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Introduction
In recent dıfferent theoretical frames of reference WEeTC used In tOo
better understand the language(s of the Hebrew 1IEe the 19 and first half
of the 20(h TUry WCIC dominated by hıstorıcal-comparatıve approaches, STTUC-
turalıst and functional approaches started gel the upperhand In INanıYy cırcles dur-
ng the latter quarter of the Prev1OuUS century.“ One of the maın features of the latter
[WO modern lıngulstic approaches 15 the UuUsSc of dıstrıbutional crıter1a. Lingulstic
categories at Varı0us levels of lıngulstic description AIC identified aCCoOount of the
fact that the members of each Catlegory eN]JOoYy the SaJIne paradıgmatıc and syntagmatıc
dıstrıbution. The orma character and intersubjective ver1ıfabılı of categorıies
iıdentitied AaCCOUNT of dıistrıbutional crıter1a AIC of the maJor CasSsomns why the uUsSec
of these crıteria has been establıshe As ONC of the CO  es of MOSst Current
lıngulstic research. However, the question whether distrıbutional crıter1a Can render
sıgnıfıcant nsıght O lıngulstic phenomena beyond the eve of the clause 1S stil]
eıng ebated Furthermore, the empirıcal sStatus of functional labels that AdIc Aaf-
tached categorıes involved al these hıgher levels of description also DaVC rse
number of questions and uncertaımnties.
Thıs dılemma 15 well-ıllustrated inD fo describe the function of word order
ACTOSS Janguages. 1DI1Ca Hebrew 1$ exception f ONC consıders the Varlous OD-
t1ons scholars took Some modiıille: and supplemented tradıtional lıngulstic CalegO-
Mes wıth INOTEC efined semantıc labels, C ıdentificatory, selective EXCHISIVE.
prominence,} SOINC designed theır OW iıdıosynchratic ogıcal ame of reference and
applıed it n gorously wıthout producıng anı Y CONVINCINZ results*, SOINC faıled
understand modern lınguistic categories and applıed them wrongly>, SOINC WEeEeTIC
informed by modern lınguistics and chose clearly defined semantıc notion ıke
“1O0CUS,. applıed ıt rıgorously and WCIC cContent not account for all the data in

of coherent irame of reference® and SUOTIINC WEIC informed Dy partıcular
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Van der Merwe (2002)
uraoka (1999:198-206),
Niccaccı (1999:216-217).

(4: Revell (1999:306-308)P A P N (JTOSSs (1996)

68



Bıblıcal Hebrew word order

approac in modern lınguistic ınkıng and produce results that convince/‘ OT faıl
convince.® One MaYy that the inconclusıveness of the results of these
111 confuse interpreters and CX of the Hebrew LNOIC than be of help
them However, thıs does nOot ımply that the 1D1I1Ca Hebrew scholars mMust not
continue fınd IMOIC conclusıve results.
Ihe PUurpOSC of thıs study 15 iıllustrate that cognitive-oriented notijonal frame of
reference developed fIor the interpretation of word order ACT1OSS languages the
key towards INOTEC conclusıve interpretations of word order, dSs ell

develop models that Can be used for the intersubjectively verıfi1able interpretations
of the Hebrew Bible.? 10 Justify thıs claım MO for the interpretation of
word order 111l be developed, applıed to spec1ıfic text and compared wıth the
indıngs of independant analysıs of the formal features of partıcular texti

beyond the eve of the TIhe 1C4SON for the COomparıson 15 LO determiıine the
role and value of TextTi lıngulstic database developed al the Universıty of Amster-
dam 15 hypothesized that such Comparıson 111 iıllustrate the heurıistıic value of
thıs instrument. 10

For these PUTDOSCS OUT 111 be organızed d ollows In the first secthon
111 COIMMIMMENCEC wıth motivatıon why belıeve the notion “iınformation structure’”
ASs developed by Lambrecht (1994) 18 warranted for the investigatiıon of word
order.!! Ihen ll explaın the basıc tenets of Lambrec theoretical frame of
reference. We 11l conclude thıs section by indıcatıng how Lambrec insıghts Can

be used for explamıng word order patterns. Thıs applıcatıon of hıis insıghts 11l
be represented in the form otf set of pragmatıc and syntactic categorlies that INaYy be
used explaın word order patterns. Intersubjectively testable crıteri1a IOr each
CalegOTrYy 11l be provided. In the second sechon the basıc features of OUT orma
presentatıon of Deut 421271 111 be discussed. If relevant, the crıter1a used 111 be
explaıned. In the IN section, 111 present OUT analysıs of each clause in J Jeut
In thıs analysıs 111 iıllustrate how used UT analysıs of the inftormatıon STITUC-
ture of the texti and compared it wıth the structurıng of the texti aCCount of ıts
formal features. In section four 111 describe the results of the investigatıon.

Buth (  ür (Ine of the LCASONS why esults CONVınNcCe 1S that he addresses SUOINC

of the inadequacı1es of Dıik’'s functional gTamMmMaäar, However, dec1ısıon usSec the notion
“generatıve-functional” o h1is approac 15 unfortunate. wıll ead D  ary confusıon
wıth the generatıve grammaltıca) approach. Iso eımerdıinger (1999)
Rosenbaum’s (1997) applıcatıon of Dıik)’s ClUOoNAa: grammalıca) approac| to deser1ibe word order
varıatıon In Isa 4()-55 reveals SOINC of the intrınsıc weaknesses of approach. It, namely,
provides aX0ONOMY of pragmatıc labels be mapped nto syntactic and semantıc ONCS, wıthout
addressing the 1Ssue whether these labels Su1table and informatıve the pragmatıc eve € F
Bolkenstein (1998) Justifiable eriticısm of thıs regar|

Floor' (forthcoming) uUuS«ec of the notions fOocus and topıc order LO determıne the theme f
exXi

1 Hardmeiıner al (2000)
Although he o0€Ss NOL always indıcate explicıtly when he K{ Lambrecht’s insıghts, eımerdınger
(1999) presents worthwhnıle effort ([O ımplemen these ınsıghts to analyse the notions “topic”‚
“focus” narratıves. or rTeVIEW of eımerdınger, cf. Van der Merwe (forthcomiıing).
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Information sfructure an word order

z Introduction
In recent TeVIEW article!2 of (JTOSS 9 INOTEC op-down approac. the
descr1ıption and explanatıon of word order, complementary 1{8 the bottom-up ONC
used by GTOSS, has been suggested.!* Such approac. has been prompted, Lırstly,
DYy the fact that (Jross’s investigatıon, though meticulous, rendered number of
instances of ironting that he dıd not aCCOUuUnNT for in terms of d coherent theoretical
ame of reference !> second ıimpetus Was g1ven Dy monograph, Information

and sentence form. OPDIC, fOCUS and the mental representation of discourse
referents, Dy C  ud Lambrecht (1994) The functional perspective inıt1ated
by scholars of the Prague school ın the Was er developed Dy allıday,
ık and others.16 Lambrecht, OUT Opınıon, turned insıghts from thıs OUY ebated
inıtlatıve into well-justified coherent 'ame of reference 1/ Thıs irame of reference
does not merely produce aX0OMmI1C lısts of functional and quası-pragmatıc categorIies.
It provıdes crıter1a in terms of 1C: entire discourse sıtuation Can be systematı-
cally analyse: In order determıne the role of forms in the structurıng of
informatıon In partıcular Jlanguage. !6
In aCcCCcordance wıth the VIEWS of Lambrecht, the “top-down” approac propose iın
thıs investigatıon explaıns word order patterns d syntactic forms (alongsıde other
lınguistic sıgnals) that dısplay the informatıon Stiructure of utterances al partıcular
poıints durıng cCcCommunıtıcatıon PIOCCSS. ere 1$ Ne-IO-ON! correspondence
between these forms and the informatıon they CONVCY. However, takıng full COZNI-

of the unfoldıng of informatıon in the COUTSC of the cCcommunıcatıon PIOCCSS,
crıter1a Can be identified for determinıng the pragmatıc value of those that INa Yy
have INOTEC than ONC interpretation.!?

12 Van der Merwe 1999a)
13 ıchel (1997) and )isse (1998) must be read wıth (JTOSSs (1996) ese works the dissertations

14
of of (Gjross’s research partners hıs investigatıon of word order.
Word order refers ere the Iınear ordering of clause constituents

15 Gross 0€s assıgn CUuOoNA| values to these constructions, C “Relıefgebung der
andlungsdarstellung” and “Der Satz mıt dem topıkalısıerten Element ent der
Dıiskursgliederung. ” (1996-105-107) However, the theoretical of these classes (JTOSS 0€Ss NnOT
explaın. For VETIY useful OVerV1eW of (JrOSS’s (1996) iindıngs far 4S “clauses wıth
nomiınal/pronomiınal constituent before the finıte VeTr 35 concerned, ct. (JrOss (1999:39-45).

16 ambrecC (1994:12-13), (JrOss (1996:53-73) and Diıisse (1998:109-136). Dıisse In partıcular pays

1/
attention {O the WaYy SOINEC of the clUona| categorıes WCCIC treated generatıve cırcles.
Lambrecht posıt1ons hıs approac the realms of “categorıcal grammar” 13 and.

I® Bolkensteihm’s erıtic1ısm of treatment of the CONCEDIS ‚OpIC and focus (1998:211). ( Iso

19
Rosenbaum (1997) for applıcatıon of 1eW Isaıah 40-55
hıs Lype of approac| IS presented complemen {O that of (GTrOss for maınly [CASOMNSs

Fırstly, ıt draws hıs insıghts gaıned from close investigatıon of the data, C the rTangc of
Jex1cal, syntactıc and pragmatıc consıderations that INay play role the ınterpretation of
partıcular word order palterns. Secondly, it scrutin1ızes these explanatıons and trıes ACCOUNT for
them terms of coherent pragmatıc theory.

70



Bıblical Hebrew word order

In Van der Merwe (1990) the advantages of Jacobs’s (1984) formulatıon of the COMN-

cept “ fOocus” ATIC described, fırstly, the wıdely-used but VE CONcept ..  em-
phasıs” and, secondly, other definıtions of the concept.40 Its value for describing

OVer‘ focus inducer 1ıke mE 15 demonstrated In the Sainıc work 2! In Van der Merwe
(1993) and (JTOSS (1996) the notion 15 used describe ON of the functions of word
order ın verbal clauses .22 oug Jacobs’s VIEW, VIZ. that the focus of clause
Can be identified das that element in clause that represents choıice of ONC alterna-
t1ve in cContext where LNOIC than ONC alternatıve 15 present, cannot be faulted2> he
1S maınly concerned wıth the semantıcs of thıs concept.4* For thıs ICason he does nNOTt
DAaY much attention to the pıvotal role thıs rather pragmatıc notion plays in the
structurıng and presentation of meanıngful utterances 1n partıcular cCOommuUuUnNnIcCatıve
sıtuati1ons. Such broader and INOTEC coherent perspective for analysıng the informa-
tion Iructure of discourse 1S provıde bDy Lambrecht

22 Lambrecht Information structure and sentence form

According Lambrecht (1994:x111) the sequentıal orderıng of clause constituents 15
ONC of the that speakers of IMNanYy languages uUsc in order iIructure the 1N-
formatıon they want o CONVCY. Ihe Orma. structure of theır sentences (1n the
of the order of theır constituents) represents the interface between the WOT. of the
OoTmMa of those Janguages and the cognıtıve envıronment of theır peakers
ryıng explaın (and, of COUISC, understand! the WaYy in ( 7 forms
INaYy be used represent the pragmatıc structurıng of the cogniıtıve environments of
partıcıpants durıng communıcatıon PIOCCSS In few paragraphs 15 NOTL CaSYy. We
111 by explaimnıng (a) what understand 4S the cognıtıve WOT. of partıcıpants
In cCcCommunıcatıon PIOCCSS. Specıal attention 111 be paıd {O the dıfference between
the notl1ons “knowledge” and “d1ıscourse actıveness of entities and proposıtions”. (b)

clause wıth the SaImne content 111 be used iıllustrate how peakers INa Yy uUusSc

20 Bandstra and oug not referring tO Jacobs, 1Iso prefers the notion “fOocus” {o
“emphasıs.”
The ıdentificatıon of word class “fOcCus partıcles” has gaıned wıde acceplance Iınguistic cırcles
(cf. Önıg Iso Van der Merwe, auı and Kroeze (1999) for the treatment of ther
fOocus partıcles. However, Iisse (1998:276) correctly pomts out the ambıgulty that INaYy arıse
cConcernıng the domaın of the fOCus particles that CCUT the beginniıng of clauses.

22 Although Buth (01 nNnOTL UuUsSsc Jacob definıtion, hıs functional explication of the concept mplıes
sımılar understandıng of the notion fOcus He SCS ıt describe SUCCESS.  y the WaYy
1C. focus 15 expressed utterances eferred {O by nomiınal clauses. Less successful 1S sımılar
attempt DYy Revell (1999:297-319). Ihe fact that Revell prefers US«cC the term “highlıght” instead of
focus merely “ aVvOo1d confusıon” that hıs understandıng of fOcus 1 nOT lıne wıth that of
Buth and (JTrOsSs.

23 Comparing the :‚esults of Van der Merwe (1993) wıth that of thıs investigatıon ll demonstrate that
ambrecht theoretical framework 18 INanı regards merely INOTEC comprehensive.

