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ABSTRACT
This study provides a syntactic analysis of phrasal coordination in Biblical Hebrew (BH). I
investigate every occurrence of conjunction waw at the phrase (as opposed to the clause) level
in the Pentateuch, a total of 2,714 tokens, employing the framework of Minimalist Syntax.
My analysis draws upon cross-linguistic typology studies on coordination, and employs a
complexity approach that treats language as a connected whole with the interacting levels of
syntax, semantics, prosody, morphophonology, and discourse.

Much of what has been written on waw consists primarily of semantic observations on
clausal coordination. Common questions considered in previous studies include the following:
Should one always translate waw, and how many meanings and uses are associated with waw?
By approaching coordination with waw from a semantic viewpoint, it is impossible to
determine precisely how coordination is distinct from either subordination or apposition.

This thesis demonstrates the value of developing a sound linguistic theory of the
structure of coordination and the function of the coordinator. I argue that the structure is
hierarchical with the conjuncts as specifier and complement and the coordinator as a defective
head. Within this framework, I answer three questions. First, does waw have one or multiple
functions? Second, what determines when waw occurs overtly? Third, how does waw interact
with prosody, linear order, syntactic categories, scope-taking elements, and verbal agreement?

As a result of coordination being a hierarchical structure, I demonstrate that waw always
forms a sub-constituent with one of the conjuncts. As a proclitic, the allophones of waw are
determined either by the phonology of the second conjunct or by how the second conjunct
aligns with a prosodic break as represented by the Masoretic accents. Further, the usage of
pronominal suffixes consistently binds the second conjunct to the first, a direct consequence

of the hierarchical structure of coordination in BH.
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As a result of the conjuncts functioning as specifier and complement, I show that neither
conjunct can move and that all cases of “split coordination” are a result of clausal ellipsis:
gapping, stripping, or right node raising. Cases of conjunct drop and “comitative waw” are
better explained as involving ellipsis or a verbless clause. In cases of initial coordination, the
first waw functions not as a coordinator but as a parasitic Focus particle. Finally, there are
only two types of coordination structure with more than two conjuncts: multiple coordination,
which consists of multiple coordinator heads and allows for sub-constituency, and final
coordination, which consists of multiple specifiers and does not allow for sub-constituency.

As a result of the coordinator being a head element, it maintains a function when it is
null-expressed. Within multiple coordination, a null coordinator marks the left edge of a sub-
constituent structure; completely-null coordination blocks a sub-constituency reading. As a
defective head, waw projects the category of the first conjunct, and may merge different
syntactic categories, as long as they hold a semantic coherence in relatedness or resemblance.
Moreover, waw allows negation, the object marker, and prepositions to take either narrow or
wide scope over the conjuncts, producing distributive or collective readings of the conjuncts.

In relating this theory to apposition, this study creates new knowledge by distinguishing
four structures: stacked appositives, embedded appositives, coordinate-complex appositives,
and coordinated appositives. The final category provides both a motivation and a limitation
for coordinating co-referential phrases in BH. This study also makes a novel contribution
regarding partial agreement with conjoined subjects. BH always favours the higher, rather
than closest, conjunct—something not reported in another partial-agreement language—and I

interpret the significance of the pattern of optional agreement using a complexity approach.

Key words: coordination; sub-constituency; apposition; subordination; ellipsis; verbal

agreement; generative syntax; Biblical Hebrew.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

Coordination is perhaps the most pervasive grammatical feature in the Hebrew Bible. The
most common coordinating conjunction, waw, occurs over 50,000 times and, according to one
analysed corpus (Dempster 1985), waw introduces 99% of the sentences. Waltke and
O’Connor remark, “So pervasive is wa that the discourse is largely organized around this
single particle” (IBHS §39.1). The ubiquity of waw, however, has raised many issues for
analysing coordination. There are four sets of issues in the Pentateuch regarding phrasal waw
that this thesis addresses.

First is an issue of semantics. Waw is a prototypical coordinating conjunction, but it
appears also to have other functions as a disjunctive (1), comitative (2), and explicative (3)
marker. The question arises, what does waw mean, and does it have one or multiple functions?

(1) 32K 0K MRS Pan oy n2%% nvrRS1 (2 Sam 2:19)

wa-l0°  natd la-leket ‘al hay-yamin wa-‘al has-somo’l
and-NEG turn.PFV.3MS to-walk.INF on ART-right and-on ART-left
me-"aharé ‘abnér

from-after Abner

He did not turn by going to the right or (lit. and) to the left from behind Abner.

2) 37K IWNITIRI AN INR NAN (Lev 1:12)

wanittah '0t-0 li-natahay-w  wa-‘et 1o ’§5-0 wa- et
chop.WCPFV.3MS ACC-3MS to-pieces-3MS and-ACC head-3MS and-ACC
pidr-o

fat-3Ms

“And he shall chop it into pieces with (lit. and) its head and its fat.”

3) P02 A2 3773 (1 Sam 28:3)
wayyigbari-hii ba-rama u-ba- ‘ir-o
bury.WCIPFV.3MP-3MS in.ART-Ramah and-in-city-3MS
They buried him in Ramah, that is (lit. and) in his city.



Second is an issue of distribution. In a list, waw may separate each element (4),

precede every element (5), precede the last element only (6), occur intermittently in a longer

list (7), or be omitted entirely (8).

4

)

(6)

(7)

(8)

naomow  (Gen9:18)
sem  wa-ham wa-yapet
Shem and-Ham and-Japheth
Shem and Ham and Japheth

NIV TR TW3LTIA MR (Gen 36:24)

wa-'ellé boné sib‘on wa-"ayyd wa-‘and

and-these sons.GEN Zibeon and-Aiah and-Anah

These are the sons of Zibeon: both (lit. and) Aiah and Anah.

naMonow  (Gen10:1)
sém  ham wa-yapet
Shem Ham and-Japheth
Shem, Ham, and Japheth

;D TR D303 V9] NND) WAT DY Y 0P (Gen 43:11)

ma‘at sorl u-mo‘at dobas noko’t wa-lot botnim
little.GEN balsam and-little.GEN honey resin and-myrrh pistachios
u-sagedim

and-almonds
“a little balsam and a little honey, O resin and myrrh, @ pistachios and
almonds”

MWRNMIY—1a W33 AWnn ORD NYRN 028 DY TR3
(Num 7:17)

bagar Sonayim ‘élim hamissa ‘attudim hamissa kabasim bané Sana
cattle two rams five goats  five sheep  sons.GEN year
hamissa

five

two oxen, O five rams, O five goats, @ five one-year-old sheep

Here the question arises, what determines when waw occurs overtly in a list, and is there a

different underlying syntactic structure behind any of these distribution patterns?

Third is an array of three syntactic issues directly related to waw. First, waw takes a

gamets vowel in pretonic position, but not for every word with an initial accent (9).



(9) 772100 930 PR O W0 TRRIYIE (Gen 8:22)

zera“ wa-qasir - wa-qor wa-hom wa-qayis wa-horep  wa-yom
seed and-harvest and-cold and-heat and-summer and-winter and-day
wa-layla

and-night

“seed and harvest and cold and heat and summer and winter and day and
night”

In (9), waw takes a gamets before some of the conjuncts that have an initial accent
—*heat” (DONY), “winter” (A7), and “night” (ﬂ'??'?l)—but other conjuncts with an initial
accent take the default schwa vowel—"“cold” (), “summer” (P?121), and “day” (D).
Second, the conjuncts are not always contiguous. In (10), the verbal complements are
split by both the verb (%ﬂp?) and the adjunct PP (D73).
(10)  TIZTIN) BT MPY DR TIWI  (Gen 43:15)
u-misné kesep lagahii ba-yad-am wa-‘et  binyamin
and-double.GEN silver take.PFV.3CP in-hand-3MP and-ACC Benjamin
Double the money they took in their hand, and Benjamin.
Third, convention says that only identical categories can be coordinated, but (11) appears to
conjoin an NP (7132977792 NRY) to two previous PPs (AINWM ANinn n7on0).
(1) Anana-5p WK 335052 hyy Ainwm Aninn non ienpa whn om
(Lev 6:8)
wahérim mimme-nnii ba-qums-6 mis-solet ham-minhd
lift. wCPFV.3MS from-3MS  in-handful-3MS from-flour-GEN ART-offering
u-mis-samn-ah  wo-'ét kol hal-lobona ‘aser ‘al ham-minhd
and-from-oil-3FS and-ACC all-GEN ART-frankincense that on ART-offering

“And from it he shall take up a handful from the flour of the offering and from
its oil, and all of the frankincense that is on the offering.”

To summarise these last three examples, the question is: how does waw interact with prosody

(9), linear order (10), and syntactic categories (11)?

Fourth is a pair of syntactic issues indirectly related to waw. First, a function word

usually occurs before each conjunct, but sometimes it occurs only once before multiple



conjuncts. In (12), an object marker has scope over two conjuncts (PRAIRR] IRWRTIRY. And
in (13), a preposition also has scope over two conjuncts (D231 D’Df?ﬂ).

(12) 3791 PORNRY IDYURTNINY ToRARTIR D78 89T (Gen 20:17)

wayyirpa’ ‘elohim ‘et ‘abimelek wo-’et  iSt-0
heal.wCIPFv.3MS God ACC Abimelech and-Acc wife-3MS
wa- amhot-ayw wayyeélédii

and-maidservants-3MS give.birth. WCIPFV.3MP
God healed Abimelech, and his wife and his maidservants, and they gave birth.

(13) 03w 079 Owing hpRY 71 (Gen 1:14)
wahayi lo-"otot 1i-1o-mo ‘adim u-lo-yamim wa-Sanim
be.WCPFV.3CP to-signs and-to-appointed.times and-to-days and-years
“And let them be for signs and for appointed times and for days and years.”
Second, convention says that a compound subject should agree with a plural verb, but such a
constituent often agrees with a singular verb (14).
(14)  nWha R omn HaTm  (Num 12:1)
wattaodabbér miryam wa-'ahdaron ba-mosé
speak.WCIPFV.3FS Miriam and-Aaron in-Moses
Miriam and Aaron spoke (sg) against Moses.

To summarise these last three examples, the question is: how does coordination interact with

scope-taking elements (12)—(13) and verbal agreement (14)?

1.2 Research Problem
The previous section introduced four issues relating to phrasal waw from which three
questions arose. Does waw have one function or multiple functions? What determines when
waw occurs overtly? And how does waw interact with prosody, linear order, syntactic
categories, scope-taking elements, and verbal agreement? This thesis will address these
questions after developing a theoretical-syntax account of the structure of coordination.

Most studies of waw have been conducted at the clause level and are concerned

primarily with semantics. But semantics-driven accounts cannot give explanatory adequacy to



the distribution of waw, as will be shown in chapter two. A complex model that gives priority
to syntax will be able to yield new insights for explaining waw’s function in the many
environments in which it occurs.

Thus, this thesis is fundamentally concerned with the syntactic structure of
coordination. I assume that the same structure holds for both phrasal and clausal coordination,
but I will apply this theoretical account only to phrasal coordination in BH (Biblical Hebrew).
In order to understand the syntax of coordination, four questions must be answered. Is the
structure hierarchical or flat? What are the functions of the conjuncts? Is the coordinator a
head? And does the coordinator form an independent functional category? With a sound
syntactic theory of coordination in hand, we will then be able to answer the first set of

questions in §1.1 regarding the phrase-level distribution of waw.

1.3 Theoretical Framework
The questions that were listed regarding the syntactic structure of coordination in §1.2 already
assume a certain framework, namely, generative syntax. As my primary theoretical starting
place for analysis, I adopt the assumptions of the Minimalist Program. According to Chomsky
(1995), language consists of two components: the lexicon and the computational system. The
lexicon is a mental list of all of the lexical items of a language along with their linguistic
properties. The computational system generates language using three overt operations. It can
Select an item from the lexicon, Merge it into the syntactic structure, and may subsequently
Move it to another structural position before Spell-Out.

Moreover, there are two types of performance systems: the Articulatory-Perceptual
(A-P) and the Conceptual-Intentional (C-I). The A-P interfaces with the computational system

to produce the level of Phonetic Form (PF) after Spell-Out. The C-I interfaces with the



computational system to produce the level of Logical Form (LF). All of the components of the

grammar are arranged according to the following schema in (15).!

(15) LEXICON

(Insert)

COMPUTATIONAL SYSTEM

Merge and Move

|

Spell-Out

PF LF

PF describes the speech system of how language is pronounced, and LF describes the thought
system of what language means.

Language is a complex and dynamic system (Larsen-Freeman and Cameron 2008), so
generative syntax should not be the only perspective for analysing phrasal coordination. A
complexity approach has already proved fruitful for studying many aspects of BH linguistics
and philology: language change and diffusion (Naud¢ 2012), pedagogy for BH reading
instruction (Miller-Naudé and Naudé 2014a), translation of sacred texts (Naudé and Miller-
Naudé 2019), and a prosodic analysis of the te’amim (Pitcher 2020). Indeed, currently there
seems to be “an international paradigm shift from a reductionist approach to language
involving a single dimension or modality of reality (which characterised the modernist
approach) to a complexity approach” (Naudé and Miller-Naudé¢ 2018:28).

Thus, I approach BH language as a connected whole with the interacting levels of
syntax, semantics, prosody, morphophonology, and discourse. I also seek to show how

coordination compares with apposition and intersects with verbal agreement. Moreover, I

! For more extensive introductions to the MP for Hebraists, see the descriptions in Naudé (1996:35-52),
Lambrecht (2001:13-26), and Snyman (2004:39-72).



situate my analysis within cross-linguistic typology studies on coordination (Haspelmath
2007, Nevins and Weisser 2019) to show how BH “fits into the limited number of patterns
exhibited among the world’s languages” (Naudé and Miller-Naudé 2018:28).

