MP IMPF PASS) sale.of slave

‘because my servants are they, Op, who I brought them, [not just you slave-owners] out from the
land of Egypt, they will not be sold (at) a slave sale’ (Lev 25.42)15

In Leviticus 25.42, the relative clause exists in the middle of a discourse about the social
implications of the Jubilee year among Israelite society. Because God had delivered all of the
Israelites from slavery in Egypt; thus, Israelite slaveowners are required to remember the slave
history they share with their indentured servants and to be merciful to them in the Jubilee year,
as God was merciful to all of them in the Exodus event. The resumptive pronoun in (49) is

used similarly.

(49) zo’t ha’ares >Ser titnah®la >otah  bogoral
this the-land Op REL inherit(2MP IMPF) ACC-it in-lot

‘this is the land, Op, which you shall inherit it, [no more, no less] by lot’ (Num 34.13)

The extent of Canaan within the theology of the Hebrew Bible is delineated in Numbers 34.3-
12. However, from both biblical and extra-biblical references it is clear that the boundaries of
the geographical area referred to by the name ‘Canaan’ changed over time (see Schmitz
1992:828-831). Thus, the kontrastive resumptive pronoun in (49) serves to inform the
reader/listener that the precise extent of the land described in the preceding geographical list,
nothing more, nothing less, constitutes their inheritance from God.

Finally, we arrive at the last type of pragmatically motivated resumption: resumption at
the subject position within the relative clause. Because BH is a pro-drop language (see

3.4.1.3), i.e., the verbs are fully inflected for agreement features, subject pronouns are not

15 See also Lev 25.55.



287
required. Even so, there are a very few number of Biblical Hebrew relative clauses that exhibit

resumption at the subject position, a type of resumption that is clearly not syntactically or
semantically required.!® There are five examples of this subject/nominative resumption with a
participial predicate, as in (50).!7 Compare (50) to the more common lack of resumption in

participial predicates illustrated in (51).

(50) ’et *‘lohékem ’Ser hii> mosi*c lakem
ACC god-your Op REL he saves(MSPTCP) to-you

‘your god, Op; who he, saves you’ (1 Sam 10.19)18

(51) et sihon melek ha’*mori >Ser t yoseb bahesbon
AcC Sihon king.of the-Amorites Op REL dwell(MS PTCP) in-Heshbon

‘Sihon, king of the Amorites,, Op, who t, is dwelling in Heshbon’ (Deut 1.4)19

In example (50), the presence of the independent personal pronoun serves to indicate that the
referent of the pronoun A#° ‘he’ is kontrastive. Indeed, the entire verse of 1 Samuel 10.19 sums

up the contrast that underlies the larger discourse:

“But today you have rejected your God, who he saves you from all your calamities and your
distresses; and you have said, ‘No! but set a king over us.” Now therefore present yourselves
before Yhwh by your tribes and by your clans.”

16 For example, the following is a list of relative clauses in which there is a trace at the subject position,
indicating the resumption could have occurred, but did not: Gen 7.8; Num 21.34; Deut 1.4; 3.2; 4.46; 1Kgs 5.13;
Isa 11.10; 24.2; 49.7; Jer 38.16; Ezek 9.2; 13.3; 43.1; Zech 11.5; Psa 115.8; 135.18; Qoh 4.1; 8.12; Esth 8.8; Neh
5.2,3,4; 2 Chr 34.10.

17 See also Exod 5.8; Num 14.8; Deut 20.20; Neh 2.13 (reading the gere). In 2 Kgs 22.13 there is what
appears to be the sole example of subject resumption with a finite verb; however, this form can easily be repointed
as a participle. Given that there are no other examples of subject resumption in a finite verbal relative clause, it is
possible that we should analyze 2 Kgs 22.13 as a participial relative clause.

18 See also Exod 5.8; Deut 20.20.

19 See also Gen 7.8; 39.22: 40.5; Num 21.34; Deut 3.2; 4.46; 28.61; Judg 18.7; 1 Sam 22.2; 1 Kgs 5.13; Isa
11.10; Jer 38.16; Ezek 9.2; 13.3; 43.1; Psa 115.8; 135.18; Qoh 8.14; 2 Chr 34.10.
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In the context of the larger discourse of 1 Samuel 8-11, it is clear that the Israelites’ wish for a

king is contrary to the wish of their god, Yhwh. The rare presence of the personal pronoun in
the highest subject position within the relative clause, as in 1 Samuel 10.19, instructs the
listener/reader to establish a membership set based on the referent of the pronoun, e.g., for 1
Samuel 10.19 the set might be composed of {he/God, me/Samuel, a (human) king, . .. }. The
kontrast that the pronoun in 1 Samuel 10.19 establishes is meant to highlight that the people are
rejecting God (the only character who has the ability to deliver them from their calamities) in
favor of a king—a mere human and an unknown quantity.

It appears from the data, illustrated by the contrast between (51) and (50), that
phonologically null constituents (e.g., traces left by relativization) in BH cannot be kontrastive.
It is not altogether clear whether this requirement has to do with the kontrastive feature or with
clausal position: in other words, does the kontrastive feature within the derivation require an
overt constituent, or does the position to which kontrastive constituents move somehow restrict
the type of resumptive constituents (e.g., overt versus covert) that may be used? Whatever the
answer, a constituent within a BH relative that is pragmatically marked for Kontrast must be
spelled out overtly.

In summary, I have described three general linguistic approaches to the issue of
resumption. In each case, I have demonstrated how the semantic and pragmatic proposals do
not aid us in the study of resumption in BH relative clauses. The semantic proposal submitted
by Doron 1982 cannot be either validated or invalidated since we do not have access to the
necessary semantic judgments of the BH data. In addition, Prince’s (1990) information

structure solution simply does not describe the variation present in BH relative clauses.
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I have proposed that resumption exists in Biblical Hebrew in order to fulfill number of

specific functions. The one question that remains, then, is whether there is a unified
explanation for all of these functions. I believe that we can at least reduce the number of
functions to two general ones. First, resumption (or perhaps more accurately, the resumptive
relative clause structure) is employed in Biblical Hebrew as a device by which ungrammatical
sentences are “saved”. When the more common non-resumptive relative clause structure
would result in an ungrammatical derivation (that is, the clause is either syntactically
ungrammatical or semantically uninterpretable), the resumptive relative clause structure, as a
type of last resort phenomenon, is used in order to produce a grammatical clause. So, when a
one part verbless clause would produce a semantically uninterpretable clause, a resumptive
constituent is used. Or when a complex noun phrase serves as the antecedent and the precise
head of the relative clause is unclear, a resumptive pronoun is used for clarification.

Secondly, resumption that is not obligatory for grammaticality is used for a pragmatic
purpose. A non-obligatory resumptive pronoun is kontrastive; in other words, the referent of
the head DP is kontrastive within the relative clause.

Now that we have examined the structure and function of resumption within BH
relatives, let us investigate the phenomenon within BH relatives that Goshen-Gottstein labeled

‘afterthought’ (see 1.2).
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5.4 EXTRAPOSITION AND BH RELATIVE CLAUSES

Extraposition describes the placement of a constituent near the end of a clause (Ouhalla
1999:87; Crystal 1997:146; cf. Haegeman 1994:60-63).20 More specifically, it describes the
separation of a modifying constituent (such as a relative clause) from its head, with the
modifier placed somewhere farther to the right of the head (Mallinson and Blake 1981:316).
The English examples in (52)-(53) serve to illustrate the placement of constituents at the end of
a clause; the extraposed clause is in brackets and its “normal” position is marked with a

coindexed #(race) (from Mallinson and Blake 1981:316):

(52) [Some friends whom we hadn’t seen for years] came to stay last week.

(53) [Some friends #,] came to stay last week [whom we hadn’t seen for years]..

In (52), the relative clause modifies the DP some friends and, according to the typical relative
clause construction in English, it follows immediately after its head. However, (53) exhibits
discontinuity between the head some friends and its relative whom we hadn’t seen for years: a
VP intervenes.

Typically, extraposition has been considered an example of rightward movement, or
movement towards the end of the clause.?! (54)-(55) illustrate extraposition as rightward

movement, from the subject and object positions respectively.

20 There was a time in the field of linguistics when the term extraposition was used for the general movement
of constituents, either towards the front or the rear of a clause. It is possible that this broad definition of
extraposition can be assigned to Jespersen’s 1920°s work on English syntax in which he defines extraposition as
the case in which “a word, or a group of word, is placed, as it were, outside of the sentence as if it had nothing to
do there” (1969:35; cf. 1964:95; 1949(3):72, 357; 1949(7):223). Also see Mallinson (1986) for a survey of usage
of the term extraposition in linguistics leading up to the mid-1980s.

Within the field of Biblical Hebrew linguistics, current linguistic conventions have often been overlooked and
the older usage of extraposition has been adopted by a few prolific scholars (e.g., Khan 1988 and Zewi 1996a,
1996b), a move which has resulted in much terminological confusion.

21 For an early Government and Binding analysis, see Baltin 1984; for discussion of how a rightward analysis
fits within more recent trends within generative grammar, see the volume of papers edited by Beerman, LeBlanc,
and Van Riemsdijk (1997).



291

(54) Some friends #, came to stay last week [whom we hadn’t seen for years];

CP
/IP

Some friends VP

twhom we hadn’t seen for years /\
VP CP

came to stay last week whom we hadn’t seen for years

)

(55) We saw some friends #; last week [whom we hadn’t seen for years];

CP
/\
IP\
wé “vp
/\
VP CP
last week whom we hadn’t seen for years
A

saw some friends
t

whom we hadn’t seen for years
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With the works of Kayne (1994) and Chomsky (1995b), however, the study of

extraposition shifted to a leftward movement analysis. This shift was necessary since both
Kayne’s and Chomsky’s linguistic theories prohibit rightward movement altogether.22 A
possible leftward account for extraposition is illustrated in (56).

(56) we met [some friends][on the street][?

In (56) the relative clause actually remains in its base position (i.e., the position into which it

whom we hadn’t seen for years]z

some friends on the street

was introduced from the lexicon); the constituents that move are the 1) the head some friend
and 2) the PP, on the street, that followed the relative. This leftward movement of the head and
the PP gives the illusion that the relative has actually moved right. Whether this leftward
movement account is correct is still a matter of vigorous debate, regardless of whether it is
formulated based upon the principle of Kayne’s Linear Correspondence Axiom or upon
Chomsky’s Minimalist Program (see the edited volume of Beerman, LeBlanc et al. 1997 for a
number of articles exploring the phenomenon of ‘rightward movement’ and possible analyses
within recent linguistic frameworks). However, for our purposes, it is not critical whether
relative clause ‘extraposition’ is in fact extraposition (i.e., rightward movement) or the leftward
movement of surrounding non-relative constituents. The fact remains that a relative clause may

be separated from its head and this phenomenon has often been overlooked in BH studies.

22 Specifically, Kayne’s Linear Correspondence Axiom prohibits rightward movement outright and
Chomsky’s Checking Theory provides syntactic motivation only for leftward movement. See Beerman, LeBlanc,
and Van Riemsdijk 1997 for a collection of papers dealing with the issue of rightward movement within both
Kayne’s and Chomsky’s theories.
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In the next section we shall investigate the many functions of the word *ser in order to

discern whether all of the functions typically assigned to this word by grammars are
linguistically justifiable. In the end, we shall see that the phenomenon of relative clause

‘extraposition’ considerably affects how we analyze the function of *Ser.

5.4.1. The Multiple Meanings of *Ser
BH reference grammars typically analyze the majority of *ser clauses as either relative

or complement clauses. However, often grammars, commentaries, and translations also treat

*Ser as a subordinating conjunction which introduces causal, purpose, result, and conditional

clauses, illustrated by the “result” use of *Ser in (57).

(57) hinné natatti loka; leb hakam wonabon »%er kamoka 16°
behold give(1CS PERFMOD) to-you heart wise and-understanding REL like-you NEG
haya lopanéka wo’ah’réka  16° yaqim kamoka
be(3MS PERF) before-you and-after-you NEG rise(3MS IMPF) like-you

‘I will give you a wise and discerning heart, so that there will never have been anyone like you, nor
will there ever be.’ (1 Kgs 3.12 NIV; see also NAS, RSV, KJV; cf. NRSV)23

As I have indicated in (57), many English translations interpret the *Ser in 1 Kings 3.12 as a
function word introducing a result clause. Many commentators as well understand the *ser in 1

Kings 3.12 to be introducing a result clause (Keil 1877:42; see also Mulder (1998:148-149),

who takes the *“Ser in verse 12 to refer to /eb but the *“Ser in verse 13 as a result clause).
However, I will argue in the remainder of this section that such an understanding of *“ser

clauses (i.e., that the word *ser introduces result, purpose, causal, or conditional clauses) is

23 DeVries (1985:46) takes the *Ser in v. 12 to refer to [eb and the *Ser in v. 13 to refer to gam ser gam
kabod.
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mistaken; rather, such *ser clauses are either complement clauses, null head relatives, or

extraposed relative clauses.

5.4.1.1. *Ser as an Object Clause Complementizer

After the use of *“Ser to introduce relative clauses, the second most common use of *Ser
is to introduce the clausal complement of a verb.?* As a complementizer marking an object
clause, “ser operates much like the Hebrew word k7 when ki introduces an object clause. The
following is a minimal pair using the same verb and complementizer combination: (58)
presents *“Ser introducing an object clause, and (59) presents k7 introducing an object clause.?

(58) tbammidbar YiSer ra’ita >A8er nosa’’ka yhwh *Iohéka
and-in-the-wilderness REL see(2MS PERF) COMP carry(3MS PERF)-you Yhwh god-your

‘and in the wilderness where you saw that Yahweh, your god, carried you’ (Deut 1.31)

(59) wayyo’mri ra’g ra’ind ki  haya yhwh <immak
and-say(3MP PAST) see(INF) see(1CPPERF) COMP be(3MS PERF) Yhwh with-you

‘then they said: We saw clearly that Yahweh was with you’ (Gen 26.28)

We cannot understand the *“sSer in (58) and (59) as a relative word. Within relative

clauses there is a position that corresponds to the head (whether the head is overt or covert). In

24 »ger complement clauses should not be confused with *Ser clauses preceded by the particle ’et (which often
marks the direct object). The latter type of clause is more accurately a null head relative which stands in the object
position; this is distinct from the use of *er to introduce object clauses. See 2.2.2 for further discussion.

25 For other *$er complement clauses, see Exod 11.7; Lev 5.5; 26.40; Num 32.23; Deut 1.31; 3.24; Josh 4.7; 1
Sam 15.20; 18.15; 24.19; 2 Sam 1.4; 2.4; 14.15; 1 Kgs 22.16; Isa 37.21; 38.7; Jer 28.9; Ezek 20.26; Zech 8.20;
8.23; Psa 10.6; 89.52 (2x); Job 9.5; Qoh 3.22; 5.4, 17; 6.10;. 7.18; 7.22, 29; 8.3, 12, 14; 9.1; Esth 1.19; 2.10; 3.4;
4.11;6.2; 8.11; Dan 1.8; Ezra 2.5, 63; Neh 2.10; 7.65; 8.14-15; 10.31; 13.1, 19, 22; 1 Chr 21.8; 2 Chr 2.7; 18.15.

The function word se, which primarily serves as a relative word, is similar to the word *ser in that it also
occasionally introduces complement clauses; see Job 19.29; Song 5.8; Qoh 1.17; 2.14, 15; 3.18; 7.10; 8.14; 9.5.

See Rooker (1990:111-12, 123) for an argument that the use of *’Ser in complement clauses increased in
frequency in Late Biblical Hebrew.
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Biblical Hebrew that position is often marked by a resumptive pronoun or resumptive adverb

(such as the Hebrew word sam ‘there’); however, the position may also be left as a trace (or
gap) within the relative clause (see above 2.5, 5.3). What is significantly different about *sSer
complement clauses, as in (58) and (59), is that there is no such open or resumed position
within the clause. The lack of either a trace or resumption syntactically distinguishes relative

clauses from complement clauses when both are introduced by the same lexical item.

5.4.1.2. Non-Relative, Non-Complement Uses of *sSer
In the last section I briefly presented data that suggest that the BH word *ser is used to

introduce complement clauses in addition to relative clauses. However, the functions of this
word do not end with complement and relative clauses, at least according to most reference
grammars. For example, the popular BH grammars of Kautzsch 1910, Waltke and O’Connor
1990, Jouon and Muraoka 1993, and van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze 1999 as well as the
lexicons of Brown, Driver, and Briggs [1906] 1979 [=BDB], Clines 1993-2000 [=DCH], and
Koehler, Baumgartner et al. 1994-2000 [=HALOT] list a combined sixty-four examples of *sSer
used to introduce non-relative and non-complement clauses. The following is a brief summary
of these other uses of “sSer. Contextually, some *ser clauses appear to provide the cause for the
preceding event, as in (60)-(62).26

(60) wayyamot ben ha’issa hazzo’t layla >*Ser $akoba Qlayw
and-die(3MS PAST) son-of the-woman the-this night REL lie(3FS PERF) upon-him
‘during the night this woman’s son died because she lay on him’ (1Kgs 3.19 NIV)

26 Cf. Gen 30.18; 31.49; 34.13, 27; 42.21; Num 20.13; Deut 3.24; Josh 4.7, 23; 22.31; Judg 9.17; 1 Sam 2.23;
15.15; 20.42; 25.26, 26.23; 2 Sam 2.5; 1 Kgs 3.19; 15.5; 2 Kgs 12.3; 17.4; 23.26; Jer 16.13; Job 34.27; Qoh 8.11,
12; Dan 1.10.
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(61) wattd’mer Ie’d natan >*lohim  Sokari >Ser natattl
and-say(3FS PAST) Leah give(3MS PERF) God reward-my REL give(1CS PERF)
Siphati 127181
maidservant-my to-man-my

‘Leah said: God has given me my hire because 1 gave my maid to my husband’ (Gen 30.18 NRSV)

(62) wayya®nd boné ya®qob et Sokem  wo’et  h'mdr abiw
and-answer(3MP PAST) sons-of Jacob AcC Shechem and-Acc Hamor father-his
bomirmd wayoadabbera >2Ser timme’ ’§t dind >*hotam
in-deceit and-speak(3MP PAST) REL defile(3MS PERF) ACC Dinah sister-their

‘the sons of Jacob answered Shechem and his father Hamor deceitfully, because he had defiled their
sister Dinah’ (Gen 34.13 NRSV)

Alternatively, some *ser clauses seem to describe the purpose of a preceding event (63)-(65).27

(63) walo? ta®lé boma®lot €al mizbohi >*Ser 156> tiggalé
and-NEG go up(2MS IMPF) on-steps upon altar-my REL NEG reveal(3FS IMPF PASS)
Cerwatoka Qlayw
nakedness-your upon-it

‘you shall not go up by steps to my altar, so that [= in order that] your nakedness may not be
exposed on it’ (Exod 20.26 NRSV)

(64) haghel 11 ’et  ha‘am wa’aSmi‘€m et
assemble(2MS IMV CAUS) for-me ACC the-people and-hear(1CS IMPF CAUS)-them ACC
dobaray  >*Ser yilmodiin loyir’a ’0t1 kol hayyamim *Ser hém
words-my REL learn(3MP IMPF) to-fear(INF) ACC-me all-of the-days REL they (are)
hayyim ¢al  ha*dama
alive upon the-land

‘assemble the people for me, and I will let them hear my words, so that [= in order that] they may
learn to fear me as long as they live on the earth’ (Deut 4.10 NRSV)

(65) wayyd’mer yhwh el yoh6$u’¢ hayyom hazzé >ahel gaddelka
and-say(3Ms PAST) Yhwh to Joshua the-day the-this begin(1CS IMPF) great(INF CAUS)-you
bo%né kol yisra’el >*Ser yedoin ki ka>*Ser hayiti Gm mosé
in-eyes.of all.of Israel REL know(3MP IMPF) COMP as-REL be(1CS PERF) with Moses
>ehyé Smmak
be(1CS IMPF) with-you

‘and the LORD [Yhwh] said to Joshua, “Today I will begin to exalt you in the eyes of all Israel, so
[= in order that] they may know that I am with you as I was with Moses’ (Josh 3.7 NIV)

27 See also Gen 11.7; 24.3; Exod 20.26; Deut 4.10, 40; 6.3(2x); 32.46; Josh 3.7; 1 Kgs 22.16; Neh 8.14f.
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Other *“ser clauses seem to provide the result of the circumstances described in the preceding

clause, as in (66)-(68).28

(66) wosamti et zar®ka  ka®par ha’ares **Ser ’im  y(kal 1S
and-set(1CS PERF MOD) ACC seed-your like-dust.of the-earth REL COND able(3MS IMPF) man
limnot et “par  ha’ares gam zarka  yimmané
to-count(INF) ACC dust.of the-earth also seed-your count(3MS IMPF PASS)

‘I shall make your offspring like the dust of the earth; so that [= with the result that] if one can
count the dust of the earth, your offspring also can be counted’ (Gen 13.16 NRSV)

67) wshﬁyegﬁQr niblat izebel kodomen Cal poné  hassadé boheleq
and-be(3FS PERFMOD) corpse-of Jezebel like-dung upon face-of the-field in-district-of
yizro‘e’l **§er 16° yo’ mri z0’t izabel
Jezreel REL NEG say(3MP IMPF) this Jezebel

‘the corpse of Jezebel shall be like dung on the field in the territory of Jezreel, so that [= with the
result that] no one can say, This is Jezebel’ (2 Kgs 9.37 NRSV)