24 Molnär’s (1997) scrutinızatıon of Jacobs
25 Ome of the lımıtatiıons of usiıng the CONCEPIS, focus-background, topıc-comment, and theme-rheme,

but workıng wıthout coherent iframework for analysıng the informatıon of wriıtten texXT,
ave een identified by Dısse. hıs observatıons the Aasıls of hıs analysıs of eut 12
(1998:290-291).
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dıfferent accentuatıon patterns reflect dıfferences in theır pragmatıc structurıng of
the “same‘” clause In communtıcatıon sıtuations wıth dıfferent informatıon
(LE dıfferent sStates of the discourse actıveness of entities and proposıtions). TOm
the discussıon of these examples the necessity of dıstınguishıng pragmatıc categorıes

capture the dıfferent tructures ıll be evıdent. For thıs 1C4aSON the ufo
Cus  27 and “t0pic” 111 be defined (6) The 1votal role these CONCEPIS May play in
understandıng word order patterns iın Man y languages ıll also be illustrated ın thıs
sect10on. In SOINC languages the formal syntactıic features of constructions sıgnallıng

focus of utterance and those sıgnallıng the introduction establıshıng
entity d the topıc of utterance INa y be sımılar at the surface eve Fronting in

1S x00d example In thıs regard. Therefore (d) the pragmatıc dıfferences be-
tween whereu: fOocus and those where newly establıshe' (Or re-estab-
lıshed) tOp1C 1s involved, 111 be pointed out

Particıpants in communiıcatıve sıtuatıon, e the interlocutors, each have COB-
nıtıve WOT of theır OW Thıs WOT. IM other things, consısts of mental TC-
sentatıions of DECFSONS, things, pnlaces (L.e. entities) and Siales of ıffairs and eventfts
(L€ propositions). ese mental representations, u AI identifiable in the Casc
of entities, OT presuppose in the Casec of proposıtions, make up theır owledge of
the WOFr.: When [WO partıes cCOommMmMuUuUniICate they AIc normally noTt CONSCIOUS of theır
entire owledge of the WOT At partıcular pomnt in conversatıon, only part of
it 1S, OT Can be, actıvated. Ihıs 15 because the shortterm 3081 of humans has
Iımıted capacıty. In the ASC of narratıve, characters, thıngs, places, states of ffaırs
and events MaYy be introduced OT actıvated ın the COUTSC of the narratıve. However,
only those in the cshortterm IM of the interlocutors ATr actıve al partıcular
pomt of narratıve. SC entities and proposıtions dIiIC eferred das eing dis-
COUFSEe actıve Thıs mplıes that SOINC entities MmMaYy be identifiable for interlocutors,
1.e part of theır owledge, but nOot discourse active 26

5Speakers present the informatıon they want communicate in the form of
clauses that aTrc pragmatıcally structured. Thıs that they Iructure theır clauses
in such WaY that the sentences reflect theır assumptions concerning the cognıtıve
envıronment of theır addressees al the Oment partıcular clause 1$ uttered 27 Each
utterance 111 reflect speaker’s assumption of the discourse actıveness of (1) the
entities and/or proposıtions involved and 11) the role that these entities play in these
proposıtions. Compare the followıng utterances that represent dıfferent pragmatıc
structurıngs of the SdaIne clause (Ihe usec of the capıtal letters 1S attempt reflect
LINOTC less the prosodic pattern of each utterance).

26 dıstinction 18 made between actıve, access1ıble, unused, brand 1C  S anchored and brand 1  S
unanchored ıtems (Lambrecht 1994: 77-114). ere 18 Iso evidence that, ‚Onftrast ntıitıes that

normally eferred {O DYy of nomiınal constituents, predicates ...  are not stored the form of
mental representations 1C. be actıvated and maıntaıned VEr streiches of discourse of
indefinıte length” (1994:269).

27 10 theır clauses speakers normally ave Varıo0ous means theır 1sposal, C prosodic,
exıcal and morphosyntactic ıncludın: word order) constructions. ese INeCcans InNaYy be sed alone

combinatıion. Ihe rules accordıng LO 1C! these INCAanls Can be utiliızed form of the
grammatıcal conventions System of partıcular language.
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(1) WTOTEe d essay.28
(2) Peter

(3) Peter d} CSSaY.

Example (1) reflects the assumptıion that the proposıtıion “Somebody essay”
15 discourse actıve, ıle the dentity of the author of the book 15 unknown 18} hıs/her
audıence. Thıs assumption 18, IM other thıngs, sıgnalled In the spoken form of
thıs Englısh by of the absence of aCcents “wrote essay” and
by accenting “PETER ” 29 Thıs WOUu. of COUITISC, pıcally be the Casc ıf (1) 15 the
‚WCTI the question: Who WT! essay?” In SOTIIIC CONTEX the accentuation
pattern in (1) INaY also reflect assumptıon of the speaker that hıs/her audıence
thınks somebody else C OO (PETER: and nNOt John, ESSaY.) {t
INa Y EVCN COHNVCY the assumption that the audıence suspects, but 18 uncertaın
whether Peter indeed { hıs assumptıion 1s pıcally conveyed Dy
clause ıke E, eSSay. ”
Example (2) reflects the assumption of pneaker that hıs/her audıence knows “Peter

something.” In other words, thıs proposıtion 1s then discourse aCct1ıve. BYy dC-

centing the of what Peter WT' IS provıde (1dentified), VIZ.
Iso (2) INnaYy be the AL SWECI question. In thıs Casc the question WOU be

“What dıd Peter wrıte?” In SOTINC other' example (2) INa Yy also be used
confirm that Peter WTOTe » and not POCIN.
Example (3) WOU. pıcally rovıde the AD SWCCI the question, Wh); dıd Peter
d0‘7” The utfterance CONVCYS the proposıtıon that the addressee knew Peter dıd
somethıng, but not what he dıd In thıs Casc only the proposıtıon, “Peter did SOME-

ing‘  I WOUuU be discourse actıve, and what he dıd, 15 identified
1mılar 1n (1) (2) and (3) 15 the fact that each ONC another Lype of identifica-

fıon 18 establıshe| In of Jacob definıtion of fOcus eferred above, each of
the items be identified 15 the fOCUS of the utterance Thıs 1S because each C-

the choice of partıcular ıtem In CONTEXT where INOTITC than ONC alternatıve
WEIC possible.>0 Iso Lambrecht WOU regard each identified tem dASs the fOocus of
the respective utterance He formulates hıs definıtion of TOCcus LNOTC broadly, VIZ

fOCUS of proposiıtion 18 that Ssemantıc element (OF elements) whose
makes the proposıition nto assertion, 1.e. nto potential pIieCE of information”
(19 Ihe followıng three proposıtions:
28 FExplaming and understandıng the USe of anguage DYy INCAans of typıcal sentences 1S extremely

ICH. It 18 therefore ımportant read each example only In terms of the CONTlieXTIs envısaged ere
29 dıscussıon e I10W ıf 11 become vıdent that the Orma STiructure of example (1) 1.e€ ere ıfs

accentuatıon pattern, MaYy Iso sıgna “sentence focus.”
3() 10 be LNOIC prec1se, Jacobs WOU.: regar. each ıtem iıdentified aASs “the focus of the ıllocutionary

acts  7 iınvolved
Crucı1al ambrecht understandıng of the concept fOcus 1S that the seft of alternatıves from 1C|
the focus ıtem 15 “Chosen’”, INnaYy InaYy nol, be exhaustive. He (1994:286-291) argucs convıncıngly
that the notion “Ccontrastıiveness’” that ımphes lımıted sei of alternatıves 1S merely ‘“generalızed
conversatıional ımplıcal  e 1C naturally arıses” wıth fOCUs Siructures the ahbsence
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(4) omebody WT'

(5) Peter wTroftfe something.

(6) Peter did something.
arc therefore turned into pleces of informatıon for theır addressees by the semantıc
iıtems in (1) in (2) and ESSAVY >2 in (3) respectively.
xamples (1) and (2) AIC regarde by Lambrecht as of argument fOcus. In each
Casc rgumen 1$ the IOCus of the utterance Example (3)) 15 consiıdered be
Case of predicate fOCUS. The entire predicate 15 the fOocus of the utterance In MOST
Janguages, in real ıfe communiıcatıon, partıcularly in narrat1ıons, MOST utterances
have predicate focus Thıs 15 because narratiıons pıcally ell what characters in
artıcular STOTY dıd (Or what appene em

sıgnıfıcant feature of examples (1) (2) and (3) 15 that they involve entity,
that 15 identifiable fOor the interlocutors In the cCcommuntıcatıon sıtuations

AdIic eNV1ISagINg. In (Z) and (3) he 15 discourse actıve and ALSs role in each of the
proposıitions involved 1S establıshe: Both the utterances aIic about him.>© Ihe entity
OT entities about 1C' proposıtıon CONVCYS informatıon aTrc called the ODIC(s of
that proposition.*“*

of contextual gger lock” (1994:291). GTOSS (1996) 1s g0o0d example of approac)
1C| the implıcıt explıcıt avaılabılı of exhaustive ıst of alternalıves 15 regarded the
dıstinctive erıterıum for en  ıng ocused ıtems. For SOMMC of the shortcomings of such

37
approach, and DY implıcatıon Jacobs definıtion of fOcus, cf. Van der Merwe 1999a)
Although intonatıon 18 en sed Englısh {O S1gna. the focus of ulterance, the examples that

ave sed above ıllustrate, there 1S nNOL necessarıly Nne-I0-0ON! relatıonshıp between clause
aCCents and ocused ıtems. In example (3) eıther the erb alone, WROTE, the entire predicate,
WROTILE mMay be sıgnalle. by the intonatıon indıcalte. (3J Iso

34
‚ambreC| (1994:238-257).
O proposıtion 1S interpreted as being QU! enl ıf ıt 15 understood conveyıng elevant
informatıon wıth respect thıs entity, 1.e€ increasıng the hearer’s owledge of M7 (Lambrecht

34 proposıtion INa y contaın prımary and secondary ‚ODI1C, C answering the question of hıs
eacher “Who wrote thıs?”, the school boy Inay respond 01n (O hıs friend stan! exi
hım), “He wrote ıf such Cası the proposıtion contaıns prımary 'ODIC, he, and secondary
OpPI1C, it.
However, the theoretical valıdıty of the notion ‚Op1C has recently een ser10usly challenged. OOT
(forthcoming), awıng Jacobs (2001), remarks ollows: ‘T here 15 PTIODCI N gZOTOUS
definıtıiıon of ‘topıc’, he (Z.e. Jacobs, OUFr alics AarguCs, quoting (1982) and Polınsky
(1999) Ihe ‘aboutness’-definıtion 1S nOT enough. He (Le Jacobs, OUFr Ialics four alıent
semantıc uftes of topıc-comment: informatıional separatıon (where there 15 lear separatıon

the informatıon role of CONsTtı  ents and 15 opıcal and 15 OC Predication
(where 1S the semantıc subject and the semantıc predicate), essatıon (where the
COMMENT 18 about Oop1Cc 1S elevant {O X’ regardless of the grammatıcal. or semantıc rela-
tıonsh1p) and Frame-setting (where the seis the frame for the interpretation of (For In-
depth dıscussıon of these categories, see Jacobs, 2001 645-655).”
Floor (forthcoming) the ollowıng dıstiınctions “l) ;OpI1C Subject topı1cs 111 be
rede1i1ne: toOpı1cs that ave ınformatıiıonal separatıon, predicatıon subjects, and addressatıon
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Strictly peakıng, ıf (Z) and (3) WOu. have been used real 1ıfe Sıtuati1ons both
these utterances WOUuU have ounded unnatural The followıng formulatıons WOUuU
have been INOTC probable the above mentioned envısaged CONieEX V1IZ.

He WT( /}
(8) He 315

Across languages discourse ACcCtILive of IC the role has already been
establıshed utterance MOST preferably eferred by of unaccented
DFONHOU}N that 15 the ubject of the clause involved (Lambrecht 994 A 176) Fur-
thermore es 1C the diıscourse aclıve already establıshe' and
10 somethıng 15 predicated thıs ıke (3) and (8) where predi-

cate fFOCUS 15 involved tend dısplay the called normal word order pattern of
that language (Lambrecht 994 AT 235 238) Compare the followıng short NarTtTa-

tı1on

ast rıday, he enl Fhis exhibition the LOWN hall When he(9)
uUuımMe there he found that John Mary and Peter decided [OO

In each clause the 15 he each has predicate fOCUS (indicated Dy of the
ıtalıcs) and each ısplays the called normal SVX (subject-ver word order of
Englısh Compare also the Iollowıng examples firom that 15 regarde Dy Nan Yy Aa

VSX Janguage 316

10) m5 F He aV |some honey)| IO them,
m5 m5353 But he dıd nOot ell them that (Jdg

In example (Z) the 1ıtem that 15 the fOocus of the utterance WOUuU nNOT
be iıdentifiable the CONTIEX (2) Can be used However, ıf
change example (2) 11) the definıteness of the fOocus ıtem (ITHE ESSAY) mplıes
that the 15 al least ıdentifi1able for both the interlocutors.

(4%) Peter THE

but NOT frame sellıng, and 11l be called link LODICS Secondary econdary LODILCS
dIiCc LOpP1ICS ‘hat ave componen! of essalıon but NOTL OTNC of predicatıon and informatıonal
separatıon Decondary LOPICS LODICS that the predicate of the clause Ihe secondary

partı of the predicate {OCus cCOonstructhon OpI1C frame The eed {[O create separate
Calegorıies lıke sellung and contextualızın: l be accounted for by the notion of

frame Fronted eft dislocated Jements (whıch have the Component of irame-setting) 11l
be defined CAasSCc of the separate Calegory called topic frame Frame selling LOPICS SCCIH

restrict the applıcatıon of thep! Dy the rest of the sentence certaımn domaın (Jacobs
2001 656) Taıl taıl presupposed cConsiutuent the form of word phrase
that aDPCAaIs the end of sentence and rıght dıslocated eyxtra-clausal conütuent

35 Although intonatıon 15 en sed Englısh s1gna) the focus of utterance d the examples that
ave sed above ıllustrate there nOoL necessar1ly One-Io0o-one relatıonshıp between clause

acCcents and ocused ıtems ( 1Iso Lambrecht 238 257)
316 INOTC conventional USC the NOln VSO instead of NSX iInce notL all clauses (JUT examples

ave objects We USCc the nOotl10N nstead of

75



SO HJ Va  — der Merwe and kep Talstra

distinctive feature of fOCcus ıtems 18 indeed that they IMaYy eıther be Tan! 11C  S

(example iıdentifiable OT discourse actıve (example 1) What 15 always .6  NEeEW  27
about them, however, 1S the relatıonshıp they into wıth discourse actıve
proposition.>
In Contrasti, for ıtem function as topıc of utterance al partıcular pomint 1in
communtıcatıon sıtuatıon, that tem has al least be identifiable.>® It WOUuU be vVC.
hard enNvisage cContexti In 1C (TZ) COU. be used??:

(12) An old wrote THE

As mentioned earlıer, entities that AIcC iıdentiftiable and access1ible interlocutors In
specıfic cCOommunıcatıon event, aTic nNnOT necessarıly discourse actıve. anguages MaYy
have pecıal ““tODIC promoting constructions” reactıvate and establısh aCCESSI-
ble entity as the topı1c of utterance In Englısh, the phrase as far AaSs 15
concerned...’ MaYy be used. Left-dislocation INa Y also be used, C
love it Apart from these [WO constructions, aCcCcent accessıible ıtem. OT ECVCN
the Ironting of non-subject constituent*!, MaYy be used establısh OT re-establısh

entity As the topıc of specıfic proposıtion, C
He saıd hıs wiıfle: . HIS he sald:Christo H.J. van der Merwe and Eep Talstra  A distinctive feature of focus items is indeed that they may either be brand new  (example 2), identifiable or discourse active (example 1). What is always “new”  about them, however, is the relationship they enter into with a discourse active  proposition.?7  In contrast, for an item to function as topic of an utterance at a particular point in a  communication situation, that item has at least to be identifiable.?8 It would be very  hard to envisage a context in which (12) could be used??:  (12)  An old woman wrote THE ESSAY.  As mentioned earlier, entities that are identifiable and accessible to interlocutors in a  specific communication event, are not necessarily discourse active. Languages may  have special “topic promoting constructions” to reactivate and establish an accessi-  ble entity as the topic of an utterance. In English, the phrase ‘as far as TOPIC is  concerned...’ may be used. Left-dislocation may also be used, e.g. “That TOPIC, I  love it’. Apart from these two constructions, an accent on an accessible item, or even  the fronting of a non-subject constituent*®, may be used to establish or re-establish  an entity as the topic of a specific proposition, e.g.  He said to his wife: “....”.TO HIS CHILDREN he said: “...”41  (13)  (14)  I saw Mary and John yesterday. SHE says HELLO, but HE’S still  ANGRY at you.  Any item that is brand new (i.e. unidentifiable) as far as a current communicaton  situation is concerned, needs to be introduced before it can be used as the topic of a  subsequent utterance. For this purpose languages also have different means. In Eng-  lish a new entity (an essay) may be introduced by being part of the predicate focus  of an utterance, e.g.  (15)  Peter WROTE an essay. The essay was very good.  In English, so-called presentational constructions like “there was x...” are also often  used, €.g.  37  However, the role of a discourse active item in a discourse active proposition may sometimes  already be established, but in that case the focus of the utterance is to confirm that role, e.g. “Did  38  YOU make this dish? Yes, / myself did it.”  According to Lambrecht (1994:165) if one has to arrange potential topics on a scale from “most  acceptable to least acceptable”, the scale would range from active items, accessible items, unused  items, brand new anchored items to brand new unanchored items.  39  It is as difficult as to assign a possible context to the question: What did an old woman write?  40  This construction is referred to as topicalization. Cf. Lambrecht (1994:31). According to Lambrecht  (1994:195) “Topicalization generally seems to require a higher degree of accessibility than left  detachment” if it is used to establish or re-establish an entity as the topic of a particular utterance.  41  This example is from Lambrecht (1994:291). According to him the accentuation of the two  discourse active participants, HE and SHE is often mistakenly interpreted as instances of  contrastive focus. He provides convincing arguments why they are rather contrastive topics  (1994:291-295).  76E13)

14) Sa  S Mary and John yesterday. SHE Say>S but HE’S stil]
al yYou

ANnYy iıtem that 18 ran New (LE unıdentifi1able) dSs far ASs Current COomMMuUnNICaAton
sıtuation 15 concerned, needs be introduced before ıt Can be used d the topıc of
subsequent utterance For thıs PUTDOSC Janguages also have dıfferent In Eng-
ısh 11Cc  S entity (an esSSsay) MAaY be introduced by eing part of the predicate focus
of utterance,

15) Peter The WädsSs VECIY g00d
In Englısh, SO-Calle: presentational constructions 1ke “there Was diC also often
used, .5

3° However, the role of discourse actıve ıtem In discourse actıve proposıtıon Inay sometimes
already be establıshed, but that Casec the fOocus of the utterance 18 confirm that role, C

38
YOU make thıs 15 Yes, myself dıd i
According (8 ambrecC (1994:165) ıf ONEC has LO aITangc potential tOp1Cs scale from “most
acceptable eas acceptable”, the scale WOU| Tangc irom actıve ıtems, accessıible ıtems, unused
ıtems, brand NECW anchored ıtems {o brand L1C'  S unanchored ıtems.

309 1S dıifficult assıgn possıble Ontext the question: What dıd old WOINAaN wrıte?
40 Thıs construction 18 eferred topıcalızation. AambDrec| According ambrec:

(1994:195) ‘” Topicalızation generally requıre hıgher egree of access1bılıty than left
detac)  en ıf ıt 1$ sed establısh re-establısh entity the 'ODIC of partıcular utterance
Thıs example 18 firom ambrec! (1994:291). ccordiıng {[O hım the accentuatıon of the
diıscourse actıve partıcıpants, and SHE 15 en mistakenly interpreted instances of
contrastıve focus. He provıdes Convincing arguments why they arec rather contrastıve fODICS
(1994:291-295).
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16) Once upON tıme, there Was Kıng, 472

In addıtion these presentational constructions eventlt reporting constructions MaYy
be used,

17) Mrs Jones from Park Town, Was kılled in Calr crash
last nıg

18) (We WEIC all sıttıng the terraCce, and then, SIRANGE MAN
appeare irom behind the

19) (We WEeTIC all sıttıng the terraCce, and en, TARIED raın.

The latter Lype of constructions MAaY pıcally be used O introduce NCWS reports
(example 1:/) OI CONVCY ‘“what appene next  27 narratıon (examples 18 and
19) In both event-reporting and presentatiıon constructions, the entire proposıtions
ATiC pIeECES of information.® Hence, Lambrecht egards them a4s instances of senltience
fOCUS. According Lambrecht (1994:307), dıstinctive feature of reports In
the form of clauses wWIf£FNh sentence FOCUS ACTOSS languages 1s the fact that they often
have the SUMEeEe surface ReVvVe. features those ith argument JOCUS, C in Englısh
the accentuatıon patterns of examples (1) 17) and 18) AIC sımılar.

(1) WTOLTEe

oug do nOoTt have aCCc6ess 18 the accentuation patterns of 111 hypothe-
S17e eSI0W that also in ONC and the Samnlec construction 1S used In iInstances of
argumen and focus. VIZ. the fronting of non-verbal constituents In verbal
clauses.
4C ummarıze the MOST salıent aSspecCts of Lambrec theoretical framework:

The informatıon iructure of communtıcatıon PTOCCSS 1S structured Dy of
the forms otf the clauses that aTCc used.
As far 4S the cognıtıve envıronments of interlocutors dAIc concerned, Aistinc-
tıon must be made between, the ONC hand, presupposed proposıtions and
iıdentif1able entities that constitute theır owledge, and, the other hand, the
discourse actıveness of those proposıt1ons and entities al partıcular pomt of
the COomMMmMuUuUnNnicatıon PTOCCSS.

42 Lambrecht remarks “Englısh, lıke ther Janguages, has specıal 'presentatıonal’
construction, involving SMa number of transıtıve verbs ıke he and COMEe, the subject of these
verbs, and the deıictic dverbs ere there.”

43 Presentation and even eporting sentiences IMay be ubsumed under the headıng etic sentences.”
ese sentences that CÄDTCSS eic proposıt10ns, Ontrast categorical proposı1tions. FOor the
dıfference between eilCc and categorical proposıtions, c1. ambrec. 144)

44 When item 18 establıshe'l the 'Op1C of utterance, accordıng Jacobs “fOCuUSs of
topıcalızatıon” 18 ınvolved. Van der Merwe and for INOIC etaıle! descr1ıption and
applıcatıon of Jacobs VIEeEWS.
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OpI1C and focus dIiC pragmatıc categorlies that AaTcC establıshe' the basıs of the
informatıon STiructure of the COommuUnIcCatıve PTOCCSS and the form of the clauses
used.
The focus of uttered clause 15 that semantıc tem that turns (presupposed)
proposıtion ınto potentıial pIece of information. Tee focus Lypes AIC dıstin-
ulshed: focus, predicate fOocus and fOocus.
The topıc of Tance 1S that entity (or entities) about 1C utterance
advances the audıence’s knowledge.% In order aCtTi the topıc of er-
aNCC, entity needs be iıdentifiable Languages have Varıous {tOo (a)
introduce Tan u  < entity, (b) establısh identihiable entity aSs the topıc of

utterance and (C) re-establısh discourse actıve entities 4S top1CS (e.g In
where top1Cs aIic compared OT contrasted).
In NTIEXTS where (a) the topıc of the clause has been establıshed, (b) the topıc
18 eferred Dy of unaccented pronomınal subject, and (c) the clause
has predicate LOCUS, the form of the clause used ısplays ACTOSS languages the
most unmarked form of clause In that language.
oug Lambrecht does not indicate ıt explicıtly, the above-mentioned “"most
unmarked form of clause” 111 also be dısplayed in clauses that dısplay PIC-
sSuppose proposıtions, C descriptive relatıve clauses.

2.3 Explaining word order46
In the 1g of the above-mentioned interpretation of Lambrecht’s, Gross’s and
Disse’s work, insıghts gaıned irom number of other studies of 1D11Ca Hebrew*“*/,
and, of COUTSC, OUT O0OW) eadıng of substantıal of narratıve
WOUuU ıke to PIODOSC the followıng ame of reference for the explanation of
word order:

45 INa y provıde SUOINC 191  S informatıon QU! that entity. INaYy Iso confirm contradıct SUOIMNC

exısting knowledge OU! the entity
46 We ll NOl treat postverbal word order ere We nal argument focus (see below) 1Ss

involved those instances the maın Neld that (JrOss (1996) indentifies being mar'! for
focus. Van der Merwe, auı and KTOeEeZe 546 for SUMMMNAaT Y of INnan of Gross’s observatıons.
However, the [CaSOoNSs why, and under hat condıtions resorts {O focus markıng the maın
16 eed ST1. {O be etermıine: Rosenbaum’s (1997:137-148) observatıons the role 8 sSO-Calle«
anguage ındependent preferre« order of constituent” (LIPOC) eed SOMIME closer investigation. Of
partıcular relevance 15 h1s remark “LIPO! 0€s nNOL affect the wpecial DOSLHONS. Ose Const1:  ents
1C. qualify for these specıal pos1ıt1ons Can be placed’ ın those pOos1ıt1ons regardless of theır
complexıty.” Specıal posıtions for Rosenbaum correlate [NOTEC less wıth (Gross’s mar
constructions.

4 / For example, Joüon-Muraoka (1991). Bandstra (1991) alav (1997). Rosenbaum (1997), eV1
(1998), Goldfajn (1998) De Regt (1999) Buthe  l and Muraoka (1999:187-213).
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231 Verbal clauses

NMAFKe: order
The VSO VSX1%8) order*? of constituents represents for ıts MOStT unmarked
order as far as verbal clauses ATICc concerned. Wıth unmarked order>% the order 15

ON
COU. CXpeCL In clauses 1C

contaın only presupposed information>!, relatıve clauses wıth N and
ND-Clauses>?,

2 have predicate focus >>
The VIEW that clauses wıth predicate focus dısplay the unmarked word order ıIn
15 ase observatıon of Lambrecht (1994) eferred in LA However, the
followıng erıter1a must be met The clause must have establıshe: topıc that func-
tions ASs the ubject of the clause. The topıc-subject INaYy be enclıtic PIONOUN OT
1OUN phrase. When it 18 (lexicalized>*) NOUN phrase, the NOUN phrase ollows the

4 There 18 ee: Justified eriticısm be brought agaınst aSpects of Current word order typologıes
of languages, C the uUusS«e of O=object the thırd lement ıle the object constituent
only SUINC clauses of anguage, Man languages ave formal [NCanls of ıdentifyıng objects, eic
&:3 1Iso GTrTOoss We maıntaın the notatıon ere for ıts heuristic value.

49 DeCaen (  * Ootnote Z2) 15 COrITeECT when he points Out that it 15 ımportant dıstinguıish
clearly between VSO SVO dsS bstract underlyıng representatiıon and that pattern
dısplayed the surface eve and that 15 sed classıfy languages cross-hnguistically. Ihe SS5-

lınguistic typologıcal classıfıcatiıon 1s maınly sed functional circles. ccordıng au
Cersona| communıcatıon), CONVıncıng arguments from the pomt of 1eW of generatıve lıngulstics

be provide: that the underlyıng of 1s VSO Thıs 15 Ontrast DeCaen and
who maımntaılns that BH’s underlyıng 15 SV!  O© C'reason (1993) cıted Rosenbaum

(1997:223-224) Drovıdes argumen(ts terms of the surface eve] features of relatıve clauses that
the unmarke: word order of 1S VSO

5() {t :hould be Vvıdent that hıs typology of word order 18 primarıly nOoTt ase| 0)8! statıst1cs, but
the information Siructlure sıgnalle Dy the of clause constituents the surface evel (of
verbal clauses ıth finıte verbs).