Finally, this study is situated, broadly speaking, within the framework of connectivity
theory, which analyses discourse, a term “used to refer to the ongoing aspect of spoken or
written verbal communication: how utterances or sentences are linked” (Renkema 2009:9).
Renkema uses the term connectivity to encapsulate the complementary concepts of cohesion
(“linking based on verbal elements in a discourse”) and coherence (“linking based on mental
activities of a listener or reader”) (2009:10). Clauses are the basic building blocks of
discourse, but this study will analyse coordination at the phrase level. Even so, connectivity
theory is especially relevant in §8.3, which discusses the discourse affects on verbal

agreement with conjoined subjects.

1.4  Hypothesis
In this thesis, I provide the following hypothesis in answer to the two sets of questions in
§1.2. Regarding the four theoretical questions about coordination, I hypothesise first that the
structure of coordination is hierarchical, second that the conjuncts form a complementation
relationship, third that the coordinator is the head, and fourth that the coordinator does not
project an independent functional category, but only the category of the initial conjunct.
Regarding the three applied questions about waw, 1 hypothesise first that waw
maintains one syntactic function as a conjunctive coordinator. Second, in coordination
examples with three or more conjuncts, I hypothesise that two different structures are
possible: a multi-headed structure, which has a waw between each conjunct, and a multiple-

specifier structure, which has a waw before the last conjunct only. Third, I hypothesise that



prosodic effects on waw reflect the hierarchical syntactic structure of coordination, that non-
contiguous “conjuncts” are the result of ellipsis, that non-matching syntactic categories can be
conjoined, that waw allows other elements to take wide or narrow scope over the conjuncts,

and that a verb can agree with the compound subject or with a singular conjunct only.

1.5 Corpus and Research Method

The corpus for this study includes every occurrence of phrasal waw in the Pentateuch
(approximately 2,714 tokens). For two syntactic phenomena—waw plus gamets (§4.3) and
conjoined singular subjects (§8.2)—the initial corpus did not yield enough data to formulate
an analysis, so the corpus was expanded to include Joshua-2 Kings. The results of the data
expansion were more promising in each instance.

The initial plan was to conduct a comprehensive study of waw at both the phrase level
and the clause level. However, phrasal coordination itself proved to be complex enough to
warrant a full-length study. I chose to study phrasal coordination over clausal coordination
because it is more basic, at least from the perspective of a bottom-up computational system,
which merges words to form a phrase, and merges phrases to form a clause. Moreover,
phrasal coordination is less complex: “The possibilities for combining sentences are infinitely
more varied than those for combining constituents in a sentence” (Renkema 2009:2). Thus, a
strong grasp of phrasal coordination can provide a solid foundation for later addressing the
more complex questions that arise from studying clausal coordination.

The Pentateuch provided an adequate corpus for conducting a synchronic study of
phrasal coordination in BH. The result, however, is that there was no room in this study to
include the representative books from Late Biblical Hebrew to investigate diachronic change.

Regarding the importance of diachronic study, Naudé articulates well two core assumptions



that I also share: “the fact that a language inevitably changes and diffuses over time ... [and]
that a language inherently displays variation” (2012:62). The second assumption is especially
apropos, as there is much variation within phrasal coordination in the Pentateuch. This is
carefully recorded, and can become the basis of doing a diachronic study of waw to judge
some of the claims of language change in BH coordination that have been made already.?
What complicates a linguistic account of BH variation is the question of errors in the
Hebrew text. When I encountered difficult readings in the text, I consulted the BHS textual
apparatus. Variant readings in ancient translations are more significant from a philological
perspective, but well-formedness is the primary concern from a linguistic perspective. Yet,
without acceptability judgments from native speakers, some uncertainty remains whether
difficult readings are fully grammatical, completely unacceptable, or somewhere in between.
The data for this study were generated in Logos using the BHS text. With every
instance of waw highlighted, I read through the Pentateuch and catalogued every instance of
waw at the phrase level, noting morphophonemic features of waw, as well as syntactic and
semantic features of the phrase in which it occurred. By simultaneously reading the literature
on waw and the theoretical literature on coordination, as well as collecting waw-data from the
corpus, I formulated the categories of significant data to be explained. Once these categories

were finalised, I re-read the corpus and placed all of the data into their appropriate categories.

1.6  Purpose of the Research
This study seeks to explain the distribution of waw at the phrase level, which requires an

understanding of syntactic theory and of coordination from a crosslinguistic perspective.

2 Rooker (1990:115-116) reports a tendency in Late Biblical Hebrew to drop the repeated prepositions
and object markers and only write once what was written twice (or more) in Early Biblical Hebrew (cf. Polak
2013a). Also, DeRouchie (forthcoming) suggests in a brief comparison of Kings and Chronicles that Chronicles
tends to use a waw before all items in a list in the instances when Kings places a waw before the last item only.



Moreover, because coordination is so pervasive in the Pentateuch, it requires a grasp of many
areas of BH syntax that intersect with phrasal coordination: prosody, pronoun binding,
information structure, word order, null elements, ellipsis, differential object marking,
prepositions, negation, markedness, apposition, subordination, and verbal agreement. A better
understanding of phrasal coordination will in turn shed light on many of these other concepts,
as well as provide a more firm foundation for studying clausal coordination in BH. This thesis
makes a contribution within both the fields of BH and comparative Semitics, as well as the
broader field of linguistics by providing a linguistically-informed analysis of phrasal

coordination in one Northwest Semitic language that has not previously been described.

1.7 Organisation of the Study
Informally, there are three parts to this study. Part one reviews the relevant literature. In
chapter 2, I survey the previous research on waw in BH. In chapter 3, I interact with the
linguistics literature and argue that the coordination structure is hierarchical with the
conjuncts functioning as specifier and complement and the coordinator as a defective head.

Part two applies this theoretical framework to phrasal coordination in the Pentateuch.
In chapter 4, I show the results of coordination being a hierarchical, rather than a flat,
structure. In chapter 5, I demonstrate the results of the conjuncts functioning as specifier and
complement. And in chapter 6, I establish the results of waw being a defective head.

Part three explores the connection between coordination and other concepts. In chapter
7, I discuss the relationship between coordination and apposition. And in chapter 8, I address
the intersection between phrasal coordination and verbal agreement.

Chapter 9 gives the conclusions. I summarise the contributions of this thesis and

propose areas for further investigation.
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CHAPTER 2: PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON COORDINATION IN
BIBLICAL HEBREW

2.1 Introduction

As noted in the previous chapter, coordination is likely the most pervasive grammatical
feature in the Hebrew Bible. Surprisingly, then, there has been no previous study solely
devoted to a theoretical account of coordination in BH. This thesis is a syntactic analysis of
phrasal coordination, while much of what has been written on waw consists of semantic
observations of clausal coordination. This chapter will first survey what has been written
from this alternative approach (§2.2) before evaluating the more relevant BH literature on the
structure and function of coordination (§2.3) and the overtness of the coordinator and how to

distinguish null coordination and apposition (§2.4).

2.2 An Alternative Approach to Waw

Almost all of the previous research on waw has been devoted to describing the semantics of
coordination. While formally outside the scope of this study, this section provides justification
for the research problem of this thesis by relating what others have noted concerning the
clause-level use of waw (§2.2.1) and the subsequent multitude of “meanings” that have been
proposed for waw (§2.2.2). The need for a syntactic account of phrasal coordination will soon

become apparent.

2.2.1 Clause-Level Considerations of Waw
Clausal waw provides plenty of interesting data to preoccupy Hebraists. Perhaps the most

jarring aspect of waw is that it often appears to be introducing a dependent clause. While I do
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not endorse all of the following categorisation, the grammars have reported that waw can

introduce a purpose/result clause (1),! a circumstantial clause (2),2 a motivational clause (3),3

a comparison clause (4),* an explanatory clause (5),° an object clause (6)° and, usually as part

of a weqatal verb, an apodosis (7).7

(1)

2)

)

W THR AP YR AR (Lev 24:2)

saw ‘et boné yisra'el wa-yighii ‘ele-ka Semen
command.IMP.2MS ACC sons-GEN Israel and-take.IPFV.3MP to-2MS oil
“Command the children of Israel so that (lit. and) they may bring you oil.”

N33 DY A0 WIRD YR PRI ININD nivp? nnvan 8an
(Gen 39:11)

wayyabo’ hab-bayat-a la-‘asot mola’kt-6 wa-"én $
enter.WCIPFV.3MS ART-house-LOC to-do.INF work-3MS and-NEGEX man
mé-’ansé hab-bayit Sam bab-bayit

from-men.GEN ART-house there in.ART-house
And he went into the house to do his work when (lit. and) no man of the men
of the house was there in the house.

230 WoIrng byt onRy poon 8931 (Exod 23:9)

wa-ger o  tilhas wa- attem vada ‘tem ‘et
and-sojourner NEG opress.IPFV.2MS and-you.NOM.MP know.PFV.2MP ACC
nepes  hag-ger

soul.GEN ART-sojourner

“A sojourner you must not oppress, because (lit. and) you know the life of a
sojourner.”

I E.g. GKC §165a; IBHS §38.3; JM §168, §177j—k; WHS §518-519, §525; BHRG §21.5,

§40.23.4.2.

2 E.g. GKC §14le, §142e, §156; IBHS §39.2.3; JM §159d—e; WHS §494-495; BHRG

§40.23.4.2.

3 E.g. GKC §158a; IBHS §39.2.3b; JM §170c; BHRG §40.23.4.2.

4E.g. GKC §161a; IBHS §39.2.3b; JM §174h; WHS §437; BHRG §40.23.4.2.

5 E.g. GKC §154; IBHS §39.2.1b, §39.2.4; JM §118j, §1191; BHRG §40.23.4.2; Brongers
1978; Baker 1980; Mastin 1984; Wilton 1994; Hornkohl 2009; Thiessen 2009.

6 E.g. GKC §120d—e; JM §177h-k.

7E.g. GKC §112ff—o00; IBHS §23.3.1.1; JM §119ea, 176; WHS §511; BHRG §21.3.3.
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(4)

)

(6)

(7)

The traditional approach has been to ascribe different functions to clausal waw based on the
content of the coordinated clauses. The situation complicates any discussion regarding BH
coordination, as Holmstedt explains: “Fundamentally confusing to any account of [waw is
that the conjunction is associated] with every conceivable type of subordinate

clause” (2013:222). This obviously raises the issue of what distinguishes coordination from

:inonH HeT Ay aion nYTn (Prov 26:14)
had-delet tissob ‘al sir-ah wo- ‘asel ‘al mittat-o
ART-door turn.IPFV.3FS on pivot-3FS and-sluggard on bed-3Ms
The door turns on its pivot, as (lit. and) a sluggard on his bed.

2720 DR PRI RN DIRY TAR 3D (Deut 32:28)

ki goy  ‘obad ‘esot  hemma Wa-én
because nation perish.PTCP.MS.GEN council they.NOM.MP and-NEGEX
ba-hem tobtind

in-3MP understanding

“because they are a nation void of council—that is (lit. and), there is no
understanding among them.”

IYIR B2WN AYTORY  (Gen 47:6)

wa-'im yada ‘ta wa-ye§ ba-m ‘ansé hayil

and-if know.PFV.2MS and-EX in-3MP men.GEN valor

“And if you know that (lit. and) there are men of valor among them.”

S0 D AP T RAT (1 Kes 14:12)

ba-bo’a raglay-ik ha- ‘ir-a umet hay-yaled
in-enter.INF feet-2FS  ART-city-LOC die.WCPFV.3MS ART-boy
“When your feet enter the city, then (lit. and) the boy will die.”

subordination, which will be addressed in §2.3.

Polak (2013Db) attributes the high frequency of coordinate clauses to a substructure of

orality in the text, since such style also occurs in natural spoken language. Others see a heavy

reliance on coordination as a hallmark of semitic style:

The semitic sentence is a succession of short sentences linked together by simple co-
ordinate conjunctions. The principle mark, therefore of Hebrew and especially of
classical Hebrew style is that it is what the Greeks called A¢&ic eipopévn “speech

strung together” like a row of beads (Driver 1925:119).
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Others have interpreted waw as a device for shaping a text. Andersen (1974:28) uses
conjunctions to distinguish between appositive, coordinate, and subordinate sentences. And,
building upon Dempster’s (1985) work, DeRouchie views waw and asyndeton as the
fundamental markers of how large text blocks are structured (2007, 2013a, 2013b,
forthcoming). Waw links phrases and clauses of equal syntactic value, and asyndeton often
signals a disjunction in the text.

A final point of discussion has been how, or even, whether, to translate waw.? As
DeRouchie (forthcoming) notes, it is very difficult to translate from a “language [that] is
paratactic-dominant like Hebrew” into a “language [that] is hypotactic-dominant like Greek or
English.” Opposite approaches are represented by commentaries on Genesis. While Alter
(1998:xx) chooses to represent “every ‘and’ and every element of parataxis” in his translation,
Speiser (1964:1xvii) holds the contention, “At the beginning of a sentence, and particularly of
a paragraph, section, or a book, the translation equivalent of waw is zero.”

Translation is of course important, but it is in many ways a symptom of the larger
issues of semantics and pragmatics. Indeed, it is a cautionary tale to be concerned primarily
with whether/how to translate waw. Thinking only of how to render waw in another language
can skew one’s perception of its function in BH. Consider the following statement by Fee and
Stuart in their popular book on hermeneutics: “It is now recognised by Hebrew grammarians
that ‘and’ at the beginning of a sentence is virtually the equivalent of the use of capitalization
at the beginning of English sentences” (2014:53). It is unclear which grammarians they have
in mind, but we will be sure to misunderstand the function of waw if our first impulse is to

question how to translate it whenever we see it.

8 I first encountered the references in these next two paragraphs in DeRouchie (forthcoming).
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2.2.2 Proposed “Meanings” of Waw

Many in the past have multiplied meanings and usages for waw. HALOT (1994:257-259) has
thirty distinct entries for waw. Similarly, Clines (1993:596-598) lists at least fifteen different
meanings of waw, which include the following: “and,” “after,” “or,” “with,” “but,” “that is,”
“s0,” “when,” “because,” “so that,” “likewise,” “then,” “if,” and “now.” If one tallies all of the
ways that contextualised uses of waw can legitimately be translated into English and names
each of those a different “meaning” of waw, the list from Clines would grow much longer
still. But this is no way to gain an understanding of how waw is functioning in BH.