(68) walihat >otam hayyém habba’ >amar yhwh
and-burn(3MS PERFMOD) ACC-them the-day the-coming(Ms PTCP) say(3MS PERF) Yhwh
soba’6t *>*Ser 16> ya“zob lahem $ore§ wo‘@nap
hosts REL NEG leave(3MS IMPF) for-them root and-branch

“and the day that is coming will set them ablaze,” says the LORD [Yhwh] of hosts, “so that [= with
the result that] it will leave them neither root nor branch”’ (Mal 3.19 NAS95)

Finally, many grammarians have noted that *“ser occasionally introduces a conditional clause,

as in (69)-(71), serving to mark the protasis in a manner similar to the words ’im and k.2

28 See also Gen 13.16; 22.14; Deut 28.27, 35, 51; 1 Kgs 3.8, 12, 13; 2 Kgs 9.37; Mal 3.19.

29 See also Lev 4.22; 25.33; Num 5.29; Deut 11.26-28; 18.22; Josh 4.21; 1 Sam 16.7; 1 Kgs 8.31, 33; Isa 31.4.
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(69) *ra% > anoki noten lipnékem hayyom borakd dqolala et
see(2MPIMV) 1 give(MS PTCP) before-you the-day blessing and-curse ACC
habborakd  >*Ser tiSmo<d ’e]l miswot yhwh *lohékem *Ser anoki

the-blessing COND listen(2MP IMPF) to commandments-of Yhwh god-your REL I

mosawwé etkem  hayydm *wohaqqolald  im 16° tiSmo<d el
command(MS PTCP) ACC-you the-day  and-the-curse COND NEG listen(2MP IMPF) to

miswot yhwh *lohékem wasartem min hadderek *Ser ’anoki
commandments-of Yhwh god-your and-depart(2MP PERF) from the-way REL I

mosawwe >etkem hayyém laleket >ah’ré °°lohim **hérim **Ser 16°
command(MS PTCP) ACC-you the-day to-walk(INF) after gods other REL NEG

yoda‘tem
know(2MP PERF)

<see—I am setting before you today a blessing and a curse:

’the blessing if you obey the commands of the LORD your God that I am giving you today;
Bthe curse if you disobey the commands of the LORD your God and turn from the way that 1
command you today by following other gods, which you have not known’ (Deut 11.26-28 NIV)

(70) >*Ser nas> yeh®ta’ woasa >ahat mikkol miswot yhwh
REL ruler sin(3MS IMPF) and-do(3MS PERF MOD) one from-all-of commandments-of Yhwh
*lohayw **Ser 16> t€‘aséna bisgagad wo’asem
god-his REL NEG do(3FS IMPF PASS) in-error and-be guilty(3MS PERF)

‘if a ruler sins and inadvertently does one of any of the commands of Yhwh, his god, which should
not be done, and he incurs guilt’ (Lev 4.22; see DCH:433; HALOT:99)

(71) wayyo’mer el boné  yisra’el le’mor **Ser yis’alin bonékem
and-say(3MS PAST) to sons-of Israel say(INF) REL ask(3MP IMPF) sons-your
mahar et **botam Ie°’mor ma ha’*banim ha’ellé
tomorrow ACC fathers-them say(INF) WH the-stones the-these

‘then he said to the Israelites: If vour children ask their fathers in the future, “What are these
stones?”’ (Josh 4.21; see GKC §159cc; HALOT:99)

These last four functions of *Ser beg the question: Is it syntactically justifiable for *ser

to be assigned a causal, purpose, result, or conditional function? Or are some of these
purported syntactic functions perhaps motivated by the pragmatically implied relationship of

the *Ser clause to the antecedent (or further, might translation into a target language have been

an influence)? Clearly, *Ser marks both relative and complement clauses, and the two are
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syntactically distinct and relatively simple to distinguish from one another. As for the rest of

the purported functions of *ser, I suggest that the vast majority of the examples listed in the

previous section under causal, purpose, result, or conditional should be treated as the relative

use of “Ser. Some of them, like the examples in (63) and (66) can simply be reanalyzed as

typical relative clauses modifying the nearest antecedent, repeated in (72)-(73)—there is no

syntactic justification for an alternate analysis.
(72) walo>  ta“le boma®lot €al  mizbohl >%Ser 16 tiggalé
and-NEG go up(2MS IMPF) on-steps upon altar-my REL NEG reveal(3FS IMPF PASS)
Cerwatoka Glayw
nakedness-your upon-it

‘you shall not go up by steps to my altar which your nakedness may not be exposed on it’ (i.e., upon
which your nakedness may not be exposed; Exod 20.26)

(73) wosamti et zarka  ka®par ha’ares >*Ser ’im yikal 18
and-set(1CS PERF MOD) ACC seed-your like-dust.of the-earth REL COND able(3MS IMPF) man
limn&t et “par  ha’ares gam zar®ka  yimmané
to-count(INF) ACC dust.of the-earth also seed-your count(3MS IMPF PASS)

‘I will make your offspring like the dust of the earth which if one can count the dust of the earth,
vour offspring also can be counted’ (Gen 13.16)

Other examples are more problematic, especially those with no appropriate antecedent

immediately preceding the *ser clause. However, even these examples can be analyzed as

relative clauses by recognizing that the relative clause has a null head. In the case of the

example in (74), it is not that the *“’Ser introduces a conditional; rather, the example is a relative

without an overt antecedent—a null head relative.

(74) wayyo’mer ’el boné  yisra’el 1€’mor pro; >*Ser; yisallin bonékem mahar;
and-say(3MS PAST) to sons.of Israel = COMP REL ask(3MP IMPF) sons-your tomorrow
et *bbtam le>mor mad ha*banim ha’Ellé

ACC fathers-their COMP what the-stones the-these

‘then he said to the Israelites, “@; When; your children ask their fathers (in the) future,: What are
these stones?’ (Josh 4.21)
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An overtly headed *“ser relative clause that is similar to the example in (74) is given in (75) for

comparison.

(75) "y6m,; **er; ‘amadta lipné yhwh *16héka bohoréb ... ''wattigrobiin
day REL stand(2MS PERF) before Yhwh god-your in-Horeb and-draw near(2MP PAST)

watta‘amdin tahat hahar
and-stand(2MP PAST) under the-mountain

‘(on the) day; when, you stood before Yhwh, your god, at Horeb . . . you drew near and you stood at
the foot of the mountain’ (Deut 4.10-11)

In (75) the noun phrase yom ‘day’ serves as the head of the relative; the head and its relative as
a whole function as a temporal modifier for the main clause in Deut 4.11. Likewise, in (74) the
null head relative functions as a temporal modifier to the verb “ask.” In fact, the covert head

(@) is resumed by the adverb mahar ‘tomorrow’ within the “Ser clause. The clearest

explanation of (74) is achieved by comparing a non-relativized version with the relativized
version that we have: Your children shall ask you tomorrowl/in the future vs. Tomorrow when
your children ask you (tomorrowl/in the future). While resumption in the relative clause is not
acceptable in English, it is a well-known phenomenon in Biblical Hebrew (e.g. it is
syntactically analogous to the BH constructions in which we find phrases such as the place
which he put his tent there).>°

The concept of null head, or covertly headed, relative clauses provides a satisfactory
solution for only a small number of “problematic” BH relatives. Now that we have discussed

one solution for retaining a relative analysis of *Ser clauses, let us move on to the second, and

in many ways, the more significant proposal: extraposition.

30 For example, see Gen 3.23; Num 35.26; Jer 16.15.
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5.4.2. BH Relative Clause Extraposition

When we return to the issue of extraposition of the BH *ser clauses, we see that the

data, represented by (76)-(78), exhibit the same type of movement as the English examples

given above in (54)-(55).3! (I have positioned the traces in each example below in accordance

with a leftward movement analysis.)
(76) Gra’0 ki ra‘atkem; rabbi [f; *>"Ser “Sitem] bo‘€né yhwh
and-see(2MPIMV) COMP evil-your great REL do(2MP PERF) in-eyes-of Yhwh

‘and see that your evil, (is) great [t, which you did] in the eyes of Yhwh’ (1 Sam 12:17)

(77) wohinné ribqa; yose’t [¢ >*Ser yulloda libtd>’el  ben milka
and-behold Rebekah go out(FS PTCP) REL bear(3FS PERF PASS) to-Bethuel son.of Milcah

gSet  nahdr **hi >abraham]
wife.of Nahor brother.of Abraham

‘and behold, Rebekah; was coming out [t, who was born to Bethuel, son of Micah wife of Nahor,
brother of Abraham]’ (Gen 24.15)

(78) dloybsep yullad Soné banim; boterem tabd’ Sonat
and-to-Joseph bear(3MS PERF PASS) two-of sons in-yet come(3FS IMPF) year-of

hara‘ab [#, >*Ser yaloda 16 ’asonat]
the-famine REL bear(3FS PERF) to-him Asenath

‘and to Joseph, two sons; were born before the two famine years came, [t, who Asenath bore for
him]’ (Gen 41.50)

(76) represents a case of *Ser relative clause extraposition with an intervening verbless clause;

(77) is an example of *ser relative clause extraposition with an intervening predicative

31 For other examples of BH relative clause extraposition, see Gen 1.11; 22.14; 30.2; 33.18; 34.13; 35.14;
48.9, 22; Exod 1.8; 4.17; 5.21; 13.5; 20.2; 29.42; 32.4; Lev 1.5; Deut 4.19, 28; 8.16; 11.10(2x); 19.9; 23.16; Josh
1.15; 6.26; Judg 9.17; 10.4; 18.16; 21.19; 1 Sam 3.11; 10.16; 14.21, 45; 15.2; 24.20; 2 Sam 2.5, 6; 3.8; 7.12, 23; 1
Kgs 5.21; 6.12; 8.24, 33; 10.3, 9, 10; 12.31; 13.14; 15.13; 2 Kgs 9.36, 37; 10.10; 12.3; 17.4; 21.12; Isa 28.4; 29.22;
30.24; 31.4; 54.9; 56.5; 63.7; 65.7; Jer 5.22; 13.25; 19.3; 24.3; 29.19; 37.1; 42.14; 43.1; Ezek 5.16; 6.9; 11.12;
12.2; 14.5; 15.6; 16.17, 45; 17.16; 20.11, 13, 21, 32; 47.14, 22; Mal 3.19; Psa 1.3; 26.9-10; 55.20; 58.5-6; 71.19;
78.5; 84.4; 119.49, 158; 132.2; 139.20; 140.3, 5; Ruth 4.1; Job 6.4; 12.10; 22.15; 30.1; 34.19; 36.28; 38.23; 39.6;
Ruth 4.15; Qoh 2.3; 4.9; 7.20, 22, 29; 8.13; 10.15; Lam 1.10; 4.20; Esth 1.19; 2.6; 4.5, 6; Dan 9.1, 8; Ezra 2.2;
9.11; Neh 2.8;6.11;9.26; 1 Chr 16.16; 21.17; 2 Chr 1.6; 9.2, 8; 15.16; 22.9; 36.13.
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participle; and (78) illustrates *“ser relative clause extraposition with an intervening temporal

clause containing a finite verb.

Recognizing the concept of extraposition allows us to analyze many more *ser clauses
as relative clauses. Let us look at two in particular: (79), which I introduced above as a causal
»ser clause in (60), and (80), which I presented in (57) and is typically treated as a result *ser
clause. Such conclusions may seem warranted upon first glance; neither *ser clause is adjacent

to an available antecedent. However, it would be more economical to analyze each clause as
extraposition—it resorts to a type of movement which is well-attested in Biblical Hebrew (as
illustrated in (76)-(78)) and cross-linguistically3? and it preserves the basic two-fold function of
»sSer as well.

(79) wayyamot ben, ha’issa hazzo’t layld [¢ >*Ser  Sakoba Calayw]

and-die(3MS PAST) son.of the-woman the-this night  REL pro lay(3FS PERF) upon-him

"then the son; of this woman died (at) night, [t, who (she) laid upon him]’ (1Kgs 3.19)33

(80) hinné natatti Ioka; leb hakam wonab6n [, >*Ser kamdka 16°> haya
behold give(1CS PERF) to-you heart wise and-understanding REL like-you NEG be(3MS PERF)
lopanéka wo’ah’r€éka 10° yaqlm kamoka]
before-you and-after-you NEG rise(3MS IMPF) like-you

‘see—I give to you; a wise and discerning mind, [t, who there has been none like you before you and
after you none will rise like you]’ (1 Kgs 3.12)

32 For example, see Bayer (1997), who presents extraposition data from Bengali, Marathi, Hindi, Italian, and
German.

33 There are two possible heads for this extraposed relative: ‘the son of this woman’ or just ‘this woman’.
‘The son’ is the subject of the clause and the initial logical choice for the head of the relative. If we analyze the
relative clause as modifying ‘the son’, the non-restrictive (and extraposed) relative provides further information
about the son that would appear to be necessary in order to place blame upon the boy’s mother for his death.
Although it is possible to analyze the relative as modifying the second half of the larger construct phrase, ‘this
woman’, this is rather awkward in that the relative clause would modify a DP-internal, non-argument constituent
and would split the information structure of the clause so that the predicate is modifying the subject, while the
extraposed relative is modifying a modifier of the subject. In the example in (79), I have identified ‘the son’ as the
head of the relative and in order to indicate this clearly, I have placed the coindexation marker (subscript i) on the
NP ‘the son’ rather than on the entire DP ‘the son of this woman’ even though the larger constituent (i.e., the entire
DP) is technically the antecedent.
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In (79), the head that the extraposed relative modifies is the DP ben ha’issa hazzo’t ‘the son of
this woman’. The extraposed relative appears to non-restrictively modify the head in that it
provides additional information which is unnecessary for identifying the referent of ‘the son’
(the head ‘the son’ is already identified by virtue of the construct relationship with ‘this
woman’). The relative clause is in fact providing the cause of death; the point is, however, that

syntactically it is more economical to analyze the *ser clause as a relative even if we render it

as a causal clause in translation. The second example, (80), is not so ambiguous. Though it is
often categorized as a result clause, the *Ser clause should be understood as an extraposed
relative non-restrictively modifying the 2MS object of the preposition in the phrase laka ‘to
you’.34

Now that I have described the presence and syntax of extraposition in BH relative
clauses, the question remains: is there a functional or pragmatic explanation? A solution might
be found by looking to other types of rightward movement such as heavy NP-shift, illustrated in
(81) and (82) (modified from Haegeman 1994:419).

(81)

a) Jeeves introduced the detective to the guests.

b) Jeeves introduced ¢, to the guests [y, the famous detective from Belgium];.

(82)
a) My doctor told me to drink two glasses of water every night.

b) My doctor told me to drink # every night [y, two glasses of mineral water with a slice of lemon];.

34 The extraposition from a prepositional phrase in which the preposition and the head are both moved up,
stranding the remaining material, also occurs in English, e.g. I was talking to a woman yesterday in the store who
had red hair. See above in 2.2 where I present other examples of pronominal suffixes that serve as the head of a
relative clause.
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The clauses in (81)a) and (82)a) represent the normal order of constituents in English, with the

complement (i.e., the detective and two glasses of water) directly following the verb and
preceding any adjuncts (i.e., to the guests and every night). In contrast, (8§81)b) and (82)b)
exhibit a different order, with the complement of the verb actually following the adjuncts. The
difference between the two sets of clauses has been attributed to the “heaviness” of the
complements in (81)b) and (82)b) (see Haegeman 1994:421; Haegeman and Guéron 1999:222).

Haegeman and Guéron (1999) conjecture that “the heavy NP moves rightward because
it is informationally heavy . . . to focalize them, that is, to put them in a prominent position in
the sentence” (1999:223). It is possible to work out a similar explanation for BH extraposition.
Although focused (or kontrastive; see above 4.1) constituents in BH are usually moved towards
the front of the clause, such movement is impossible for the material inside of a relative
clause —the relative clause cannot move over its head. Thus, it is possible that extraposition is
the strategy by which a relative clause (excluding its head) is marked as kontrastive. Consider

the examples of BH relative clause extraposition in (83).

(83) wohinné ribqa; yose’t [# >*Ser yulloda libtG’el ben milka
and-behold Rebekah go out(FS PTCP) REL bear(3FS PERF PASS) to-Bethuel son.of Milcah

gSet  nahor *hi abraham]
wife.of Nahor brother.of Abraham

‘and behold, Rebekah, was coming out [t, who was born to Bethuel son of Milcah wife of Nahor,
brother of Abraham]’ (Gen 24.15)

It could be argued that the relative clause material in (83), *Ser yullodd libtii’el ben milkd “eset
nahor *“hi ’abraham ‘who was born to Bethuel son of Milcah wife of Nahor, brother of

Abraham’ has been moved to the extreme right of the clause in order to present it as

kontrastive. In other words, within the narrative what is most important about Rebekah is not
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that she is coming out, but that she is one of Abraham’s people—she fulfills the requirement

that Abraham had set for servant, to find a wife for his son Isaac from his own people.

Similar explanations such as I have provided for (83) can be given for the extraposition
above in examples (79) and (80). Unfortunately, there are too many examples of BH
extraposition for which such an analysis is unsatisfactory. One would be hard-pressed to
explain the examples of extraposition above in (76) and (78) in the same way. Where does that
leave us regarding a functional analysis of BH extraposition? It is possible that, like many
analyses of heavy NP-shift, extraposition is rightward movement that is done in order to
facilitate the processing of the sentence. “Heavier” material tends to obscure the syntax of a
clause and is inhibits the ability of the reader/listener to understand the communicative content
of the clause easily. Clearly, more works needs to be done on the function of extraposition,

both in BH and in language in general.

5.4.3. Summary

The grammatical implications of re-analyzing problematic *ser relative clauses are
clear: we preserve the economy of the function of *ser, and we are left with only a handful of

examples which remain truly exceptional. The exegetical implications are also forthcoming.

Let us return to the description of Solomon in 1 Kings 3.12-13, provided in full in (84).
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(84) Phinné <asiti kidbaréka hinné natatti loka, Ieb hakam
behold do(1CS PERF) like-words-your behold give(1CS PERF) to-you heart wise

wonabon [, >*Ser kamoka 16> haya lopanéka wo’ah'réka 162
and-understanding  REL like-you NEG be(3MS PERF) before-you and-after-you NEG

yaqim kamoka] “wogam %er 16> §a’alta natatti lak, gam <Ger
rise(3MS IMPF) like-you  and-also REL NEG ask(2MS PERF) give(1CS PERF) to-you also riches

gam kabdd [¢, *Ser 16° haya kamoka 1§ bammolakim kol  yaméka]
also glory REL NEG be(3MS PERF) like-you man in-the-kings all.of days-your

2see—1I am acting according to your words; behold, I am giving to you; a wise and understanding
heart, [t, who there was none like you before you and there will be none like you after you]. ""Even
what you have not requested I am giving to you,—even riches and honor— [t; who there was no man
like you among the kings all your days]. (1 Kgs 3.12-13)

If the bracketed *ser clauses in verses 12 and 13 are understood as result clauses, the
passage indicates that Solomon becomes unique only after God endows him with a wise and
discerning mind, i.e. God is about to give Solomon wisdom and riches with the result that he
will become unique.

Semantically, there is nothing inherently wrong with this analysis—it is a logical
possibility. However, if non-complement *Ser clauses are to be understood syntactically only
as relative clauses (which are extraposed in these two verse), then BH grammar does not allow
us to analyze the *Ser clause as a result clause. Rather, the grammar suggests that God already
considered Solomon unique among men (note the tense of the verbs within the relatives), i.e.
Solomon alone has shown himself, by his humble request, worthy among kings and God is in
the process of blessing him for the character he has demonstrated. The difference between the
two interpretations, based upon differing syntactic analyses, is subtle yet significant.

In this section I have addressed the phenomenon of extraposition in BH relative clauses.
I have argued that extraposition (and null head relatives) allows us to maintain an analysis of

»Ser that is essentially binary: *Ser marks relative clauses or complement clauses. Recognizing
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the two concepts of extraposition and null head relatives allows us to avoid a more complex

analysis of *“ser where we add four additional functions to this single functional word: causal,
purpose, result, and conditional. We have examined the issues of resumption and extraposition
within BH relative clauses. In the next section, we shall complete our investigation our the BH

relative clause by returning to the issue of restrictiveness.

5.5. RESTRICTIVENESS AND BH RELATIVES WITHIN THE MINIMALIST FRAMEWORK

In 2.1 and 2.7 I introduced the issue of restrictiveness in relative clauses and how it is
manifested in BH. The basic semantic difference between restrictive and non-restrictive
relatives is that the former supplies information necessary for identifying the referent of the
head, while the latter does not. However, describing this difference in explicit linguistic terms
has not been an easy task. In this section I return to that discussion in order to describe the
syntax and semantics of restrictiveness in BH within the minimalist framework. First,
however, I shall summarize the information I presented in chapter two that concerns
restrictiveness in BH.

Non-restrictive relatives are rarely separated from their heads, e.g., by extraposition, as

in (85) (Emonds 1979:234-35; Mallinson and Blake 1981; McCawley 1998:447).35

(85) *My father came in, who runs his own business

vs. My father, who runs his own business, came in

Proper names can only be modified by non-restrictive relatives, as in (86) (1981:359-66).

(86) I saw John, who studies daily

vs. *I saw John who studies daily

35 There are occasionally non-restrictive relatives that exhibit extraposition and that appear to be grammatical;
Fabb presents the following as such an example (1990:59): I met John yesterday, who I like a lot.
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Restrictive relatives can only modify NPs (87)a), whereas non-restrictive relatives can modify
any XP, e.g., NPs, VPs, PPs, and CP, as in (87)b), (88), (89), and (90), respectively (Fabb
1990:60; Demirdache 1991:108-9; McCawley 1998:447).