Onfirast [O (JTOSS’s dıchotomy (1996:73-74) unmark 0€s NOL refer nmark the of

52
neutral far h1ıs CONncept of focus 1s cConcerned.
ND OCCUTS 495 times the Tenach 03%% (465 of 495) of these clauses wıth finıte verbs
(gatal- yıgtol-forms) and 2.5% (12 of 495) actıve partıcıples. Except for 9 V1IZ. Sam
A and Job MS all] those wıth inıle verbs dısplay Y D order. the maJority of the the
topıc-subjects aAIic discourse actıve (e.g. (Gen iıdentifiahle entities (e.g eut 32:50: Josh
8:31, Z Sam 12:6, Kgs 3219 9:4) A the apparent brand NECW topıc-subjects N sed
the indefinıte personal PDTONOUN (e.g kxod 3304% eut 134 8 22:26, Sam 16:23, Kgs 5:26.
Mal 3:17) gener1c enu (e.g eut 28:29, 28:49, Jdg 12 16:9, Sam 26:20, Sam EEEZ: 19:4,
1 Kgs 14:15, Isa Z 29:8, 31:4, 55:10. 65:8, Jer DE 4312 Eze 1:16, 10:10, Z3% 5:412:; 519
Mal S17

53 We A4SSUMME that ‚erb JOCUS dısplay the SaImne OTrTMAa| eatures predicate fOcus. Wıth erb focus
refer instances where only the erb ıtself 1S the focus ıtem clause. For example, ROILED
the CSS, dıd NOL BA them

54 When establıshe' ';OPI1C that 18 Iso the subject of clause 1S relexıicalızed, the relexıcalızatıon
INaYy SCIVC specıfic pragmatıc functions, cf. De Regt (1999) However, thıs relex1ıcalızatıon (01 nOoTt
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verbal CONSITU  10N 55 The clauses CONVCY what establıshe' LOP1C OT LODI1CS dıd (Or
not dıd) what appene to them OT what the subjects fınd themselves

(20) AL 1792 W) They TOSC ecarly the INOTNINS and
111 555 3 17509 (they) worshıpped before the Lord

Sam I 19)
ND m3197 m in Then he sent Out the dove from21)

-a 1113 711177 NN hım, but the OVve OUnN!
place set 1fs foot (Gen

Word order 15 only ONC of the of Iru the informatıon structure of
We do nOoTt have ACCEOsS the aC  on patterns of the anguage and these pat-
terns WeEeIiIC mMoOost probably the other devıce used for these PUTDOSCS FoOor thıs
1CasSOoN and the basıs of OUT understandıng of unmarked word order have
aSSUuImNe the followıng (lauses wıth unmarked word order INnaYy have fOocus STITUC-
tures that WEeTC sıgnalle prosodically only, instances where wayyigtol- and
wegatal-constructions 1Sal10 W ironting of anı y SO
The wayyigtol- and wegatal-constructions indeed complıcate matters 56 oug
they INaYy often be interpreted Aas CXPTCSSINS predicate focus example 20) the
C  S themselves (1n CcContrast gata. CONSITUCLIONS 1ke example 11)
s1gna. the notion 2955° In nNnieX where has be sıgnalled they
therefore elımınate the possı1ıbılıty of ironting ents that refer Tan! 1W

(example 22 CONITTF. example 23) that 15 the focus of
utterance example 74 NTr example 25)58

(22) 555 JDD” (Jacob Wäas left alone: and then
1 m35y VD N DAn MNa wrestled wıth hım until day-

TEa (Gen A25)59

(23) 115 ) 1987 They answered hım, “A Ma Caln

MIR1IIN to meetl us 2 (2 Kgs 6()

SCIVC reactıvate the 1SCOUTrSe actlıve
55 Wıth the verbal CONsSTITrUCLION meant finıte erh inf abs negatıon word finıte erb and fOcus

partıcle erb Ihe verbal COonstiructhon INaYy be syndetıc asyndetıc (A Iso GTOsSs 24)
56 ( (GTOSsS 1/ 19 and 52)
5 / Van der Merwe (199 7a and 1999b) suggested that the notL0N "progress INnaYy Iso be described

INOTEC eC|  1CA| terms “advancıng the reference iime 5 CI Iso alav 56) and o  ajın
(1998) thıs regards Furthermore owledge that these CONs!  CUOoNs someliimes
sed CONTteXTIs where "progress” involved. Iso o0k 293-298)

58 There Iso er constructions that do nOoTt OW the fronting of non-verbal constituent,
ON of ı1fs 128 CCUITANCE:! the Tenach non-verbal constituent fronted > Sam 28 the
subject, eferred by INCans of independent personal PIONOUIN, the focus constituent the
clause, but dırectly ollows the erb.

59
6()

Iso (jen SR L Exod 2:1 ] Sam 12 12 28 Sam 18 10 1 Kgs 28
Iso Sam 1 Kgs Jdg 13 | Sam and Kgs 13 the verbal Orms INa y Iso

be interpreted partıcıples On semantıc grounds however ınterpret them rather gatal-
forms

()
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(24) IW Sn a mam ND have noTt chosen Cıty from an Y
ala aha 7 mu39 RA of the trıbes of Israel in 1C

RO ya 1172 N u11 house, that IN Y Namnc m1g
be there: but chose AVL be
OVeEeT IN Y people Israel Kgs
8:16).9)

25) For they have NOT rejected VOU, butON N N>
DD 720 ON 3n'x-13 they have rejected Iirom eing

kıng OVCTI them Sam 6:7)

Z 52 Fronted constituents
When argument 15 ronted In verbal clause, the construction MaYy be inter-
preted in dıfferent WaYyYsS Ihe “"vagueness” of the constructions 15 resolved by eıther
the informatıon iructure of the communıcatıve sıtuation 3-6) specıfic syntactic
and semantıc cCons1ıderations 87) The followıng interpretations aIc possible:
83 TIhe argument 18 the fOcus of the clause uttered ©2
Thıs happens when the ment, (T SOTINC aspect of represents that semantıc
element that turns the “presupposed proposition” conveyed In the clause into plece
of information. Thıs the ..  NeW proposıtıon (LE focus entity plus presupposed
proposıtion) 15 intended have SOTINC effect the cognitıve WOT. of the addressee.
Thıs effect INaYy be the adding of SOINC informatıon the cognıtıve WOT. of the
addressee, VIZ. establıshing relatıonshıp between specıfic semantıc tem and the
presupposed proposıtion example 26) The cognitive effect INa Y also be that the
relatıon between d proposıtion and entity 15 contradicted example 75 above).©*
1V' cognıtıve effect INa y be that the already establıshe.| role of partıcular entity In

presupposed proposıtıon 1s confirmed (example Z In SOINC attrıbute of
such entity 1s confirmed example 28)

26) ND DN 2720 Who O first for us agaınst
120 MM T NS the Canaanıtes, 1g agamst

them? The Lord saıd. chal]l
O upD (Jdg 1:1-2)

Iso Ps 78:67
62 According ambrec (2001:463) the “Ccleft formatıon 1S UILC of several devıces languages Can UuUsSC

63
CADICSS devıatiıons from the unmarke:ı predicate-focus type.”

For example, pr 9 d days yOou MUuSsStT work, but the SEVENTH day, yOUu must rest.” When word
order 15 sed S1gna. LOCUS, the syntactic Omaın f fOocus constituent 1S therefore NnOT necessarıly
the Samne ıts semantıc domaıiın. Iso example64 Sıch sometimes assocıated wıth the notion “contrastıve focus.” ( Lambrecht’s rıtiıcal
remarks thıs regar' (1994:286-291).
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(Z7) 372y N 12)J DD The (G(TÜ0d Ö the Hebhrews has 1C-
vealed himself to u XO

28) DD NS D7 0S AU the people who CaUAMe Oult of
mama WIN i DV ADT7 E2ypt, the males, all the Men of

7 WAGr, had diıed the WaYy in the
wılderness 0S 5:4)

The presupposed proposıtions” dIC often discourse actıve, 1 explıicıtly referred {O
(6.£., example However, presupposed proposıtions dIiC not necessarıly d1is-
COUTSC actıve. Ihey INa y only be iıdentiftiable In such instances they aTrc reactıvated
Dy of the uttered proposıtions themselves. Compmpare example 7867 and 7968

29) 19n 23} mWW SIX days yOUu mMust work XO
20:9).67

S4 Sentence fOcus 1$ involved.
{Ihıs happens when the fronted TSUum! refers FVan nNnle entity and the predi-
Cafe refers proposıtiıon that 1s neıther discourse actıve NOT Can be nferred from
the CO-TexTi OT context. In other words, focus entaıls predicate focus.

65 thıs Ontext Moses and Aaron already had old arao “Ihu: SaysS the LORD, the (GJ0d of srael,
Let people i XO 5D hıs utterance 3 1s Pharao reaction bxod
>5 VIZ. “Who 18 the LORD, that should heed hım and let Israel 207 do nOTt kNOW the LORD, and
ll not let Israel 77  Z0. Aaron and Moses confirm Dy INCans of thıs uüutterance wıth focus
the ıdentity and role of (30d the revelatıon they gZoLl. The fact that God himself revealed hımself 18
them 15 the 1CAaSonNn Why arao should heed theır requesl.

916 eut &5 °)  S When the clause wıth the Ttonted deıctic empora. CONSU:  ents 18 uttered, the notion
that the Israelıtes experienced that it 18 possible that (G0d speaks and he 0€Ss noL dıie 1S
already 1ScCourse actıve. The “added” informatıon 15 the fact that the Israelıtes had experienced ıt
that VEIY SaImne day. Iso eut 10:1, 27:9

67 What appene: Numbers 14:29-35, 26:64-65 and eut 2:14 W das part of the knowledge of the
iımplıed (and real world) addressees Josh The focus of the ufferrance Josh 18 the extient
of the people that died, VIZ. AIl the people who Calllc Out of ZYDL, all the Inen of The
confirmatıon of thıs fact motivates why Joshua had CITrCumMcCIZe all the Israelıtes that AIc OU'
enter Canaan

6® It Was MOst probably owledge the addressees that they eed work. What 15
onfirmed specıfie ere 1S exactly how long they eed work. The Sarmlıc princıple applıes
eut 24:14 Labourers gel pald. Wıth the fronted empora|l argument the pomnt time the payment
should take place 1$ specıfied. Iso eut 10:8 The addressees knew the role of the Levıtes
theır soclety.

69 Contrast eut 168 The notion that only unleavened bread MaYy be eaten 1S discourse actıve.
The fronted empora argument specıfies the eXaC duratıon that unleaven bread MUST be ealten, VIZ.
S1IX days (1 ISO eut 13 16:3 and 5: eut 31:10 OMNNC INaYy AIg UC that the events 31:9
implıes that the 1aw 111 be read. The fronted empora argument specıfies the eXaC time when ıt
must be read.

A
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(30) D7 720 TI Ta And Benhadad the king of yFIa
MD gathere all Ais arm y together

Kgs ZÜ°1)
Sentence focus MaYy a1sS0 be involved ıf even 15 eported ..  out of the blue” In
such discourse actıve topıc May INa y nOot be involved. Crucıal 15 the fact
that the reports prıimarıly somethıng what appened, not what the dıs-
COUTITSC actıve entity dıd next. /0 The fact of the matter 15 that CVi happenıng OT

state of ffaırs IS eferred tOo that does not follow in time that eferred In the
immediately preceding context In narratıon thıs clause NOTrMalLYy refers back-
oround information./!

37) N VIN TT (And esides the Lord had old
A LT ON 139n > You shall nOot thıs Jordan

Ccu 31:1). 2
85 The ironting establishes entities Aas the fODICS fO he compared eXample 31)

contrasted!? (examples 37 and 33) In 1ıke these fOpLC frame for the
subsequent clause 15 established. /4 T he function of these constructions 1S sımılar

that of pendens construct1ons. 048
The entities must be identifi1able OT discourse actıve. Oometimes the COmparısons
take ON| the form of lıst (examples and 35

70 I hıs CalegOrYy annot be motivated terms of ambrechts insıghts needs further investigatıon.
E Iso the exi ootnote
eV1 (1998) refers these constructions “anter10T constructhons’”. ccordıng 18 eVI'
thıs construction ö  WAas avaılable for backgroundıng of partıcular type author COU provıde
ackground, eıther 'oug] the words of characters 'oug] hıs O0OW] narratıve VO1Ce, by
sıgnıfıcant detaıl allusion.”er these constructions restricted anter10r constructions 1S,
of COUISC, questionable. ere 15 theoretically speakıng [Cason why they CannoTt 1n contex{s
where reference 1S made {O forthcoming events

72 Compare the dıfference between Jdg 14:9 wıth fronted subject and Jdg 6'20 wıthout fronted

/3
subject.

Ontrast implıes COmparıson.
74 15 Obvı10us that the dıfferences between S4 and 85 maller than ose between 83 and S4 83

and 85 respectively. hıs 1S because both 54 and S top1cs fronted 54 the topıcs brand
1915  S and 85 they ıdentifiable discourse actıve. The maın [CAaSOTNMN why 85 CannotL be regarded

instances of sentence focus 15 that the predicates involved CannoTt be regarded avıng predicate
LOCUS, C example the proposıtıon x DaVC :» 15 discourse actıve. ambrec| (1994) 0€Ss nOot
indıcate where instances lıke 85 should {ıt far hıs dıstinctions, predicate-, argument- and
sentence fOocus concerned. hypothesize that these instances csımılar pendens
constructions. 'ODILC frame 1 involved For thıs 1CASON the fronted constituent should nOoL be
treated of the clause for the PUrTDOSCS of interpreting the focus of that clause.

75 We suspect that the dıfference between thıs ype of fronting and pendens constructions 15 sımılar
the followıng clauses In Englısh: “Ihat gırl, love her‘  7 and ”I hat gırl, love  92

83
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31) OEa m55 13° 13 He eclare! to hıs COvVvenan
N 17 MY3 FT 11713 17N) And the ORD charged at

D IMN „n 55 that i1ime teach YOU eu
15 14) 76

32) DIIN And utterly estroye: them
DD S5513 Iar55} But all the Iivestock and the

plunder of the OWNS kept A

SpO1 for ourselves Cu

33) A AD PQ In the MOFTNINS yYOUu SaY, “If
2 D only WEIC CVCHINS 19 an at

CVEHLINQ yOUu SaY, “If only 1l
WCIC mornıng  !” ecu 28 67) I7

(34) 34)m53577 nla 555ı 710 achir DaVC Gilead 16 And
the Reubenites and the (yaditesua17 7 5351 495985

‚.. ]J m30} gaVC the tEITLLIOTY firom Gilead 4S
far AaSs the Wadı Arnon cu

15 16)
(335) (35) D“ Syj ıS07 Every In VEUAr yYOUu rıng

NN 017> Out the tull tıthe of yOUIL roduce
cu 28)

ı 1070 ‚IW DW V” V Every seventh VCUF yYOou chall granit
d TEIN1SSION of Ccu 15

S6 type of temporal CONSTrUucCLION 15 involved 78

76 Compare (Jen 19 Exod Sam 25 An and Kgs 12 11 wıth ronted first DECISON subjects
‚Ontrast Gen 18 Exod 33 Josh Kgs 26 and 10 where the Lirst DEISON subjects

not ironted the CaAasc of the former ist of examples the predıicates of the subjects
compared that of another the second 1ist of examples thıs not the Case

P Van der Merwe and 1999b) the notion by (Giross (1996) that fronted empora|l
INay INa Yy nol be mMar for focus had een challenged reconsiıdering of fronted

cConstituents euteronomYy has cshown that GrOss ee: COrTECT OWever thıs applıes
DrımMarıly far hıs definıtion of focus as ell hıis notion of ‘Uunmarked’” 15 concerned
ccordıng the atabase developed by the erkgroep VLr Informatica the Tree Universıty
Amsterdam there Deuteronomy where empora) CONsituent fironted f ONC

leaves dubio0us VIZ eut and 35 Out of consıderatiıon of the 19 eft 13 be
regarded as stances of argument fOocus VIZ eut 25 13 11 11 12 16 03 16
16 15 15 26 16 D 31 1() three empora: Constituent actıvated order SCIVC
the of the subsequent clause, V1Z. eut 28 15 and 28 6’7 Problematıic eut 41
and possıble that these stances of fronting Inay be explaıne: terms of the lexical 1tems
involved, and 7, 171 MDa However, further ınvestigatıon 15 needed.