The standard grammars have proposed some strange usages of waw. Jolion and
Muraoka say that waw is used on occasion simply “to indicate the jussive more clearly” (JM
§1771). Elsewhere, they claim that waw quite frequently “expresses a nuance of emotion
rather than a logical link,” and that the “waw of emotion is particularly frequent in
questions” (JM §177m). Similarly, Williams proposes an idiomatic category of “sarcastic
77 (WHS §439). Finally, it has been said that waw can be “used to express emphasis” (GKC
§154a, n. 1), or that it sometimes has “a nuance of affirmation” (JM §177n). The first of these
purported uses of waw is syntactic, but the rest would more accurately fall under the study of
pragmatics. Nevertheless, the legitimacy of each one of these usages is very doubtful.

Steiner (2000) traces how waw has been treated as a polysemous connective since at
least the Middle Ages. Over the centuries, the trend has fluctuated between what he calls a
“meaning-maximalism” and a “meaning-minimalism.” He then provides a needed corrective
to this most recent trend of meaning-maximalism by addressing the proposed meanings of

“but,” “while,” “or,” “then,” “that is,” and “and.” In essence, Steiner’s argument in each case

is the following: “Much of the ambiguity that has been attributed to —1 actually resides
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elsewhere in the sentence” (2000:256). Another way to say this is that many of the meanings
assigned to waw “merely reflect the inherent semantic relations (e.g., temporal succession,
purpose, cause, etc.) that exist between adjacent propositions” (Westbury 2017:§2.2).

Steiner concludes his study by saying that waw does not have multiple different
meanings, but there are two categories of waw. One is meaningless as “a semantically empty
all-purpose connector,” which he attributes to when waw occurs in cases of apposition or
casus pendens (2000:265). Of the meaningful instances, he says that it maintains the meaning
of the logical connective “&,” which he describes as “p we-g be true whenever p is true and g

is true” (2000:267). Thus, waw functions as a prototypical coordinating conjunction.

2.2.3 Summary

Much of the literature on waw has been devoted to the semantics of clausal coordination in
BH. Since Steiner (2000), the trend has been to view waw within a framework of meaning-
minimalism (§2.2.2). Nevertheless, while fewer Hebraists would be inclined to attribute
multiple meanings to waw, many still describe multiple uses of waw (e.g. Niccacci 2013).
This has been compounded by the fact that waw seems to introduce every type of subordinate
clause imaginable (§2.2.1). But instead of focusing on whether and how to translate the
coordinator, it would be better to ascertain ‘“the status and function of the
coordinator” (Holmstedt 2013:222). A necessary part of this enterprise will be to determine

the syntactic structure of coordination.

2.3 Coordination and Subordination
All the reported instances of waw introducing a dependent clause (§2.2.1) raise the question
of what exactly is the distinction between coordination and subordination. Representative

definitions are as follows: “A co-ordinating conjunction joins grammatically equivalent items
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such as nouns or independent phrases.... A subordinating conjunction joins a subordinate
sentence (i.e. a sentence that does not stand independently) to the main sentence” (BHRG
§11.5.1-2). Another way to put it is that coordination links syntactically equal entities with no
hierarchy,® while subordination creates a hierarchy in which one clause controls the other
(IBHS §38.1a, §39.2.1c; BHRG §40.1.2; Wintner and Ornan 1995).

If coordination truly entails a lack of hierarchy, it is surprising that all examples in
§2.2.1 display semantic asymmetry: the order of the conjuncts cannot be switched without
altering the meaning of each sentence. In fact, it is not exactly clear how coordination is
distinct from subordination, as van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze observe: “In Biblical
Hebrew subordinate clauses often have the same syntactic structure as coordinating clauses. It
is thus sometimes difficult to distinguish between coordinating conjunctions and
subordinating conjunctions” (BHRG §40.1.2). They do identify waw as a “fully coordinating

conjunction,” but how does this square with the reported subordinate uses of waw in §2.2.1?

2.3.1 Asymmetric Coordination

Does waw always signal coordination? This question has proved difficult to answer, because
it depends on what one means by “coordination.” Doron seems to answer the question in the
affirmative: “In Biblical Hebrew ... ‘and’ never introduces an embedded clause” (2000:243).
Similarly, Holmstedt (2013:222) says that waw “never formally signals subordination,” but
Holmstedt and Screnock identify several examples with waw “where no coordination is
involved” (2015:103). Miller presents yet another viewpoint: “Waw may join clauses in a
paratactic relationship where the clauses are coordinated at the same level of syntactic

structure, or in a hypotactic relationship, where clauses are not at the same level of syntactic

9 While the denial of hierarchy is implicit in a number of definitions, Holmstedt makes it explicit:
“There is no syntactic or semantic hierarchical relationship between coordinated clauses” (2013:220).
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structure” (2007b:43). Finally, Polak (2013a) proposes the term co-subordination to describe
circumstantial clauses introduced by waw. We see already that there are several contrasting
viewpoints on whether waw always signals coordination.

It is difficult to strike the balance in describing what waw is doing in terms of
coordination and subordination. This often leads to messy descriptions of an elusive middle
ground. Arnold and Choi describe waw as “imprecise,” which means that the difference
between coordination and subordination “is often interpretive,” and “subordinate clauses are
frequently unmarked” (2003:§4.3; cf. Arnold 2013). Waltke and O’Connor state that waw “is
a simple conjunction” that does not indicate “the hierarchical relation between [clauses]’—
thus, subordination by waw is said to be a logical, not a syntactic, relationship (IBHS
§39.2.1c). Elsewhere, they say that “the text may skew the unexpressed semantic system; for
example, the conjunction 1 ... may conceal the logically subordinate relationship of the clause
which [it] introduce[s]” (IBHS §38.1h). Similarly, Jolion and Muraoka contrast the formal and
functional roles of waw, saying that waw is formally a coordinating conjunction, but
functionally it often indicates a subordinate clause (JM §159a). In all of these examples,
Hebraists seem to be saying that the perceived syntax and semantics of coordination are at
odds with one another.

What seems to be clogging the interpretive system is an assumption that coordination
is symmetric while subordination is asymmetric. In fact, Azar writes that syntactic symmetry
is a necessity: “The elements which compose the coordinate phrase must be of the same
category” (1972:34). But not everyone equates coordination with symmetry. Miller is a rare
Hebrew scholar who has a category for asymmetric coordination: ‘“Not all coordination

involves identical syntagms and such instances have been much discussed in the linguistic

18



literature” (1999:166, n. 6). While it may be much discussed in the linguistics literature,
asymmetric coordination has not received adequate treatment in the BH literature.

Within the field, Cowper and DeCaen (2017) are perhaps the only ones who develop
an explicit syntactic account for asymmetric coordination in BH. Within their model, they
assume that the conjunction heads an independent functional category (&P), and that the
coordinate structure is fundamentally asymmetric, as in (8).

(8) &P

XP
& YP
They use this asymmetric coordinate structure to account for cases of casus pendens,
conditional statements, and consecutive clauses. The specifier in [XP] functions as a
generalised protasis, and the relation with the complement in [YP] can be temporal, causal, or
epexegetical (2017:24-29).

Cowper and DeCaen provide a way forward in accounting for many of the so-called
subordinate uses of waw, but questions remain. Isaksson (2013) notes that subordination is a
disputed term, leading some to avoid using it altogether. So it appears that terms like
coordination and subordination cannot simply be taken for granted. How should these
concepts be defined? What exactly distinguishes between the two? And how can we account

for both the symmetric and asymmetric properties of coordination?

2.3.2 Syntactic Function of Waw
While some of the following information may be implicitly understood from the previous
section, it is necessary to state explicitly the full spectrum of viewpoints within the field

regarding the syntactic function of waw. The views are split between formal and non-formal
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accounts. As for the latter category, we have already encountered the view that the role of
waw is to conjoin phrases or clauses on the same level (BHRG §31; IBHS §39.2.1).

Another non-formal view is that waw is a marked generic connective, as opposed to
asyndeton. Two authors in particular champion this view. As Westbury puts it:

1 represents a marked choice to explicitly signal that two units are necessarily related,
whereas with asyndeton, a tight relation may or may not exist. Asyndeton is
unmarked. In other words, it represents a choice by the author not to explicitly signal
that a coherence relationship exists between two units (2017:§2.3.1).

DeRouchie (forthcoming) similarly writes, “Waw marks that a clause bears some undefined
semantic relationship with a preceding text unit, whereas asyndeton supplies the unmarked
option, not clarifying whether coordination exists between adjacent material.”!? These authors
are heavily influenced by Steiner (2000), and are primarily concerned with the semantics and
pragmatics of how waw is used in discourse.

Similarly, Holmstedt shows great affinity to Steiner (2000), but gives a formal account
of waw. He describes waw as “a front-edge phrase and clause marker, whose semantic value
can only be determined after the relationship of the preceding and following phrase or clause
is contextually determined” (Holmstedt 2013:222). His structural account is as follows:
“When present, the 1 functions syntactically to signal the left edge of a phrase; in contrast,
when the 1 is absent, any phrasal edge must be determined by other linguistic
cues” (Holmstedt 2014:143). In short, the semantic value of waw is always contextually
determined, and the syntactic function of waw is simply to mark the left edge of a phrase or
clause. Holmstedt usually shies away from employing the language of coordination/

subordination when discussing the status and function of waw.

10 Although his description of these phenomena has changed over time, DeRouchie has maintained that
waw links phrases and clauses of equal syntactic value, while asyndeton signals an interruption, either as a fresh
beginning or as support by restatement or distinct statement (DeRouchie 2007:107-120; 2017:103—107). He also
has produced several examples of how he views waw and asyndeton to be the fundamental markers of how large
text blocks are structured (DeRouchie 2007:217-267; 2013a; 2013b; 2018:9-16).
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As we have already seen, Cowper and DeCaen (2017) do not shy away from
employing the terminology of coordination. In fact, their view is that waw is the head of a
binary-branching Conjunction Phrase (&P), in which the first conjunct is specifier and the
second is the complement. The &P is positioned above ForceP—thus, outside the clause—and
its specifier can host virtually any kind of constituent, which functions as a generalised
protasis. By applying this asymmetric coordinate structure to casus pendens, conditional
statements, and consecutive clauses, they give an account for cases that Holmstedt and
Screnock say, “The constituent preceded by —1 is not conjoined to another constituent, and as
such there is no coordination” (2015:103).

But not all asymmetric accounts of coordination are presented in equal terms. Doron
(2000:253) also takes the conjunction as the head, but she considers the conjunction to lack
formal features, so the category of the phrase is projected from the conjuncts, as in (9).

9) DP

DP
& DP
One of the advantages of this account is that it explains, as van der Merwe, Naudé, and
Kroeze report, that a Hebrew coordinate noun phrase “can fulfill any syntactic function within
a clause, e.g., subject, direct object, indirect object, adjunct, copulative predicate, etc” (BHRG
§31.2). The reason a coordinate complex phrase can fulfill any function of a simplex phrase
would be that it gets its category from the coordinated elements.

Doron advances yet another view on waw, that it functions as a complementiser to
introduce a main clause (2000:243-244). She believes that in verb-initial clauses, waw is a
clitic that lowers onto the verb. She does not state this explicitly, but her two different

descriptions of the function of waw seem to necessitate two separate functions: for the phrase
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level and the clause level. The justification she provides for the complementiser view at the
clause level is that waw is in complementary distribution with other complementisers such as
19, "3, and 1. This account of wayyigtol is far from uncontroversial. In response, Holmstedt
prefers to view the waw still functioning as a conjunction, and that the complementiser is the
“phonologically underspecified” gemination in the wayyigtol verb (Holmstedt 2009:118).

One final view is that waw does not always function as a coordinating conjunction on
the syntactic level, but can be a discourse marker on the macrostructural level. One study
looks at three different constructions in which waw introduces a direct quotation. The waw
functions either to mark dispreferred speech, link two noncontiguous speeches of the same
speaker, or highlight a topic change (Miller 1999). Another study looks at the ten foledot
formulae in Genesis and argues that there is a formal hierarchy of the discourse units based on
whether they are preceded by a waw (DeRouchie 2013b). Both of these studies suggest that

more than syntax is driving why waw occurs in certain environments.

2.3.3 Summary

This section has shown an extraordinary amount of variation across the field in describing
coordination. Almost no one develops a formal account for the syntactic structure of
coordination, however. Most resort to describing the semantics of the propositional
relationships that many coordination statements express. Semantics-driven accounts cannot
give explanatory adequacy to the distribution of waw. A complex model that gives priority to
syntax will be able to yield new insights for explaining why waw occurs in certain

environments and for determining what its function is in those positions.
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24 Syndeton and Asyndeton
It is a puzzle to try to understand why a conjunction does (syndeton) or does not (asyndeton)
appear at the front of a phrase or clause. Here we will look at what asyndeton may indicate

and if there are any constraints on where it may occur.

2.4.1 Null Coordination

Section 1.1 presented five different patterns of how waw can occur in a list of coordinated
elements. From that data it is clear that coordination can occur without an overt coordinator.
Null coordination does not occur only in a list of nouns, however. Miller (2007b) notes that
cross-linguistically verb gapping can only occur between coordinate clauses. In her syntactic
analysis of matching poetic lines in Isaiah, she documents 123 examples of verb gapping, but
waw is used as an overt coordinator only 69% of the time. This means that the other 31% of
examples are cases of null coordination. There is also the well-documented construction of
null coordination between paired imperatives, wherein the first usually denotes physical
movement (JM §177e—f, Fassberg 2006).