(87) Relative Clause Modifying an NP
a) I called a friend that was working.

b) I called Rachel, who was working.

(88) Relative Clause Modifying a VP
a) John weightlifted, which I was having a problem doing.

b) *John weightlifted that I was having a problem doing.

(89) Relative Clause Modifying a PP
a) Rachel put the box in the car, where I had put the others.

b) *Rachel put the box in the car that I had put the others.

(90) Relative Clause Modifying a CP
a) John angered his wife, which was not a good idea.

b) *John angered his wife that was not a good idea.

Examples (85)-(90) illustrate the various different uses of restrictive relatives and non-
restrictive relatives. In addition, (91) demonstrates that null head relatives are, by nature,
restrictive since the semantic content of the null head cannot be recovered without, minimally,
the information contained in the following relative clause (in many cases, the discourse context

is also necessary in order to determine what the null head represents).

(91) Null Head Relative
a) Rachel saw what I did to the car.

b) *Rachel saw what, I did to the car.
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(85)-(91) accurately represent the characteristics of restrictiveness. However, we must

still examine the syntax of non-restrictive relatives in order to see if we can isolate any

linguistic features that distinguish non-restrictive relatives from restrictive relatives.

5.5.1. The Structure of Non-restrictive Relatives

While there remains some debate about the structure of restrictive relatives, particularly
regarding where the relative clause proper is attached to the head constituent (see 5.1), non-
restrictive relatives pose a different set of problems. For instance, since non-restrictive
relatives are not really a part of the larger clause in terms of syntactic relationships (i.e., their
syntactic status is similar to interjections, exclamations, or parentheticals), the challenge is to
identify how they can be incorporated into the phrase structure the their head, or even of the
larger clause.

Emonds (1979) examines appositive/non-restricive relatives and proposes that his Main
Clause Hypothesis can account for the syntactic characteristics of these relatives. The essence
of the Main Clause Hypothesis is that non-restrictive relatives “are derived from [main] clauses
which are deep structure coordinate right sisters to the [main] clause containing the modified
antecedent” (1979:212). It is through two transformations that the second main clause becomes
a non-restrictive relative, illustrated in (92) (1979:211-15). (The symbol E stands for

Expression which Emonds uses for the highest category in a sentence.)
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(92) Emonds’ Transformation from Main Clause to Non-restrictive Relative
a) Too much sun made these tomatoes rot on the vine, and we paid a lot for them.

AN\

vl —

Too much sun... and we paid. ..

The first transformation (“Parenthetical Formation™) serves to move any constituent (the VP in

(92)b)) from the left main clause and attach it to the right of the right main clause.

b) Too much sun made these tomatoes, and we paid a lot for them, rot on the vine.

Too much sun made we paid a
these tomatoes #, lot for them

The second transformation (“S-Attachment”) deletes the coordinating conjunction between the

two clauses and attaches the right main clause to the left main clause.
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¢) Too much sun made these tomatoes, which we paid a lot for, rot on the vine.

E
E
: AN

Too much sun made which; we paid
these tomatoes £, a lot for ¢,

Significantly, in this analysis non-restrictive relatives and their antecedents do not form a single
constituent at any stage in the derivation.

Demirdache (1991) builds upon Emonds’ earlier analysis, but contra Emonds she argues
that syntactically non-restrictive relatives are subordinate clauses (thus, they do not differ
syntactically from restrictive relatives). In order to identify the structural differences between
restrictive and non-restrictive relatives (since both are syntactically subordinate), Demirdache
returns to the distinguishing features I presented above: restrictive relatives can only modify
NPs while non-restrictive relatives can modify NPs, APs, VPs, PPs, CPs, etc.; restrictive
relatives modify nonreferential NPs while non-restrictive relatives can modify referential NPs
(e.g., proper nouns). Therefore, Demirdache concludes that non-restrictive relatives are
inserted from the lexicon into a position that is adjoined to their antecedent, illustrated in (93).
(93)a) provides Demirdache’s basic structure for non-restrictives (where the XP stands for any
type of phrasal constituent), while (93)b)-(93)e) illustrate how non-restrictives syntactically

modify various types of heads.
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(93) Syntactic Structure on Non-restrictive Relatives
a)
XP

/N

XP CP

In (93)b), the antecedent is the DP Rachel. Thus, the non-restrictive relative CP is adjoined to

the DP, necessitating that a higher DP is projected. The entire structure remains a DP.

b) I called Rachel, who was working

DP

/N

DP CP

Rachel who was working

In (91)c), the non-restrictive relative CP is adjoined to the VP weightlifted, creating the larger
VP that includes both the lower VP and the relative CP.
c) John weightlifted, which I was having a problem doing.

VP

N

VP CP

weightlifted which I was having
a problem doing

In (91)d), the relative CP is adjoined to the PP in the car. The result is a larger PP, in the car,

where I had put the others, that includes both the lower PP and the relative CP.
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d) Rachel put the box in the car, where I had put the others.

PP

N

PP CP

inthe car  where I had put
the others

Finally, in (91)e) we have a relative CP that modifies and is adjoined to another CP John
angered his wife. The adjunction of the relative CP causes the main CP to project, creating the

higher CP that includes both the lower, main CP and the relative CP.

e) John angered his wife, which was not a good idea.

CP

N

CP CP

John angered his wife which was not a
good idea

The fundamental difference between the non-restrictive relative modifying the DP in
(93)b) and a restrictive relative that modifies a DP is where the relative attachment site is.

Demirdache provides (94)a) and (94)b) as illustration.

(94) a) Non-restrictive Relative b) Restrictive Relative
DP CP D'
D NP D NP

N\

NP CP
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“The primary difference between these two types of modification is that non-restrictives can
modify referential expressions like proper names, whereas restrictives cannot. . . . [U]nder the
DP hypothesis (Abney 1987), DPs are referential categories, NPs are not (they are predicates).
Since a non-restrictive relative can be adjoined to any XP, its head can be a referential category
(DP) or any predicate including NP (i.e., it can modify an indefinite). In contrast, a restrictive
relative always attaches to NP. Thus, its head will never be referential.” (Demirdache
1991:111)

Demirdache also notes that the distinction she makes in (94) between restrictive and non-
restrictive relatives correctly predicts that non-restrictive relatives follow the complements and
modifiers of a noun, as in (95)a). Thus, the non-restrictive cannot precede the restrictive
relative in (95)b).
95)

a) The girl that I like, who John dislikes.

b) *The girl, who I saw, that John dislikes.
In (93)a) the restrictive relative, being a constituent within the NP, is positioned after the head
and before the non-restrictive relative, which is not a constituent within the NP (but a
constituent within the DP). (93)b) illustrates that the non-restrictive, since it is constituent of
the larger DP structure, cannot precede the restrictive relative, which is constituent of the
smaller NP structure.

Demirdache does not follow Emonds’ syntactic analysis of non-restrictive relatives by
analyzing them and their antecedents as a single constituent. However, she does follow
Emonds in proposing that non-restrictive relatives are interpreted as independent clauses. Non-
restrictive relatives “are lifted out of the clause in which they were base-generated and adjoined
to the root clause at L[ogical] Florm]” (1991:113). Thus, the non-restrictive, which is
syntactically adjoined to the DP in (96) is converted into the structure in (97) at Logical Form

in order to receive an interpretation.
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(96) A Non-restrictive Relative before Logical Form

>

IP

)

DP VP
Lisa C is late

b

who; t, is my friend

(97) A Non-restrictive Relative at Logical Form

SN

—
©»
—_
o
=
(¢

In summary, Demirdache combines Emonds’ basic proposal that non-restrictive
relatives receive an independent clause interpretation with the position that non-restrictive
relatives do not differ from restrictive relatives in their syntactic relationship to their
antecedent: they are both subordinate modifiers that form a single constituent with their heads.
Now let us examine how well this analysis of non-restrictive relative clauses explains the BH

data.
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5.5.2. BH Relatives and Restrictiveness

To review, in 2.7 I identified two linguistic features that aid us in distinguishing
restrictive relatives from non-restrictive relatives in BH. First, non-restrictive relatives may
modify more than just NPs (see 2.3); thus, whenever we have a BH relative modifying, e.g., a
PP (98), or even an entire CP (99), it must be a non-restrictive relative.

(98) wayyasem et pesel  ha*Sera  Ser <asa babbayit  >’Ser

and-set(3MS PAST) ACC image.of the-Ashera REL do(3MS PERF) in-the-house REL

>amar yhwh el dawid wa’l $olomo bond
say(3Ms PERF) Yhwh to David and-to Solomon son-his

‘and he set the image of Ashera that he made in the Temple, where Yhwh had said to David and to

Solomon his son: ... (2Kgs21.7)
/PP\
PP CP

babbayit  >*Ser >amar yhwh el
dawid wa’el $016mo band

(99) tmals’a battéka tbatté kol “badéka tbatté kol
and-fill(3CP PERF MOD) houses-your and-houses.of all.of servants-your and-houses.of all.of
misrayim >*Ser 16° ra’a »*botéka wa>*bbt »*botéka miyyém
Egypt  REL NEG see(3CP PERF) fathers-your and-fathers.of fathers-your from-day.of
hay6tam €al  ha”damad ‘ad  hayydm hazzeh
being(INF)-their upon the-land until the-day the-this
‘and your houses and the houses of all of your servants and the houses of all of Egypt shall be filled

[with locusts, v.4]—which your fathers and your ancestors have never seen from the day you came
to exist upon the land until this day.” (Exod 10.6)

/CP\
CP CP
Umalo’u battéka ... >*Ser 16° ra’( *botéka . . .

However, since most BH relatives modify NPs regardless of restrictiveness, this

criterion is minimally helpful. The remaining feature I identified in 2.7 is the use of the
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construct relationship (i.e., the head noun is in construct with the relative clause). The

construct state is only used in restrictive relatives (100), but not all restrictive relatives use the
construct (101).
(100) mogém **Ser *'shré (Kt) hammelek **sirim

place.of REL prisoners(MP PTCP PASS).of the-king confine(MP PTCP PASS)

‘the place where the prisoners of the king (were) confined’ (Gen 39.20)

(101) wayyabdel bén hammayim >*§er mittahat  laraqi' ibén
and-divide(3Ms PAST) between the-waters REL  from-below to-the-firmament and-between

hammayim >*Ser mé‘al laragi*
the-waters REL from-above to-the-firmament

‘and he divided between the waters that were below the firmament and the waters that were above
the firmament’ (Gen 1.7)

In summary, BH certainly exhibits the use of both restrictive and non-restrictive relative
clauses. The differences between the two types do not provide us with any single criterion for
distinguishing restrictive from non-restrictive relatives in any absolute way. Rather, the
differences exhibit patterns which we can then use to identify the restrictiveness of the majority
of relative clauses. If the construct state is used in a BH relative clause construction, the
relative clause is restrictive. If there is no resumption within the relative (that is, resumption
that is not obligatory; see 5.3), it is a restrictive relative. If the relative clause modifies a head
that is not an NP, the relative is non-restrictive. For those relative clauses that are not
disambiguated by these criteria, we can only resort to the discourse context in order to make a

judgment regarding the relative clause’s restrictiveness.
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6. SUMMARY

This thesis has been an investigation of all the various syntactic and pragmatic features
of the BH relative clause. At the end of a long day’s work on the relative clause in BH, what
have we learned? First, we have learned that there was much to discover about the BH relative
clause from both a traditional grammatical (chapter two) and a modern linguistic (chapter five)
perspective. Second, we have learned that generative grammar (in this case, the model of the
Minimalist Program) can provide linguistic insight into even ancient, unspoken languages (an
argument that I introduced in chapter one). Let us briefly consider the various features of the
BH and particularly the BH relative clause that I have discussed in chapters two through five of
this study.

In chapter two I presented an overview of the BH relative without adopting any
particular linguistic theory (although I did accept the existence of linguistic phenomena such as
null heads and null relative words). I addressed the issues of the headedness of relatives
clauses (i.e., what type of constituent is modified by the relative), what type of function word
introduces the relatives (i.e., *Ser, SeC-, zeh/zii//z0, haC-, or @), resumption (or the lack of it) in
relative clauses, and restrictiveness.

In terms of headedness, BH relative clauses are no different than the relative clauses in
many Indo-European languages. BH relative clauses follow their heads and may modify many
different types of heads, e.g., Noun Phrases (1), Determiner Phrases (2), Prepositional Phrases

(3), and entire clauses (4).
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(1) Seqer »er 16°  siwwitim
falsehood REL NEG command(1CS PERF)-them

‘a falsehood that I did not command them’ (Jer 29.23)

(2) yhwh >*Ser hithallakti lopanayw yiSlah mal’akd ittak
Yhwh REL walk(1CS PERF) to-face-his send(3MS IMPF) angel-his with-you

‘Yhwh, who I walked before him, will send his angel with you’ (Gen 24.40)

(3) wayyasem et pesel  ha*serd  *Ser ‘asa babbayit  >*Ser
and-set(3MS PAST) ACC image.of the-Ashera REL make(3MS PERF) in-the-house REL
>amar yhwh el dawid wo’l $olomo bond
say(3MS PERF) Yhwh to David and-to Solomon son-his

‘and he set the image of Ashera that he made in the Temple, where Yhwh had said to David and to
Solomon his son: ... (2 Kgs21.7)

(4) amals>h batteka dbatte kol <badeka dbatte kol
and-fill(3CP PERF MOD) houses-your and-houses.of all.of servants-your and-houses.of all.of
misrayim >%Ser 16> ra’d »*botéka wa’*bot »*botéka miyyom
Egypt REL NEG see(3CP PERF) fathers-your and-fathers.of fathers-your from-day.of
hoyo6tam al  ha”dama ‘ad  hayyém hazzé
being(INF)-their upon the-land until the-day the-this

‘and your houses and the houses of all of your servants and the houses of all of Egypt shall be filled
[with locusts, v.4]—which your fathers and your ancestors have never seen from the day you came to
exist upon the land until this day.’ (Exod 10.6)

It is well known that, in addition to the most common relative word, *“Ser, BH also

employs seC-, and zeh/zii//z6 to introduce relative clauses. The syntactic features of relative

clauses introduced by these less common relative words are the same as those of *ser relative

clauses. What is not common within BH studies is the analysis of haC- (the morpheme that

functions as the definite article) as a full-fledged relative word. In 2.4, I proposed that haC-

introduces a particular type of relatives, which I have called semi-relatives, as in (5).

(5) mizroha hasSemes limsilla ha‘ola mibbét 6l  Sokema
east-to the-sun to-highway REL-ascend(FS PTCP) from-Bethel Shechem-to

‘on the east of a highway that goes up from Bethel to Shechem’ (Judg 21.19)



320
The constraint on these semi-relatives is that the head of the relative may only correspond to

the subject position within the relative; furthermore, the fact that the relative word is prefixed to
the predicate (whether verbal, participial, or nominal) means that these relatives never contain
overt resumption of the head.

In addition to the type of head modified and the type of relative word used, I also
addressed the phenomenon of resumption in 2.5. 1 proposed that resumption in BH relatives
has both a syntactic and a pragmatic explanation. Syntactically, resumption is obligatory when

the resumptive constituent is a possessive pronoun (6) or the object of a preposition (7).

(6) >ahind >Ser ra’ind sarat napso/*naps-
brother-our REL see(1CP PERF) distress.of life-his

‘our brother, who we saw the distress of his life/*@ life’ (Gen 42.21)

(7) kol hakkoli  >*Ser y&seb calayw/*<al-
any.of the-object REL sit(3MS IMPF) upon-it

‘any object that he sits upon it/*upon @’ (Lev 15.4)

In (6), without the possessive (and resumptive) pronoun ‘his’, the Noun Phrase ‘life’ would not
refer back to the head ‘our brother’; the lack of the pronoun would render the clause ambiguous
at best, if not uninterpretable. In (7) the verb ‘to sit’ requires Prepositional Phrase
complements; thus, if the Prepositional Phrase were not present, the verb would not have its
complement, that is, the grammar of the clause would be incomplete. Furthermore, since BH
does not allow a bare preposition to be left behind (or ‘stranded’) within a relative clause, an
object for a preposition is always present, and when this prepositional object refers back to the
head noun, as in (7), the result is resumption of the head.

There are a number of environments, though, in which BH uses a resumptive

constituent (e.g., a subject pronoun, cliticized pronoun attached to a PP, or Adverb) in order to
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“save” a relative clause from being semantically ungrammatical. Consider the examples in (8)

and (9).
(8) 16° nikal la<*s6t haddabar hazzeh latéet et *hotend 12’1 >*Ser 16
NEG able(1CP IMPF) to-do(INF) the-thing the-this to-give(INF) ACC sister-our to-man REL NEG

‘orla
foreskin

‘we are not able to do this thing, to give our sister to a man; who, there is a foreskin to him,” (Gen
34.14)

In (8), the resumptive constituent must be present in order to avoid interpreting the relationship
between the head and the relative as a subject and predicate relationship (i.e., in order to avoid
interpreting the relative clause as ‘a man who is a foreskin’). The presence of the resumptive
Prepositional Phrase allows ‘the foreskin’ to function as the subject of the verbless clause, i.e.,
‘a foreskin is to him’, rather than as the predicate of the head, i.e., ‘a man who is a foreskin’.

Example (9) presents a verb that can select different prepositional complements. The
presence of the Prepositional Phrases (which are often resumptive) is necessary; they must both
function as complements of their respective verbs and specify the semantics of their verbs.
Without prepositional complements in verbs that take different complements, the semantic
nuance of the verb would be ambiguous. (Note that only (9)a) includes resumption of the head;
(9)b) is present only for the sake of comparison with regard to the semantics of the verb.)

©9) [y-r-’] ‘to fear/revere’

a) ken ya®seé yhwh *l16héka lokol  ha‘ammim >*Ser attd yare>
thus do(3Ms IMPF) Yhwh god-your to-all.of the-peoples REL you fear(MS PTCP)

mippanéhem
from-face-their

‘thus Yhwh your God will do to all the peoples, that, you are afraid of them, (Deut 7.19)

b) habér’ani lokol >Ser yore>ika Glosomoré piqqidéka
friend I to-all.of REL fear(3CPPERF)-you and-to-keep(MP PTCP).of precepts-your

‘I am a friend to everyone that reveres you and to those who keep your precepts’ (Psa 119.63)
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In addition, resumption is used pragmatically to help the reader/listener identify

precisely which constituent among multiple possible antecedents is the head of the relative.

(10) wol  yeter hakkelim hannétarim ba‘ir hazzo’t 2>*Ser 16°
and-upon remainder.of the-vessels REL-left(MP PTCP) in-the-city the-this REL NEG

Iagaham nebiikadne’ssar melek babel
take(3MS PERF)-them Nebuchadnezzar king.of Babylon

‘and concerning the remainder of the vessels; left in this city that, Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon,
had not taken them,” (Jer 27.19-20)

In (10), the nearest antecedent for the relative is the feminine singular Noun Phrase ‘this city’.
However, the masculine plural object pronoun suffixed to the verb indicates that the intended
antecedent is actually the more distant masculine plural Noun Phrase ‘the vessels’.

Similarly, resumption may serve to disambiguate the syntactic function of the head
within the relative clause. Without resumption in relatives such as the example in (11), it
would not be clear whether the head of the relative was serving as the subject of the clause

within the relative or as the object.

(11) wokipper hakkohén >*Ser yimSah >0td
and-atone(3MS PERF MOD) the-priest REL anoint(3MS IMPF) ACC-him

‘and the priest, who, one anointed him, shall make atonement’ (Lev 16.32)

In (11) if the resumptive accusative object was not present, then it would be possible, if not
most natural, to interpret the head of the relative as the subject within the relative, producing
‘the priest who anoints’ rather than ‘the priest who is anointed’. However, the 3MS resumptive
pronoun attached to the accusative function word specifies that the constituent ‘the priest’ fills

the object role within the relative clause.
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In 2.6 I discussed those relative clauses in BH that are introduced by a null relative

word, what are often called “reduced” or “bare” relative clauses, illustrated in (12). The null

head is represented by @.

(12) gér yihyé zar“ka ba’eres 16> lahem
sojourner be(3MS IMPF) seed-your in-land; @, #;, NEG to-them

‘your seed will be a sojourner in a land, Q(that), t, (is) not theirs’ (Gen 15.13)

The clause in (12) is a clear example of a bare relative clause. First, the head ’eres ‘land’ is the
object of a preposition and thus itself cannot syntactically fill an additional role. This means
that we are forced to find a way to explain the syntactic roles of the remaining material, the

one-part verbless clause [0’ lahem ‘not to them’. In order to be interpretable, this verbless

clause needs a subject, which, based upon the context, is clearly ‘land’, producing ‘a land is not
theirs’. However, the Noun Phrase ‘land’ cannot be the overt subject of the verbless clause
since it is already filling a role, that of the object of a preposition. The solution is to analyze
the construction as a relative clause. Thus, the gap/trace left by the relativized subject of the
verbless clause is coreferential with the Noun Phrase ‘land’, producing the relative clause ‘a
land that is not theirs’.