7R Lıke SO thıs CalegOrYy begs MOTC adequate theoretical groundıng,
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Thıs normally applıes when NONC of the above-mentioned CcCasSsoNns for the fronting in
verbal clause Can be establıshe: The fronting INa Yy in sıngle clause OT

clauses followıng each other. S1gnificant, however, 15 that in each CAasSCc immediıately
simultaneous OT nearly sımultaneous actıons AIc involved./9

38) 15 Va NS D When they CUME the and of
D7 OR 1337 RN DINW Zuph, Saul sa1d hıs Sservant who

Was wıth hım,Biblical Hebrew word order  This normally applies when none of the above-mentioned reasons for the fronting in  a verbal clause can be established. The fronting may occur in a single clause or two  clauses following each other. Significant, however, is that in each case immediately  simultaneous or nearly simultaneous actions are involved. 79  (38)  mıs yo8a 8a mam When they came to the land of  my W inyı> aR Da Zuph, Saul said to his servant who  was with him, ... (1 Sam 9:5).  2.3.2 Participal clauses  87 The most unmarked order is subject + predicate (example 39).80  (39)  Wr DwBWAM The ordinances that / am teaching  my DanN 79a DIn you to observe (Deut 4:1).  $8 Ifany other constituent is fronted, the fronting signals argument focus (example  40).  (40)  wpanT nn What  are  you  looking for?  WPID DIN MNDN My brothers 1 am seeking (Gen  37:15).  2.3.3 Nominal clauses8!  89 In nominal clauses the most unmarked order®? is subject + predicate.83  (41)  master  SaW  that  5 7378 RM And  his  mNx mım the Lord was with him (Gen 39:3).  When both the predicate and subject is identifiable, and the subject preceeds the  predicate, argument focus is signalled.  79  A limited amount of these constructions had been identified by Kuhr (1929). Cf. also Gross  (1996:5).  80  The fact that the sequence subj + verb is maintained in example 40 may be taken as justification for  the claim that subject + predicate is the most unmarked order. Cf. also Buth (1999:87-94). In all  WND-Clauses of the Tenach where a participle is the verb, the constituent order is: subject +  predicate. Cf. Gen 34:22, Num 32:25, 32:27, 2 Kgs 2:19, 17:26, Isa 66:22, Jer 42:2, Eccl 11:5, Neh  5:12; 2.Chron 25:3, 29:8, 30:7.  81  Most of the examples and insights in this paragraph are from Buth (1999:79-108). For a more  comprehensive overview of recent studies of verbless clauses in Biblical Hebrew, cf. Miller (1999)  and Zewi and Van der Merwe (2001:81-99).  82  Buth (1999:107) remarks: “The underlying order in nominal clauses is Subject-Predicate. This is  clear from the pattern of fronted Participles, from the patterns with participles, from patterns with  “neutralized’  order,  from subordinate clauses that have one fronted constituent,  from  ‘circumstantial’ clauses, and from descriptive clauses that have one fronted constituent.”  83  Uncertain at this stage is whether the subject in these cases needs to be discourse active or not, what  influence the verbal form m' has in these cases (e.g. 1 Sam 1:1 and Job 1:1) and what influence w  and x have on the order of elements in nominal clauses.  85Sam 9:5)

232 Participal clauses

/ The MOST unmarked order 15 ubject predicate (example
39) N DW TIhe ordinances that teachıng

m@L' DOTIN 20 yOUu observe eu 4:1)
SS f anı Yy other constituent 1S fironted, the fironting sıgnals argument fOocus (example

40)
40) WE m What ATiC yOUu ookıng for’”?

WRI DIN INTAN My hrothers seekıng (Gen

2.3.3 Nominal clauses?!
89 In nomiınal clauses the moOst unmarked order®2 15 ubject predicate.®>

41) master Sa  < thatY N 19  08 And hıs
IMN T the Lord Was wıth hım (Gen 39:3)

When both the predicate and ubject 1s identifiable, and the ubject preceeds the
predicate, argument fOcus 1$ sıgnalled.

79 Iımıted amoun! of these constructions had een ıdentified Dy (1929) also (IrOsSs
1996:5)

SX() The fact that the Ssub] erhb 1s maıintaiıned example InNaYy be aken Justification for
the claım that subject predicate 1S the mMoOost unmarkeı order. 1so Buth (1999:87-94). all
WND-Clauses of the Tenach where partıcıple 1S the verb, the constituent order 15 subject
predicate. (3£. Gen 34:22, Num 32Z Kgs 29 1 226 Isa 66:22, Jer 42:2, Eceol 39 Neh
312 hron 3, 29:8, 30:7
Most of the examples and insıghts thıs paragraph ATC from Buth (  - For INOTEC

comprehensiıve QOVerV1eW of recent studıes of verbless clauses Bıblıcal Hebrew, cf. ıller (1999)
and Zewl and Van der Merwe (2001:81-99).

82 Buth (1999:107) remarks: underlyıng order nomıiınal clauses 1S Subject-Predicate. Ihıs 15
clear from the of fronted Partıcıples, from the patierns wıth particıples, from patierns wıth
“neutralızed’ order, from subordinate clauses that ave ONC fronted constituent, from
‘Ciırcumstantıal ’ clauses, and from descriptive clauses that ave ONEC fironted constituent. ”

8 Uncertain thıs stage 15 whether the subject these needs be dıscourse actıve nol, hat
influence the verbal form m  - has these (e.g. Sam 1: 1 and Job 1:1) and hat ınfluence
and IN ave the order of elements nomiınal clauses.

X 5
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(42) 2Nr TT The Lotrd, he 18 OUT inherıtance
eu 10:9)

S10 When the predicate preceeds the subject, predicate fOocus 1S sıgnalled.
43) N N DD Ihe people who AICcC wıth YOU dIiIC

1t0O| MANYVChristo H.J. van der Merwe and Eep Talstra  (42)  fin‘2m xın mım The Lord, he is our inheritance  (Deut 10:9)  810 When the predicate preceeds the subject, predicate focus is signalled.  (43)  zny x DyMm 37 The people who are with you are  [too] many ... (Jdg 7:2).  Only one part of a two-part predicate may precede the subject.  (44)  AmAN Winp Dy 3 For you are a holy peope to the  77R mm Lord (Deut 14:2).  $11 When an adjunct preceeds a nominal clause, argument focus is involved.  (45)  27 Dy7 7 The people are still too many (Jdg  7:4).  2.3.4 Pendens constructions  812 In verbal and nominal clauses pendens constructions®* establish (promote)  identifiable, but non-active entities to a state of discourse activeness (fopic  frame) as far as a subsequent utterance is concerned.  (46)  72 ninanıT nünND)  As for your donkeys that were lost  D7 7a7n DUm-DR  ..., give no further thought to them,  6E D  for they have been found (1 Sam  9:21).  (47)  (46) mWD _ WN DA 37 M  Now the rest of the acts of Jotham,  15075V D1nana DTTNDT  and all that he did, are they not  written in the Book of the Annals  mm 9907 aaı 37  of the Kings of Judah? (2 Kgs  15:36).  (48)  MR DWNT  These men, they are friendly with  RR D7 DW90  us (Gen 34:21).  3 Formal Features of Deuteronomy 3  Computer-assisted research in the syntax of BH performs experiments with linguis-  tic markers of textual structure and with assumptions about their functionality (Tal-  stra 1997:85-156). Experiments leading into a preliminary hypothesis about gram-  matical and lexical markers and their possible text-level functions result in a  proposal for textual hierarchy. The basic hypothesis is that the order and the function  84 Muraoka (1999:188-198) provides an exhaustive list of possible syntactic configurations of so-  called “tripartite nominal clauses.” However, he does not regard most of them as pendens  constructions.  86(Jdg Z}
Only ONC part of O0-Dal predicate INa y precede the ubject

44) TAN IR For yOUu aTcC holy the
TTON 77 Lord (Deut 14:2)

S11 When adjunct preceeds nominal clause, argument fOocus 15 involved.

(45) DD R9 The people AIiC SIL 1{010 Man Yy (Jdg
/:4)

2.3.4 Pendens constructions

S12 In verbal and nomıiınal clauses pendens constructions®* establish (promote)
identifiable, but non-actıve entities to of discourse actıveness (fopiC
frame) 4S far d subsequent utterance 15 concerned.

46) 77 MYTENM MIMNZ) ASs for VOUF donkeys that ere lost
a 7377NN DWM- 2R g1ve er hought I8} them,

for they have been oOun: Sam
9:21)

47/) 46) WD R DMT Va IL Now the rest0 ACLS O] JOLINAM,
150790 9272172 DU NDM and all that he did, ATIC they nOoTt

wrıtten 1n the Book of the AnnalsHA Va  D D3 m37
of the Ings of Judah? (Z Kgs

48) TIRN DWINM ese MEN, they dIC frıendly wıth
WDN Dr DW us (Gen

Kormal Features of Deuteronomy
Computer-assısted esearch in the syntaxX of performs experıments wıth 1ıngu1ls-
tic markers of textual structure and wıth assumptions about theır nctionalı (Tal-
STra 1997:85-156). Experiments eadıng into prelımınary hypothesıs about STAlN-
matıcal and exı1ıcal markers and theır possıble text-level functions result ıIn
proposa. for textual hiıerarchy. The basıc hypothesıs 18 that the order and the function

84 uraoka (1999:188-198) provıdes exhaustive 1ist of possıble syntactic configurations of
called ‘“trıpartıte nomıiınal clauses.” However, he 0€S notL regar MOST of them pendens
constructions.

86
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of clause elements not only dısplay the informatıon Iructure of the clause In ıts
spec1ıfic cCon(tex(t, such as IC ıtems dIiC the topı1c and 1C AdIicC the focus of
„ but also determıine the relatıonshıp between clauses. I it 15 COorrect that
textual organısatıon certaın eve Can be calculated the basıs of the lınguistic
markers and patterns detected, thıs textual organısatıon ın ıts turn all be helpful
determıne the balance of aCTIOrs In texXT, tOp1CS and the focus of ıts sStatements OT

proposıtions.
The goal of thıs section, therefore, 15 to what grammatıcal and ex1ıcal markers
in the text of Deuteronomy aIic effective In uldıng the reader In establıshıng the
iructure of the text Fırst ıll present SOTINC experıiment-based assumptions about
the functionalı of the patterns ıIn IC the textual elements AICc eing presented
the reader. Second proposa. for texi lıngulstic iructure of the texti 11l be argue
31 Linguilstic markers of clause connections and paragraphs. For full report
of experiments sc«c Talstra (1997a:85-1 18.)

Phrase-leve connectlons:
N-Clauses cConNnect the immediate preceding clause Ccu 3:2A0CR. 4DR,
etc‘);
Infinıtive clauses cConnect the immediate preceding clause Cu) S1E6: 24a,
206e}

I1 Clause-leve connect1ons:
Sets of irequently connected clause Lypes, C

Connections al the SAaLMlec Cve dIiCcC marked by
wayyıgto sub) K wayyıaqto sub)] eu Aa and 3a; 3:)6a and 26C)
wayYyıgqto. subj® U wayyıgto Sub] cu 3:4a. 3:6a and 3:8a)
Connections al unequal CVe ATC marked by
wayyıgto Suby - D wayyıgto sub] eu 3:39 and 3b)
wayyıqto sub) Wa wayyıgto sub] eu la and 2b)
wayyıqto suby 6> we-X-gatal cu 3:18a and

Start of dırect speech sect1ons AIC marked by
C wayyıagto >N ecu

Connecting parts of clauses that dIC separated due embedding marked by,
C infinıtive OT N in the first followıng lıne and OTC INOTC constituents
wıthout preceding conjunction and wıthout verb In the nextTt followıng lıne,
C Deut 3:1C

111 Word-level and phrase-level markers, verıfyıng OT falsıfyıng proposals of I1
Morphologica COI‘I'CSPOIIdCIICCSZ
Identical person-number-gender of the verb; identical person-number-gender of
suffix and verb OT of suff1ıx and NOUN phrase eut 3:)63 15 followıng 3:) 6a
1S confirmed In thıs way)

85 Wayyıato sub) refers where the sub) 1S nNnOotL lex1icalıze. ayyıgto. sub) refers
where the Sub) 1s lexicalıze:
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Identical verbal forms eu 3:3)h 15 ollowe by 4a The latter 15 ollowe: by
6a.) Thıs 1S confirmed by of wayyigtol form of the verb wıth the amme
number and PCISON.

Lex1ical patterns:
Syntactic constructions ase: exıcal patterns:
59° 13273 7D7 (Deut 3:19)
Lexical parallels contribute confırm the clause connectlions establıshe'
wıth the help of syntactic data in 11 and 111 (NITM MY3) eu 4a, 87 1 D 12a)

aragrap. markıng by pecıal clause Lypes
Wayyıgtol-x Subject eu 3°28 3a)
Markers of paragraphs of equa) texti eve
TIhe set of actants ubject Object OT Complement) equals the set of actants In
the preceding paragrap The roles MaYy change, C Subject, Complement and
the O VeEiLSC Ccu 3:239 and 26a)
Markers of paragraph embedding:
ayyıgtol: the ubject object 15 He  S OT 1s identical constituent in the
clause(s) of the preceding paragraph (Object Complement) eu Z and
21)

It 1S ımportant understand that the hıerarchıcal organısatıon of texfi 18 nOoTt statıc
pıcture, dSs it 15 usually presented in rhetorical types of analysıs. Rather the texti
lıngulstic hıerarchy CMCT CS when in the PTOCCSS of eadıng ONC hrough the
VEXT. that PIOCCSS 1S eing imıtated Dy the PIOCCSS of computer-assısted analysıs.
&7 ropose: hierarchy of the text

Verse SetSyntactic and exical argumentatıon of Actors &# Level
(marked; ımDtE|

la wayyıgatol, sub] The clause # ]
continues Deut |later the texti 111 (Moses+Israel)
show that Deut 3:1a 18 continued al the
SAa_Lllc eve only by the last lıne of
3:)09

Ic wayyıato sub] introduces 11C  S he ıng Og of
paragrap (=#) The eve 1$ dıfferent Bashan)
from the Current and 15 therefore
indented.
wayyıgqto sub] introduces 181  S he a.  We. &* 1.12a (Ine COU the basıs of sımılarıty,
decıde O have thıs al the SaIinc eve
4S the PreVIOUS 0)11  @” However, the DICS-
CCS of the first PDCISON pronomiınal
suff1x creates relatıon the fırst
PCIrSON predicate in the openıng lIıne of
la As result ı11 SCC fırst, Sub-

XX
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paragraph attached the fırst lıne of
la, startıng from 2a; and

second, the sub-paragraph already made
In Ic 1S eing presented wıth
addıtonal indentatıon.