Holmstedt (2014:143) provides the following three categories of reasons why waw
may occur overtly: morphosyntax (e.g. wayyigtol), information processing (e.g. NPs in a list),
and discourse pragmatics (e.g. speech-initial waw). Whether a waw surfaces in a coordinate
structure seems to be influenced in part by whether it occurs at the phrase level or the clause
level. DeRouchie (forthcoming) says that asyndeton often functions like a serial-comma
coordinator at the phrase level, but this does not say much about the syntax of coordination.
Andersen and Forbes say that there are three different structures of conjoined phrases: “union
phrases (‘Shem and Ham and Yapeth’), mixed lists (‘Shem, Ham, and Yapeth’), and

juxtaposed lists (‘Shem, Ham, Japeth’)” (2012:63). A union phrase has a conjunction between
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each element, a mixed list “deletes some (but not all) of the conjunctions” (2012:57), and a
Jjuxtaposed list deletes all of the conjunctions.

In an article laying out a descriptive grammar of the noun phrase (NP) in the War
Scroll, Holmstedt and Screnock claim there are just two different coordinate structures
possible in an NP list of three or more elements: (a) waw between each constituent and (b)
waw before the last constituent only (2015:104). They give (10) as an example of a mixture of
the two structures, wherein (b) is the outer coordination strategy that joins the bracketed pairs

together, and (a) is the embedded strategy that holds within each pair of brackets.

(10)  .OM TINRL LOAMNAYI 7122, L0127 obwh  (1QM 1:9)
[-slwm  w-brkh kbwd w-smhh w-"wrk ymym
for-peace and-blessing glory and-gladness and-length.GEN days
for peace and blessing glory and gladness, and long life

Null coordination before 7122 creates a mild disjunction that separates the two pairs of nouns.
It remains to be seen if this effect could be achieved with an overt waw.

Not much is written about why overt rather than null coordination would be employed
at the clause level. In her study of verb gapping in matching poetic lines that was mentioned
briefly above, Miller argues that waw is a structure-indicating device that aids the reader in
identifying the missing predication:

Recovery minimally involves mentally aligning the constituents of the two conjuncts

to determine what is ‘missing’. Alignment of the two conjuncts, in turn, requires

knowing where one conjunct ends and the other begins.... When waw introduces the
second line, the hearer (or reader) receives assistance in identifying the beginning of
the second conjunct.... Waw almost always joins the two halves of a bicolon when the
syntactic functions of the non-verbal constituents are not overtly marked.... By
contrast, when the non-verbal constituents are clearly distinguished by other syntactic
means, such as a preposition or the definite object marker, waw may be omitted
(Miller 2007b:52).

Miller cautions against labeling the waw as “intensive” or “emphatic,” and she maintains that

waw signals coordination between parallel lines (contra Brongers 1978).
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2.4.2 Apposition

While asyndeton can be null coordination, it is often a sign of explication. This is typically
called apposition, and is often defined as two juxtaposed elements that have the same referent
with the second qualifying or defining the first (BHRG §29; GKC §131; IBHS §12). Jotion
and Muraoka list thirteen different semantic types of appositional relationships (JM §131).

Many Hebraists claim that waw can introduce an appositive. This is traditionally
called the explicative or epexegetical use of waw, and simply according to journal articles
devoted to this topic (Brongers 1978, Baker 1980, 2013, Mastin 1984, Wilton 1994, Hornkohl
2009, Thiessen 2009), there are at least 70 such examples in the Hebrew Bible.!! Baker (1980)
reports two Aramaic examples (Dan 4:10; 6:29), and claims that it is common in Ugaritic,
Akkadian, and in the Septuagint. The function of the waw has not been well-understood,
however, as some have said that the waw “marks a more precise definition” (Baker 1980:132),
or that it “emphasises or paraphrases the previous clause” (Wilton 1984:125). It is doubtful
that such functions should be attributed to waw itself.

So-called “explicative waw” may signal a difference between how English and
Hebrew portrays coordination. Miller notes that coordinated nouns in English must “be
construed as a disjoint set,” while in Hebrew they may be “co-referential” (2007b:48). This
fact alone suggests that waw should not always be translated as “and,” but it does little to
clarify how it is functioning in Hebrew. Why is it that co-referential constituents can be

coordinated, and what are the constraints on when the coordinator may surface?

11 Gen 1:14; 4:4; 13:8; Exod 24:12; 25:12; 27:14; Lev 2:13; 14:9; Num 27:21; Deut 32:28, 30, 36;
33:23; Josh 2:1; Judg 6:25; 7:5, 22; 17:3; 1 Sam 17:40; 28:3; 2 Sam 3:29; 7:11; 14:6, 14; 20:14; 1 Kgs 8:9, 36;
14:9; Isa 17:8; 32:7; 42:12; 59:9, 20; 66:2; Jer 17:10; 45:4; 46:25, 26; Ezek 3:15; Amos 3:11; 4:10; 5:20; Zech
9:9; Mal 1:11; 3:1; Ps 74:11; 79:13; 85:9; 89:38; 100:3; 109:20; Job 19:24; 34:35; Prov 3:12; 30:16; Lam 3:26;
Dan 1:3; 4:10; 6:29; 8:10; Ezra 6:9, 21; 8:18; Neh 1:10; 8:13; 10:29; 1 Chron 5:26; 21:12; 28:21; 2 Chron 29:27.

25



Holmstedt and Jones (2017) seek to provide a more robust account of apposition by
analysing three pairs of contrast: full vs. partial, strict vs. weak, and restrictive vs.
nonrestrictive. They refer to the first constituent as the anchor, and the second as the
appositive. The most significant of the three contrasts is that of restrictive apposition (RA),
which occurs in (11), and nonrestrictive apposition (NRA), which occurs in (12).

(1) oua ﬂ\TU5W “three, sons” (Gen 6:10)

(12) T(TUKTJ nYAIR D2 “sons, fourteen” (1 Chron 25:5)

In RA, the appositive restricts the identification of the anchor (11); in NRA, the appositive
can be removed without affecting the identification of the reference (12); instead, “it provides
an additional or alternative description of the anchor” (Holmstedt 2018:8).

Holmstedt and Jones propose a corresponding structural difference between the two

types of apposition. For RA, the appositive is within the scope of the anchor, illustrated in

(13) (2017:28).
(13) NP
N DP
three 7N
SONs

NRA, on the other hand, is a type of specifying coordination, as the appositive forms a

coordinate phrase (&P) with the anchor, illustrated in (14) (2017:29).

(14) e
K /8LP\
D NP & DP
(%) %)

sons ;ourteen

In support of the coordination structure of (14), they point out that the appositive has a

predicative or attributive use, may be extraposed, and may be fronted by waw (2017:40-49).
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Polak (2013a) refers to conjoined coreferential phrases as “pseudo-coordination.” In
this case, how exactly is “true coordination” distinct from apposition? One answer is that
coordination conjoins distinct entities, while apposition conjoins co-referential elements
(Andersen and Forbes 2012, Livnat 2013, Polak 2013a). Nevertheless, this does not really
seem to address the issue of creating a third category (pseudo-coordination or specifying
coordination) and knowing how to integrate it into a system with two existing categories:
coordination and apposition.

Holmstedt’s view has evolved over the years, and is similar to Polak (2013a), but more
fleshed out. While still affirming NRA to have specifying-semantics, Holmstedt now denies
that it is a type of coordination. Instead, he takes “apposition to be the anchored variety of
general parenthesis (formal parenthesis being anchor-less), which stands as the sister of
coordination within the larger category of nonsubordination” (Holmstedt 2019b:626, n. 19).

Elsewhere, he provides the following typology of clause types (Holmstedt 2020:109):

(15) Clause Linking
/\
Subordination Nonsubordination
/\
Coordination Parenthesis
/\
Appositives Parentheticals

Although waw is often used for prototypical coordination, it can also be used for
nonsubordination, and its use “must be determined based on what is most felicitous in the

discourse” (Holmstedt 2019b:625, n. 17). Thus, he still affirms that waw may optionally

introduce an appositive, but does not investigate what factors may limit its distribution.
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2.4.3 Summary

This section has complicated matters considerably, since, evidently, a waw can introduce
either coordination or apposition. Similarly, asyndeton signals apposition or null coordination.
Once again, we encounter the questions of the use(s) of waw and what makes coordination
unique. What dictates whether waw is overt or not in a list of coordinated items, and do
different patterns reflect different syntactic structures (§2.4.1)? Does waw have the same

function when it conjoins distinct entities as when it conjoins co-referential phrases (§2.4.2)?

2.5  Summary
In this chapter, we began by looking at how Hebraists have focused on the semantics of
clausal coordination (§2.2). Waw can introduce a wide variety of semantically-subordinate
clauses, provoking the following questions: Should one always translate waw and, if so, how
(§2.2.1)? What meanings are associated with waw, and how many uses does it have (§2.2.2)?
While most of the field assumes that coordinate structure is symmetric, a few studies
point to the asymmetric nature of coordination (Miller 1999, Doron 2000, Cowper and
DeCaen 2017). It is crucial now to develop a sound theoretical account of coordination
structure (§2.3.1) and to define the function of the coordinator (§2.3.2). In doing so, we must
seek to explain how exactly coordination is distinct from subordination (§2.3), and how null
coordination (§2.4.1) is distinct from apposition (§2.4.2). In the next chapter, we will begin to

accomplish these tasks by developing a cross-linguistic perspective on coordination.
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CHAPTER 3: PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON COORDINATION IN LINGUISTICS

3.1 Introduction
While much-discussed, the topic of coordination is fairly unique in linguistics, because there
is very little agreement on what even the basic structure of coordination in (1) should be.

(1) [John and Mary] rode a tandem bicycle.

Is the structure hierarchical or flat? What are the functions of the conjuncts? Is the coordinator
a head? And does the coordinator project an independent functional category?

In the following sections, I will critically engage with the literature of general
linguistics and seek to find answers to the most fundamental issues regarding coordination.
First, I will address the four questions regarding the basic structure of coordination expressed
above (§3.2). Then I will account for the symmetry and asymmetry found in coordinate

structures and the distinction between coordination and subordination (§3.3).

3.2 Basic Structure of Coordination

The concept of coordination is at the heart of very complex debates on ellipsis and movement.
It is, therefore, surprising that questions regarding even the most basic structure of
coordination continue to be a matter of discussion. The following sections will provide
answers to these questions regarding coordination: Is the syntactic structure hierarchical or
flat (§3.2.1)? What are the functions of the conjuncts (§3.2.2)? Is the coordinator a head

(§3.2.3)? And does the coordinator form an independent functional category (§3.2.4)?
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3.2.1 The Structure is Hierarchical
Of the many questions to address, only this first question—Is the coordination structure
hierarchical or flat?—has basically been settled. A flat structure posits ternary branching (2),

while a hierarchical structure requires strict binary branching (3).

~ /I\ v /\
John and Mary John K
and Mary

In the past, many simply assumed—and only some argued explicitly for—a flat structure
(Gleitman 1965, Dik 1968, Dougherty 1969, Goodall 1987, Hudson 1988), but virtually no
one today advocates for the symmetric structure (cf. Carston and Blakemore 2005).

A flat structure cannot account for a number of empirical data. Asymmetric prosody
data suggest that the conjunction forms a subconstituent with one conjunct. For instance, after
splitting a conjoined sentence like (4), the conjunction always goes with the second sentence
(5a), never the first (5b) (cf. Abeillé 2003).

4) John left, and he didn’t even say goodbye. (Ross 1967:163)

(5a)  John left. And he didn’t even say goodbye.

(5b)  *John left and. He didn’t even say goodbye.

Similarly, there is an asymmetric prosodic break between the conjuncts at the phrase level (cf.
Ross 1967, Munn 1993, Carston and Blakemore 2005, Chaves 2007).

(6a) I will see John # and Mary. (Abeillé 2003:3)

(6b)  *I will see John and # Mary.

There are also morphological and syntactic data that suggest sub-constituency. For

instance, the conjunction cliticises to one of the conjuncts in languages such as Japanese (7)

and Latin (8) (cf. Ross 1967, Munn 1993, Carston and Blakemore 2005, Chaves 2007).
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(7) hon-to  pen (Abeillé 2003:5)
book-and pen
“book and pen”
(8) senatus populus-que  (Haspelmath 2007:8)
senate people-and
“the senate and the people”
Likewise, there are some languages with coordinator floating, where “certain coordinators can
occur either between two conjuncts [9a] or inside the second conjunct [9b], but they never
occur to the left of [9d] or inside the first conjunct [9c]” (Zhang 2006:181; cf. Ross
1967:163—-164). Zhang’s main data set uses the disjunctive Chinese coordinator ke(shi) “but.”
(9a)  Baoyu yao tiaowu, ke(shi) wo yao hui-jia. (Zhang 2006:182—-183)
Baoyu want dance but I want return-home

“Baoyu wants to dance, but I want to go home.”

(9b)  Baoyu yao tiaowu, wo ke(shi) yao hui-jia.
Baoyu wantdance I but  want return-home

(9¢)  *Baoyu ke(shi) yao tiaowu, wo yao hui-jia.
Baoyu but  wantdance I want return-home

(9d) *ke(shi) Baoyu yao tiaowu, wo yao hui-jia.
but Baoyu want dance 1 want return-home

In a typology study, Haspelmath uses four constituency tests for monosyndetic coordination
(intonation, pauses, discontinuous order, and (morpho)phonological alternations), and
concludes that coordination constituency “seems to be universally asymmetric” (2007:9).!

This means that the coordinator always forms a subconstituent with one of the conjuncts.

I Another argument for an asymmetric constituency is based on the restricted distributions of less
deletable coordinators. Building on an argument made by Zoerner (1995), Zhang notes that in languages like
French with initial coordination, only non-final coordinators are deletable.

(1) Joan connait (et) Paul et Michel. (Zhang 2006:179—180)

Joan knows (and) Paul and Michel

“Joan knows Paul and Michel.”

(i1) *Joan connait et Paul Michel.