Restrictiveness of relative clauses is the final issue that I discussed at length in chapter
two. In 2.71 argued that BH grammar employs few linguistic features whereby BH
distinguishes between restrictive and non-restrictive relatives. First, we can occasionally
identify restrictiveness based upon the type of Noun Phrase that is modified as the head. If a
relative clause modifies a proper noun, as in (13), then the relative is unambiguously non-

restrictive.
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(13) hisSamer loka  pen tiSkah et  yhwh >*Ser
keep(2MS IMV REFL) for-you lest forget(2MS IMPF) ACC Yhwh REL

hési>%ka me’eres misrayim
come out(3MS PERF CAUS)-you from-land.of Egypt

‘watch yourself lest you forget Yhwh, who brought you out of the land of Egypt’ (Deut 6.12)

Otherwise, common Noun Phrases are overwhelmingly modified by restrictive relative clauses,
as in (14).
(14) wayya‘as *Iohim et haraqi' wayyabdel bén hammayim

and-make(3MS PAST) God  ACC the-firmament and-divide(3MS PAST) between the-waters

»$er mittahat  laraqi’c (bén hammayim >*Ser mé‘al laragi™
REL from-below to-the-firmament and-between the-waters REL from-above to-the-firmamant

‘and God made the firmament; and he divided between the waters that were below the firmament
and the waters that were above the firmament’ (Gen 1.7)

This second feature that is sometimes used to unambiguously indicate the
restrictiveness of a BH relative clause is the use of the construct state: the head of a relative
may be in construct with the relative clause itself (regardless of which function word introduces
the relative, or even if the relative is bare). When the construct state is used in BH relative
clauses formation, the relative is restrictive, as in (15).

(15) wayyittonéha el bét hassohar maqdm >*Ser *stiré (Kt)

and-give(3MS PAST)-him to house.of the-round place.of REL prisoners(MP PTCP PASS).of

hammelek **stirim
the-king  confine(MP PTCP PASS)

‘and he put him into the round house, the place that the prisoners of the king were confined’ (Gen
39.20)

The relationship between the construct state and restrictiveness is privative: when the head is in
construct with the relative clause, the relative is restrictive; however, when the head is not in

construct with the relative, the relative may be either restrictive or non-restrictive.
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Finally, I argued in 2.6 and 2.7 that bare relative clauses in BH always provide

restrictive modification, as in (16).

(16) boér kara wayyahporéhil wayyippol boSahat  yip<l
cistern dig(3Ms PERF) and-dig(3MsS PAST)-it and-fall(3MS PAST) in-pit @ make(3MS IMPF)

‘he has made a cistern and dug it out and he has fallen into the pit, @(that), he made’ (Psa 7.16)

In chapters three and four, I introduced the linguistic theory that would underlie the
analysis of the BH relative clause data in chapter five. Chapters three and four together
represent an outline for the interaction between word order and pragmatics in BH. Specifically,
I presented data from the book of Genesis in support of a Subject-Verb analysis for basic word
order in BH. I then illustrated in 3.3 how the data can be coherently and economically
explained by using Chomsky’s Minimalist Program. In chapter four, I developed a model of
the pragmatic structure of the BH clause. The following account summarizes my conclusions
for chapters three and four.

In 3.2 I investigated the BH data from the book of Genesis in order to evaluate whether
the prevailing Verb-Subject analysis of BH was accurate. I concluded that BH is
fundamentally an Subject-Verb language (17), but that the Subject-Verb order in finite verbal
clauses may be inverted to Verb-Subject when triggered by a fronted phrase or an initial

function word, such as the relative word in (18).
(17) woha’>adam yada‘“ >et hawwa iStd
and-the-man know(3MS PERF) ACC Eve wife-his

‘and the man knew (i.e., sexually) Eve, his wife’ (Gen 4.1)

(18) hayyat  hassadé >%Ser <asa yhwh >lohim
animal.of the-field REL make(3MS PERF) Yhwh God

‘... animal of the field that Yhwh God had made’ (Gen 3.1)
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Similarly, I proposed that the wayyigtol verb can also be explained as an example of

Triggered Inversion. The doubling of the prefix consonant (e.g., the y in wayyigtol) is the
remnant of a function word, the presence of which triggers Verb-Subject inversion. In the case
of the wayyigtol, the conjunction, the function word, and the prefix verb became fused in a
stage previous to BH; thus, we have an explanation for the absolute Verb-Subject order of
clauses with this wayyigtol ‘narrative’ verb.

In 3.2 T also noted that the word order in BH clauses is affected by the modality of the
verb: modal clauses typically exhibit Verb-Subject order (19) and indicative clauses typically

exhibit Subject-Verb order (20).

(19) yacabdika ‘ammim woyistahd loka  lo°ummim
serve(3MP MOD) peoples and-bow down(3MP MOD) to-you nations

‘let the peoples serve you and let the nations bow down to you’ (Gen 27.29)

(20) worab ya“bod sa‘r
and-great serve(3MS IMPF) young

‘and the greater will serve the younger’ (Gen 25.23)

Significantly, I also proposed that the so-called “wagatal” form is best analyzed as the

modal use of the gatal. Thus, the modal gatal, like other modal verbs, exhibits Verb-Subject

order.
(21) ’im kO yo&’mar naquddim yihyé Sokareka wayaladi kol
COND thus say(3MsS IMPF) speckled be(3MS IMPF) wage-your and-bear(3CP PERF MOD) all.of

hasso’n  noquddim
the-flock speckled

‘if he would say thus, ‘Speckled will be your wage,’ then all of the flock would bear speckled’ (Gen
31.8)

Finally, I proposed that unlike the case with finite verbal clauses, Triggered Inversion

does not take place in either participial clauses or verbless clauses. Rather, both types of
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clauses exhibit a basic Subject-Predicate order; when the word order deviates from this, the

motivation is pragmatic in nature. Compare the Relative Word-Verb-Subject finite verbal
clause in (22) with the Relative Word-Subject-Participle clause in (23)
(22) wo’akalta et Solal  °Oyobéka >3Ser natan yhwh >‘lohéka lak

and-eat(2MS PERF MOD) ACC booty.of enemies-your REL give(3MS PERF) Yhwh god-your to-you

‘and you may eat the booty of your enemies that Yhwh your God has given to you’ (Deut 20.14)

(23) raq me<aré ha‘ammim ha>€lleh >*Ser yhwh >*lohéka noten loka nah®la
only from-cities.of the-peoples the-these REL Yhwh god-your give(MS PTCP) to you inheritance

16> tohayyeh kol = noSama
NEG let live(3MS IMPF) all.of breath

‘only from the cities of these peoples that Yhwh your God is giving to you (as) an inheritance, you
must let any breathing thing live’ (Deut 20.16)

In chapter four I introduced the basic concepts of information structure, i.e., the study
of how language encodes the relationship between (in our case) a text, the author, the reader,
and any other aspects of the textual context. Significantly, in 4.1.3 I proposed a refinement of
the concept of ‘focus’ by dividing it into Rheme and Kontrast. Using these two concepts, in 4.2
I investigated the pragmatic structure of BH clauses based upon an Subject-Verb analysis of
basic BH word order. I concluded that the notion of pragmatic movement could account for the
various word orders that did not accord with the word order conclusions I arrived at in chapter
three. (24)-(25) summarize my proposals for the correspondence between BH word order and

the pragmatic concepts of Theme, Rheme, and Kontrast:

(24) Basic BH word order is Subject-Verb, but Verb-Subject order is triggered by an initial function
word. All other word orders that deviate from this order are the result of the pragmatically motivated
movement of constituents.

(25) The basic pragmatic structure of the BH clause has rhematic material aligned with the right-edge of
the BH clause and kontrastive material aligned with the left-edge of the BH clause.



328
With the syntactic and pragmatic models outlined in chapters three and four, I returned to the

BH relative clause as the object of analysis in chapter five. In 5.1 I described the various
possibilities for relative clause structure within the theoretical framework of Chomsky’s
Minimalist Program. I argued for the basic structure in (26), which accounts for whatever
projection of the head noun is necessitated by the overall structure of the entire head Noun

Phrase.

(26) the professor; who; ¢, taught us

DP
the NP
N CP
professor t who taught us

The phrase structure of the Noun Phrase in (26) changes to accommodate whatever
modifying constituents are inserted from the lexicon, whether the relative clause modifies a
simple Noun Phrase head, a head Noun Phrase with a complement, or a head Noun Phrase with
an adjunct that is closer than the relative clause itself.

In 5.2 T applied this relative clause structure to BH relative clauses. The structure of the
basic headed restrictive relative in BH is illustrated in (27) (I also discussed null head and bare
BH relative clauses within the Minimalist framework). I argued that due both to the presence
of relative complementizers in BH (i.e., *Ser, seC-, and zeh/zii/z0 are similar to that in English,

as opposed to the English relative pronouns, e.g., who, which) and to Triggered Inversion word
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order, there are two syntactic positions in the structure of BH relatives that precede the normal

Subject-Verb word order of BH: one to accommodate the relative complementizer and one to
accommodate the raised verb (i.e., the verb that is triggered to raise by the preceding relative
complementizer). In the tree diagram in (27), these two positions are represented by the

notations C’ and C°.

(27) wo’issa >*Ser yiSkab %S 2otah Sikbat  zara“
and-woman REL lie(3MS IMPF) man with-her lying.of seed

‘(as for) a woman, who, a man lies with her, (with regard to) copulation . ..” (Lev 15.18)
NP
’i884, /CP\
Op; /C‘\
C? CP
MSer /\
C! 1P
yiskab /\
1S I
Tyiskab VP
by N
\'%A AdvP

Sikbat zara¢

s
Lyiskab oOtah;
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In 5.3 I returned to the issue of resumption in BH relative clauses. First, I addressed the

structural differences between non-resumptive and resumptive relative clauses. Example (27)
above illustrates a resumptive relative clause in BH. The presence of resumption indicates that
there is no constituent movement that is related to the head of the relative or to the relative
word; thus, the null relative pronoun (Op) is inserted directly from the lexicon in relative
clauses like the one in (27). In contrast, in non-resumptive relative clauses, illustrated in (28),

the constituents that are coreferential with the head of relative exhibit movement.

(28) %t kol haddobarim >%er dibber yhwh ¢ el moSeh
AcC all.of the-words Op REL speak(3MSPERF) Yhwh to Moses

‘all of the words, Op, that Yhwh said t; to Moses’ (Exod 4.30)

1

In addition to discussing the structural differences between resumptive and non-
resumptive relative clauses in BH, I addressed the issue of function. In 2.5 I suggested that
non-obligatory resumption had a pragmatic motivation. In 5.3 I proposed that this pragmatic
motivation had its explanation in terms of the information structure of BH discourse. In
particular, using the information structure model that I proposed in chapter four I argued that
resumptive constituents that are not necessary for the grammaticality of the relative clause
serve to mark the referent of the resumptive constituent—the head of the relative—as

kontrastive, as in (29).
(29) et  >‘lohékem **Ser h@i> mdsi*c lakem
ACC god-your REL he saves(MSPTCP) to-you

“‘vour god, who, he, saves you’ (1 Sam 10.19)

In example (29), the presence of the independent personal pronoun serves to indicate that the

referent of the pronoun /i’ ‘he’ is kontrastive. The Kontrast in (29) is meant to highlight that
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the people are rejecting God (the only character who has the ability to deliver them from their

calamities) in favor of a human king.
In 5.4 T moved on to address BH relative clauses in which the relative clauses are
located at a distance from their head. This phenomenon, whereby a relative clause is

sometimes removed from its head, is often given the label relative clause ‘extraposition’ and is
illustrated in (30).

(30) wohinné  ribga yose’t >*Ser yulloda libta’el
and-behold Rebekah; go out(FS PTCP) #; REL bear(3FS PERF PASS) to-Bethuel

‘and behold, Rebekah; (was) coming out t, who was born to Bethuel’ (Gen 24.15)
In (30) the head of the relative clause, ribgd ‘Rebekah’, is separated from its relative clause by
an intervening predicative participle yosée’t ‘(was) coming out’. In terms of function, I
proposed that the phenomenon of extraposition in BH relative clauses may be a processing
issue. In other words, extraposed relative clauses present “heavier” material than other
constituents in the clause and are thus moved towards the end of the clause, enabling the
reader/listener to better process the syntax.

Recognizing the presence of extraposed relative clauses in BH allows us to reconsider
the nature of the relative word *ser. In fact, I argued that recognizing extraposed relatives (as
well as a greater occurrence of null head relatives) paves the way for a much more economical
analysis of *“Ser: rather than introducing at least seven types of subordinate clauses (i.e.,
relative, complement, result, purpose, causal, temporal, conditional), the function word *ser
introduces only two types—relative clauses and complement clauses.

Finally, in 5.5 I returned to the issue of restrictiveness in relative clauses and focused on

how we may account syntactically for the difference between restrictive and non-restrictive
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relative clauses, since restrictive relative clauses can only modify Noun Phrases, whereas non-

restrictive relative clauses can modify a wide variety of constituents. I concluded that the
fundamental difference between the non-restrictive relative and a restrictive relative depends on

where the relative attaches to its head, illustrated by the tree diagrams in (31)a) and (31)b).

(31) a) Non-restrictive Relative b) Restrictive Relative
DP DP
/\
DP CP D'
/\ /\
D NP D NP
/\
NP CP

The structure in (31)a) illustrates that non-restrictive relative clauses attach to a projection of
the head Determined Phrase (or Noun Phrase, Prepositional Phrase, etc.), whereas (31)b)
illustrates that restrictive relative clauses may only attach to an extension of the head Noun
Phrase.

In conclusion, this dissertation had two goals. First, I investigated the structure and
function of the relative clause, a common subordinate clause type in the Hebrew Bible for
which no previous comprehensive study existed. During the course of my investigation (in
which I focused on the relative clause, but also examined BH word order), I found that the
current state of our grammatical knowledge of BH is often outdated if not simply inaccurate.
Second, I demonstrated how Chomskyan generative linguistic theory, specifically the most
recent version called the Minimalist Program, is able both to explain the BH data and to
provide insightful explanations for overlooked or misunderstood features of BH grammar. In

particular I offered significant proposals regarding the type of heads (or antecedents) that BH
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relative clauses modify, the type of relative words that BH relatives employ, the structure of

resumptive and non-resumptive relative clauses and the function of resumption, the
phenomenon of relative clause extraposition in BH, and the presence and features of restrictive
and non-restrictive relative clauses. Additionally, I proposed an analysis of the syntax and
pragmatics of BH word order that differs considerably from the status quo. Finally, in many of
the sections of this dissertation I used specific texts to illustrate how a more nuanced linguistic
analysis of BH and the structure of texts can aid the exegete in understanding BH grammar and

thus the message of the Hebrew Bible.



Genesis
Genl.l......... 107, 123, 124,
................................. 125,232
Gen 1.1-2.....occeveennen. 230, 232
Gen 1.1-3 ., 124
Genl2.......... 142, 144, 156,
......................... 157,230, 232
Gen 13 ..o, 135
(€15 1 N B P 158
Gen 1.6....ccuveeveeennene. 135, 157
Gen 1.7...cceveeunnn. 33,115, 151,
......................... 183,317, 324
Gen 1.9, 135
Gen 110, 158
Gen 1.11................. 99, 135, 301
Gen 112, 99, 158
Gen 1.14......occeveenenne. 135, 138
Gen 1.18.....oooeveeeeeeee 158
Gen 1.20............... 127, 135, 136
Gen 1.21 ., 158
Gen 1.24 ... 135
Gen 1.25..iiiciecee, 158
Gen 1.29....ieiiieeeeeee, 33
Gen 1.30 .., 157
Gen 131, 119, 158
Gen23..iieeeeeeee, 145
Gen24..oeeeeeeeeeeeeee, 157
Gen2.5.......... 127, 144, 145,
................................. 157, 185
Gen2.6.............. 127, 144, 154
Gen29..iiieeeeeee, 157
Gen 2,10, 156
Gen2.11........... 33,99, 157, 158
Gen 212, 157
Gen2.13 ..o, 157
Gen2.14...ieieeeeeee 157
Gen2.17 oo, 232
Gen 2,18, 158
Gen 2.19....eceeeenenee. 104, 157
Gen 222 67
Gen2.23.............. 147,157, 181
(€15 1 G IR 231
Gen3.1............... 142, 144, 146,
................................. 185, 325
Gen3.1-5.ciiiiieeeeeee, 230
Gen33.....eeveennn. 33,98, 158
Gen3.5.....e.. 142,157,230
Gen 3.6, 158
Gen 3.7 oo, 158
Gen 310, 158
Gen3.11.ieeeiennen. 149, 158
Gen 3.13....... 139, 140, 142, 158
Gen3. 14, 158

Gen 3.14-16......cccvveereeerene. 233
Gen3.15..iiiiicienen. 128, 139
Gen 3.16.............. 128, 139, 145,

......................... 158,223,234
Gen3.17 oo, 158
Gen 319, 158
Gen3.20 ..., 149
Gen 3.20-4.1.....ocevveeeeernee. 215
Gen3.23 .., 300
Gen4.1............ 142, 144, 174,

................................. 215,325
Gend2..eeeeeeennn. 142, 144
(€15 1 I N 142, 144
Gen4.6............... 146, 147, 185
Gen4.7........ 128, 139, 156, 158
Gend9..eeeeeeee, 158
Gen4.10...ciiieeeeereeee. 156
Gend. 1l 157
Gend.12..iiiieeieeeeeenne, 157
Gend.13 ..., 158
Gend.14......ceeeeenenee. 142, 157
Gen 4.16-18.......ccvveevveenenee. 216
Gend.17 . 157
Gen4.18............... 142, 144,216
Gen4.19...vieeieieeee. 157
Gen4.20...cucceeeenenee. 142, 144
Gen4.21.......... 142, 144, 157
Gen4.22............ 142, 144, 157
Gend4.25....iiene. 145, 185
(€15 1 B T S 157
GensS.S.iieeieeee, 33,158
GenS524...iiieeeee. 158
Gen 5.29....... 128, 139, 140, 145
Gen6.1....ccouvveeveeennnne. 142, 144
Geno6.2...oeeieieeeereee. 158
Gen6.3.......... 16, 140, 141, 142
Gen64................ 142, 144, 145,

................................. 157, 158
Gen 6.5 .. 157,158
Gen 6.7 .o 65
Gen6.8....cccvvvereeereen. 142, 144
Genb6.9....coveevieieeeee, 157
Gen 6.12............... 145, 146, 185
Gen6.13.............. 139, 142, 145,

................................. 156, 185
Gen 6.15.....ooceeeennen. 157,158
Gen 6.16......cceeeeeeeeen. 221
Gen 6.17................ 33,128, 139,

................................. 156, 158
Gen6.18......ocoveeeeeeere, 142
Gen 7.2 32,93, 100,

................................. 158, 285
Gen 74, 156
Gen7.5. e, 145

334

Gen7.6............... 142, 144, 157
Gen7.8..cevveneennn. 32,93, 100,

................................. 284,287
Gen 7.9 142, 145
Gen 7.10....uicceeenne. 142, 144
Gen7.11....... 142, 144, 148, 181
Gen7.15. e, 158
Gen 7.16.......cccuveenenne. 142, 144
Gen7.19............... 142, 144, 158
Gen7.22............... 142, 144, 158
Gen7.23 ., 158
Gen 7.24-8.7.cuveeeveeveernannn. 220
(€15 1 18- 70 158
Gen8.5..ioieeeeee 142, 144
Gen 8.6.....ccuvveeveeenrnen. 145,220
Gen8.8...oceuvveeeeree 147, 185
Gen8.9...ceeveeiee 144, 158
Gen 8.11............... 145,157, 185
Gen 8.17 oo, 158
Gen 8.19.....ceeveenenen. 142, 144
Gen 821 ..o, 158
Gen9.2................ 128, 139, 140
Gen93.....eeene. 32,93, 100,

......................... 140, 158, 284
Gen 9.9-10......oeeevveeeeereen. 156
Gen9.11....eeeevveennnnnn. 140, 141
Gen 9.12.....ueeeeeenne. 156, 157
Gen9.14 ..., 142
Gen 9.15...ieeeiee. 140, 141
Gen 9.16........ccuveeunenee. 142,158
Gen 9.17..ccovveeeeenen. 157, 158
Gen9.18.....oeeveeeeeee, 157
Gen 9.19......cceveenenne. 158, 196
Gen 922 263
Gen9.23 ..., 157
Gen9.24.......cooveevvenn, 72,264
Gen9.25...iiiieeeee, 158
Gen 9.26........ccveeneenee. 135, 158
Gen9.27 ..o 135
Gen 101 ..., 157
Gen 102, 157
Gen 103 ..o, 157
Gen 104 ..., 157
Gen 10.6.....ooecveeeeeeeeee. 157
Gen 10.7 ..coovveeeeeeeeeee, 157
Gen 10.8.......ccevveeuneenee. 142, 144
Gen 10.9.......cceveeuneenen. 142, 144
Gen 10.12....ocveeeeeeeereee, 157
Gen 10.13-14................ 142, 144
Gen 10.15-18................ 142, 144
Gen 10.20.....ccoieeeieeeereee. 157
Gen 10.22....cccvieeeeeeeee, 157
Gen 10.23 ..., 157