2b The dırect speech section has clear 1 .10
lerarchy: clause ÖN yıqgtol 2nd
PCISON continued Dy clauses wegatal
2nd PCISON, each of them expande by
de endent clauses b-2d

39 wayyıgto sub) introduces 1C  < Yahweh, OUT 17
The 191  S sub) 15 iıdentical the ubject God) hım
In 3:28. VIZ. Yahweh IT the relatıonshıp
of the pronomınal suffix fırst PCISON
plural in to the fırst PCISON SINZU-
lar in 2a N 1s accepted, the 11C  < of

Can be ocated aSs paralle the
of 2a

3hb wayyıgtol: ...  we struck hım  29 Formally hım (suffix 17
options for clause-connection

exI1ist: eıther connecting back 3:.1a (on
the Dasıs of verbal PCISON, 11UIN-

ber), OT 3:219 (on the basıs of the
verbal referencepronomiınal
“hım  » Here the morphological arg U-
ment optıon has to be expande by
the text-syntactic optıon
the aCTIOTrS of 3:3h AIC subset of the
aCTOrs of 3:39 IThıs does noTt appIiy to
3:1a

TOmM 3:4 3:11 the maın clauses follow the SdaInec mm of aCTIOTrS and the SamIllc
verbal form, PCTISON and number:
4a wayyıgqto NIrn MDa hıs SUuI1X
6a wayyıgto them sSuffix;

cıtıes)
Due the Strong connection of 4a
and 6a, 3:5 15 COmMMEentT in between.
The we-X[obj |-gata: of 18 COMN-
nected wıth 6C connection funequal Au
eEvVe 1S involved.
wayyıato NT Ya 174

TOmM 3:17 3:17 the wayylıgto. clauses AaIic interrupted.
3:1729 cıtıes E 24we-X[obj ]|-qata NI MD cıtles.

The verbal 18 dıfferent irom 3:8,

89
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but the PCISON and number d  » eX1-
cal parallels ATC !  tıme

12a depends Xa Just as de-
ends 6a

12b -gatal The verbal 15 contıin-
ued 1IC  < sub] DaVC rCcg10N o

WC-X|comp|gata. Ihe construction 15
chıiastıc COINDALIISON 13a and 12b
The clause has d ıdentical verbal
PCISON, number:; sımılar ob] and COMP
constituents, but dıfferent order than
that of 13a and 12b, NI BaVC
IC£1012

16 X|comp|gata: The clause 15 pPar-
connection 15 Ihe parallels AIC

identified the basıs of the on
connections of 2b/13a 15a/16a 13b
and 14a-14h AdIiIC COomMMents and chort
STO yut between.

18a wayyıagto sub] N 17 M  LJ Here
191  < mn ÖT aCTIOTrs CINCISC, VIZ. and
YOUu ur Thıs 15 the first time the
audıence 15 dırectly etferred to thıs
chapter. ere 15 clause
wıth and O,  you (plural)  29 startıng
paragraph where thıs iıne COU be
connected for 1Cason of formal iden-
tıty The best solution ıdentify
the and .6,  27  you wıth the 6,  wWwe  27 of la
SinCe., of the identical verbal

Iorm, there ı15 formal ıdentity 1ı
of number, the rules of the Samc

prescr1ıbe that 8a ]15 nOT made parallel,
but 15 analyse d dependent la
Ihus d1iC back al anph eve

G0d you(pl)
brothers landH.  - you (pl)  #1.1  od - you(pl) -  rothers - land

21 Joshua HAx[ob]| gata ahaln Ma TIhe verbal
ense 15 dıfferent irom 18 but PCISON
and number AaBICC The verbal lexeme 15

repeated eX1ca connection) and the
i1ime indıcator 15 ICDC ted CXI1CAa. COMN-

O()
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nection). clause connection of
ual levels 1s establıshe:1 5Cequa

Z Z dıirect speech section God you(sıng)
kıngdoms

He a  WE23 wayyıato NT MDa The verbal
dıffers, but PCISON and number AaRICC,
the tiıme indıcator 1S repeated exX1ca
connecti0n). The 15 connected
paralle]l 18a

2A75 dırect speech section God ee SCCH

Moses SCCLE }  Ila W263a-b wayyıqto sub] Ihe verbal 18 He (Yah 1.3
dıfferent, the DETSON dıffers, the set of weh)
aCTtOors 18 the SaMc, the order has been
reversed connected rallel tOo 73

76cC wayyıato sub] The verbal and INC He (Yah 14
lexeme dAdIiC identical. The sub] 18 also weh)
identical wıth IN 572 30 and
Deut 3:26C 15 therefore connected
paralle]l wıth 2a, 3a and 26a

FT dırect specech section God yOUu (Mo
SEeSs) SCC, Joshua

le
79 wayyıgtol. No 11C  S sub) 15 introduced. (Moses

The clause reiers subset of ONC of Israel)
the Current sets of aCTiOrs Deut 3:29
therefore marks return startıng seft
of aCTIOTrS 1n 3:19a

Computer-assısted research trıes Dy WaYy of experıment O analyse and as far A4s ONC
Can get imıtate the interactıon of “clause type’, ‘textual hierarchy’ and the ‘sets of
partıcıpants’ in text Its result: hypothesıs of the iructure of texTt 15 proposa.

be tested Dy both syntactic and pragmatıc analysıs.

nalysis of DeuteronomYy
In paragraph A ASSUTLIC that the word Order of 15 prımarıly determıined by
the informatıon structure of the text The fact that other factors INaYy also play role
in determmıng word order patterns of 1s also acknowledged, C the of
SOINC syntactic constructions (e.g wayyiqtol- and wegatal-constructions), and the

of SOINC semantıc constituents and clauses (e:9 temporal constructions).
However, an Y cholar 111 know that it WOU. be naıve eXPDECI that each
clause of thıs Tenach reflect the carefully executed informatıon iIructure of Dal-
ticular author who CONVCY specıfic meanıng. On the CONTrarYy, it 1S often
the Casc that Man Yy layers of redactional work dAd1C obvıously present in texti In such

ONEC INaYy fınd that the informatıon iructure of texti 15 eıther confusıng OT



SIO HJ der Merwe and Ekep Talstra

impossıble {o determine.®® Notwiıthstandıng, 11l iıllustrate In thıs section that
usıng the 1ına. redactiıon of the text as poımınt of departure for inferring the informa-
tıon STrUuCLure of the TexTt yıelds sıgnıfıcant results for explaımnıng word order
patterns. Furthermore, hypothesıze that these insıghts AIC often supporte Dy
Insıghts provıde by the ormally determined text lınguistıc STITU: of the In
SOINC these insıghts m1g also provıde erıter1a to refine the above-mentioned
texXtT lınguistic structurıng of text
As have indıcated, in thıs section want analyse the informatıon iructure of
Deut and ıllustrate how ıt explaıns the order of constituents in the clauses. In order

do thıs need breakdown of the chapter’s VEISCS nto clauses. For these PUI-
used the hıerarchiıical textual databasıs eferred o In paragraph Since

Talstra’s database not yel contaıns anı y alphabetic numberıng of the clauses’ pPar-
ticular VCISCS, used hıs divis1ıons, compared ıt the numberıing ıIn Bihlica
Hebraica I ranscripta ıchter and numbered OUT clause divisıons alphabeti-
cally (C£. endum clause numbers). Since Talstra’s database provıdes also A

suggested textlingulstıc structurıng of the texti the basıs of formal dıistrıbutional
patterns (Talstra 199 /a), notated hıs propose: paragrap. dıvisıons (Addendum:
paragraphs). Thıs allows us to determıne whether there 15 anı y correlatıon OT inter-
play between formal textlingulstic dıstinctions and those suggested by the informa-
tıon STITUCTLUTE and word order patterns of the chapter.
Befifore the analysıs of the informatıon iructure of the indıvıdual clauses,
ıt 1S ımportant formulate OUT understandıng of the CO-TexXTt of Deut Thıs chapter
concludes OVETrVIEW of hıstory wıth the Israelıtes from Ore the an
of the Jordan ASs presented Dy Moses in Deut 1-3 SCIVCS d4Ss the groun acCount
of1Moses AI BUCS in Deut the Israelıtes O heed the Lord’s laws and rules
that he 15 about teach them D )DIN N ... DPMT7DN DW RD AD
The fırst paragrap. (3:la and 1b) wıth wayyigtol-clauses in 3C the
top1cs We) dIiC already establıshe'| Aas discourse actıve (cf. Z} In each clause 15
cConveyed what the discourse actıve entities dıd neXT, hence predicate foCcus 15 1N-
volved.8/ T hıs accords ell wıth OUT proposa. In 2 In 3:1C d NC  S topıc-subject 15
introduced in wayyigto clause. In the 1g of Deut ONC INa y ASSUMNC that thıs
11Cc  S entity®5, though not discourse actıve. Was identifiable On the ONC hand, ONC

INa Yy that thıs entity 15 nOoTt revived by of ironting SINCEe the wayyigtol
XO Van der Merwe (1997b:151) concludes the analysıs of SO-Calle: narratıve syntactic approaches d

ollows “”ASs study of the STITUCLUrES and ormulae dısplayed 1n specıfic cCommunıcatıon DIOCCSSCS
ıt LO exi ingu1lstics, the authors) involves both the conceptual and soc1al WOT'|! of all the
partıcıpants In- and outsıde the ext of the Tenach When YOUu em! upon thıs approac. Bıblical
Hebrew YOU annoTt CSCaDCl the fact that yOu the domaın of the study of anguage USE.  27 One
has {[0 add thıs quotatıion: “the analysıs of Janguage uUSe of rel1g10us ext wıth long and
complex hıstory.” T alstra (1995b:189-210) for illustration of SOINC of the complexıtıies of
Tenach exegesI1s, ell SOINC proposals hOow 18 approac) the synchronıc and diıachronic levels

87
of Tenach text also Talstra (1997b and the SadIllc OpDIC
Each wayyigtol clause advances the reference tiıme. h1s 1S ell represented Dy the VIZ.
“Next turned and went along the road OWAarT! Aas  97

RX Its referent 15 specıfied by INCAans of apposıtional construction (4397 25 NIN)
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makes i{ imposs1ıble On the other hand the predicate of thısy 15 not compared
wıth that of anı y Most relevant thıs context Was what appene:
nexXTi the already discourse aclıve srael, when they We) WEIC theır
Our WaY Bashan9 Despıite the introduction of NC  Z entity, continuity 15 1n

taıned wıth the topıc by of A enclıtic personal PIONOUN MRI
15 sıgnıfıcant of the newly introduced entity Og, the kıng of ashan) ıI5 that ıt

does not play VEILY actıve role dSs ubject (agent) ı the rest of the narratıve.
Verse 2a CO wıth wayyigto clause wıth discourse aClıve entity as sub-
ject FT (eT. Deut 36) Contimnulty wıth the topıc of la-lc ı15 maıntained by
ofx(the first PCISON sıngular 1ı15 subset of the plural). The clause CONVCYS the
fırst place..  what appene next” and NOLT what the discourse actıve sub] ect la-hb
Ic dıd nexTi Ihıs rediırection 8 events by of verb of speakıng, but the 1Naln-

enance of CONTINULLY 4S far AaSs the dıscourse aCiıve ent1ity 15 concerned Wäal-

ran the sub-paragraph (+#1 10) Ihe verb of speakıng and what 15 sa1d 2b
have predıicate focus Ihe cConnectili0on of 2a wıth la and the assıgnment of Ic
lower rank of the text lınguıstic hıerarchy (# See also the Addendum) ATicC

therefore borne Out by the informatıon Iructure
TIhe clauses 72b AdIiC discursıve specech Verse 2b mplıes discourse aclıve O-
S1107 the addressee eare Og, the kıng f Bashan As focus inducer?®© DN
sıgnals that the predicate 1fs domaın 15 the fOCus of the clause Since Overt focus
inducers do not ınfluence the order of clause CO  IS dırective wıthout >N
WOU also have had the SdaIllc order of What discourse actıve

must OT mMust nNnOoL do indeed CONVCVYS predıicate focus In the motıivatıon of the
dırective 2b 2C complement 15 fronted Since the appecal 2b invokes the
notıon that God 11l assıst hıs people the ironting 2Cc INaYy be interpreted d> ST
nallıng argument focus 83) What 15 confirmed Dy theu: focus 15 the WaYy
1C (G0d 1ll AaSSIST them So not the dentıity of the referents “In YOUI and
nobody else hand SIVC them 15 contfirmed Dy the argumen fOocus but “I SIVC
them completely yOUITr an! (power) CI Deut In op1 continuuty 15

maıntaıned bDy CcCans of the enclıtıc personal PIONOUN contaıned the clause inıtıal
wegatal form S1ince 39 CONVCYS what the establıshe' subject-topic ın tOp1C) Can
must do exXTi predicate focus 15 involved The clause 2dQC introduced Dy
N 7 and embe 4S part of the predıicate of 2dQ presupposed discourse
actlıve informatıon that 15 used d the of COIMDAISON of the predicate 2dQ
has the expected unmarked word order Ö1)
89 The verbal lexeme la refers aCUVILY of mMOovemen! thıs Ontext 1splays 1fs normal

atelıc feature therefore creates the temporal frame for the subsequent ınchoatıve aClıV1ILY, eferred
{O Ic Hence the poss1bilıty of translatıon lıke that of the NRSV “When headed the road
as Kıng Og of Bashan Callle Ouft agaınsti us he and all hıs people for battle Edreı

“() OVvVer! fOocus inducer exıcal ıtem that sıgnals that fOocus ıtem ınvolved stanı!ı
‚Ontrast COVerT fOcus inducer lıke word order AambDrecC (1994) 0€Ss a(0)! discuss the
phenomenon of COVertT and vert fOCcus inducers ese dıstınctions made DYy Jacobs (1984)
Whıle the notion of COVertT focus inducers fiıts easıly wıth Jacobs semantıc sentience orıented
eimtion of focus the role of thıs notL0on of ambrec irame of reference must stil! be
determined
For INOIC informatıon OVver‘! fOocus markers cf. Van der Merwe (1990)
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19 CONVCYS what “happene next  9 1.e€ after 2a The clause 1S introduced by
wayyigtol-form. Predicate focus 18 obvıously iınvolved. However, part of the predi-
cate also contaıns Oovert focus inducer, VIZ. Qa sıgnals that the proposıtion wıth
predicate focus in 3b, contaıns SOINC presupposed informatıon, VIZ. Lord (al
ready) DgaVC into the Israelıtes’ hand.” By the usec of Q} the author indıcates that he
and hıs audıence chare thıs owledge. Significant in 19 1S that the diıscourse actıve
ubject of 7a TT 1$ relex1icalızed 1n 39 ASs 3R AT ıle the topıc entity of la-1Ic
(we) 15 pronominalized in One has g00d reason that thıs relexıicalısa-
tiıon 15 WaYy sıgnal that clause 3a) CONVCYS what “happene HEXt not only
the diıscourse actıve ubject topıc IT ON 1, but 18 hım and the other dıscourse
actıve top1CS, VIZ. Moses and the Israelites. In the notion “predicate focus” MaYy
therefore be misleadıng ıf ONC aSSUINCS wayylato constructions only sıgnal predicate
fOcus and that thıs predicate fOocus refers only where it 15 conveyed what
appene A discourse actıve entity that 15 the ubject of clause. Furthermore, the
informatıon structure of thıs clause iıllustrates the importance {o dıstıngu1s. between
dıfferent Lypes of top1Cs, C ınk topı1cs and secondary top1cs.
The OTrmMa. texi lınguistic iructure propose In section Z VIZ that 39 Must be COIMN-

nected 2a (a NC  < paragraph al the Saminc hierarchiıical level) vivıdly ıllustrates the
relatıon of thıs sub-paragraph wıth 7a and the relatıon of ASs unequal eve
paragraphs wıth la-b

91ving Og nto the an of the Israelıtes entaıls event.?2 Thıs even 15
explicated in 1h-5a On account of the change of ubject In 3h ONC should a_.