Joan knows and Paul Michel

“Joan knows Paul and Michel.”
She concludes that this contrast shows the fixed-position relationship between the real coordinator and the
conjuncts: “The fixed positions again suggest that the position of a coordinator is not equidistant to the two
conjuncts. Alternatively speaking, the two conjuncts of a coordinate complex are not syntactically equal: One of
them is closer to the coordinator and is grouped with it” (Zhang 2006:181).
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Finally, binding asymmetries in coordination, which have been well-documented since
(Bliimel 1914), suggest that coordination is a hierarchical structure. For instance, only the first
conjunct can bind the second conjunct (10).

(10a) Every man; and his; dog left. (Zhang 2006:178)

(10b) *His; dog and every man; left.

Additionally, only when the R-expression is in the first conjunct can it be co-referential with a
pronoun in the second conjunct (11) (cf. Larson 1990:594-596).
(11a) John;’s dog and hei/him; went for a walk. (Munn 1993:16)
(11b) *Hei and John;’s dog went for a walk.
Taken together, the facts from prosody, morphology, syntax, and conjunct binding, make a
strong case that coordination is an asymmetric structure. The asymmetry is a result of binary
branching, wherein the coordinator forms a constituent with one of the conjuncts, which we
will call the internal conjunct, and we can call the other conjunct the external conjunct (12)

(Zhang 2006:186; cf. Zhang 2010).

&
AN\

& YP
[[external conjunct] [[and] [internal conjunct]]]

(12)

3.2.2 The Conjuncts Function as Specifier and Complement

The previous question—Is coordination structure hierarchical or flat?—had a fairly
straightforward answer. This one—What are the functions of the conjuncts?—is far more
disputed. There are essentially four different proposals: (1) complementation, (2) adjunction,

(3) both as specifiers, and (4) both as heads. Proposals (3) and (4) assume that the coordinator
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is not the head, so these will be addressed in the next section (§3.2.3). Here, I will defend the
complementation model over the adjunction model.

The main proponents for complementation are Kayne (1994), Zoerner (1995),
Johannessen (1998), and Zhang (2006, 2010). Earlier accounts of complementation
(Johannessen 1998, Caponigro 2003) relied mainly on arguments that the first conjunct is
assigned case through spec-head agreement, but Borsley (2005:476—480) and Zhang
(2010:21) caution against deriving inflectional patterns from an appeal to syntactic structure.

The following three arguments represent a more sure case for complementation, which
has been advanced by Zhang (2006, 2010). First, the external conjunct cannot be stranded.
The whole complex may be extraposed (13a), but not the coordinator and the internal
conjunct (13b, 14b), which is in contrast to a subordinator with its complement (15b).

(13a) [Tall and slim]i though Helen is t;, ... (Postal 1998:191)

(13b) *[And slim]; though Helen is [tall ti], ...

(14a) John laughed and Mary cried.

(14b) *And Mary cried John laughed.

(15a) The boy laughed, because the girl was silent. (Zhang 2006:192)

(15b) Because the girl was silent, the boy laughed.

The contrast between (14b) and (15b) is notable, and being able to account for it will have
some bearing on the distinction between coordination and subordination.

Zhang (2006:192—-193) accounts for the contrast in this way: the coordinator and

internal conjunct cannot move, because they form an intermediate projection. The structure of

(13a) is shown in (16).
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(16) XP
tall X'
T
and slim
Conversely, an adjunction structure (cf. Munn 1993) wrongly predicts movement, because the
conjunction and internal conjunct form a maximal projection right-adjoined to the Adj (17).
(17) AP
tall &P
and slim
This argument follows minimalist assumptions that a constituent must be a maximal or
minimal projection in order to move (Chomsky 2015:253).

Movement of the intermediate projection is not only blocked leftward, but also
rightward. Example (18) looks like an exception, but it is more likely an example of stripping,
which elides all but one non-verbal constituent. According to a fairly recent dissertation,
stripping results from “overt movement of the remnant to the left periphery of the clause,
followed by [InflP] deletion” (Kolokonte 2008:ii), illustrated in (19).

(18)  John bought a book yesterday, and a newspaper. (Zhang 2006:194)

(19)  John bought a book yesterday, and [[a newspaper]; he-alse-boughtti-yesterday].
Stripping is not possible for predicates that require a plural subject (cf. share, similar). The
contrast in (20) helps us see more clearly that rightward conjunct movement is blocked.

(20a) John and Bill met. (Zhang 2006:196)

(20b) *John met and Bill (too).

To sum up this first argument, the conjunction and internal conjunct form an intermediate
projection within a complementation analysis, which explains why the constituent cannot

move either leftward or rightward. What looks like movement actually results from ellipsis.
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A second argument for complementation is that the coordinator can interact with the
internal conjunct. We saw this in the floating coordinator data (9), which are repeated below.
(9a)  Baoyu yao tiaowu, ke(shi) wo yao hui-jia.
Baoyu want dance but I  want return-home

“Baoyu wants to dance, but I want to go home.”

(9b)  Baoyu yao tiaowu, wo ke(shi) yao hui-jia.
Baoyu wantdance 1 but  want return-home

The possibility of two positions for the coordinator indicates a dependency relation between
the coordinator and its sister, which would be impossible for adjunction (Zhang 2006:198).

A third argument is that an element can be extracted from either conjunct. Such
extraction is supposedly blocked by the Coordinate Structure Constraint (CSC), defined in
(21) and exemplified in (22).

(21)  Coordinate Structure Constraint: In a coordinate structure, no conjunct may be

moved, nor may any element contained in a conjunct be moved out of that
conjunct.  (Ross 1967:161)

(22)  *What kind of herbs did you [[eat t] and [drink beer]]? (Zhang 2006:201)
Grosu (1973) made a formal distinction between the two parts of the CSC, the first he called
the Conjunct Constraint (CC), which is not violated, and the second he called the Element
Constraint (EC), which can be violated (cf. Goldsmith 1985, Lakoff 1986, Culicover and
Jackendoff 1997, Johannessen 1998, Zhang 2006).

Specifically, the EC can be violated within asymmetric coordination. The following
English (23) and Chinese (24) examples have an understood causal relationship.

(23) This is the senator that the Mafia pressured t, and the senate voted for health
care reform.  (Culicover and Jackendoff 1997: 206)

(24)  Zhe jiu shi Akiu ting-le  yushi daku-qilai de  xiaoxi.
this just be Akiu hear-PRF and weep-INCH MOD news
“This is the very news that Akiu heard and started to weep.”
(Zhang 2006:203)
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While extraction is possible for coordination examples, it is not possible with a subordinating
conjunction like “when.”

(25)  ??This is the senator that when the Mafia pressured t, the senate voted for
health care reform. (Culicover and Jackendoft 1997: 207)

The extraction contrast between (23) and (25) suggests that coordination (23) is a
complementation structure, while subordination (25) is an adjunction structure.

An adjunction structure fails to account for the empirical data covered in the preceding
three arguments. Other linguists have also pointed out problems for the adjunction model
(Camacho 1997:6, Johannessen 1998:166, Abeill¢ 2003:4). Zhang states one final theoretical
flaw: “Claiming a category [&P] to be a permanent adjunct is ad hoc. No other category in
syntax has such a restriction” (2006:208). Instead, there is a spec-head relationship between
the external and internal conjuncts, which is a product of Merge that is endemic to syntactic
structure (Kayne 1994).

The complementation model of coordination is also strong enough to stand up against
critics. One objection is that some languages have what appears to be initial coordination,
wherein there are as many coordinators as conjuncts:

(26) et Paulet Michel  (French)

and Paul and Michel

“Paul and Michel”
If (26) is indeed a multi-headed structure, one conjunct cannot be specifier of the head with
the other as its complement (Grootveld 1992, Borsley 2005). But I take the arguments of de
Vries (2005), Johannessen (2005), and Chaves (2007) as determinative that the “initial

coordinator” is not a true conjunction. Rather, it is most likely a parasitic Focus particle

(Hendriks 2003, 2004b, Zhang 2008).
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A second objection comes from constructions with more than two conjuncts but only
one coordinator. A complementation analysis is said to be “incompatible either with the
assumption that a phrase has a finite number of specifiers or with the assumption that a phrase
has a finite number of complements” (Borsley 2005:466; cf. Grootveld 1992, Abeillé 2003, te
Velde 2005). Nevertheless, Zhang (2010:75) rightly points to several other studies that
propose multiple spec constructions. Moreover, Chomsky has no theoretical issue with
multiple specifiers: “To say that there are any number of specifiers is not an assumption, it’s
just to say you may continue to merge indefinitely: it merely states that language is a
recursive system” (2002:133). Neither initial coordination nor multiple spec constructions

poses a problem for a complementation analysis of coordination.2

3.2.3 The Coordinator is the Head

As with the last section, the question of whether the coordinator is a head is hotly disputed. If
I can show, however, that the coordinator is a syntactic head, this will rule out the options
introduced at the beginning of the previous section that the conjuncts can both be specs
(Camacho 1997) or heads (Cormack and Smith 2005).

Perhaps the strongest argument that the coordinator is a head element is that the
coordinator is able to select the category of its complement. While many languages are like
English in that the coordinator can conjoin two constituents of any category, coordinators in
other languages have category requirements for their complements.? One of many such

examples is in Maasai from the Nilotic family spoken in Kenya and Tanzania. Maasai has two

2 Another objection is that specifiers and complements are assumed to be maximal projections while
conjuncts are not maximal projections (Borsley 2005:471-473). For this, I merely note Zhang’s thorough
response (2010:37-40).

3 This second type of the world’s languages is so frequent that Haspelmath reports that there is perhaps
no African language “that expresses NP conjunction and sentence conjunction in the same way” (2007:21).
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coordinating conjunctions: oo conjoins only non-clausal constituents (27), and n- conjoins
only clausal constituents (28).
(27) ol-osokwan oo ol-dia  (Caponigro 2003:2)
the.Ms-buffalo and the.MS-dog
the buffalo and the dog
(28) e-fomw toret enaipaja n-efomo resoi nairobi  (Caponigro 2003:3)
went.3S Toret the-lake and-went.3S Resoi Nairobi
Toret went to the lake and Resoi went to Nairobi.
Other categorial contrasts have been noted in many of the world’s languages (Dzameshie
1998, Haspelmath 2007:20-21, Zhang 2007a:6-9).

Similarly, even null coordinators can have categorial requirements for their
complements. For example, Haus4, a Chadic language, uses dd to conjoin DPs (29a), but the
coordinator must be null to conjoin clauses (29b).

(29a) Da nii da kai da shii, mat abooka néé (Zhang 2007a:9)

and I and you and he we friends are

“I, you and he, we are friends.”

(29b) Muutsa kaa sha giyaa (*da) kaa gasa Kkiifii

Musa INFLpre3ws drink beer (*and) INFL roast fish

Musa drank beer and roasted fish.
Since a coordinator can require its complement to be of a specific category, the coordinator
must be the head, “since only head elements exhibit c-selection restrictions on their
sisters” (Zhang 2007a:13).

Other linguists have made cases for the coordinator as a head element. Johannessen
positively reviews the coordinator as meeting the criteria for heads set out by Zwicky (1985)
and Hudson (1987): (a) a semantic argument or functor; (b) a determinant of agreement; (c) a
morphosyntactic locus; (d) a subcategorizer; (e) a distributional equivalent of the phrase in

which it occurs; and (f) obligatory (Johannessen 1998:75-88; but note a few

counterarguments by Chaves 2007:24-25).
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Camacho (1997) provides two other arguments for the coordinator as head. First, he
uses some data to show that the conjunction can block case assignment.

(30a) *Kimsaw I.  (Zoerner 1995:66)

(30b) Kim saw Robin and I.
Camacho suggests that these data can be explained only if the coordinator as head assigns or
checks case (1997:45). Second, he shows that the coordinator interacts with other heads, such
as negation in Spanish (1997:46—48).

There have, however, been several arguments made that the conjunction cannot be a
head. One argument is that there is no dominant daughter: “In head constructions there is a
grammatically dominant daughter which establishes the category and distribution of the
whole, whereas in non-headed constructions no daughter can be said to be dominant” (Chaves
2007:15). But this is not quite the case with coordination. There are instances where the
conjuncts do not have the same categorial status, and the external conjunct always determines
the category of the coordinate complex (cf. §3.2.4).

(31a) You can depend on [ppmy assistant]| and [cp that he will be on time].

(31b) *You can depend on [cpthat he will be on time].

(31c) *You can depend on [cpthat he will be on time] and [pp my assistant].
These data from (Sag et. al. 1985:165) show that a DP and CP can be coordinated, but the DP
must come first because of the c-selection properties of the preposition (Zhang 2007a:15-18).

A second argument is that the conjunction is not last in strictly head-final languages
like Japanese (Abeillé 2003, Borsley 2005). Nevertheless, there has been a very interesting
typological study of monosyndetic (one conjunction) NP coordination in 214 languages
(Zwart 2009), wherein a true coordinator never occurs in the final position. Zwart concludes

that Merge produces “an asymmetric pair of sisters,” that coordination is always marked on
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the left edge of the second coordinand,* and that “the second conjunct is invariably the
dependent of the first conjunct” (2009:1599). If the placement of the coordinator is fixed by
the operation of Merge in creating an ordered pair by joining the second element to the first,
then it is no longer subject to the headedness restrictions of any particular language.

So far the main argument advanced that the coordinator is the head is that it shows c-
selection requirements in many languages. I have responded to two objections to the claim
that the coordinator is a head element, but the remaining objections are actually against the
coordinator projecting an independent functional category, &P. I will raise and respond to

these objections in the next section.