Gen 10.24.........ccc..e. 142, 144



Gen 1025, 157
Gen 10.26-29................ 142, 144
Gen 10.29.....ccvvvevieeeeree. 157
Gen 1031 ..ceeeriiiieieeieee, 157
Gen 1032, 157
Gen 11.1-2,4-7,9.....uccue.... 228
Gen 11.3....coieeeiennen. 142, 144
Gen 115, 145
Gen 11.6....uvecreeeeeeecneee, 157
Gen 11.7................ 67, 145, 296
Gen 11.9......cceeeenennee. 228,236
Gen 1110, 157
Gen 1112, 157
Gen 11.14 ..., 157
Gen 11.27............. 142, 144, 157
Gen 11.29....cccvvecvieieeree. 157
Gen 1130, 158
Gen 123, 138, 142
Gen 124 ... 157
Gen 126 157
Gen 12.8.....oveeveeeieeeereee, 157
Gen 12.10.....cuieeeeeeeeren. 158
Gen 12.11 ..o, 158
Gen 12,12, 158
Gen 12.13 ..o, 142
Gen 12.14 ... 158
Gen 1218 158
Gen 12,19 159
Gen 1220, 119
Gen 131, 119
Gen 132, 157
Gen 133 ., 92
Gen 136............... 144, 145, 185
Gen 13.7 oo, 156
Gen 13.8......oocevveennen. 135, 158
Gen 139 158
Gen 1310, 158
Gen 13.12.....ccuveeunenee. 142, 144
Gen 13.13 ..o, 157
Gen 13.14............... 99, 142, 144
Gen 13.15...coieiieceee, 156
Gen 13.16............... 92,297, 299
Gen 1318 158
Gen 142 157
Gen 143.............. 142, 144, 157
Gen 144 142
Gen 145, 98, 158
Gen 146 158
Gen 14.7 .. 157
Gen 148, 157
Gen 14.10....... 88, 142, 144, 157
Gen 1412 156
Gen 14.13......ccveeneenee. 156, 157

Gen 14.14.......ccooueuenee. 145, 185

Gen 14.14-18........ooceveerenee. 213
Gen 1415, 158
Gen 14.17 e 157
Gen 14.18..... 142, 144, 156, 213
Gen 14.19.....ccveevveeecn. 158
Gen 1420 158
Gen 14.23.....119, 139, 142, 158
Gen 14.24.....128, 139, 145, 158
Gen 151 .o, 157
Gen 152 156, 157
Gen 153 ... 156, 187
Gen 154....... 140, 141, 149, 157
Gen 15.7 oo, 157
Gen 15.12............. 142, 144, 156
Gen 15.13.....107, 108, 110, 111
Gen 15.14 ... 157
Gen 15.15.....ccoveenennen. 128, 139
Gen 15.16............. 128, 139, 185
Gen 15.17............. 142, 144, 158
Gen 16.1....... 142, 144, 157, 158
Gen 16.5....... 135,139, 142, 157
Gen 16.6......cccveeeeeeeecnnn. 157
Gen 16.8.......covveeveeeeeree. 156
Gen 16.11.............. 145,157, 185
Gen 16.12............. 128,139, 157
Gen 16.13.....ccvveeieeeeeree. 157
Gen 16.14 ..o 158
Gen 16.15......coeeevveeeere. 145
Gen 16.16.........cccvvereennne. 157
Gen 17. 1., 157
Gen 17.1-9....ccieieiecneee. 227
Gen 174 157,228
Gen 17.5............... 140, 141, 142
Gen 176, 140
Gen 17.9...cveeeeennen. 140, 227
Gen 1710, 157
Gen 17.12................ 32,93, 100,

................. 139, 142, 158, 284
Gen 17.13 ., 142
Gen 17.14 ... 142
Gen 1715, 158
Gen 17.16.....cueeceeeece. 140
Gen 17.17 e 149
Gen 17.18.....cccuveeunennee. 149, 184
Gen 1719, 156
Gen 1724 ..o 157
Gen 1725, 157
Gen 1727 .. 142, 144
Gen 18.1..ccoveevierieeecree. 156
Gen 182, 156
Gen 184 ..., 135
Gen 18.8.....ooeeveeieeeeereee 156
Gen 189, 158
Gen 18.10.........ccu....... 156, 157

Gen 18.11...oeevveiieiecee. 157
Gen 18.12....ccveeeeeiecree. 157
Gen 18.13............. 139, 142, 158
Gen 18.14.....145, 147, 158, 185
Gen 18.15. ..o, 158
Gen 18.16.....cuueeeueeereecnne. 156
Gen 18.17.....142, 144, 156, 157
Gen 18.18......coveeuneee. 140, 142
Gen 18.19.....ccovivvieieiienn. 78
Gen 18.20.....ccoveeeiereeerenen. 158
Gen 1821 ....cceerveeieerenen. 83, 84
Gen 1822 156
Gen 1824 ... 158
Gen 18.25.....cccveenenen. 128, 185
Gen 18.27 .o 157
Gen 18.28....ocveerieeeereee, 184
Gen 18.29.....ccvveevieieeen. 184
Gen 1830, 184
Gen 1831 ..coeevveiieieeiee, 184
Gen 1832 184
Gen 18.33 ... 142, 144
Gen 19.1 ..o, 156
Gen 192, 138
Gen 194........ccveenenee. 142, 144
Gen 195, 158
Gen 19.8.....oeeveeieeieee 158
Gen 19.9.......cceveenenen. 139, 142
Gen 19.11 ..., 33,158
Gen 19.12....ocvveiieeeeee 158
Gen 19.13............. 145,157, 185
Gen 19.14 ... 157
Gen 19.19............. 128,139, 184
Gen 19.20............. 135, 157, 158
Gen 19.23 ... 142, 144
Gen 19.24..........ccun..... 142, 144
Gen 19.27 ..o 102
Gen 19.29.....ccveevieeeee. 102
Gen 1931 ..cvieciieeee, 157
Gen 19.37 ..o 157
Gen 1938 ..., 157
Gen 202, 158
Gen 203, 156, 157
Gen204.......cceveenenen. 142, 144
Gen20.5.............. 142, 144, 149,

................................. 158, 185
Gen 20.7............... 119, 156, 158
Gen 20.11..eecrieiieieeee, 158
Gen 20,12, 158
Gen 20.13......ccveeunenee. 157,158
Gen 20.15.....coieieeeeeee, 157
Gen 20.16.....cveeeeeeiece. 157
(€15 117 I I 142, 144
(€15 117 0 83, 84
Gen 215, 157



Gen21.6............... 120, 128, 139
Gen 21.7...cuveunnn. 99, 140, 141,

................................. 142, 149
Gen 21.10........uveeuneeee. 145, 185
Gen2l1.14 ..., 157
Gen 21.17........ 73,145, 158, 185
Gen 21.22.....ccuveeurne. 156, 157
Gen21.24............. 128, 139, 157
Gen 21.25 e, 145
Gen 21.26.........cccun.... 142, 149
Gen 21.29.....cceveeieenns 87,158
Gen22.1...covveereeenenen. 142, 144
Gen224...ieeeieeeeenn 158
Gen 225, 135
Gen22.7 ..o 158
Gen22.8.....oveevveerenen. 128, 139
Gen 2212 ..o 158
Gen22.13 .o, 158
Gen22.14......coveeneenee. 297,301
Gen 22.16.....ccveeeeeeeeeenen. 77
Gen 22.17.....140, 141, 154, 158
Gen 22.18....occovveereenne 79, 142
Gen 22.23....oceveereen. 142, 144
Gen23. 1., 158
Gen 23.1-6...cceveeeeeeee 217
Gen 232, 157
Gen 234, 158
Gen 236....... 128, 139, 158, 217
Gen 238, 158
Gen23.9...iiieeeeee, 158
Gen 2310, 156
Gen 2311 e, 158
Gen 23.15. ., 158
Gen 23.17 e 158
Gen 23.19....oieeeeee 157
Gen 23.20 ..., 157
Gen24.1............... 142, 144, 157
Gen24.2..eieeeeeeen. 119
Gen243....eeienennn. 102, 296
Gen 245, 184
Gen 248 184
Gen 2410, 157
Gen24.13 .o, 156
Gen24.14 ... 142
Gen24.15............ 156, 157, 331,

................................. 301, 304
Gen 24.16............. 142, 144, 157
Gen 24.21............. 145, 147, 156
Gen24.22............. 107,110, 111
Gen24.23 . 158
Gen 2424 ... 158
Gen 2425 158
Gen 2427 e 158

Gen24.29.......ccoueenee. 157, 158

Gen 2430 157
Gen 2431 ... 139, 142
Gen24.34 ... 158
Gen24.35.....eeenenen. 139, 142
Gen 2436 119
Gen 2437 ....ooeeveenenen. 102, 156
Gen24.39 ... 184
Gen 24.40....... 67, 128, 139, 319
Gen24.42. .. 156
Gen24.43. ... 142, 156
Gen24.44...........cu...... 145, 157
Gen24.45............ 140, 156, 157
Gen24.47 .. 158
Gen 2449 156
Gen 2451 ....uvcueeennnne. 145, 157
Gen 2455, 135
Gen 24.56.........cccu.... 139, 142
Gen 24.60 ......cuveeeveeeeennen. 135
Gen 24.62.....ueeeieeeen 156
Gen24.63. ... 156
Gen 24.65.........ccenen.. 157, 158
Gen 24.66.......oveceveeeeeeennen. 71
Gen25. 1., 157
Gen 253, 142, 144
Gen 254, 157
Gen 255, 119
Gen25.6...ciiecieieereene. 158
Gen 257 oo, 33,157
Gen 25.10 ..., 145
Gen 2512 145, 157
Gen 25.13-15....cceveeeienee. 157
Gen 2516 157
Gen 25.17 e 157
Gen 25.19............. 142, 144, 157
Gen 2521 i, 158
Gen 2522 158
Gen 25.23............ 128, 139, 140,

......................... 143, 157, 326
Gen 2524 ... 157
Gen 2525 ., 158
Gen 25.26......cuueeunenn.. 156, 157
Gen 2527 e, 157
Gen 25.28....oocevveerenen. 156, 158
Gen 2529 ..., 157
Gen 2530 ..., 158
Gen 2532 156, 158
Gen 2534 ... 142, 144
Gen264.....ceeeeeeeeeenn 142
Gen 26.5....ieieeeiieenn, 79, 145
Gen 26.7 ...cuveeeveeerene 158, 184
Gen 26.8......occvveeeieeeereenne. 156
Gen 26.9......ocveeieeeee 158
Gen 26.10............ 107, 109, 110,

................................. 111, 158

336

Gen 26.11....ccvveeeceecnnen. 140
Gen 26.15........occeuneene. 145, 185
Gen 26.20......cuveeveeeeeerene. 158
Gen 26.24.........cccu.... 157, 158
Gen 26.26..........ccuu....... 142, 144
Gen 26.27 .....cceuveenene. 139, 142
Gen 26.28..........cccueen.e. 145, 185
Gen 26.29.....ccuveevveeee 158
Gen 26.33 ..., 158
Gen27.5. e, 156
Gen 276 142, 144
Gen 278, 75, 156
Gen 2711 i, 157
Gen 2712 i, 184
Gen27.13 e, 158
Gen27.14 ... 145
Gen 27.18.....cccuveerne. 157, 158
Gen 27.19 ..., 157
Gen 27.20............. 145,158, 185
Gen 2721 e 158
Gen 2722 e, 157
Gen 27.23 ... 145, 185
Gen 2724 ... 157
Gen 27.27 e 145
Gen 27.28 ..o 135
Gen 27.29.....135, 143, 156, 326
Gen 27.30 ..., 156
Gen 2731, 135
Gen 2732 157, 158
Gen27.33 e, 158
Gen 2735 140, 141
Gen 27.38 i, 158
Gen27.41............. 140, 141, 145
Gen 2742 .. 156
Gen27.44. ..., 76, 145
Gen 2745 66,71
Gen 2746 157
Gen283...ccieeeieennen. 136, 139
Gen 284, 145
Gen 28.6......occeuveeunene. 145, 185
Gen 28.8....oveeveeeeeeeeee, 158
Gen 28.11....cccvvennenee. 145, 185
Gen 28.12.....ccuveeunennen. 156, 157
Gen 28.13....... 32,102, 156, 157
Gen 28.14 ... 142
Gen 28.15.....cccveereenns 76, 157
Gen 28.16............. 139, 142, 158
Gen 28.17....oceevveenenen. 157, 158
Gen 28.19.....ccveeiieieee 157
Gen 28.20......cuveeunennen. 156, 184
Gen 2821 v, 142
Gen 28.22.....cccuveerene. 128, 139
Gen29.2............... 156, 157, 158
Gen293 .., 142



Gen294.....eeieeeee, 158
Gen 29.6.......cceuveenenen. 156, 158
Gen29.7 ..o 158
Gen29.8.....oeeeeeiieein, 76, 145
Gen29.9.....ceeeenenn. 156, 158
Gen 2912, 158
Gen29.14 ... 158
Gen29.15. ..., 158
Gen 29.16..........ccuu....... 157,158
Gen 29.17.............. 142, 144, 157
Gen 2921 ....cceuveennnnen. 145, 185
Gen 29.25............ 107, 109, 110,

......................... 111, 157, 158
Gen 29.31............. 157, 158, 225
Gen 29.32.....cceeenenen. 145, 185
Gen 29.33............. 145, 158, 185
Gen 301 ..o, 157
Gen 30.1-2,22-24................. 224
Gen 30.2............... 158, 225, 301
Gen 30.6....... 140, 141, 219, 223
Gen 30.9-18......ccoovveerveerenee. 219
Gen 30.13......ccveeunenee. 145, 185
Gen 30.15....coieieeeeeee, 158
Gen 30.18.............. 67, 140, 141,

......................... 219, 295, 296
Gen 30.20..... 140, 141, 219, 223
Gen 30.23..... 140, 141, 219, 224
Gen 3024 ... 140
Gen 30.26....cccueeeeieieeeree. 142
Gen 30.28.....ccvveeuneenee. 140, 141
Gen 30.29........ 10, 139, 142, 145
Gen 3032, 142
Gen 30.33................ 32,93, 100,

......................... 142, 158, 284
Gen 3035, 99
Gen 3036, 156
Gen 30.37 e, 158
Gen 30.38 ..., 145
Gen 30.40.....ccieeeeeieeneee. 154
Gen 3041 ..., 142
Gen 30.42......cuveeunnnee. 142, 157
Gen 31.1......... 75, 119, 140, 141
Gen31.2. i, 158
Gen 31.5....... 139, 142, 157, 158
Gen 31.6......ccceueeenennee. 139, 142
Gen 31.7.............. 139, 140, 141
Gen 31.8....... 128, 139, 142, 326
Gen 3110, 157
Gen 31.12....cceeennenee. 119, 156
Gen31.13 .o, 157
Gen31.14 .., 158
Gen 31.16.........ccu........ 145, 158
Gen 31.19............. 142, 144, 158
Gen 31.20 ..., 157

Gen 3121 i, 119
Gen 31.22....ccuveernee. 145, 185
Gen 31.22-25....cccvveeeeernnen. 225
Gen 31.25............. 142, 144, 225
Gen 31.29............. 140, 142, 158
Gen 31.32.............. 96, 128, 139,

................. 144, 149, 158, 185
Gen31.34......ccveenennen. 142, 144
Gen 3135 i, 158
Gen 3136, 158
Gen 31.36-42......uueeeuveenn. 222
Gen 31.38............. 139, 142, 158
Gen 31.39.....cccveenennen. 128, 139
Gen 3141 .., 157
Gen 31.42............. 149, 179, 222
Gen 31.43............. 156, 157, 158
Gen 31.47....cceeennne. 142, 144
Gen31.48. .., 157
Gen 31.49.....135, 145, 185, 295
Gen 31.50......cuueeunnnee. 157,158
Gen 31.51 i, 157
Gen 31.52............. 149, 158, 184
Gen 31.53...ccieneee. 128, 136
Gen 32.12....occcuveenne. 145, 185
Gen 3213 139, 142
Gen 32.18............. 145,158, 185
Gen 32.19......ccveenenee. 157,158
Gen 322, 142, 144
Gen323 .., 158
Gen 327 oo, 157
Gen 328, 158
Gen 32.9...ieeienn. 142,184
Gen 32.20 ..., 120
Gen 3221 e, 157
Gen 3222 156
Gen 3224 ... 158
Gen 3227 e 145, 185
Gen 3228 ... 158
Gen 32.30 ..., 158
Gen 3232 e, 156
Gen 3233 e, 158
Gen 331, 156, 158
Gen 333, 142, 144
Gen 335, 145, 158
Gen 338, 158
Gen33.9...iieeeeee, 158
Gen 33.11............. 145,158, 185
Gen 33.13............. 142, 156, 158
Gen 33.14............... 76, 135, 157
Gen33.15. ., 158
Gen 33.17..oeeereeenenee. 142, 144
Gen 33.18.....cceveenennen. 158, 301
Gen 345 142, 144

Gen34.7.oovvieine. 142, 144

337

Gen 34.10.........cceune.... 128, 139
Gen 34.13............. 295, 296, 301
Gen 34.14............... 99, 158, 321
Gen 34.19......cceeeneenee. 144, 156
Gen 3421 ...uceueeennnen. 157,158
Gen 3422 156
Gen 3423 .. 158
Gen 34.27............. 142, 144, 295
Gen 3428 ... 158
Gen 3429 ... 119
Gen 34.30......cuveeunnn.n. 142, 157
Gen 352, 119, 158
Gen353 ., 69
Gen354..iiiieeeeeen 158
Gen 355, 33,158
Gen 35.6....uccceeenenee. 157,158
Gen 35.10..... 140, 141, 157, 184
Gen 35.11.....139, 140, 142, 157
Gen35.14 ..., 90, 301
Gen 3515 i, 90
Gen 35.17 e, 158
Gen 35.18.....cceveenenen. 142, 144
Gen 3519, 157
Gen 3520 ..., 157
Gen 3523 e, 157
Gen 3524 .., 157
Gen 3525, 157
Gen 3526 157
Gen 3527 e, 157
Gen 36.1...veevveiieeeeee. 157
Gen 36.2-3.....ccueeveenee. 142, 144
Gen364........ccveenenee. 142, 144
Gen 36.5............... 142, 144, 157
Gen 36.7............... 144, 145, 185
Gen36.8......coevveeeeeeeereene, 157
Gen 36.9.....ceeeieeee 157
Gen 36.10......coeeevveereeernee. 157
Gen 36.12............. 142, 144, 157
Gen 36.13............. 142, 144, 157
Gen 36.14.........cccn..... 142, 144
Gen 36.15-16.........ccoveeunenne.. 157
Gen 36.16........uoeevvereeennne 157
Gen 36.17 ...ovecveeeeieieern 157
Gen 36.18.....ccvveereeeere 157
Gen 36.19......ccveevveieee 157
Gen 36.20-21......ooeeuveenennee. 157
Gen 3621 ...uecveeeeeeeeeee 157
Gen 36.23 ... 157
Gen 3624 ... 157
Gen 36.25 ... 157
Gen 36.26.....ccueeeeieieenn 157
Gen 36.27 ..o 157
Gen 36.28 .....covveeeeeeeere 157
Gen 36.29-30......cocceveenennee. 157



Gen 36.30.....ccoeeeeieieeennee. 157
Gen 3631 ...ccveeeiieieee 157
Gen 3632, 157
Gen 3635, 157
Gen 36.39.....ccveevieeeeie 157
Gen 36.40.......coeeeveeeeenenen. 157
Gen 3641 ....eeeeeeeeee 157
Gen 36.42.....eeeeeeeen 157
Gen36.43. ... 157
Gen 372 142, 144, 157
Gen 373 142, 144, 158
Gen 37. 7 e 156, 157
Gen 379 156
Gen 37.10......cuveeuneee. 147, 158
Gen 37.11 ... 142, 144
Gen 37.13 e, 156
Gen 37.15. e 157
Gen 3716 156
Gen 3717 e 190
Gen 37.19. .., 156
Gen 37.20.....139, 142, 145, 147
Gen 3722 e, 158
Gen 37.23 .. 145, 158
Gen 37.24.....cveenenen. 157,158
Gen 3725 156, 157
Gen 3726 158
Gen 3727 oo 158
Gen 37.29 .., 158
Gen 37.30.....ccuveennnee. 156, 157
Gen 3732 e, 158
Gen 37.33............ 139, 142, 158
Gen 37.36......cueenennee. 142, 144
Gen38.1..cooveerieeeeieereee, 157
Gen 382, 157
Gen 38.6...ccecieeiieieereene. 157
Gen 38.9...iiieieeeee, 137
Gen 38.10.....ccoieecrieereeieennen. 72
Gen 38.11..veeveeieeieereee, 184
Gen 38.13 ..o, 156
Gen 38.14 ............ 142, 144, 145,

................................. 158, 185
Gen 38.16.....ccuveeeeereeernee. 158
Gen 38.17....ooceuveenenen. 128, 139
Gen 3818, 158
Gen 38.21.....140, 141, 157, 158
Gen 38.22.....cceveenenen. 140, 141
Gen 38.23....cceveerenn. 139, 142
Gen 38.24......cuveeneenee. 140, 141
Gen 38.25.............. 99, 142, 144,

................................. 156, 158
Gen 38.26....cccuieciieieeree 158
Gen 38.27 e 157
Gen 38.28.....ccovveeuvenen. 139, 142

Gen 38.30 ..o 158

Gen39.1...cveeveenenen. 142, 144
Gen393....iieen. 156, 158
Gen394....... 104, 107, 110, 111
Gen 395 119, 158
Gen 39.6.......cccveenenen. 119, 156
Gen 398, 158
Gen399....ieiien, 73, 158
Gen39.11 .., 158
Gen 39.17....occeveenenen. 140, 141
Gen 39.20.......... 35, 36, 67, 119,

........................ 120, 121, 122,

......................... 158,317, 324
Gen 39.22.....119, 157, 158, 287
Gen 39.23............... 73, 156, 157
Gend40.1...oevrieeiieeeereeee, 144
Gen40.3................ 35,119, 121,