Coun of the ecrıteriıon In section Z dıstıngu1s u  < paragraph 0)1 sub-paragraph.
Thıs embedde paragrap wıth ıts OW embedde paragraphs, C 12b and al
IUNS from 3b In terms of the semantıc tructure, these clauses CONVCY proposıi-
t10ons that refer accomplıshments entaıled Dy the EV! eferred In 319 (‘lauses

the Samlıc eve ın embe: paragraph 15 appropriate representation 1n thıs
regard. Though four clauses wıth wayyigtol-Iorms aAIc used in 3b, 4a, 6a and 8, each
wıth the Samnlc established lınk-topıc and each wıth predıicate focus CYV old what
the lınk-topıc (“WC” dıd), all of them do nOot necessarıly CONVCY events that hap-
pene ONC after the other the time-lhıne. One INnaYy interpret the author’s uUusSsc of
NI MDV in 4a and of indicatıng that he 18 that the narratıve
time (LE of events) suggested Dy the verbal forms in these clauses,
does nOTt correlate wıth events the time-lıne In the real WOT.
As far dASs the other clauses 1n the above-mentioned paragrap ATIC concerned, the
followıng AIic relevant ()UT PUuTPOSCS. 3C represents fınıte clause al the orma
eCve 1S, however, overned by the proposıtion ın 3C ASs temporal
adjunct Therefore, ıt Cannot be regarde Aas clause wıth ironted temporal
constituent. In Ab the possı1bilıty that there Was ONC of the cCıt1es left that the Israelıtes
dıd nNnOT cCapture reIierre in 43a), 1$ denı1ed by Overt focus inducıng negative
WOTd. In Abh the entire clause mplyıng such notion 1S the domaın of the negatıve
word. Thıs clause 1splays the (unmarked order) of clause contamıng presupposed
informatıon d asserted in 6bC 15 adjunct of 6a and part of the predıicate of the

02 For the distinction between even! and actıvıty, cf. atav

94



1DI1Ca Hebrew word order

latter clause 6bC discourse actıve proposıtion and isplays the unmarked
word order € also 2dQC
In VS the object of the clause 15 ronted Since the informatıon provıde:
Dy the fronted ı1tem does nOT an Y (explıcıt OT implicıt) presupposed proposıtion
1nto of iınformatıon of OUT definıtion thıs fronting cCannot be inter-
preted A focus.03 Identifiable entUuties (or INOTC specıfic, entiites inferable
irom the WOT. projected Dy the d1iscourse), ö 5ui3 KDnr751 dIcC establıshe: d>s

top1cs be compared S4) In thıs CONntitext the predicate ofD7 M 37 D3 Ia5
6C 115 contrasted (“destroyed” ı Constrast “took dAS OOty”) wıth bn UDr

>5 ; In Lambrecht’ terminology thıs ı15 Casc öft.*°contrastive topıcs” that eed
be dıstinguished from°“contrastıve focus” 291) Ihe former 15 merely

subset of S4 and need not be onfused wıth fOCus, of which *“contrastıve
focus” 15 subset. Fronting thıs Context 15 used mark topıc frame Dhplh
1Unr551 Thıs ame only for the clause 1ı 15 I15 confirmed by the
status assıgned to by OUT Oorma texti lıngulstic analysıs, VIZ. that ı15
connected 6C (#] 1) d unequal clause connection
The clauses Ja and ATIc COomMMentT Both the subjects IC refer
ıdentifiable 101€eS AIc fronted Like VS ironting establıshes NOn discourse
aclıve but iıdentifiable d the LOD1ICS of clauses order COIMMDAIC them
$4) In these clauses they AICc contrasted 94

Vs 15 apposıtıonal specıficatiıon of By elaboratıng the extient of the and
they conquered the mplıed speaker Moses) indıcates the sıgn1ıficance of the Israel-
ıfe VICIOTY (and by implıcatıon assıstance) VSS and He er mot1-

ıts sıgnıfance by referring SOINC background informatıon CONCCIHUIMN Og, the
Kıng of Bashan, VIZ. he Was the only of the g]ants DwWDIT eft05 In other words,
the promiısed and Was 19(8) clear of all those who COuUu threaten the Israelıtes. The
fOocus partıcle 27 la 115 focus inducer lex1ically sıgnals that Og, the
Kıng of Bashan alone he and nobody else remaıned of the Refaım The
MaYy why 15 constituent lex1ically marked for focus also fronted? Thıs 15 not d
Dıisse 285) sıgnal stronger focus In thıs CONtexXT ONC INaYy
plaın the fronting of the ubject 4S ollows 1la P  5 other Refaım WCCIC
nNnOoTt left OVCI In as nly) Og, the kıng of Bashan Wädas left OVCT The Sub-
Ject 15 accordıng S4 fronted establısh discourse aclıve 1ty ASs the of
clause Context where dıfferent LOD1ICS aAIiCcC compared (Or INOTC specıfically, CON-

trasted) hence markıng ame In Lambrecht termınology thıs 15 d Casc of
Conftrastıve LODICS Ihe fOoCcus sıgnalle: Dy 7 15 that what 15 described by Kuno (as

023 According ([O (jross 188) “focused constituent.” He obvıously dıd nOoTt make the
dıstınction pomnted Ouft DYy ambrec. (1994)

94 According {O (GTrOss LF and 193), both Ya and “Der ZanzZc Satz mıt dem topıkalısıerten
5yl 1st hervorgehoben.” [t NnOoL clear hat (GTOSS [11Calls wıth the notiıon "hervorgehoben
Furthermore terms of OQUT theoretical frame of reference mentonıng the Naillc of the CILYy,
Hermon thıs Onftex{i invokes the notion that somebody BaVe Ailnc Hence the 1Cason for 19(0)!
regardıng instance of sentence focus Moreover Vs implıes the not0nN that called
Hermon therefore CannO' be regarded avıng sentence fOcus

95 For hıs ınterpretation of ci Van der Merwe auı and Kroeze (1999)

05



SIO H.J Van der Merwe and kep Talstra

cıted by Lambrecht as “exhaustive lısting.” Others refer thıs sub-set of
fOCUS d “contrastive focus.?”96 In other words, when 7 preceeds non-verbal
constituent and that constituent 1S ironted, pragmatıc functions dIC involved and
nNOT intensıified (whatever ıt MaYy 1mply) form of one.?7
11b-11e AT four nomiınal clauses that aATCc overned by Ihey provıde addıtional
informatıon about Og, the kıng of Bashan The avaılabılı of thıs evidence 15 DIC-
sented N er Droo that (jod indeed had assısted Israel destroy all the fı1erce
enemıles in the promised land, before they took possession of it 11b 15 introduced by
va Ihe of the nomiınal clause 15 unmarked, VIZ subject-predicate. I he
..  newWwW  29 subject-topıc WD 1S anchored in the communtıcatıon sıtuation by of the
enclıtıc personal PTONOUN that refers Og In of the informatıon iructure, 11b
INa Yy be regarde A proposıtion that contaıns presupposed informatıon, only
NCW, but anchored topıc-subject. If ONC consıders the fact that the semantıc function
of an 15 described A “focusıng attention events that d1C surprisıng ÖT unexpected
IOr the PCISON addressed OT the characters In story  27 (Van der Merwe, au and
Kroeze 544.3.4(1)) In of ()UT definıtion of fOCus, the claım of Follingsta:
(1995:1-24) that man 15 focus partıcle has merit. turns unmarked nomiıinal
clause into pIECE of “newsworthy” informatıon about long-dea kıng's bed 11c IS
a1sO nomiınal clause wıth unmarked word order, subject-top1c predicate. It O0
15 lex1ically marked ASs newsworthy. Thıs time Dy of HM The C5-NO question
partıcle marks the nomımnal clause ASs question. It 1S, however4 clearly instance of

question that 15 used retorıcally and confirms of affaırs, VIZ. the locatıon of
the Iron bed 1S indeed In Rabbah of the Ammonites.?8 Both 11d and l le ATIC nomiınal
clauses wıth the “marked’” constituent p predicate ubject FEach of these
syndetically connected clauses has predicate fOCus SINCE they CONVCY ınformatıon
about established topıc such dSs the iron bed, VIZ. ıts length and WI1| Thıs
aCcCOords wıth SIl
In 12a discourse actıve entity 15 fronted In clause 1C contaıns dıscourse actıve
informatıion, cf. the content of 4a-5a In of OUT proposa: thıs instance of ont-
ıng Cannot be explaiıned. (ITrOSsSSs (1996:186) u that the object 1$ ronted
acCccount of the deıictic demonstratıve DIONOUN ıt contaıns. Semantıcally, however, it
1s nOot clear hOow thıs clause as it stands MUuUStT be interpreted. ajor Englısh transla-
t10ns iıke the KJ, NIV and RSV interpret NT MD 4S relatıve clause: Thıs

96 ambrec. (1994:286-295).
U'/ also Gen 19:8, 24:8, 41:4, 47:22, 47:26, 50:8, KxOd 5 5 9:26, 10:24, 21:19, eut Z W, w

12°16. [2:26, [5:23:; 20:14, (00):16 and 20:20 When enU! needs to be estabhlıshe' the 'ODIC {O
be contrasted, 7 15 ollowe: Dy the verbal construction. Its domaın 15 then the entire clause
predicate (e.g. eut 2%26. 4:9, 1228 15:5 and ese clauses all ave predicate erb fOcus.
When the domaın of 27 18 neıther enU! that needs {[O be establıshe' ontrasted ODIC  29 NOT

predicate, ıt “insıde” clause, C (jen 26:29, eut 28:13 and 28:373 (In the basıs of thıs
observatıon it INa Yy be concluded that 7 0€Ss noL influence the posıtıon of the constituent ıt
preceeds. The posıtıon of that constituent 15 governed Dy the informatıon of the
communıcatıon sıtuation. (Ine Inay speculate that thıs applıes 1Iso far the ther fOocus particles

concerned. N1S 1e6W challenges the assumption of (Jross (1996:106) that fOocus partıcles explaın
the fronting of constituent.

U Van der Merwe, auı and Kroeze (1999)
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indeed the MOST probable solution. 12a then functions Aas headıng of Dl
S for the and that took pOossess10N of al that 2  tiıme Thıs construction
has analogy in the pendens constructions in Num 35:8 and 20:16 However, the
pendensed ıtem MNTM V  (TE 15 not pronominally repeated in I2c SINCE thıs clause
CONCETINS only d part of MNTM (  NT In 12b and 13a identifiable entities Ad1iC CS-
tablıshed as top1Cs of the respective clauses in context where dıfferent top1cs AIC

compared. The fronting of the complements In these clauses Can therefore be
explaıned in of S4 The discourse actıve complement of 13b 18 fronted The
clause contaıns presupposed information, cf. 11a oug the fronted comple-
ment in 13b 1S discourse actıve, aspect of ıt 15 specıfied, VIZ. ‘thıs entiıre (75)
Bashan...” Hence the fronted constituent MaYy be interpreted ASs instance of arg U-
ment focus te: 83) 15 sıgnificant that accordıng OUT orma hıerarchıcal STITUGC-
(ure, 12b and a-1 AICc [WO em paragraphs of 12a (# 2 al the SaJImIne SvVe
(LE and #1.2.1.2). In other words have connection of l clause and
cluster of clauses al unevel CVe ©7 6C and
VSsS 14a 15 asyndetıc followıng another asyndetic sentence In 13b 1s
ollowe: by wayyigtol-clause In 14b 13b-14b 15 presented d narratıve CommentT,
apparently explainıng the Name of place in the author’s days The entire 13b-14b
INaYy also be interpreted aSs specıfication of 13a However, ıt 1S clear that thıs texti
had undergone Varıo0us redactional PITOCCSSCS. 15 ıIn partıcular dıfficult determine
the role ofE In thıs COnfext Does he represent cContemporary OT later version of
the halftrıbe of Menassah” Acknowledging these dıfficulties, it 1s possıble inter-
preit 13a as clause in 1C iıdentifiable entity 1s establıshe' be discourse
actıve iın Context where dıfferent tOp1CS aAIc compared S4) in other words, topıc
frames.?9 In thıs WdYy the informatıon iructure INAaY explaın the ironting of the sub-
Ject In 14a In 14b the establıshe' lınk-topic 15 then pronominalızed in wayyigtol-
clause wıth predicate focus. In 15 and 16-17. both clauses wıth tonted complements
that refer 18 discourse actıve entities, the informatıon provıde ın Da 15 al-
ently repeated. Many scholars regar the "repetition” rather aAs correction Dy later
redactors. Nevertheless, In 15 and 16-17 [WO iıdentifiable entities AIicC establıshe' Aas
the topıc irames of the respective clauses In CONntiext where dıfferent entities aAiIc

commpared. The ironting of the complements in these clauses Can therefore also
be explaıned in TmM: of S4 Furthermore, theır syndetıc connection wıth each other
and 13a creates the impression that they form part of list. 100 In thıs Context ıt 18 nNnOT
necessarıly the CAasSc Deut e E 1S g00d example of how the formal (exT Inguls-
tic structure, informatıon Iructure and hıstory of the tex1 MaYy be used towards
interpreting dıfficult texti
In 18a(+18b-20c 1s conveyed what establıshe: lınked-topıc (1.e } Moses) dıd
neXT, 1.e after 2a-17, the secondary-topic you The author employs wayyigtol-
form 118 sıgnal thıs However, he also SCS the temporal eXpression NT
MDa mO;  1 the notion ..  and then” assoc1ated wıth the wayyigtol-form The m  O-
ral 'ame eferred by NI MDa 1S broader than the ..  and then” sıgnalle by the
wayyiqgtol-form. Furthermore, the embedde: clauses In 18&b-20c has thematıc COMN-