3.2.4 The Coordinator Does Not Form an Independent Functional Category
It is quite common to assume that if the coordinator is a head then it projects the category &P.
However, these are two related, but separate, issues:
One needs to distinguish between whether coordinators can function as head elements,
and whether they should be classified as an independent functional category.... The
word do can be a realization of T (or some other functional projection, see Laka 1994),
but it does not head an independent DoP, in contrast to other functional and lexical
categories (Zhang 2010:64).
Thus, what is often framed as an argument against the coordinator as head is really an
argument against the category of &P.
One supposed argument against the coordinator as head concerns feature agreement in
Rumanian. While simplex NPs trigger verb agreement on a strict morphosyntactic level,
coordinated NPs trigger verb agreement on a discourse reference level. Farkas and Zec (1995)

assume that coordinated NPs are headless to account for the dichotomy, but this is not a

necessary inference from their data. It could be that the coordinator is a not a functional head

4 Examples of final coordination are not true coordination, but comitative or summary coordination
(Zwart 2009:1594-1598).
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(Grootveld 1992, Camacho 1997, Johannessen 1998) but a defective head (te Velde
2005:100-105), or at least not a head that projects an independent functional (Zhang 2007a,
2010). As such, it is not a case-assigning head, which alone may account for the feature
agreement contrast in Rumanian.

Another argument is framed against the coordinator being a head, but it really targets
the &P position specifically. The argument begins with an observation that the coordinate
complex has the same category as the conjuncts. The conclusion is that the coordinator cannot
be the head, because it does not affect the category of the conjuncts. This observation poses
two problems, but these are for the &P proponents, not the head proponents per se. First, it
requires a more clunky system with “further theoretical assumptions about how the category
of coordinate structures is determined” (Chaves 2007:23; cf. Kubo 2007). Second, the
conjunction head does not constrain where a coordinate phrase can appear, and it requires
extra rules to dictate which coordinate phrases (NPs, DPs, etc.) can occur in which
environment (Hudson 1988:314-315). In sum, proposing &P adds unhelpful complexity into
the syntactic system, but this observation does not necessarily affect the coordinator being the
head of its phrase.

This second argument—that the conjunct head does not constrain the distribution of
coordinate phrases—has been taken further, specifically to prove that there is no &P as a
functional category: “The distributions of coordinate complexes are not only covered by, but
are also more restricted than, simplex elements” (Zhang 2010:61). Whereas a plural subject
can occur with a quantity-denoting predicate (32a) or within a partitive construction (33a), a
coordinate complex cannot occur in either of these constructions (32b, 33b).

(32a) The men were {numerous/plentiful/interspersed}. (Dougherty 1970:854)

(32b) *John, Bill, and Tom were {numerous/plentiful/interspersed}.
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(33a) Half of the quartet wanted to quit. (Dougherty 1970:855)

(33b) *Half of Mary, Sue, Jane, and Sally wanted to quit.

Zhang offers the following cogent conclusion after examining the data: “Since coordinate
complexes are neither found to have any new distribution than that of the currently recognized
categories, nor ‘bleach’ the contrasts of the currently recognized categories, they cannot
represent any independent category” (2007a:33; cf. Herndndez 2007). Thus, there is no
positive motivation for proposing an independent function category &P, since the distribution
of coordinate phrases is already covered by that of simplex phrases.

So far, this is a strong argument that there is no independent category &P. What is
more, none of the arguments specifically in favour of &P are convincing. One such argument
is that the conjunction head projects a collective agreement function, so that two coordinated
singular nouns usually agree with a plural verb (Johannessen 1998, Banréti 2003, de Vries
2005). Chaves provides a more promising way of looking at coordination: “The category of
the whole is identical to the categories of the conjuncts, even though the entire coordination
structure is syntactically, phonologically and semantically a richer constituent than the
conjuncts taken individually” (2007:19). It is likely correct that and projects a plural feature,’
but this observation is not an argument for the projection of an altogether new category.

A second argument for &P concerns a contrast between pronouns in Norwegian. While
a simplex pronoun can be unstressed, a coordinate complex cannot be unstressed
(Johannessen 1998:94). But Zhang makes a very important counterargument: “Not all closed-
class and unstressed elements head independent projections. For instance, demonstratives,

pronouns, and Chinese locatives do not need stress, and they are all closed class.

5 Similarly, or projects a disjunctive feature, and but projects an adversative feature (Zhang 2007a:37).

42



Nevertheless, they are hosted by DPs and NPs” (Zhang 2010:63). Thus, stress is not a reliable
guide for proposing a functional category of &P.

A third argument for &P is that a complex NP can behave differently from one (34) or
both (35) of its conjuncts. Consider the following uses of accusative case (Johannessen 1998):

(34) Him and I both left.

(35) Them and us are going to the game together.

Johannessen takes the coordinator to be a case-assigning head (1998:116—119), which may
also license default—or lack thereof—case in certain situations (1998:120-123, 139). She
concludes, “Such examples would remain unexplained without a CoP category” (1998:165).
But this argument that the coordinator is a case-assigning head goes too far. For example,
non-nominal conjuncts like verbs do not have case features: “If coordinators must have a
case-relation with conjuncts, the derivation of coordinate non-nominal complexes will crash,
since the case-feature of the coordinators cannot be checked” (Zhang 2010:64). A coordinator
cannot be a case-assigning head, because then it could only conjoin nominal conjuncts, which
alone have case features that need to be checked.

A fourth argument for &P actually proves to be its fatal unravelling. Johannessen says
that the conjunction projects, but the &P gets its major category from one of the conjuncts
“given spec-head agreement and the undefined nature of conjunctions” (1998:112). But if the
conjunction projects the category of one of the conjuncts, there is no remaining motivation for
arguing that the conjunction projects an independent functional category, &P. If the &P
position truly is no longer tenable, what replaces &P? Zhang provides the most promising
way forward.

Similar to Johannessen, Zhang argues that it is specifically the category feature of the

external conjunct that is transferred to the coordinator and projected by the coordinator into
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the maximal projection of the phrase. She draws data from various literature to show that the
external conjunct must always satisfy the c-selection requirements of the preposition (36a)
and the verb (37a) (Zhang 2007a:15-20).

(36a) Pat was annoyed by [pp the children’s noise] and [cp that their parents did
nothing to stop it].

(36b) *Pat was annoyed by [cp that their parents did nothing to stop it].

(37a) John eats [pp only pork] and [pp only at home].

(37b) ?*John eats [pp only at home] and [pp only pork].

Zhang rejects the notion that the category features of the conjuncts in these data are
neutralised. Instead, she proposes, “The category features of the external conjunct are
decisive, whereas those of the internal conjunct are syntactically invisible” (2010:54).

Since the category of the external conjunct is decisive, it may be the case that the
category transfers to the coordinator through feature percolation and then is projected to the
whole complex (Zhang 2010:56). Borsley objects, “Specifiers and complements do not
generally share features with the phrases in which they appear” (2005:466).6 However, the
following two examples show that you can get feature percolation from the specifier: a Neg
feature in (38) and a Wh feature in (39).

(38) Nobody’s car would I borrow. (Zhang 2007a:25)

(39) Whose book did you read?

Not all the details are worked out by Zhang, but her proposal—that feature percolation from
the external conjunct is projected by the coordinator—is a promising way forward.

In this section we have made great progress by separating the concern for &P from the

question of whether the coordinator is a head element. Although the coordinator is a head, it

6 Cf. Abeillé (2003:4) who says, “It is not expected that a phrase behave like its specifier.”
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does not have case-assigning features; as a result, it is able to conjoin non-nominals. Since the
distribution and categorial contrasts of coordinate complexes are covered by simplexes, there
is no motivation for proposing &P. Instead, the category features of the external conjunct are
transferred to the coordinator and projected from there to the top of the phrase. There is no

independent functional category &P.

3.2.5 Summary

In response to the most basic syntactic questions regarding coordination, we have seen good
reason to believe that the structure of coordination is hierarchical (§3.2.1) with the conjuncts
in a complementation relationship (§3.2.2) and the coordinator as the head (§3.2.3), which

projects the category of the external conjunct into the maximal projection (§3.2.4).

33 Symmetry and Asymmetry in Coordination

A syntactic account of coordination must account for both symmetries and asymmetries

between the conjuncts. The legitimacy of a system is judged by whether it can accurately

account for both aspects of the coordination data (Kubo 2007). In their introduction to an

entire journal devoted to coordination, Carston and Blakemore (2005:353) state the following:
There are many different issues addressed in the papers, but one recurrent theme
concerns the symmetry or asymmetry of the two (or more) coordinated structures at
various levels of analysis, formal and interpretive, and the closely related distinction
between coordination and subordination.

In the following subsections, I will address the important questions of how coordination

symmetry is achieved in an asymmetric structure (§3.3.1) and how coordination is distinct

from subordination (§3.3.2).
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3.3.1 How is Symmetry Achieved in an Asymmetric Structure?

According to §3.2, syntax is able to produce only asymmetric coordination structures with the
coordinator as the head. In English-type languages, the external conjunct is the spec, and the
internal conjunct is the complement (40). The category of the external conjunct gets projected

to the top of the phrase.

(40) NP
N &'
John 7 TN
& N
and Mary

While the syntactic structure is inherently asymmetric, there are usually semantic symmetries
reflected in coordination. For instance, the conjuncts in (40) can be reversed with little to no
effect on interpretation.

At the outset, it is important to distinguish between three possible levels of symmetry/
asymmetry: in syntax, in semantics, and in discourse. Blithdorn (2008:61) devotes an entire
article to the following crucial questions:

Is there a parallelism between coordinative vs. subordinative connection of clauses in

syntax, symmetrical vs. asymmetric connection of concepts in semantics and non-

hierarchical vs. hierarchical connection of rhetorical units in discourse? Or are these
three levels of connection independent of each other?
In response, he maintains that “syntactic coordination and semantic symmetry must be
carefully distinguished” (Blithdorn 2008:70). Similarly, Culicover and Jackendoft (1997) look
at certain conditional statements expressed in coordination (e.g. ““You drink one more can of
beer, and I'm leaving.”), and conclude that syntax has some level of autonomy from
semantics (cf. Zhang 2010:25). Thus, one must not simply assume that a symmetry in

semantics requires a symmetric structure in syntax, or vice versa. Nevertheless, syntax and

semantics should not be viewed as totally independent of one another.
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Several studies emphasise that there is also semantic asymmetry in coordination,
specifically the priority of the first conjunct. This is unsurprising, given the asymmetric
syntactic structure of coordination. Anderson writes, “A priority, however slight, is accorded
to the first {N},” a priority that is even more apparent when the first conjunct is a clause
(2013:52; cf. van Oirsouw 1987:13—15, Chaves 2007:284-291). Cann et al. adopt Dynamic
Syntax (DS), a right-to-left processing system, and propose that the second conjunct is linked
to the first “with the first ... providing the context in which the second is to be
processed” (2005:513). The context-setting nature of the first conjunct explains semantically
asymmetric coordination: “p A g may not be interpreted the same as ¢ A p, because ¢ may
induce different inferential effects in the context of p, than p does in the context of ¢g” (Cann
et al. 2005:515-516; cf. Caponigro 2003).

Another study establishes that semantic asymmetries in coordination have their source
in narrow syntax. Zwart (2009) makes the case that within Minimalism, Merge itself is an
asymmetric operation that generates ordered pairs rather than unordered sets. In support of the
work by Kayne (1994), Zwart advances the theory that in asymmetric Merge “one element is
‘merged to’ the other (instead of two elements ‘merged with’ each other’)” (2009:1593). To
test this hypothesis, he considers 214 languages with monosyndetic NP coordination where
the NPs are symmetric (reversible). There are three logical word order possibilities with the
coordinator (&) and two conjuncts (a, B):

(4la) &ap

(41b) a &P

(41c) af&

7 Kubo (2007) argues for this second view, namely that the elements are merged with each other.
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Surprisingly, (41a) does not occur at all, and he argues that none of the reported examples of
type (41c) are true coordination, but are comitative or summary coordination. He concludes
that Merge produces “an asymmetric pair of sisters,” wherein coordination is always marked
on the left edge of the second conjunct, and “the second conjunct is invariably the dependent
of the first conjunct” (Zwart 2009:1599). He concludes that dependency is not just a semantic
relation, but has its source in narrow syntax, which is then manifested in how syntax
interfaces with both phonology and semantics.

So far we have established a natural account for asymmetries within coordination, but
why is it that such strong symmetries exist in many coordinate structures? What are the
restrictions on what may or may not be coordinated? The theoretical systems built for
answering these questions are usually either syntax-dominated or semantics-dominated.
Several linguists with a syntax-dominant framework propose that only the same parts of
speech can be coordinated (Dzameshie 1998, Banréti 2003, Chaves 2007). In fact, Chaves
(2007) argues that apparent mismatches are always derived from clausal deletion, whether it
be Right-Periphery Ellipsis (42) or Left-Periphery Ellipsis (43).

(42a) [Kim likes] [and Mia hates] [chocolate bagels]. (Chaves 2007:316)

(42b) Tracy is [on the cover of] [and featured in] [the July 2001 issue].

(43a) John gave a book to Mary, and a rose to Sue. (Chaves 2007:335)

(43b) I gave to Mary a coloring book, and new roller skates to her sister.
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While (42—43) represent data that are certainly derived from ellipsis, not every example of
coordination is derived from clausal reduction.8 Sections 3.2.3-4 show examples of
mismatched conjuncts that are not derived from ellipsis.

The restriction on which conjuncts may be coordinated seems to be determined mainly
by semantics. The most promising formulation is that of Zhang (2010), who calls her view the
Relativized Parallelism Requirement (RPR). The RPR is a semantic filter that compares two
conjuncts already built. It consists of two parts, formulated in (44) (Zhang 2010:181).

(44) Conjuncts of a coordinate complex must hold a coherence relation in terms of:

a. Relatedness: they must be related to each other semantically, as in
natural coordination; or

b. Resemblance (Parallelism Requirement): they must hold a resemblance
relation in terms of both their semantic type and their dependency
chains.

The first part of the RPR, Relatedness (44a), addresses what Zhang calls natural coordination
—expressed in conditionality (45) or in cause-effect (46)—as opposed to accidental
coordination.