................................. 122, 156
Gend04....ocveeeieeeeeen, 104
Gend40.5...ieieeeeee, 287
Gen40.6.....ecveeeieeeeren. 156
Gend40.7 ..o, 158
Gen40.8.......ccovveenenen. 157,158
Gend40.9....ieeieeeee 157
Gen 40.10..... 140, 141, 157, 158
Gend40.11..oeerieiieeeeeee, 158
Gen40.12......uveeuneee. 157, 158
Gend40.13 ..o, 178
Gen 40.16..................... 157, 158
Gen 40.17.....cceveenennne. 156, 158
Gen40.18......cooeeuneee. 157,158
Gen40.19.....ccoveeiieieee. 142
Gen40.23 ..., 144
(€15 113 I IR 157
Gendl2. e, 157
Gendl3..iiieeeeeee. 156
Gendl.5.iieeeeeene, 156
Gendl.6..eereeeeeeeeenenee, 156
Gendl.7 ., 158
Gendl.8....eeveeeeeeeeereee, 157
Gen4l9...iiieieieeeen, 156
Gen41.10.........ccun...... 142, 144
Gen4l.12. .. 158
Gen4l.15............. 139, 142, 157
(€15 113 I b S 156
Gen4l1.18. ... 157
Gen41.19....veeiieieeee. 156
Gen41.22. . 156
Gen41.23 i, 156
Gen41.25.....eeenenen. 156, 158
Gen41.26.....ccueeeueennnn. 87,158
Gen 41.27............. 128,139, 158
Gen41.28......ccuveenennee. 156, 157
Gen41.29....ieeieeeeeen. 156
Gen 4130, 142

338

Gen41.31............. 140, 141, 158
Gen41.32.....ceeeenenen. 145, 157
Gen4l1.33 i, 135
Gendl34 .. 135
Gen41.36............. 140, 141, 142
Gen 41.38.....145, 147, 158, 185
Gen41.39...iiieeeee 158
Gen41.40..........ccun...... 128, 139
Gendldd. ..o, 157
Gen41.46.....ecceeeeeenene. 157
Gen41.48.....ccoveevvenn, 33,158
Gen41.49....veeieieeene. 158
Gen 41.50............... 51, 184, 301
Gen41.51 ... 145, 185
Gen41.52....eeenenee. 145, 185
Gendl.54 ..., 145
Gen41.56............. 119, 142, 144
Gen 41.57.....142, 144, 145, 185
(€15 1 3 IR 158
Gend22..ieeeeeeeeenn 158
Gend24....cieeeeeeeeenn 184
Gend2.5..iiieeennen. 145, 185
Gend2.6...cceeeeieeereenn 157
Gend2.8.....ceevveerennen. 142, 144
Gend2.9...iieieeeeeee 157
Gen42.10........uceeune... 142, 144
Gend42.11....cceuveeunenee. 157,158
Gend42.13.....ccveenenen. 157, 158
Gend2.14. ... 157
Gen42.16............. 135, 157, 158
Gend42.18. ... 156
Gen42.19............. 128,139, 158
Gen42.20......cuveenennee. 140, 141
Gen 42.21....... 94, 158, 295, 320
Gend42.22. ... 156
Gen 42.23.....142, 144, 157, 158
Gend42.27 e 157
Gen42.28............ 107, 109, 110,

................. 111, 140, 141, 158
Gend42.29. ..., 120
Gen42.30......cuueenenee. 140, 141
Gend4231 ... 157,158
Gend42.32....eeenn. 157,158
Gend2.33 ., 158
Gend42.34......ceeneenee. 157, 158
Gend2.35. ., 157
Gen 4236 157
Gen42.37...ceeeeenen. 128, 139
Gen 42.38..... 140, 141, 142, 156
Gend43.1l..ieeeeenenen. 142, 144
Gend33 .., 158
Gend34d...ieieeeeee 156
Gen43.5...... 149, 156, 158, 185
Gend3.6...icieeieeeeeene. 158



Gen43. 7 e,

Gen43.9...cviiiiiien,

Gen 4312,

Gen43.14............. 136,

Gen43.16.....ueeeeeeen,
Gen43.17 oo,

Gen43.18..uviviiinn,

Gen43.19...ccevieiiis
Gen 4321 .,

Gen43.22............. 139,
Gen43.23............. 139,

Gen43.26....ueeeeeeenn,
Gen 4327 e,

Gen43.28.....ccoveenenen.
Gen43.29......ccveenenen.
Gen43.30......cveeunnnee.
Gen43.32............. 145,
Gend443..... 142, 144,
Gend444......... 75, 142,
Gend44.5.......... 140,
Gend4.7............... 145,
Gen44.10............. 128,

Gen44.14......uoeeeeneeen,
Gen 4415,

Gen 44.16.....139, 142,

Gen 4417 oueeeeeeeen,

Gen44.18.....uvvveveennn,
Gen 44.19............. 139,
Gen 44.20.....139, 140,
Gen 4422 ...uueveeenn,

Gen44.23 .,

Gen 44.26.......ocouueennn.
Gen 44.27.....139, 142,

Gen44.29....uevveiein,

Gen 44.30.....uueeevueennnn.

Gen 44.30-33.................

Gen 4431 .couvevieienn,

Gen 4432,

Gen44.33 i,

Gen44.34.....eeveenen,
(€15 115 70 T

Gen453............... 144,

Gend54.....eeennnn.
Gen45.6....ceeeeennnen.
Gen459....ieeenennn.
Gen45.10........ueeueenen.

Gen45.11............. 119,
Gen45.12..ueeven,

Gen 4513,

Gend45.14......cveeneene.
Gen45.16............. 141,
Gen45.19......ccveeneenen.
Gen45.20......cuueenennen.
Gen45.26.......uuceueen...

........ 158
128, 139

157, 158
136, 158
145, 185
158, 185
157, 185
144, 158
145, 158
147, 185

157, 158
145, 185

........ 144
157, 158
.30, 157
........ 158
........ 141

Gen 4527 e 145
Gen45.28 ... 158
Gend46.1.......cccuveeunennee. 119, 158
Gend6.3....ieveeieeeee 157
Gend64........coveeneen.. 128, 139
Gend6.5....eeieeeee 145
Gend6.8......ccvveeeeeeeren 157
Gend46.9.....cceveeieeeeen 157
Gen46.10........ooeevveeeennee. 157
Gen46.11....ccuveeeieeecne. 157
Gen46.12.....uveeeeeeeeren. 157
Gen46.13. ... 157
Gend6.14 ... 157
Gen46.15.....cveeieeeen. 157
Gen46.16.........ccevveereeenne 157
Gen46.17 ....ccveeeeeeeern 157
Gen46.18..........ccn..... 145, 157
Gen46.19......veeeveeeee 157
Gen46.21 ... 157
Gen 4622 157
Gend46.23. ... 157
Gend46.24 ... 157
Gen46.25......cuveenenne. 145, 157
Gen46.26......uueeeeeeeeenenn. 157
Gen 46.27 ................. 83, 84, 157
Gen46.30......cveeeieeeenene. 158
Gen 46.31............. 139, 142, 158
Gen46.32......cuveeneenee. 119, 157
Gen46.33 ..., 158
Gend46.34 ... 158
Gen47.1....... 119, 139, 142, 157
Gend7.3 e, 158
Gend474......... 145, 158, 185
Gend7.5. i 139, 142
Gend7.6..cceeeienan, 78, 158
Gend7.8..eeeeeeeeeene 158
Gend7.9..iieeee 157
Gend7.11 i, 145
Gen47.13............. 145,157, 185
Gend7.14 ... 156
Gen 4715 145, 158
Gen 4716 158
Gen 47.18.....145, 157, 184, 185
Gen47.19......ccveenene. 128, 139
Gen 47.20.....cuueenenee. 145, 185
Gen 4722 e 158
Gend7.23 e 158
Gend47.24.............. 75, 128, 139
Gen 4726 158
Gen47.30.....ceennnen. 128, 139
Gend8.1..coevoeeeieieereenne, 156
Gend83....veeeeeennn. 139, 142
Gend8.4....eeeeeeeenn 156
Gend8.5..iiieeeeeen 158

339

Gend8.6.....ceeeeeeeeeeenn 140
Gend8.7 .o, 157
Gend8.8.....ooeeeeeeeeeeeee 158
Gen48.9.....ceveenenn. 158, 301
Gen48.10.......coccu....... 142, 144
Gen48.14.......cuveuen. 157,158
Gend8.15. ... 145
Gen48.17 ..., 145, 185
Gen48.18....ceeeeeeeee 158
Gen 48.19............. 128, 139, 149
Gen 4821 ..., 142,156
Gen 48.22............. 139, 142, 301
Gend9.....oeeiieeeeeeeeee 39
Gend93....iieeeeee 157
Gend49.5..iiieeeeee 157
Gend9.6......ceeeeeeeeen 135
Gen498............... 140, 141, 157
Gen49.9....iieieeeeee 140
Gen49.10.........cceune.. 140, 141
Gen49.12....veieeeeen 158
Gen49.13......ccveenenee. 140, 157
Gend49.14 ... 157
Gen49.16......uveeeeeeeenn 139
Gen49.17 ..., 86, 135
Gen49.19.....cveeieie 140
Gen49.20.....cceeieieeneee. 139
Gen4921 .., 157
Gen49.22. ... 157
Gend49.24 ... 141
Gen 49.27 ............ 107, 109, 110,
......................... 111, 139, 157
Gen49.28 ... 157
Gen 4929, 139
Gen49.30.....ciiiiieieeieenn. 92
Gen 50.5............... 139, 142, 156
Gen 50.10.......coeeeeeeeeenne 158
Gen 50.11..oeevieiieieereee, 158
Gen 50.13....ccoeverenn. 92, 145
Gen50.14 ... 120
Gen 50.15.............. 145,184, 185
Gen 50.16..................... 139, 142
Gen 50.18....ocovieeiieieeee, 157
Gen 50.19....cooeveeeeee 158
Gen 50.20.......c.oveeunenee. 139, 142
Gen 5021 ..., 128, 139
Gen 50.24 ... 140, 156
Exodus
Exod 1.8 ..cvvoeeeeeceeee 301
Exod 1.19 ..o 184
Exod 3.1 .ooiieeieeceeeeee 191
Exod 3.5 . 102



Exod 4.13.....107, 110, 111, 122
Exod 4.17 .cooeinieieiecns 301
Exod 4.30....cccccooveueneee. 269, 330
Exod 5.8 ....ccovvevinnncne 32,093,287
Exod 5.11 oo, 75
Exod 5.21 ..o 301
Exod 6.5 ..o 105
Exod 6.29 ....ccccoviiiiiins 119
Exod 7.2 oo 119
Exod 8.18 ....cccvviiiiins 102
Exod 9.19 ..cccocovniiiiins 119
Exod 9.25 ..o 119
Exod 9.26 .....ccoeineiiine. 99
Exod 94 ............... 107,110, 111
Exod 10.6............... 68,316,319
Exod 10.12.....ccovviiviiiacns 119
Exod 12.13 oo 99
Exod 12.30 ...c.ccovveieireinncns 100
Exod 13.5 .o 301
Exod 13.9 ..o 184
Exod 14.10-14........ccoovevnee. 265
Exod 14.11...107, 109, 110, 111
Exod 14.13 ..o 265
Exod 15 .o, 39
Exod 15.1 oo 184
Exod 15.13 oo 41, 80
Exod 15.15 e 184
Exod 15.17...107, 109, 110, 111
Exod 16.5 ..cccovvviiiicne. 78
Exod 16.13 ...c.ccveieiiecne. 73
Exod 16.16..........cccc.c...... 75, 185
Exod 16.23 .......cccoveuenee. 72,120
Exod 16.29 .....cccoovvineinans 185
Exod 18.1 ..ccooveviiiiieians 119
Exod 18.8 ....cocvviiiieiiens 119
Exod 18.14 .....ccoovvivieians 119
Exod 18.19 .....ccovvivieiiians 140
Exod 18.20...107, 109, 110, 111
Exod 19.12...ccoviiviians 120
Exod 19.18 ...ccconiiiiiiians 119
Exod 19.18 ..o 78
Exod 20.2 ....coeovviiiieinns 301
Exod 20.11 ..cooccvvviiiiinncns 119
Exod 20.12.....ccovviiviiians 184
Exod 20.21 ..o 99
Exod 20.26................... 296, 299
Exod 23.12 ..cccvviiiiiieins 184
Exod 23.30 ...ccoeineiiienee. 76
Exod 24.14 .....ccocvneiniinnne. 76
Exod 25.2 .o 106
Exod 25.22 ..o 119
Exod 26.12 .....ccoocinveiniinnne. 86
Exod 28.3 ..o 106
Exod 29.1 ..ccooviviiiiiie. 72

Exod 29.27 ...coovveeieeeeeieenn 75
Exod 29.33 ..o 67
Exod 29.37 ..ocovveeieeeeeen. 120
Exod 29.42 ......uoeevveieern 301
Exod 30.13....ccieeiieieeeee. 120
Exod 30.29.....oevvveiieree. 120
Exod 31.6....cccvveeeieiecrne. 119
Exod 31.14 ..., 120
Exod 31.15..ciiieiicie. 120
Exod 324 ... 301
Exod 32.11.ccvieiieieeee. 185
Exod 32,12 185
Exod 32.20 ..., 76
Exod 32.35..iieeiien, 78
Exod 3432 119
Exod 352 .o, 120
Exod 35.10 ..., 119
Exod 3521 ......cccunee. 106, 176
Exod 35.26 ... 106
Exod 35.29 ... 106
Exod 36.2 .....ccvveeeveieer 106
Exod 38.22...cviiiiieiee. 119
Exod 40.9 .....ccoveevveieene. 119
Leviticus
Lev 1.5 e, 301
Lev3d. e, 70
Lev3.10 e, 70
Lev 3.5 e, 70
Lev49.. e, 70
Lev4.18 i, 70
Lev4.22.......... 255,297,298
Lev4.24 ... 119, 122
Lev4.33 e, 119
Lev524 e, 75
Lev6.18 ., 119
Lev 72 e, 119
Lev 7. 70
Lev7.35.......... 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110, 111
Lev 8.10 ..ccoveirieieeieeereee, 119
Lev 11.10 i, 87
Lev 1124 ., 120
Lev 11.25 e, 120
Lev 11.26 .. 120
Lev 11.27 i, 120
Lev11.29 ......... 32,93, 100, 284
Lev 1131 oo, 120
Lev11.39......... 32,93, 100, 284
Lev 1346 ......cveevvennn. 68, 119
Lev 14.13 e, 119
Lev 14.30 i, 75

Lev 14.32 i, 119

340

Lev 14.36 ......cucceune... 119, 184
Lev 154 .. 102, 320
Lev 156 .. 102
Lev 15.10 i, 120
Lev 15.18 ............. 102, 254, 329
Lev 15.19 e, 120
Lev 1520 i, 102
Lev 1521 i, 120
Lev 1522 e, 102, 120
Lev 1523 e, 102
Lev 1524 e 102
Lev 1526 e 102
Lev 1527 i 120
Lev 16.16 .....ccuveeveereeeenen. 86
Lev 16.32 ............... 92, 106, 322
Lev 17.5 i, 78
Lev 183 .. 101, 102
Lev18.5 i, 97, 105
Lev 18.29 ..o 119
Lev20.5 e, 120
Lev 20.10 ., 70
Lev21.10 i, 258
Lev224 i 76
Lev23.2 e, 104
Lev23.4 i, 104
Lev 23.37 oo 104
Lev23.43 e 184
Lev24.14 .. 120
Lev24.55 e 285
Lev 2533 e 297
Lev 2542 e 286
Lev2545 i, 70
Lev26.34 .o 184
Lev26.41 e, 184
Lev 26.54 ... 105
Lev 25.55 e 286
Lev27.8 e, 119
Lev 2722 e 33
Lev2724 e 75
Lev27.28 e 119
Numbers

Num 1.50...cciieiecienee. 119
Num33..iieeecreee. 104
Num4.9....viiieiecneenne. 104
Num4.12..ccoiiiieieeeeereenee. 104
Num4.14....ooovveeeeeereenen. 104
Num 4.16......ccovevreeeecnnnee. 119
Num4.23...coieieeeereenee, 120
Num 4.26......ccoeereeeeereennee. 119
Num 430, 120
Num 435, 120
Num 437, 120



Num4.39...civieieiecreenen. 120
Num4.4l...vieeeeieeneenee. 120
Num4.43...coiieeeereenee. 120
Num 4.47...cieeieeeeecreenne. 120
NUmM 5.7 oo 75
Num 5.29...cocivieieiecreenee. 297
Num 6.11..ccoieiiiiiieeiiennee. 77
Num 7.13.............. 107,110, 111
Num 9.13.......... 32,93, 100, 284
Num 9.17..ccoiiieiieeecieeee. 119
Num 9.18.....ccovierrerenee. 2,119
Num 10.29....ccciieirerirerenee. 185
Num 11.20...c.cciiiiieieennee. 76
Num 13.19...ccciiieieereee. 102
Num 13.32...cccciiirienns 91, 285
Num 14.8.......... 32,93, 284, 287
Num 1523 ., 119
Num 16.5...ccccovieiieieerenee. 283
Num 16.26........ccovvveerveernnnee. 119
Num 16.28.....cooeevrerieerenee. 185
Num 16.30.....cceeevrerieerenee. 119
Num 16.33.....cciiiieiicreee. 119
Num 17.5.....ccccueee. 32,78, 93,

................................. 100, 284
Num 18.13.......coeevene. 70, 119
Num 192, 70
Num 19.13....coiiieiieee. 120
Num 19.14.................... 119, 120
Num 20.13 ..o, 295
Num 20.17..cooceiieieieieeeieennn. 76
Num 20.24.....ccveeiieereeeieennn. 78
Num 2117 i, 184
Num 21.22...cccciieieeieeeieenne. 76
Num 21.32..cccccieciecieeevieene. 98
Num 21.34....ccoiieieeneenee. 287
Num 222, 119
Num 23-24 ....coveereeereereennn. 39
Num 23.3. ., 184
Num 25.13 .o, 79
Num 2535 106
Num 26.59.....cceevieeieereennee. 105
Num 274, 185
Num 27.20....cccieeeieeeeereenen. 184
Num 30.3...coiiiiieeeereeee, 120
Num 3217, 76
Num 33.55....ccceeeeeeeeenee. 102
Num 34.13.............. 40, 271, 286
Num 35.25...cccccieeeeeeeeenee. 105
Num 35.26......ccveeveeeereannne. 300
Num 35.31........ 32,93, 100, 284
Num 35.34.....cccoveeeennen. 70, 102
Num 36.8......ccovveerrerieerenee. 184

Deuteronomy

Deut 1.4, 287
Deut 1.31..ccoeevieiieieereen. 294
Deut 1.36.....ccccveerieereeieennen. 77
Deut 2.14 ..o, 76
Deut 2.29.....ooovieieeeieecieenn. 76
Deut 3.2, 287
Deut 3.20.....cccoieciecieeieennen. 76
Deut 3.21..cvievieiieieeereeee. 119
Deut 3.24.....ocovveeeeeieereenen. 295
Deut 4.7 ...ooovveeiivieeennn. 66, 99
Deut4.8...cccvveevveeeeeeeeieene. 99
Deut 4.10......ccoieeereeeeerenne. 296
Deut 4.10-11 .....covvervrennnnee. 300
Deut 4.19................ 67, 285, 301
Deut4.24......ccoveevveeeeeneannne. 188
Deut 4.28......ccoveeveeeeeereennne. 301
Deut 4.40......ccoveeveeeeeeernennen. 296
Deut4.41.....cceuveeeveeeerennee. 184
Deut4.46........ccceuveeunen. 70, 287
Deut 5.14 ..., 184
Deut 5.16......ccovevvreiecrenee. 184
Deut 5.27 e, 119
Deut 5.28.....ocovveeeeeeeereenen. 119
Deut 6.2....ccvevvieeiieeecreenen. 184
Deut 6.3....ccveivierieieecreenee. 296
Deut 6.12..........cccune.... 115, 324
Deut 7.19......ccoveenenen. 103, 321
Deut 8.16......cccvveeveereeerenne. 301
Deut 9.2....ccieiveerienens 22,255
Deut 9.21 ..o, 76
Deut 9.26.......ccveeevveereeeeennen. 70
Deut 10.14.......ooeeeeeeeeren. 119
Deut 11.10.....ccveereenneens 70, 301
Deut 11.12...cccvierieieereee. 103
Deut 11.21...cccvieriereeerenee. 184
Deut 11.26-28 .............. 297,298
Deut 11.28......ccooeeveerierreennen. 36
Deut 12.5. e 283
Deut 12.11.................... 119, 283
Deut 12.14....ccuveeveeeeernnen. 283
Deut 12.18.................. 2,96, 283
Deut 12.21...ccccvveiierieerenee. 283
Deut 12.26.................. 2,96, 283
Deut 13.16....ccuveevreeecnrnee. 119
Deut 13.18.....cvveevieieeerenee. 184
Deut 14.23.....ccveeeieeeerenee. 283
Deut 14.24.......oooevveeeenene. 283
Deut 1425 283
Deut 14.29.....cvvevveeeerennen. 184
Deut 15.20.....ccieeeieeeerenee. 283
Deut 16.2......ccovveevveeecrenee. 283
Deut 16.6......ccuveevvereeenrenee. 283

Deut 16.7....cccvvveeeieiiiiineen, 283

Deut 16.11....coveeurvereenrnnee. 283
Deut 16.15......oeeevveeeernee. 283
Deut 16.16........cccvveereeennnnee. 283
Deut 173 .., 68
Deut 17.8....oveeveevieeeereenee. 283
Deut 17.15........ 32,93, 100, 284
Deut 18.6.....cccvveeviereecrenee. 283
Deut 18.11...ccccvverrereicrenee. 103
Deut 18.14.....oveevveeeernen. 285
Deut 18.18.....ooeeuveereeerenee. 119
Deut 18.20.....ccuvvcriecreerreennen. 70
Deut 18.21-22 ......ooeevverrenen. 70
Deut 18.22....ccvveevvereeerenen. 297
Deut 19.4......ccovevevveeieieennn. 70
Deut 19.9.....covvvevieiecenen. 301
Deut 20.14.......ooeeveeeeernen. 327
Deut 20.15................. 32, 33,93,