99 Iso (jross (1996:177) regards thıs problematıc Casec.
100 (JITrOsSsS (1996:185) thıs regar
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tent that ıffers from that 12a 17 TIhe uUusec of NL Mu3 collaboratiıon wıth the
thematıc cContent represent chıft the that warrants paragrap rea.
18a Our formal analysıs DO1NTS paragrap. the Samnec eve ASs 2a (#1 and that
must be connected la (#1)
18bQ CONVCYVS presupposed proposıtıion the Israelıtes knew that (j0d 15 Q1VIN£
them the promiısed and The already establıshed role of partıcular DIC-
Suppose: proposıtion 15 confirmed VIZ. himself 15 S1IVINS YOU thıs and
OCCUDY So the fronting Caln be interpreted sıgnallıng focus 83) Thıs
confirmatıon (J0d personal involvement Y1VIN£ the and the Israehtes
in18bQ provıdes the groun for the directive 18CQ The notion that the Israelıtes
WCCIC ready advance Into the promiısed land Cal also be nferred irom the projected
discourse WOT The WaY 1C they should SO about 15 specıfied 18CQ The
ironting of the adjunct IMaYy therefore be interpreted as instance of focus
d3) TIhe directive 1Sc 15 qualified, restricted, 19aQ by of 7  “ The
entire clause 1ı15 the domaın of7 Ihe entities 19aQ, 021077 dIC
identifiable They AIC Juxtaposed entities 18CQ, the soldıers. They must o
However, the 0  CH, eic must Stay Thıs ironting of the subjects INa Yy therefore be
explaiıned of S4 19bQ+19cQO CONVCYS of ffaırs CONCCININ£ the
pronomınalızed discourse actıve lınked-topıic Ihe clause therefore has predıicate
focus { hıs informatıon iructure MaYy be interpreted 4S explanatıon of the ...  un
marked” form of the word order The em object clause C predicates
somethıng about discourse aclıve Ly therefore has predicate focus Thıs
explaıns the predicate+subject pattern of the nomımnal clause The relatıve clause

refers presupposed proposıtion and 1splays accordıngly the unmarked
word order 20aQ 20bQ dIC temporal clauses that ATIC the adıunct of 19aQ

presupposed informatıon (j0d 15 Q1VINg due COUTSC al] the Israel-
1fes theır portion of the promised an that 15 used 1{8 spec1fy the duratıon of the
aCTIVILYy prescribed 19a Hence the unmarked word order 20cQ 15 clause that
refers that all be lowed for the discourse aclıve lınked {ODICS
future WOT. The even 20cQ ıll follow iime the ONC etferred
19aQ(+20aQ bQ) Hence the usec of the wegatal-forms 20cQ has predıicatıve focus

they ell what the ubject 15 Nowed do next Both relatıve clauses
and C CONVCY presuppose: propos1ıl1ons The word order of each 15 dASs

expected unmarked
In 2la iıdentifiable 15 establıshe d$Ss the of the clause Context
where dıfferent LODICS dIC compared the that semantıcally HON equıvalent
but elated predicates dIiC ascr1ıbed 18 them In 18a the Israelites WEIC charged
2la Joshua 15 charged The ironting INay thus be interpreted as of S4
In ImMs of OUT formal Structure 21a Must be connected 18a clause connection
between levels of unequal 15 establıshed (#1 connected CT also 6C
and f 12a and a-]
In 21bQ Moses CONVCYS Joshua the discourse actıve topıc discourse actıve
proposıtion VIZ he what C  5 The fact that he C.  S ıf wıth hıs O W
CYCS 15 confirmed nomiınal clause 15 used and the word order 15 subject predi-
cate Since the has other CXDICSS thıs conftiırmatıon nomiınal

0®



1D11Ca! Hebrew word order

clause, ONC has A4SSUINC that prosodıic WEIC sed In ıke 216Q The
relatıve clause, contaıns presupposed informatıon and the word order 15 d

expected unmarked. In 21cQ the notion that God ıll deal wıth Israel’s enemiles INnaYy
be regarde: d discourse actıve proposıtıon. The WaYy 1ın C he 111 deal wıth
them 15 confirmed. The fronting of the adjunct INaYy therefore be interpreted as argu-
ment focus $3) TIhe relatıve clause ınc contaıns diıscourse actıve rODOSI1-
tıon, hence the unmarked word order.
As far ASs 22aQ 15 concerned, cf. the discussiıon of In 22bQ the directive in 22aQ
18 motivated. The proposıtion 111 assıst them in theır WAaTls wıth the natıons iın
the promised d” 15 presupposed. What 15 asserted In the motivatıon 1$ that (God In
PCTISON ıll be involved. In other words, hıis already establıshed role ın the PTCSUD-
pose proposıtıon 15 confirmed $9)
In 239 clause wıth predicate focus CONVCYS what Moses) dıd nexti The CADICS-
S10N NT Ya sıgnals that the temporal 'ame of 3+2493-28e 15 nOot necessarıly
immediately poster10r the 18a+18b-22b, but rather part of broader m  0_
ral 'ame that includes the Varı10us eventualıties of srael’s hıstory retold In Deut 1 A
On the basıs of the fact that 18a 15 the fırst aforegomg clause wıth the Sdalillc verbal
form (wayyıgtol, the Samıe sub] ‘I”) and the repetition of NIr MD, but contaıns
dıfferent addressees (not the Israelıtes, but Yahweh), 239 1s connected In the formal
analysıs wıth 18a It 15 11Cc  S paragrap al the amme eve as 189, VIZ. E1 7 followıng
Z}
In 24a0Q, the vocatıve 1S ollowe by ironted ubject Ihe addressee, Moses, and
the addressed, God, chared the proposıtiıon in 24a, VIZ God egan revealıng hıs
m1g Moses Moses 15 confirmıng personal role in thıs regard. The ont-
ng ıIn thıs clause Can therefore be explaıned Dy of d Casec of
focus. In 25a and 25b the Content of Moses’s request 1S the focus of the proposıtions
involved. In both the verb form OCcupIles the senNntence inıtıal posıtıon, hence
predıcate focus.
In 26a reaction, In other words, what happene next. and nOoTt primarıly
“what dıd (10d do next” 15 eported Ihe wayyıgto lex1icalıze: ubject (the OT
In semantıc role reversed that ın Z3, has predicate focus in the of that
identified in 3a Since the SdaInC set of partıcıpants, only in reversed roles, and the

verbal form aTic ınvolved, 26a 15 in OUT formal hierarchical tructure connected
wıth 239a dıfferent paragraph, but al the SaImnec evel. VIZ. 1 3 followıng #14 The
expectatiıon created by the request in 26a 15 denıied by Overt focus partıcle In 26b,
the negator wbs
On aCCOountTt of OUT OoTrTmMa texti lıngulstic crıter1a, 26cC 15 dıfferent paragraph at the
same eve A 26a, Va #1.4 Iollowıng #1.3 In TMm:! of ıts informatıon tiructure 26cC
conveyed 6,  what God dıd NEXL.. and NOT 6,  what appene next’”. The relex1icalızatıon
of the sub] 1s al thıs dıfficult explaın firom thıs pomt of VIEW. Thıs 1S there-
fore instance that the NC  S paragrap. as suggested by the orma analysıs Cannot
be confiirmed in terms of the informatıon Stiructure of the clauses involved.
Deut 26d-28e contaıns number of diırectives, ONC negatıve and the rest
posıtıve (26d, 278 ZIB. ZIG, 28a, 25D, 28C) TIhe directives in 26d-27/c aAIic motivated
ıIn Z7d and those in 28a-C by 28d-e In both 28d and 228e the sub) 1s tonted In each
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Casc the proposıtions dIiC discourse actıve. VIZ. SOmMeDOdY 111 ead the Israelıtes into
the and and ıll them inheriıt the land.” The dentity of that PCISON, VIZ.
Josua, 18 confirmed. Ihe fronting Cal therefore be explaıned ASs argument focus 83)
The clause startıng wıth wayyıgqto clause In 3:29 does not CONVCY what the d1ıs-
COUISC actıve sub) 6C  we  27 WE Moses and dıd after 26c+26d-28%e but what they dıd
after la-b+1c-17 and 18a-28e In other words, 29 must be connected to la-  “

Conclusions
Thıs investigatıon 168 o make contrıbution towards the applıcatıon of rei1able
and use instruments analyse and desceribe CO I1wo instruments WEIC
utilızed 1n thıs experıment: Firstly, cogniıtıve-oriented weak functional MO for
explaınıng ironting In Was hypothesized that thıs MO the key towards
IMOTEC conclusıve interpretations of word order, d ell d attempts develop
INOTC comprehensive models that Can be used for the intersubjectively verıNhable
interpretations of the Hebrew econdly, computer-assısted 1erarchically
structured texti lıngulstic analysıs of text The basıc tenets of each of the mod-
els have been explaıned.
As far as the “"top-down” MO 1S concerned, word order Was treated ASs ON of the
maJor devıces authors of COUu USCcC tO STiIrUCcture the informatıion they AicC

conveyıng in utterances ese utterancCces aALC, of COUTSC, used in partıcular CONTEXTS
xplıcıt “pragmatıc” crıter1a WOIC tormulated In TM:! of the informatıon iructure
of cCcCommunıcatıon sıtuations for the identification of three Ltypes of fOCcus, VIZ.
predicate fOCuS, argument fOocus and sentence fOcus. pplyıng these crıter1a {Oo Deut

it Was OUnN! that predicate focus 15 indeed involved In all of SO-Calle.
unmarked word order and eıther focus and focus In where
constituent has been fronted sıng the “pragmatıc” crıter1a made intersubjectively
testable distinctions between instance of focus and sentence focus
possı1ıble.
Up 111 1O0 Ironting in where identifiable OT discourse actıve entities aTeC COTN-

pared, COuU not be acCcOoMMOoOdated ell In TMS of the above-mentioned notions of
focus.101 I1wo consıderations helped us o solve thıs problem. Fırstly, the notion
“"tOp1IC ame  29 ASs developed by OOT (Io  CcComıng) drawıng Jacobs (2001) SEeC-
ONdIY, the ormal analysıs of Deut hıghlıghte: the fact that the “tODIC ame  29
marked by fronting 15 d rule indeed restricted partıcular connection between
clauses al unequal levels, Deut 3:56C and SN 3:1729 and 3:12B. 3:18a and 3:21a
feature of “"tODIC ame restrict the applıcatıon of the proposıtıon DYy the
rest of the certaın domaın” Jacobs Left-dislocation (n
it 15 rıght-dislocatıion, the tradıtıonally called pendens construction) and ironting ATiC
used AdC1OSS languages fOor these PUIDOSC Relevant for us 1s that the topıc ame tends

have addressatıon feature, 1C contrıbutes towards clear separatıon ın the 1InN-
formation StrucCfiure role of the addressed entity and the rest of clause. Thıs mplıes
that the rest ÖT the clause MAaY have 1ts 0W focus structure, VIZ. OT predi-
Cafe focus.

101 Van der Merwe (1999) and eımerdinger (1999)
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It cCannot be laımed that thıs investigatiıon confirms the empirıical valıdıty of OUT
formal texti lınguistic analysıs. The fact of the matter, identified in the 1g of the
informatıon iructure instance 1C ca nto question suggested paragraph
dıyısıon of OUT formal analysıs, VIZ. Deut 3:26C However, ıt provıdes d valueable
pomt of departure and heurıstic devıce. Most of the clause connections and relatıon-
sh1ps, and in partıcular the paragraph connection and relatıonshıps AICcC borne Out Dy
OUT analysıs of the informatıon tructure, C the connection between Deut 3.1a and
7a and ıts relatiıonshıp wıth Ic See also the relatıonshıp between 13a and 13b-14b
oug OUT theoretical MO for explaımıng word order cannot g1Vve theoreti-
cal credıbilıty 18 OUT computer-aıded text lıngulstic analysıs, the notion “ınformatıon
structure” certamly the WaYy towards well-justified analysıs f ın
IC fOocus markers other than word order, d ell Aas other relevant consıderations,
COuU. be nNnCcIude and integrated nto INOIC comprehens1ıve MO for comprehen-
S10N of 1terary ıke the Hebrew In thıs PTOCCSS OUT computer-aıded
orma. analysıs 111 wıthout Ou have 1votal role play dSs heuristic devıce.
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1DI1Ca Hebrew word order
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Abstract:

Thıs investigatiıon tries make contrıbution owards the iıdentificatiıon of relhable and usefu 1N-
iruments analyse and descr1ibe I wo instruments AIcC utilızed ıIn hıs experiment: Fırstly,
cognıtıve-oriented weak functional mMO| for explamıng Tonting in econdly, Compuler-
assısted hierarchically tructured exti linguilstic analysıs of exi As far Aas he "top-down” mMO
15 concerned, word order 1S reated ONE of the majJor devıices authors of COU UuUsSscC

siructure the informatıon they conveyıng utterances xplıcıt ‘““pragmatıc” crıter1a dIiC formu-
ale: 1n erms of the ınformatıon tiructure of communıcatıon sıtuations for the identificatıiıon of three
Lypes of fOCus, VIZ. predicate {OCUS, argument fOcus and sentence focus. pplyıng these crıter1a {o
eut ıt WAas OUN! hat predicate fOCus 18 indeed involved In all of so-called unmarked word
order and eıther argument focus and sentence fOcus In where constituent has een ronted
Although the theoretical MO| for explaiınıng word order cCanno g1ve theoretical credıbilıty
OUT computer-aıded tex{i lıngulstic analysıs, the notion “iınformatıon structure’” certainly the
WaY towards INOIC comprehensıve MO for comprehension of lıterary In hıs PTOCCSS OUT

computer-a1ıded formal analysıs ll wıthout OUuU ave pıvotal role play heuristic device.
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