(45)  You drink another beer and I’'m leaving. (Culicover and Jackendoff 1997:197)

(46)  What kind of herb can you [eat  and not get cancer]? (Zhang 2010:180)
Though the conjuncts are of a different semantic type in (45) (protasis and apodosis) and an
element has been extracted in only one conjunct in (46), both kinds of coordination are
acceptable because they fulfill the Relatedness condition of the RPR (44a).

When the conjuncts do not form a natural pair for coordination, the Parallelism

Requirement (44b) becomes obligatory. Zhang provides several coordination examples that

8 According to Gleitman (1965) and Tai (1969), any apparent instance of phrasal coordination is the
result of reduction from clausal coordination. This hypothesis has been defended by many (Hudson 1973, 1976,
Rognvaldsson 1982, van Oirsouw 1987, Johannessen 1998, Schein 2017), but I take the arguments against the
hypothesis as more determinative (Dougherty 1970, 1971, Camacho 1997, Caponigro 2003, Haspelmath 2007,
Zhang 2010).
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are acceptable, because the conjuncts belong to the same semantic type: Force (47), Focus
feature (48a), circumstantials (49), properties of a person (50a), or mental states (51)
(2010:186—-189).

(47a) [What and when] does John normally eat?

(47b) It’s amazing how tall he is and the things he can do.

(48a) John eats only pork and only at home.

(48b) *John eats pork and at home.

(49a) John went to the library [yesterday] and [on Tuesday].

(49b) John plays at night and every Sunday.

(50a) John is sick and in a foul mood.

(50b) *John is sick and in the park.

(51) John ran down the path, a marked man and desperately afraid.

Because the conjuncts in these coordination data hold a Resemblance relation (44b), they are
acceptable. The RPR is thus a semantic filter that compares two conjuncts after they have
been built: “If neither the relatedness nor the resemblance condition is satisfied, the
coordinate complex is not acceptable” (Zhang 2010:198). The RPR is not a syntactic
constraint; rather, it is “the result of a general economy principle of processing” (Zhang
2010:201; cf. Frazier et al. 2000, Hendriks 2004).

A similar theory has been advanced by te Velde (2005), who assumes binary branching
within the Minimalist Program, and argues that a phase-based approach (utilizing Multiple
Spell-Out) derives the appropriate semantic symmetries in coordination by integrating Copy
(in narrow syntax) and Match (in LF). In his model, the first conjunct is built and the selection
of the conjunction induces Copy, “which targets the uninterpretable features requiring

checking in the leading conjunct and copies them on to the next conjunct(s), in addition to the
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0-role. Semantic symmetries are checked in LF” by Match (te Velde 2005:86). These
operations interface with Active Memory (AM), which assures symmetry:

This phase-based approach guarantees that subsequent conjuncts have parallel

elements by way of copying from the initial conjunct (either a phase or a subarray of a

phase). AM, I argue, is able to retain at least one phase/conjunct of a coordinate

structure, until Copy applies and it can be spelled out. The symmetries present in

coordinate structures help reduce memory load (te Velde 2005:189).

The goal of reducing memory load is similar to the principle of economic processing, but the
model differs from Zhang’s in that the semantic symmetry is a formal feature of the syntax. I
prefer Zhang’s RPR filter, since is more developed and explicit and, hence, falsifiable.

Kubo (2007) proposes a model that is similar to te Velde (2005), as he also assumes
Multiple Spell-Out in the Minimalist Program. Kubo proposes that two conjuncts merge
together to form a coordinate structure, and that the conjunction is inserted by late Merge
before or after Spell-Out. Inserting the conjunction at late Merge gives the construction “a flat
structure at the first stage ... [and] a hierarchical structure at the later stage” (2007:1241). In
this way, he accounts for the symmetrical and asymmetrical properties of coordination.

However, Kubo’s (2007) merger analysis crucially assumes that the conjunction is not
the head of the phrase (contra §3.2.3). Moreover, Zwart (2009) makes a stronger case that
Merge is actually an asymmetric action. Thus, my position is that Merge produces asymmetry,
and that the symmetry produced by Copy and Match is not actually uniform (te Velde 2005).

Instead, it is either Relatedness or Resemblance that holds in a coordinate structure. The

relative symmetry in coordination is best captured by RPR, a semantic filter (Zhang 2010).

3.3.2 How is Coordination Distinct from Subordination?
Inextricably connected to the question of symmetry in coordination is the matter of

distinguishing coordination from subordination. At the syntactic level of phrase structure,
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coordination is indistinct from subordination—both are asymmetric binary-branching
structures (Johannessen 1998, te Velde 2005). Some prefer to speak of coordination mainly in
semantic terms, because such criteria apply cross-linguistically, while “structural tests show
no more than a tendency to correlate with semantic criteria” (Haspelmath 2007:48; cf.
Johannessen 1998). Others prefer to speak of shallow differences, like how certain languages
show word order differences between coordinate and subordinate clauses (van Oirsouw 1987,
Haspelmath 2007), or that coordinating conjunctions are mutually exclusive (van Oirsouw
1987:108). But what is the fundamental difference between coordination and subordination?

A common answer is that the syntactic function of coordination is determined by both
daughters, while the function of subordination is determined by one daughter (Chaves 2007).
In the same vein, Haspelmath describes coordination as “structurally symmetrical in some
sense,” while subordination is “a dependency structure” wherein one element ““is the head and
the other element is a dependent” (2007:5). However, several conclusions in this chapter have
already neutralised the force of this position. Section 3.2.1 showed that coordination structure
is binary, and hence asymmetric and hierarchical. Section 3.3.1 argued that Merge itself is an
asymmetric operation that generates ordered pairs, so that the second conjunct is dependent
on the first. Finally, §3.2.4 maintained that the external conjunct alone determines the function
of the whole coordinate complex.

The most basic difference between the two seems to be that coordination is a
complementation relation, while subordination is an adjunction relation (Zhang 2010:33).
Section 3.2.2 defended the view that coordination is complementation. Others have defended
the view of subordination as adjunction (Huang and Mangione 1985, Abraham 2014). The
difference between coordination and subordination is especially striking with movement.

Examples (14)—(15) are repeated below.
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(14a) John laughed and Mary cried.

(14b) *And Mary cried John laughed.

(15a) The boy laughed, because the girl was silent. (Zhang 2006:192)

(15b) Because the girl was silent, the boy laughed.

Whereas the coordinator forms an intermediate projection with its complement and is unable
to move (14b), the subordinator forms a maximal projection with its complement and can
move (15b). This makes sense of the observation by van Oirsouw (1987:105), that
coordinating conjuncts uniquely must occur in between clauses.

A similar view is put forward by te Velde (2005). Although I am unsure about some of
his terminology, I will first present his view, which he states quite succinctly:

The central difference between coordinate and subordinate clauses can be localized in

the differences between the relevant heads: a subordinating conjunction projects,

creates its own syntactic domain, the subordinate clause, and has scope over this
clause; a coordinating conjunction, because it is a defective head, does none of these.

Its sole function is to conjoin (te Velde 2005:7-8; ct. Anderson 2013).

The issue of coordinator scope must be defended, but I believe te Velde’s position on the
matter will also prove true.

The language I contend with is whether the coordinator projects. Following Zhang
(2007a, 2010), I believe that the coordinator, as a syntactic head, does project, but it does not
create a new functional category; instead, it projects the category of the external conjunct
(§3.2.4). Nevertheless, te Velde may not be talking about something fundamentally different,
because in the same study he further explains, “With coordinating conjunctions no new
domain is created. Rather, a domain is copied from what goes before” (2005:66).
Fundamentally, coordination is a complementation relation, and its head projects the category

of the external conjunct, while subordination is an adjunction relation, and the subordinator

head creates its own syntactic domain.
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3.3.3 Summary

Any serious syntactic theory must account for both the symmetries and asymmetries of
coordination. The asymmetries of coordination stem from it being a binary-branching
structure, with the category of the external conjunct being projected by the head to the top of
the coordinate complex. However, there are also significant, but not uniform, semantic
symmetries, which are best captured by Zhang’s (2010) Relativized Parallelism Requirement
(RPR), a semantic filter for a coordinate structure already built. The RPR insures coherence
between the conjuncts either in terms of relatedness (i.e. natural coordination) or resemblance
in their semantic type and dependency chains. Subordination is an adjunction relation, while
coordination is a complementation relation. Another fundamental difference is that the
subordinator is a clausal head that creates its own syntactic domain, while the coordinator

head projects no new domain but only the function of the external conjunct.

3.4  Summary

While some important, complex questions related to coordination remain, this chapter has
investigated all of the most fundamental questions regarding the basic syntax of coordination.
The structure of coordination is hierarchical (§3.2.1). The conjuncts form a complementation
relationship (§3.2.2) with the coordinator as the head (§3.2.3). However, the coordinator does
not project an independent functional category, but only the function of the external conjunct
(§3.2.4). While the syntax of coordination is asymmetrical and has some autonomy from the
semantics, the semantic filter RPR determines what may/not be coordinated (§3.3.1). Finally,
coordination is distinct from subordination, since it is a complementation relationship while

subordination is an adjunction relationship (§3.3.2).
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This syntactic framework will be applied to studying BH phrasal coordination in the
Pentateuch over the next five chapters. The first three of these chapters address various BH
data that result directly from the aspects of syntactic structure established in this chapter. The
last two chapters address how phrasal coordination relates to apposition and intersects with

verbal agreement.
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CHAPTER 4: THE COORDINATION STRUCTURE IS HIERARCHICAL

4.1 Introduction
In chapter 3, I established a cross-linguistic framework for the syntactic structure of
coordination. The structure can be summarised in three simple points: (1) coordination
structure is hierarchical (2) with the conjuncts functioning as specifier and complement and
(3) the coordinator functioning as a defective head. These points will comprise the titles of
this and the following two chapters that address phrasal coordination in the Pentateuch.

In §3.2.1, T argued from a generative perspective for a hierarchical structure of
coordination, with the coordinator forming a constituent with one of conjuncts, called the

internal conjunct. The conjunct outside this sub-constituent is the external conjunct.

(1) ?
/\

COl’lj unctexternal ?
coordinator conjunctinternal

Several asymmetries in BH coordination result from this hierarchical structure: the

morphophonology of waw (§4.2), the prosody of waw (§4.3) and conjunct binding (§4.4).

4.2 Morphophonology of Waw
As in languages like Japanese (Abeillé 2003) and Latin (Haspelmath 2007), the Hebrew
coordinator waw cliticises onto one of the conjuncts. The fact that waw always appears as a
proclitic (2) suggests sub-constituency within the coordinate structure.
(2) Default Form of Conjunction Waw is 1
WX TR (Gen 35:26)

gad wa-"aser
Gad and-Asher
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The default vowel of conjunction waw is written as a schwa. However, the encliticisation of
waw is not simply a morphological phenomenon—it is a classic example of the intersection of
morphology and phonology. Depending on the initial phonological shape of the internal
conjunct, waw takes one of six different allophonic manifestations.

3) Before a 2 /b/, 1 /m/, or A /p/, Conjunction Waw is 3 /0/
1121 A0 (Gen 46:19)
yosep  u-binyamin
Joseph and-Benjamin

4) Before a Schwa /o/, Conjunction Waw is 1 /0/
naPI T (Gen 7:3)
zakar u-ngeba
male and-female

(%) Before a ? /ya/, Conjunction Waw Combines to Form "} /wi/
I RS (Gen 33:7)
le’a wi-ladé-ha
Leah and-boys-3FS
Leah and her boys

(6) Before a 8 /&/, wherein the & Quiesces, Conjunction Waw is 1 /wé/
PR TORI DAY TR (Gen 24:3)

‘elohé  has-samayim weé-"lohé ha-ares
God.GEN ART-heavens and-God.GEN ART-land
the God of the heavens and the God of the earth

(7) Before a Hatef Patah /a/, Conjunction Waw is 1 /wa/
MR 070 (Gen 14:11)
sadom wa- ‘amord
Sodom and-Gomorrah

(8)  Before a Hatef Seghol /¢/, Conjunction Waw is 1 /we/
nRR1L IO (Gen 24:49)
hesed we-"éemet
loyalty and-truth

)] Before a Hatef Qamets-Hatuf /6/, Conjunction Waw is 1 /wo/
Ym5an  (Becl 6:2)
hebel wo-holi
breath and-sickness
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The fact that the allophonic distribution of waw is determined by the first syllable of the

internal conjunct is strong evidence that waw forms a sub-constituent with this conjunct.

4.3 Prosody of Waw

Conjunction waw also occurs sometimes as ] before an initial-accent word, but the motivation
for this allophonic variant is not immediately apparent. Nevertheless, the internal conjunct is
once again decisive, thus supporting the hierarchical structure of coordination. This can be
seen with the following minimal pair. Both (10) and (11) coordinate “heaven” and “earth,” but
in contrasting order.

(10)  :PIRI DAY 71D 11790 589 B1AR 71792 (Gen 14:19)

barik ‘abram [a-’el  ‘elyon qoné Samayim
bless.PTCP.PASS.MS Abram to-God Most High buy.PTCP.MS.GEN heaven
wa-’ ares

and-earth

“Blessed be Abram by God Most High, possessor of heaven and earth.”
(11)  :00W) PIR DOOR M nivpy 0192 (Gen 2:4)

ba-yom ‘asot Yhwh  élohim ‘eres wa-Samayim

in-day.GEN make.INF YHWH God  earth and-heaven

in the day when YHWH God made earth and heaven
When the internal conjunct is “earth,” which has an accent on the first syllable (10),
conjunction waw is vocalized as 1, however, when the internal conjunct is “heaven” (11), waw
manifests the default vocalization 1, because D?I_J'(? is not an initial-accent word.

Waw can take a gamets only when it is an enclitic to an initial-accent word, but it does
not do so before every initial-accent word. While waw takes a gamets before “day” in (12), it
takes a schwa before “day” in (13).