................................. 100, 284
Deut 20.16......ooeeveereeenrnnee. 327
Deut 20.18......ooeeveereerreennen. 78
Deut 20.20........ 32,93, 119, 287
Deut 21.3 ..o, 70
Deut 21.14.....ccveveeeeeeeeennen. 79
Deut 22.24.........cccuveeunen. 78,119
Deut 22.29.....ccvevevveereeeeennen. 79
Deut 23.5...cccoviviiiiinnen. 78,119
Deut 23.16....ccuveeveereecrenee. 301
Deut 23.17 c.oveeveeeveeeeereene. 283
Deut 23.21..occcvveviereeerennee. 184
Deut 24.4......cooveeerveeeeeieennn. 76
Deut 24.19.....cveevveeeeernee. 184
Deut 25.15....ccoieeieiiereenee. 184
Deut 25.18....ccvveeveeeeerenee. 120
Deut 26.2.....cccvvveeeeeeeerenne. 283
Deut 273 .., 78
Deut 28.27 ..oooovveeveeeeeereenee. 297
Deut 28.33.....ccviiiereeeieene. 68
Deut 28.35....ccoveeeeeeeereenee. 297
Deut 28.47 ....ooovveereeeveeeieennn. 79
Deut 28.51...cccvveveerieerenee. 297
Deut 28.52....ccuieeeieeeereenee. 102
Deut 28.61........oeevveereeerennee. 287
Deut 28.62.......cooeeevveereerreennen. 79
Deut 29.1....cooevvveeireeeerenee. 119
Deut 29.8......coovveeveeeeereenee. 119
Deut 29.14................. 32, 33,93,

................................. 100, 284
Deut 29.19.....ccveevveeeereen. 184
Deut 29.24........cocvveevveereennen. 78
Deut 29.25.....ccveevveenn. 29, 106
Deut 30.19.....cveevveeeeren. 184
Deut 31.11..occvieiieeeeren. 283
Deut 31.13.....coiiiieieeieee. 99
Deut 31.19....ccoveerieiecree. 184



Deut 32-33 ..o, 39
Deut 32.1.....ccevveeunennee. 107,110
Deut 32.7 oo 107
Deut 32.11...ccovierieieernen. 111
Deut 32.17....107, 109, 110, 111
Deut 32.35........... 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110, 111
Deut 32.46.......ccceuveeunnn. 70, 296
Deut 32.49....ccoveeeieeeieennn. 70
Deut 32.51 ..o, 78
Deut 33.8...oeeeieeereecieeeeeee. 40
Deut 34.10.....ccoeeeuveenennee. 30, 36
Joshua
Josh 115, 76, 301
Josh 116, 119
Josh 2.10....ccuieiiieiiecieenen, 105
Josh 2.13 ..o, 119
Josh 2.23 ..o, 120
Josh 3 4., 78
JOSh 3.7 i, 296
Josh 3.17 oo, 76
JOSh 4.6, 184
JOSh 4.7, 295
Josh 414, 103
Josh 4.21............... 297, 298, 299
Josh 4.23 ..., 68, 295
Josh 5.15...cciiiiiiicieein, 102
Josh 6.17....ccuveciieiiciiecinn, 119
Josh 6.21...cccvieiiieiiiciiein, 119
Josh 6.22....ccvieiieiiiciieeinn, 119
Josh 6.23....ccuieeiieiecieeeieen, 119
Josh 6.24........oooveeeiieriecnnn, 119
Josh 6.25....coieiiieiiciiecinen, 119
Josh 6.26........ccovvveeiecriennn, 301
JOSh 7.8 .o, 76
Josh 715, 119
Josh 7.21............... 107,110, 111
Josh 724, 119
Josh 825, 120
Josh 8.26....c.uoeeeieieerieeieennen. 76
Josh 9.9.....ooiiiiiiicieee, 119
Josh 9.10.....ccocoviecieciienne 119
Josh 916, 76
Josh 9.27 ..o, 283
Josh 10.11....eieevieiiieiieereee, 75
Josh 10.24......ccvveeveennne. 83, 84
Josh 13.21...eeevieiiennee. 68,70
Josh 13.32...cuiiiiieieceeeieeee, 73
Josh 14. 14, 77
Josh 17. 14 76
Josh 17.16......cccvieeeeereeerenee. 75
Josh 17.18....uuiceieeiiciiecinn, 185

Josh 219, 43
Josh 222, 119
Josh 2231 92,295
Josh 23. 1., 76
Josh 233 .o, 119
Josh 24.15...c.cccineinnnnn. 70, 102
Josh 24.20.....cccocevevnineinnne. 76
Judges
Judg 2.20 ..o, 77
Judg 3.1 e 119
Judg 3.19 o 120
Judg 4.11 oo, 73
Judg4.24 ..o 76
Judg S 39
Judg 5.7 oo 80, 82
Judg 5.27 oo 73
Judg 6.11 oo, 70
Judg 6.13 oo 185
Judg 718 e 119
Judg 8.1............... 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110,111
Judg 9.9 ..o 260
Judg 9.17 ..o, 295, 301
Judg 9.25 .o 119
Judg 9.44 ..o 119
Judg 104 .o 301
Judg 10.14 ..o, 283
Judg 11.24 .o, 119
Judg 11.36.c..ciciiiicee, 76
Judg 13.23 e 184
Judg 14.18 ..o, 184
Judg 16.20......coeirciennee, 185
Judg 16.30 ..., 75
Judg 17.8 oo, 73
Judg 17.9 o, 73
Judg 18.7 e 287
Judg 18.10....cocereeneee. 99, 100
Judg 18.16....coeecicinene. 301
Judg 18.22 .., 70
Judg 19.23 i, 76
Judg 19.30 ..., 120
Judg 20.46......cocoveiie, 120
Judg 20.48...cooveiie, 120
Judg 21.3 e, 185
Judg 21.5 o 75
Judg 21.19......86, 262, 301, 319
1 Samuel
I Sam 1.8 185
1Sam 2.22 ..o 119

1Sam 2.23 .o 295

1Sam 2.36 ... 120
1Sam 3.3 .., 99
1Sam 3.11 oo, 301
1Sam 3.12 i, 119
1Sam 3.7 184
1Sam 3.13 .......... 119, 120, 121
1Sam4.3....iieeeee. 185
1Sam 5.5 ., 120
1Sam 6.3, 185
1Sam 6.9.............. 107,110, 111
1Sam 6.15 ..o, 70
1Sam 6.18 .....oooevieiiciee 87
1Sam 8-11...ccoveiicriecnnee. 288
1Sam 9.10 ....ooeeveeiieieeene 99
1Sam9.24 ..o, 83
1Sam 10.5 .o 99
1 Sam 10.16 ......ccveereennnnee. 301
1 Sam 10.19 .....32, 93, 287, 330
1Sam 10.24 ......ccovvevveennee. 283
1Sam 12.12 e 185
1Sam 12.13 .o 70
1 Sam 12:17 weoevevreennnnee. 37, 301
1Sam 12.23 ..o 87
1Sam 14.6 ...cuvvevveereecrnee. 184
1Sam 14.7 oo 119
1 Sam 14.21 ................. 107, 301
1Sam 14.30 .oveeveerieernee. 184
1Sam 1445 ..o 301
1Sam 15.2 oo 301
1Sam 153 oo, 119
1Sam 15.15 .o, 295
1Sam 16.7 ...cvvereeerieernee. 297
1Sam 16.23 .....ccvvevieieeene 87
1Sam 19.3 i 99
1Sam 19.18 .....ooevvrereeee. 119
1Sam 19.22 ....ooovvevieieeene 87
1Sam 2042 .....ooevveveeerenen. 295
1Sam22.2 .., 287
1Sam22.3 .o, 76
1Sam23.13 .o, 73
1Sam24.6 ...oveevveeieeeene 78
1Sam 24.20 .....ooeveereeerenee. 301
1Sam 25.10 c.oieeiieiieiieeene 86
1Sam 2521 v 119
1Sam 25.22 .o, 119
1Sam 25.26 .....ccevvereeennnnne. 295
1 Sam 26.14 ...25, 107, 110, 111
1Sam 26.21 ....coovvereierienns 79
1Sam 26.23 ......ccvveveeernee. 295
1Sam 27.5 oo, 185
1Sam 28.7 ..ocovveviereeeeee. 103
1Sam 304 ..o 76
1Sam 30.14 ..o 78
1 Sam 30.18 ....oooevvrerrenee. 119



1 Sam 30.19
1 Sam 30.22

1 Sam 30.29
1 Sam 30.30

28am 2.5, 295, 301
2.5am 2.6....ccoeiiiiiiiiiieeen, 301
28am 3.8...ccooiiiiiiieiiiee, 301
28am 6.8.....ccveveviiiiieeee, 78

2 Sam 11.22
2 Sam 11.27

2 Sam 13.22
2 Sam 14.15
2 Sam 14.20
2 Sam 14.31
2 Sam 15.20
2 Sam 15.21
2 Sam 16.10
2 Sam 16.12
2 Sam 16.21
2 Sam 17.13
2 Sam 18.31
2 Sam 19.31
2 Sam 19.36
2 Sam 19.37
2 Sam 20.12
2 Sam 20.21

107, 108, 109,

2 Sam 22.44

1 Kings
TKES2.3 e 120
TKES 24 e 184
T Kgs2.28 i 185
TKgs2.44 i 70
T Kgs 3.8 i 297
TKEs 311 e 77
1 Kgs 3.12......67, 293, 297, 302
1 Kgs 3.12-13........ec. 305, 306
1 Kgs3.13 i 67,297
1 Kgs3.19............. 102,295, 302
TKgsS5.13 e 287
TKgs 521 o 301
TKgs6.12 e 301
TKES 7.8 e 87
TKES 712 o 87
TKEs 818 i 77
1 Kgs 821 e 99
1 Kgs 8.24, o 301
1 Kgs 831 oo 297
1 Kgs 833 i 297, 301
1 Kgs 836, 69, 94
1 Kgs 8.38 i 32,92,93
1 Kgs 8.41.......... 32,43, 93, 100
1 Kgs 843 i 184
1 Kg59.9 s 78
1 Kgs9.20................. 32,33, 43,
........................... 93, 100, 284
1 Kgs 9.21 oo 43,70
1T Kgs 10.2 i 120
1 Kgs 10.3 e 301
T Kgs 10.7 oo 76
1 Kgs 10.9 .o 301
1 Kgs 10.10 e 301
1 Kgs 10.15 i 120
T Kgs 11.9 s 83, 84
TKgs 1111 e, 77
TKgs 1113 e 283
1T Kgs 11.32 e 283
1Kgs 11.33 e 77
1 Kgs 11.34....70, 119, 283, 285
1 Kgs 11.36..ccciiiiiiienne 283
1 Kgs 11.38 i 120
1Kgs 1141 e, 120
TKEs 12.8 o 70
1T Kgs 1231 oo 301
1Kgs 13.2.....c.c.... 107, 110, 111
1Kgs 13.14 e 24,301
1Kgs 14.7 oo, 77
1Kgs 1411 i, 185
1Kgs 14.15 e 77
1 Kgs 14.29 o 120
T Kgs 155 i 295

TKEs 15.7 o 120

1Kgs 1513 s 67,301
1 Kgs 15.23 i 120
T Kgs 1531 oo 120
TKEs 16.2 e 77
TKES 16.7 oo 78
1 Kgs 16.14 ..o 120
1 Kgs 16.26..c..cueiiiiiiiiieee 73
TKEs 1717 oo 76
T Kgs 18.12 oo 78
1 Kgs 19.1 oo 120
1 Kgs 204 .o 120
1 Kgs 20.28 ..o 77
1 Kgs 20.36 ..o 77
1 Kgs 21.19 s 120
1 Kgs21.25.............. 70, 93, 105
1 Kgs 22,16 296
1 Kgs 2217 o 284
1 Kgs 22.39 i 120
2 Kings

2Kgs 1.2 i 103
2Kgs 1.3 e 103
2KgS 1.6 i 103
2Kgs 116, 77,103
2KgS2.2 i 185
2KgS 24 i 185
2KgS 2.6 i 185
2Kgs 6. 11 o 16
2KgS6.16 .o 75
2Kgs 6.32 e 184
2KES 7.7 oo 99
2Kgs 7.10 e 99
2KgS 8.1 e 73
2KgS 8.6 i 120
2Kgs 8.23 e 120
2Kgs9.36 ..o 301
2Kgs 9.37 e 297, 301
2 Kgs 10.10 c.ceriiiiiiieene 301
2Kgs 1011 e 120
2 Kgs 10.17 coveiiiiiiene 120
2Kgs 10.22 o 75
2 Kgs 10.30 .cueieiineieiene 77
2Kgs 1034 .o 120
2Kgs 1110 i 70
2Kgs 123 e 295, 301
2Kgs 12.20 e 120
2Kgs 13.8 i 120
2Kgs 1312 i 120
2Kgs 14.28 ..o 120
2Kgs 156 120
2Kgs 15.16 .. 120
2Kgs 1521 v 120
2Kgs 1526 120



2Kgs 1531 v 120
2Kgs 174 e 295, 301
2Kgs 17.20 cciiiiiiniieiene 76
2Kgs 17.23 i 76
2Kgs 18.12 i 78,120
2Kgs 1821 cveiiiiiiiiiieene 120
2Kgs 194 o 184
2Kgs 19.6..ciiiciiee. 70
2Kgs 19.10 ..o 102
2Kgs20.13 i, 87,120
2Kgs20.15 e 120
2 Kgs 2017 cvviiiieiene 120
2 Kgs 20.18 oiiiiiiieeiene 70
2Kgs 21.7 e 67,316,319
2Kgs 2111 o 77
2Kgs 2112 i 301
2Kgs 2115 i 77
2Kgs 2116 ..o 76
2Kgs 2117w 120
2Kgs21.24 i 120
2Kgs22.13 ..o 22,32,78,
........................... 93, 255, 287
2Kgs 22,17 oo 79
2 KgS 23.7 oo 70
2Kgs 23.12-13 e 70
2Kgs23.16.ciciiecne 98
2Kgs 23.19 e 70
2Kgs 23.20 e 98
2Kgs23.26.cciniieiene 295
2Kgs23.28 .o 120
2KES24.5 e 120
2Kgs25.14 i 104
2 Kgs 25.19......32, 93, 100, 284
Isaiah
Isa 1.30.ccccecienne 107, 110, 111
I82 2.8 i 75
[sa6.6...cccccveneee. 107, 109, 110,
................................. 111,323
I8a 6. 11 i 76
I8a 7.16 o 184
182 7.22 o 120
I8a 8.4 .o 184
I8a 8.19 i 103
I8a8.23 i 75
Isa 11.10 i 287
Isa 13,15 i 120
Isa 15.7 covicienns 107, 110, 111
I8a 19.3 i 103
182242 i 287
I8225.9 i 113
[sa28.4 .o 105, 301

Isa28.16............... 107,110, 111

Isa29.11 ., 105
152 29.12..cuiicieceeceeeee 78
1522922, 301
Isa3009......... 107,109, 110, 111
Isa 30.9-10.....ccveeriereerenen. 70
153024 ..o 301
Isa314..einee. 297, 301
Isa31.6.iccicieeeeee, 75
IS236.6...cccueericeicieere. 120
Isa374 ... 105, 184
Isa37.10 i, 102
Isa39.2 ., 120
Isa39.4 .., 120
IS239.6...ciiieceece 120
152 39.7 e 70
Isa 40.20....... 107,109, 110, 111
Isad4l2................. 107,110, 111
Isadl.8..venenne. 27,70, 283
Isa41.8-9...uveereeieiecee 105
Isa41.9 .., 70
Isa41.24....... 107,110, 111, 112
Isa42.1........ 107,109, 110, 111
Isa42.16............... 107,110, 111
1sad2.24 ....ueeeeeeeeen 81,117
Isad3. 4., 77
152 43.10 . 283
Isadd.1...eeenn.. 24,27, 107,

......................... 109, 110, 111
Isad44.2..... 107,109, 110, 111
12 47.10 ... 187
1S4 4712 i, 73,96
Isad47.13 e, 75
ISad47.15 e 67
Isa48.17....... 107, 108, 110, 111
ISa49.7 o 287
12499 ..., 75
Isa51.1................. 107,110, 111
Isa51.2......... 107,110, 111, 113
Isa51.7. ... 107,110, 111
Isa 51.10 .. 83, 84
Isa51.12....... 107, 108, 110, 111
Isa53.7 ... 107, 108, 109,

................................. 110, 111
Isa53.12 e, 79
Isa54.1................. 107,110, 111
Isa54.9 .., 301
Isa55.13............... 107,110, 111
Isa56.2......... 107,109, 110, 111
ISa56.3 ... 83, 84
ISa56.4 ... 73
Isa56.5 ., 301
Isa58.2 e, 261
Isa61.10............... 107, 110, 111
Isa61.11....... 107,109, 110, 111

344

Isa62.1.............. 107,110, 111
ISa62.2 ..., 255,256
ISa 63.7 e, 301
Isa 63.19............... 107,110, 111
Isa64.2............ 107,110, 111
Isa65.1......... 103, 107, 110, 111
ISa65.2 i, 86
ISa 65.7 i 301
ISa 65.12.ccuiicieceeceeeeee 73
Isa66.1................. 107,110, 111
ISA66.4 ... 73
Isa 66.10......cccveereereecree. 120
Isa 66.13......cooevveen. 106, 255
Jeremiah

Jer 1.17 e, 22,120, 255
Jer 1.7 v, 120
Jer2.6........ 107,109, 110, 111
Jer2.8..oeeenenee. 107,110, 111
Jer2.11 ... 107,110, 111
JerS5.6 ., 120
Jer 517 oo, 102
Jer 521 ... 107,110, 111
Jer 522 e, 301
Jer 6.16 ... 87
Jer 6.20 ..., 87
Jer 714 i, 70, 102
Jer 731 o, 68
Jer 8.2 i, 106
Jer 134 e, 70
Jer 1316, 184
Jer 13.20............... 107,110, 111
Jer 1325, 105, 301
Jer 154 e, 78
Jer15.14............... 107,110, 111
Jer 16. 11 oo, 78
Jer 16.13 ..o, 295
Jer 16.15. .., 300
Jer 17.2 o, 87
Jer 17.5 e, 102
Jer 17.7 o, 102
Jer 193 e, 301
Jer 194 ...evvieiiiee, 77, 105
Jer19.5 e, 68
Jer21.2 e, 184
Jer21 4 e, 70
Jer22.9 i, 78
Jer22.12 i, 120
Jer22.25. ... 3, 120, 255
Jer239........ 107,110, 111
Jer23.29............... 107,110, 111
Jer24.3 e, 301
Jer25.8 e, 77



Jer25.15 i, 101
Jer26.8 ..., 120
Jer27.3 e, 86
Jer27.5 e, 75
Jer 27.19-20.................. 105, 322
Jer28.9 ., 106
Jer29.19...iiieeen. 79, 301
Jer2922 .., 105
Jer2923.....ene. 66,77,319
Jer29.25...... 22,717,255
Jer 2931 i 77
Jer 3132 22,93,255
Jer 31.37 oo, 120
Jer32.2 e, 70
Jer32.3 e, 70
Jer32.23 e, 120
Jer32.35 e, 68
Jer33.24 ., 283
Jer 3518 i, 77
Jer36.2................ 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110, 111
Jer36.3 ., 184
Jer36.7 e, 184
Jer36.14 ..., 104
Jer 371 o, 301
Jer38.9 i, 120
Jer 38.16....cuveeeeennnn. 101, 287
Jer 3820 ..o 75
Jer 39.17 oo, 255
Jer40.7 ....... 32,75, 93, 100, 284
Jerd2.3 e, 107
Jerd2.6...eieeeeeen 37,78
Jer42. 11 e, 103
Jerd2. 14 e, 301
Jer42.16...ceeeiecieeenn, 103
Jerd3. 1, 301
Jerdd.3 e, 106
Jer44.23 ... 78, 120
Jer46.2 e, 70
Jer46.16.......uoceeeeeeereeeee 86
Jer 47 1o, 184
Jer48.8 i, 68
Jer48.36....... 107, 108, 110, 111
Jerd49.2 e, 187
Jer 50.7 oo 79
Jer 50.16....cuieeeieieeeeeiee 86
Jer 50.20 ..o, 75
Jer 51.25 e, 86
Jer 5218 i, 104
Ezekiel
Ezek 1.20......ccoviivieeieiiennn. 78
Ezek 2.3 .o 86

Ezek 4.10...c.cccccvivvieins 105
Ezek 4.17...ccooveinieieiecns 184
Ezek 5.16.....ccccovveuenee. 105, 301
Ezek 6.9.....ccoeoviviiiinens 301
Ezek 6.13...ccccccviiiiiens 120
Ezek 8.3 ..o, 99
Ezek 9.2.....ccoiviviinne. 87,287
Ezek 11.12. e 301
Ezek 12.2...ccoieiiiiiins 301
Ezek 12.10........ 32,93, 100, 284
Ezek 12,11, 74
Ezek 1212, 77
Ezek 12.19......ccoeenee. 120, 184
Ezek 133 287
Ezek 14.5.......ccc.e.c. 32,93, 301
Ezek 14.11...ccccoviiieians 184
Ezek 14.22......ccooevviiinns 120
Ezek 14.23.....ccviiiiens 120
Ezek 15.6.....ccccvveuenne. 285, 301
Ezek 16.17...ccccvivviiians 301
Ezek 16.37...ccccviviieinenns 120
Ezek 16.43......ccocinviiinne. 77
Ezek 16.44........cocovvvineians 120
Ezek 16.45......ccoovvviniinns 301
Ezek 16.57...ccccvivviiineans 184
Ezek 16.59. ..o 67
Ezek 16.63......ccovvvvieians 120
Ezek 17.16......cccoivveieinacns 301
Ezek 18.18...cccoeieiiiiicnne. 33
Ezek 19.9...ccoccviiiiinns 184
Ezek 20.6.....ccccovvineiiiene. 91
Ezek 20.9........cccc...e. 32,70, 93
Ezek 20.11......ccccoeuenee. 105, 301
Ezek 20.13........cccene. 105, 301
Ezek 20.21.............. 67, 105, 301
Ezek 20.26.......ccccoeennnene. 10, 78
Ezek 20.32.....ccvivivieinns 301
Ezek 21.9...cccovviiiiine. 77
Ezek 21.19....ccoiiiiicne. 87
Ezek 21.30.................. 24,25,27
Ezek 21.35. oo 120
Ezek 22.24............ 107,110, 111
Ezek 23.28....cccviviieins 120
Ezek 23.30....cccccovmeciniininnnne. 78
Ezek 23.40......cccccveennencnn. 75, 96
Ezek 25.10......cccoivvineinnans 184
Ezek 26.2.....cccoovviiiiine. 77
Ezek 26.17............ 25,70, 83, 84
Ezek 28.16......cccocneeneeiennne. 86
Ezek 31.10....ccccovinvciniiiennne. 77
Ezek 31.14......cccovvenene. 78, 184
Ezek 32.9...cccocoiiiiiinecns 105
Ezek 32.22...ccccovviniiiinne. 86
Ezek 32.24......cccocvnvinann. 70, 86

Ezek 3421 76, 120
Ezek 35.15. oo, 78
Ezek 36.30......ccocveeeeeeeeenn. 78
Ezek 36.31.....cccveeeenenn. 33,98
Ezek 36.32.....cccveeeeeeereennne. 106
Ezek 36.34 ..., 79
Ezek 3725 70, 102
Ezek 39.23.....ccviiiieeeieenn. 78
Ezek 40.4.......ooovveeeeeenne. 120
Ezek 40.28.....ccovveeeeeeeeeene, 87
Ezek 40.31..cueoceicieieieiene 87
Ezek 41.11......ccuveenene. 86, 120
Ezek 4213, 98
Ezek 42.14......ocuveeeeeenennn. 104
Ezek 43. 1. 287
Ezek 43.19........ 32,93, 100, 284
Ezek 44.5.....eeeieeeeeeennne. 120
Ezek 44.10......ccocoieeeeeeeennn. 70
Ezek 44.12.....ccuveeeeeecenn. 77
Ezek 44.19......uvcevveeeennne. 104
Ezek 46.18......coooveeeeeeeenn. 78
EzeK 47.2. oo, 86
Ezek 47.9...viiieeecnene. 120
Ezek 47.14.......cuoeuee.. 67,301
Ezek 47.22....ooceeeeeeeenn. 301
Ezek 48. 11..cuveeiceeeecenn, 70
Ezek 48.22.....oocveeeeeereenn. 120
Hosea

HoS 2.1 coviieecieeeeecee 120
Hos 4.14............... 107,110, 111
Hos 5.15 oo, 76
Hos 6.3 ................. 107,110, 111
Hos 12.9 .., 98
Amos

AmOS 5.26.....ccvecerieeieeieennen. 70
Amos 6.10......ccceevveerierreennen. 75
Obadiah

Obad 1.9....coeeveerieeeee 184
Jonah

Jon 1.6, 184
Jon 1.7 oo, 16
Jon 1.8 .o, 73
Jon 1.10................ 107,110, 111
Jon 112 e, 16

Jon 4.5 i, 76



Micah
J\Y ST 0 T 70
MiC 34 i 74
Mic 5.2 v 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110, 111
MiC 514 oo 29
MiC 6.12 ..o, 255
MiC 7.9 e 76
Nahum
Nah 3.8 .ooooiieiiiieeeeeieeen 70
Habakkuk
Hab 1.14....... 107,109, 110, 111
Hab 1.5...cccooiiiiiiiiieceenee, 107
Hab 16................. 107,110, 111
Hab1.8................. 107,110, 111
Hab 2.2 ..o, 184
Hab 2.5, 107
Zephaniah
Zeph 1.8 oo 120
Zeph 1.9 oo, 120
Zeph 2.1 ....... 107,108, 110, 111
Zeph 2.2 .o 184
Haggai
Hag 1.9........... 32,93, 100, 284
Hag 1.11 .o 78
Zechariah
Zech 1.4, 104
Zech 115, 22,255
ZeCh 4.7 e, 87
ZeCh 53 i, 120
Zech 6.12.............. 107,110, 111
Zech 11. 2., 255
Zech 11.5 i, 287
7eCh 12. 7 .ooviviiiieiieiieeen, 184
Zech 1416, 120
Zech 1421 .., 120
Malachi
Mal 2.9 ..o, 120

Mal 2.14 ... 22,255

Mal 2.16............... 107,110, 111
Mal 3.18 ..o, 75
Mal 3.19 .....ccverven. 297,301
Psalms
Psal3. ..o, 255,301
Psald. .. 285
Psad.8.......... 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110, 111
Psa55........... 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110, 111
Psa7.16............... 107, 110, 111,
................................. 118, 325
Psa89......... 107, 108, 109, 1
.................................... 10, 111
Psa9.16................ 107,110, 111
Psa9.18........ 107, 109, 110, 111
Psal12.6................ 107,110, 111
Psal6.3........ 32,93, 100, 284
Psal64.............. 107,110, 111
Psal7.1.............. 107,110, 111
Psa 18.3........ 107, 109, 110, 111
Psa 18.44 ...... 107, 108, 110, 111
Psa25.12............. 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110, 111
Psa 26.9-10......c.ccoveveeueenn.ne. 301
Psa31.8..coiiiiiiiciiecieene. 67
Psa31.25. e, 120
Psa32.2.......... 107,110, 111
Psa32.8....ccoiiiieiieieenne, 107
Psa33.12...... 107, 108, 110, 111
Psa33.15. .., 89
Psa349......... 107,110, 111
Psa34.23 ... 120
Psa358......... 107,110, 111
Psa 38.14 ...... 107, 109, 110, 111
Psa41.10......coeeveeeeenenee. 102
Psad2.2........ 107,110, 111
Psa49.14.......coeevveeeeennee. 110
Psa51.10.............. 107,110, 111
Psa 5520 ... 301
Psa56.4............... 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110, 111
Psa 56.10............. 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110, 111
Psa58.5............... 107,110, 111
Psa 58.5-6....cccccveevvennnn. 70, 301
Psa58.10......cccoeeeveeiecnenee. 184
Psa 60.7 ....ccoevevveeeieieerenne. 184
Psa63.12....ccoveeieeieene. 120
Psa65.5............... 107,110, 111
Psa68.....coovvevveeieeieeieenn, 39
Psa68.24 ......ccocvvevveeeenn. 184

346

Psa 68.31 .............. 107,110, 111
Psa71.18.............. 107,110, 111
Psa71.19 .., 301
Psa74.2.......... 41,92,94, 107,

................. 109, 110, 111, 266
Psa78.5. i, 301
Psa78.6........ 107,110, 111, 184
Psa 78.42-43.......ccveveeeeenn. 70
Psa81.6............... 107,110, 111
Psa83.15.............. 107,110, 111
Psa84.4....eeveeeiennn. 301
Psa90.2....ccoovieiieiecreenee. 184
Psa90.5................ 107,110, 111
Psa90.15.............. 107,110, 111
Psa94.12...covieeieieeene. 285
Psa95.3-5...ccoiiiiiieieenn, 70
Psa96.12.......cceevveeeeennnen. 120
Psa 103.2-5...ccciiiiieiiieiiennn. 89
Psa 103.5.............. 107,110, 111
Psa 103.10.....ccceevieeeeerenee. 141
Psa104.3 ..o, 89
Psa 104.8.....oooveeveeeeeieennn. 81
Psa 104.16-17.....cooeveerveneannn. 70
Psa 104.17 coocoveeeeeeeeerenee. 255
Psa 104.18 .....ccoevevveereereennn. 87
Psa 107.2 .o, 105
Psa 108.7 ...cocovvveeerereecreee. 184
Psa 109.11 ....ccovvevveeeernee. 120
Psa 109.16........ccoveevveenreennen. 77
Psa 112.8 ..o, 76
Psa 113.5-6.....uoeevvecveenrnen. 89
Psa115.8....ccovevveeene. 102, 287
Psa118.22............ 107,110, 111
Psa119.49............... 78, 96, 301
Psa119.63............ 103, 120, 301
Psa 119.67 .....cveevveeeeenenne. 184
Psa 119.85....ccoiiiieiiieiiennn. 33
Psa 119.136.......... 107,110, 111
Psa 119.158.......ccvveeveenenee. 301
Psa 122.3-4....oeceveereereennen. 92
Psa124.1...ccccovevieceeieennn. 81
Psa 124.6......ccveeeveeecnne. 117
Psa 125.1.............. 107,110, 111
Psa 1253 ..o, 184
Psa 129.6........ 80, 107,110, 111
Psa 1322, 301
Psa 132.12...cccveereenn. 81,116
Psa 135.18.......cocuene.. 102, 287
Psa 139.15.....cciiiiiieieenne. 68
Psa 13920 .....cceevveeeeenenee. 301
Psa 1403 ....ccooieeeeeeeerenee. 301
Psa 1405, 301
Psa1419........... 107,110, 111
Psa144.8 .....ooveveeeeeeeenne. 255



Psa 144.10 .....ccecvieceeieennen. 89
Psa 144.11 ...ocovveeveeeeenenen. 255
Psa 144.15.....ccvieeiieieenn. 92
Psa 14514 ... 120
Psa146.3.....cooeevveeeeeieenn. 94
Psa 146.6.......ceeevveereecnnne. 120
Psa 147.8 oo 89
Job
Job1.1....ceunenee. 107,110, 111
JOb 1.5 i, 184
Job 110 i, 120
Job 111 i, 120
Job 112 i, 120
Job 2.11 i, 83, 84
Job33..... 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110, 111
Job3.15................ 107,110, 111
Job3.23 i, 255
JOD 5.5 e, 255
JOb 6.4, 301
Job 6.17 ............... 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110, 111
Job72.ne. 107,110, 111
JOD 9.4-T oo, 89
JOb 9.16 ..., 153
Job9.26................ 107,110, 111
Job 11.16.............. 107,110, 111
JOb 12.6 ..o 75
Job 12,10, 301
Job 13.28.............. 107,110, 111
Job 1518 ..o, 255
Job 18.21............. 107, 108, 110,
................................. 111,122
Job 1919, 82
Job 19.27 ..o 22,255
Job 21.27.............. 107,110, 111
JOb 2215 i, 301
Job 28.1................ 107,110, 111
Job 29.16.............. 107,110, 111
Job 30.1 e, 301
Job 31.12.............. 107,110, 111
Job 323 e, 78
Job 3419, 301
JOb 3427 oo, 295
Job 36.27.............. 107,110, 111
Job 36.27-28......ooceeeeeeerenen 70
Job 36.28 ..., 301
Job 38.19.............. 107,110, 111
Job 38.23 i, 301
Job 38.24.............. 107,110, 111
JOb39.6...iciiieieeee, 301
Job 3930 73

Job 42,10 i, 120
Proverbs
Prov 6.29......ccovevvveieernen. 120
Prov 8.25 .., 184
Prov 8.32.............. 107,110, 111
Prov 17.8 oo, 120
Prov21.1 .. 120
Prov26.1.....ccovvveveeieeeieennen. 86
Prov 26.17............ 107,110, 111
Prov 30.17............ 107,110, 111
Ruth
Ruth 1.13 .., 76
Ruth 1.16.....cooveerennn 69,73
Ruth 1.17 e, 73
Ruth 1.22....ooeiieeenne. 83, 84
Ruth2.6...cooovveveerenne. 83, 84
Ruth 2.9, 75
Ruth3.14 ..o 184
Ruth3.16.....cccoveieeerennne. 120
Ruth3.18 ..o, 76
Ruth4.1..oooieeiieieeeeene 301
Ruth4.3. ..o 83, 84
Ruth4.9....cccoviiiiieie, 120
Ruth4.11 .o 32,93
Ruth4.15......c.ceo...... 32,70, 93,
................. 100, 105, 284, 301
Song of Songs
Song 1.6 .....cccuenueee. 32,41,81,9
............................. 3, 100, 284
Song 1.7 .o 82
Song 3.1 coeeiviiiiiene 10, 14, 82
Song 3.1-4 .o 10, 14
Song 3.2 .o 14
Song 3.3 .o 14
Song 3.4 ..o 14
SoNg 4.5 .o 86
Song 7.10 ..o 87
Qoheleth
Qoh 1.3, 80
Qoh 1.7 i, 120
Qoh 113 i, 120
Qoh 114, 44
Qoh 1.16....cciciiiiiiieiee, 120
Qoh23 .., 76, 301
Qoh 2. 11 i, 13

Qoh 2.18...ccvieiieiieeree, 41,93
QOh 221 .o, 80
Qoh3.9...iiiiieeeee, 73
Qoh 310, 40
Qoh 314, 120
Qoh 322, 75
Qoh 4. 1., 287
Qoh4.2...eeennn. 32,93, 100
Qoh4.9....ccoiiiiieeeceee. 301
Qoh 5.3 ., 13
QOoh 54, 44
QOh 6.2, 94
Qoh 6.10......cccoveeriereeieennen. 13
Qoh 6.12.....ooecveeiieiecre 255
QON 7.2 e 73
Qoh 7.14 ... 120
Qoh 720, 301
Qoh 7.22..cccuveeiiernnen. 255,301
Qoh 7.26.........uc...... 32,93, 100
Qoh 729 301
Qoh 8.3 .o, 120
Qoh 84 ..., 73
Qoh 8.9....oocviicieeeeeeee, 44
Qoh 8. 11, 295
Qoh 8.12......oeeevveernee. 287,295
Qoh 8.13 ..., 301
Qoh 8.14......ooceveereenns 44,287
Qoh 815, 70
QOh 9.2 .., 75
Qoh9.9.....eeeveens 32,92,93
Qoh 912, 16
Qoh 10.5............... 107,110, 111
Qoh 10.14 ... 44
Qoh 10.15. ..., 301
Qoh 11.3. ., 81,120
Qoh 11.5. e, 87
Qoh 11.8..ccviiiiiiicieecreeee, 120
(016) 150 1078 BT 76
QOh 122, 76
QOh 12.6....ueicriecreecieeceeenn. 76
QON 12.7 oot 82
Lamentations
Lam 1.10 ...... 107, 110, 111, 301
Lam 1.14 .............. 107,110, 111
Lam 1.21 ............. 107, 108, 109,
................................. 110, 111
Lam 3.1 ............... 107,110, 111
Lam 4.20 ...coovveeiieeeerenee. 301
Esther
Esth L.l 64



Esth 1.15..cccoiiiiiiiiieeeieeee 78
Esth 1.19...ccovviiiiiiiiineeee, 301
ESth 2.6...ccccvviviiiiiiiicienee 301
Esth 213, 120
Esth3.12.ccciiiiiiiiieeeeeee, 120
Esthd.1.coooviiiiiiiiiiiinienee, 120
Esth4.3 oo, 120
Esth4.5...ccooiiiiiiiiiiiinnne 301
Esth4.6...ccccuvvveviveiiiiiinennne. 301
Esth 4.7 ..ooooiiiiiiiiiiininnee, 120
Esth 4. 11..coooiieiiiiieiiieieenee 75
Esth 4.16.......cccovvvuvvenennee. 33, 68
Esth 5.11..cccvvveiiinnnnnnee. 106, 120
Esth 513, 101
Esth 6.13....cccooiiviiiiiiiene, 120
ESth 7.5, 106
ESth 8.7 .cooveiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeenn 78
Esth 8.8...ooieiiviiiiieeeeieeee, 287
Esth 89....cooviviiiiiiiiiecieeee, 120
Esth 8.17.ccccuvviiiiiiiiiieieenne, 120
Esth 9.27 ..o, 120
Esth 10.2..ccoooveiiiiiiiieeneee, 106
Daniel

Dan 1.10......... 70, 255, 257, 295
Dan 8.1 ..cvevvvvieeieeeeen. 83, 84
Dan 9.1 ...cccoovviviiiiiiiieeens 301
Dan 9.8 .......coovvviviiiiiiiineins 301
Dan 9.26......ccccevvvveviiiieennen. 86
Dan 12.1.....oooviiiviiiiiiineens 120
Ezra

Ezra 1l .o, 120
Ezral5........ 107,110, 111
Ezra2.2 cooveeieieiiiiinen, 301
Ezra3.8 ....ooooovvviiiiiiiiieeen, 120
Ezra 8.20 ....cccovvvvveiiiiciieenen. 42
Ezra 8.25 ..ccovvvvvvieeinnn 83, 84
Ezra9.11 ..o 105, 301
Ezra9.13 ..cooovvvieieiiieen, 120
Ezra 10.14 .....ccvvvevennnee. 83, 84
Ezra 10.17 ..cocovveeeeeeenn. 83, 84
Nehemiah

Neh 1.9, 283
Neh 2.7 o 76
Neh2.8 ..o, 301
Neh 2.13........... 32,93, 100, 287
Neh 2.18........... 32,93, 100, 284
Neh4.5. i 76

Neh4.14 ..o 120

Neh 5.2 . 287
Neh 5.3 e 287
Neh 5.4 ..o 287
Neh 6.11 ..o 301
Neh 8.10 ... 107
Neh 8.14 ..o 296
Neh9.6...cccvecniiieineens 120
Neh 9.26....ccoccvivvieiens 301
Neh 9.29 ... 97
Neh 933 . s 120
Neh 9.35. e 87
Neh 10.29.....ccccveviviniinns 120

1 Chronicles

1 Chr 5.20.......ccceuenee. 14,42, 43
1 Chr 6.50.......cccoevveuennne. 43,104
1 Chr 1011 .o 120
1Chr12.24.......... 107,110, 111
1 Chr 13.10..cccieieieinne 78
1Chr 1314 . 120
1 Chr 15.12........... 107,110, 111
1 Chr 16.15........... 107,110, 111
1 Chr 16.16.....ccccceveireincns 301
1 Chr 16.32.....ccoiiieieans 120
1 Chr 17.13 e 75
1 Chr 18.10..c.ccioeieiiecinens 78
1 Chr 19.5. s 76
1 Chr 2117 o 301
1 Chr 257 .o 120
1 Chr26.28........cccovveueneee. 83, 84
1 Chr 27.27.....ccoeue. 14,42, 43
1 Chr 29.3.....107, 108, 110, 111
1 Chr 29.8....ccoeiieieinecienns 83
1 Chr 29.17...c.cccvvvvirenee. 83, 85
1 Chr 38.26.....cccocecuvireinnns 107

2 Chronicles

2Chr L1l 77
2Chr 4. 83, 85, 107,

................................. 110, 111
2Chr 1.6 301
2Chr 2. 11, 70
2Chr 3.1, 68
2Chr 6.8....cccocevveeneeneenenene. 77
2Chr6.11..cccoeieieiiceeee. 99
2Chr 6.14-15 ....ccooeerieennne. 70
2Chr 6.32.................. 32, 33,43,

........................... 93, 100, 284
2Chr6.33....cccciieiecnens 184
2Chr 7. 11 120
2Chr 7.22..ccoeieiicenenne. 78
2Chr 8.7.ccccoveernnn. 32, 33,43,
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.................................... 93, 100
2Chr 8.8....ccoueennee 43,70, 106
2Chr9.1. i 120
2Chr9.2....ccoiciieiecens 301
2Chr9.6.....ccooveineineeenne. 76
2Chr9.8....ccoeeriieieciecns 301
2Chr 13.9..ccoiiiieins 120
2 Chr 15.11........... 107,110, 111
2 Chr 1516 301
2Chr 169.......ccoueuenee. 107, 110
2Chr 173 s 103
2 Chr 20.22.......... 107, 108, 109,

................................. 110, 111
2Chr 2112, 79
2Chr 22. 7. 43, 106
2Chr22.9....cccccviviiiens 301
2Chr23.9....ccccevieiieene. 70
2 Chr 23.20.....cccocmeineenrennene. 87
2Chr24.11.......... 107, 108, 109,

................................. 110, 111
2 Chr 289............. 107,110, 111
2 Chr 29.27.......... 107, 108, 109,

................................. 110, 111
2 Chr 29.29.....cccoevvineinans 120
2 Chr 29.36.......cccooevnnenenn. 83, 85
2 Chr 30.19........... 107,110, 111
2Chr31.6..ccccceicieeeee. 86
2Chr31.16..c..ccvieieiiacns 120
2 Chr 31.19........... 107, 108, 110
2Chr33.8. i 120
2 Chr 33.25..cccviiiecens 120
2 Chr 34.10.....cccoevvineinns 287
2Chr34.21...iiienne. 78
2Chr34.25.....cciiininne. 79
2Chr 3432, 120
2Chr34.33.. i 120
2 Chr 35.7 .o 120
2 Chr 35.25..c.ccviviiiinns 120
2Chr36.13.....cccoieieians 301
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