(12) o Ah hra nantSe ninps T hinh (1 Kes 8:29)

[-ihyot ‘éne-ka patithot ‘el hab-bayit haz-zé layld wa-yom

to-be.INF eye.2MS open.PTCP.PASS.FP to ART-house ART-this night and-day
“that your eyes may be open to this house night and day”
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(13) 72721 001 9300 P11 B 01 TRRI Y (Gen 8:22)
zera® wa-qasir - wa-qor wa-hom wa-qayis wa-horep
seed and-harvest and-cold and-heat and-summer and-winter
wa-yom wa-layla
and-day and-night
“seed and harvest, cold and heat, summer and winter, day and night”
Example (13) is fascinating. The eight conjuncts produce four pairs of antonyms. Conjunction
waw takes a gamets before the second conjunct of each pair that has an initial accent:
oMy, 97, and Tl:7"71 Conversely, when waw is attached to the first conjunct in each pair, it
takes a schwa, even though these conjuncts also have an initial accent: I3, P21, and D",
The phonetics of the accented syllable do not play a decisive role for this vocalisation
of waw. Indeed, every onset is attested for the initial accent of a word that takes 1,! along with

each of the full vowels. The vocalic change cannot be explained by phonetic assimilation or

dissimilation rules. Rather, the distribution of the allophone 1 is determined by prosody.

4.3.1 Previous Research on Waw with Qamets
There is no consensus in the Hebrew grammars regarding the distribution and function of the
form 1. Concerning the distribution, Waltke and O’Connor label the form as “phrasal waw”
and say nothing about whether it can be used at the clause level (IBHS §39.2.1b).2 Other
grammars, however, discuss how it can occur at the clause level (GKC §104g, M §104d),
and Revell (1981:76-77) shows how 1 can join together members of any grammatical class:
nouns, adjectives, prepositional phrases, verbs, adverbs, and infinitives.

Regarding the function, van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze imply that its role is

influenced by semantics, saying that J occurs “with concepts that are closely related (provided

I There is no attested case with the onset waw, but this is not a meaningful exception, because there is
no attested case of a coordinated initial-accent word that begins with waw in the Hebrew Bible.

2 Similarly, van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze seem to imply that 1 specifically marks phrasal

coordination, since they include it under the category of the syntax of waw at the phrase level (BHRG
§40.23.3.1), but not for the clause level (BHRG §40.23.3.2).

59



the first syllable of the second word is stressed)” (BHRG §40.23.2). Similarly, Waltke and
O’Connor say that 1 “indicates a close bond between the parts of the phrase” (IBHS
§39.2.1b). But Revell (1981:81) contends that 1 does not indicate “a particular semantic
relationship between the words ... but is used with members of any word class, wherever the
phonological conditions are suitable.” Other grammars describe the phonological conditions
in terms of “rhythm,” observing that J usually occurs with a disjunctive accent (GKC §104g,
IM §104d).

Those who argue for a rhythmic function point to a parallel vocalisation with 3, 3, and
'? (GKC §103f—i, JM §103c). The prefix prepositions can likewise take a gamets when they
cliticise to an initial-accent word. There are six different environments that have been
classified (14-19):

(14)  Before an infinitive: NRYS, NNY, NARY, NAWYy, 0Iph

(15)  Before a near demonstrative: 7]2%, NNT23, ﬂ5&36

(16)  Before a heavy suffix: D23, D73; cf. 73

(17)  Before a noun in pausal position: '(DDAJIW

(18) Before a noun to form an adverbial: l'l'(_Dé:?, iﬁ'?, l'l}_Zj:?, 71_3'28

3 Representative of the other words, gamets is the default vowel in this verbal form, but the lamed does
take a schwa when the infinitive takes a pronominal suffix, since the accent shifts to the final syllable (Exod
16:1; Num 1:1; 9:1), and when the infinitive is followed by an R-expression agent (Exod 19:1; Num 33:38; 1
Kgs 6:1).

4 Along with the other prepositions, 2 and ‘?, the vowel in the phrase 713 is always qamets.

5 Although JM (§103c) claim that a schwa corresponds to weak stress, a schwa can be found with a
disjunctive accent (Gen 45:23), and a qamets can be found with a conjunctive accent (Josh 7:20; 2 Sam
17:15[2x]; 1 Kgs 7:37; 2 Kgs 5:4; 9:12).

6 JM (§103c) explain that the qamets cannot be from the article, as in the form ﬂ5NU, because a
demonstrative only takes the article when it is used as an adjective to modify a noun. With N, it is not

immediately apparent why the vowel is sometimes a schwa (Jer 10:16; 51:19; Job 16:2).

7 Num 5:2.

8 There are a total of 141 instances of these four forms, and the vowel is qamets in every case, except
twice (Isa 34:10; Esth 10:3) when the noun is in the construct state.
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(19)  Before a repeated noun: ﬂi’h ng,? ‘n"r‘g 23,10 D?I_ﬁ'? o pan
It is striking that the prefix prepositions likewise take a gamets only as a clitic to an initial-
accent word. This is the same environment where waw takes a gamets. Nevertheless, labeling
the gamets a “strong vocalisation” that has “rhythmic nature” (JM §104d) does not really
provide an explanation for the phenomenon. Moreover, the fact that a preposition takes
gamets seems to be lexical information in (14), (16), and (18), but whether waw takes a
gamets is dependent on the position of the word in its phrase.

Revell has addressed the function and distribution of 1 in two studies (1981, 2016). He
attempts to capture the distribution in a single statement: “Where the conjunction joins two or
more words of the same grammatical class which function as a unit (i.e. as the equivalent of a
single word of that class), if the last member of the group is stressed on its first syllable, the
conjunction waw preceding it has gamets” (1981:76). However, he does recognise the
following two exceptions: a word (typically a verb) that forms a clause by itself, and a noun
that occurs within a longer list.

He defines 1 as a “terminal marker” that functions to delineate “a semantic or syntactic
unit and assumes a special pattern of vocalization ... due to the effect of the intonation
contour governing that unit” (Revell 2016:72). As long as a coordinated initial-accent word is
not followed by a modifier at the end of the phrase, waw takes a gamets over 95% of the time.
Revell (1981, 2016) suggests that the lengthened vowel has a relationship with pausal forms,
in fact being a lighter form of pause or termination. I believe that Revell’s interpretation needs

to be modified in light of recent studies on prosodic hierarchy.

92 Kgs 10:21; 21:16; cf. ﬂ55 T (Prov 30:32).
10 [sa 34:10; cf. 71T 5T (Ps 145:4),

11 Gen 1:6.
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4.3.2 Prosodic Hierarchy, Lengthened Forms, and End-Weight

Prosodic theory “organizes a given string of language into a series of hierarchically arranged
phonological constituents that in turn form the contexts within which phonological rules
apply” (Nespor and Vogel 2007:6). The following are the four most-relevant units of the
prosodic hierarchy, arranged from largest to smallest: Utterance (U), Intonational phrase (1),
Phonological phrase (¢), and Prosodic word (o) (Selkirk 2011). Prosody plays a mediating
role between syntax and phonology, especially with regard to the largest two units, the
Utterance and the Intonational phrase.

Dresher (1994) does much to advance the view that the Tiberian Hebrew (TH) system
of accents, the te’amim, corresponds to the prosodic hierarchy. He argues that the fe’amim
encode each domain of the prosodic hierarchy except for the Intonational phrase. In his view,
the te’amim do not systematically distinguish between the Intonational phrase and the
Phonological phrase; rather they present a hierarchy of disjunctive accents, which is governed
by the Law of the Continuous Dichotomy (LCD) (Dresher 1994:29; cf. Wickes 1887):

(20)  THE LAW OF THE CONTINUOUS DIiCHOTOMY (LCD):

Every verse is divided into two parts (dichotomy); each part is in turn divided
by a minor dichotomy. This process is repeated until the conditions for division
are no longer met.

A particularly difficult problem for any prosodic theory is to predict the distribution of
pausal forms. While the majority of pausal forms are assigned an etnahta or sillug accent,
they can be found with each of the disjunctive accents, and even with a conjunctive accent on
some occasions. DeCaen and Dresher (2020) maintain that pausal forms occur at the end of
Intonational phrases, and that the unpredictable distribution stems from there being no

Intonational phrase in the TH accent system. They admit that “a pausal form with a

conjunctive accent amounts to a contradiction,” but “such contradictions are by-products of
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the continuous dichotomy and the rules of simplification that transform disjunctive accents
into conjunctive ones” (2020:361).

Pitcher (2017, 2020) presents an alternative perspective on the te’amim. She argues
that the LCD is a fundamentally unsuitable system, because the te ‘amim are representations of
linguistic phenomena, not an artificial system devised by the Masoretes to divide the text into
“syntactic” units via pause.!2 Moreover, the LCD does not account for intonation, the most
salient feature of the fe’amim. Pitcher’s model (21b) is able to produce a full correspondence

to Selkirk’s (2011) standard prosodic hierarchy (21a) (Pitcher 2017:206):

(21a) Standard prosodic hierarchy (21b) Intonation-based prosodic hierarchy for TH

(Selkirk): (Pitcher):
Utterance (U) Biblical verse (U)
Intonational phrase (1) Terminal and Nonterminal (1)

» terminal (1) boundary is signaled by sillug
» nonterminal (1) boundaries are signaled etnahta and
adjacent fe ‘amim whose intervals are a fifth or greater

Phonological phrase (¢) Phonological phrase (¢)
» acohesive prosodic unit
Prosodic word (o) Prosodic word (o)

» any word bearing its own conjunctive or disjunctive ta ‘am

Unlike the prosodic model of Dresher (1994) and DeCaen and Dresher (2020), Pitcher (2017,
2020) maintains that etnahta and sillug do signal Intonational phrase boundaries.

By abandoning a strictly pausal interpretation of the te’amim, Pitcher (2017, 2020)
engages cross-linguistic data on lengthened prosodic forms at the Intonational-phrase and
Phonological-phrase boundaries to provide a solution for the misplaced “pausal forms.” She
argues that viewing these as lengthened forms provides a better explanation for why they
coincide at Phonological-phrase boundaries and even on a word within a Phonological phrase

that is marked with a conjunctive fa ‘am.

12 While Pitcher (2020) steadfastly rejects the notion that the te’amim generally encode pause, she does

make exceptions for etnahta and sillug which mean “coming to a rest” and “separation/cessation” respectively
(2020:115-116).
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In some recent phonological studies, it has been shown that lengthening is progressive,
affecting the stressed vowel and subsequent segments (Byrd 2000, White 2014). Lengthening
occurs in both read and spontaneous speech, and it is more prominent in phrase-final position
than in either phrase-initial or phrase-medial positions (Goésy and Krepsz 2018). It is
especially the presence of a pause that has an affect on final lengthening (Kachkovskaia et al.
2013), which can be explained by phonetics and pragmatics: “[Lengthening] could be a
strategy to compensate for the salience lost via decreased intensity at the ends of phrases and
it could be used to increase planning time for upcoming ideas to be articulated” (Rao
2010:79). Some languages show increased lengthening that correlates with shorter pauses
(Rao 2010, Kachkovskaia et al. 2013), while others show increased lengthening that correlates
with longer pauses (Byrd 2000).

This overview of the prosodic hierarchy and lengthened forms provides the backdrop
for relating the concept of end-weight to the distribution of waw + gamets. End-weight is a
broad phenomenon that describes the tendency of a heavier constituent to occur later in the
sentence. In a recent study on end-weight and coordination, Ryan (2019) observes that
conjuncts tend to be listed lightest to heaviest, all else being equal. It should be noted that
many semantic and pragmatic factors influence conjunct ordering, such as frequency,
animacy, proximity, gender, concreteness, and specificity. Nevertheless, one can isolate a
potential factor like gender (22), in which case prosodic end-weight (PEW) seems to be
decisive in ordering the conjuncts:

(22a) men and women

(22b) ladies and gentlemen
Ryan lists seven distinct properties of heavier constituents: “Longer vowels, lower vowels,

longer onsets, less sonorous onsets, longer codas, more sonorous codas, and more
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syllables” (2019:316). The fact that lower and longer vowels constitute heavier constituents
will be significant for relating PEW to waw with gamets.

Some have suggested that phrase-final lengthening provides an explanation for PEW,
but Ryan (2019:342-345) provides six arguments for why that cannot be the case. Two of
these are especially compelling. First, final lengthening cannot account for the syllable-count
effect, the tendency to place the item with more syllables in the final position (23).

(23a) kit and caboodle

(23b) trials and tribulations
Second, final lengthening cannot account for languages that exhibit prosodic beginning-
weight, languages that tend to be verb-final with left-oriented stress patterns (Ryan 2019:334—
336). Ryan’s proposal is that PEW reflects phrasal stress: “Prosodic weight is attracted to final
position in end-weight constructions because that is also the locus of greatest
stress” (2019:348). I agree with Pitcher (2017, 2020) that “pausal forms” are actually
lengthened forms, and I believe that waw with gamets is a manifestation of PEW,13 two

related but distinct phenomena. I will provide evidence for this viewpoint in the next section.

4.3.3 A Prosodic View of Waw with Qamets
In order to gather more data on pretonic waw, I expanded my corpus to include Joshua—2
King. I also incorporated examples initially cited by others. My hypothesis is that conjunction

waw takes a gamets as a reflex of PEW that is attracted to a pretonic stress position at a

prosodic break (24).

13 Revell (2016:77) offers an alternative proposal: the gamets “provides the unstressed vowel between
two main-stress vowels.” Yet, as he admits, the syllable preceding a waw with gamets is unstressed 33/180 cases
in the Torah, so he has to appeal to a case of extended usage. And even with this sizable exception, he offers no
explanation for why waw specifically takes the vowel gamets. The choice of gamets is best explained as PEW,
because longer and lower vowels pattern as heavier constituents. Moreover, the explanation of PEW leaves no
exceptions behind.
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(24) 9ROV DIRT (Gen 18:27)
wa-'anoki ‘apar wa- éper
and-I.NOM dust and-ashes
“And I am dust and ashes.”
In (24), 99K occurs at a prosodic break as the last word of the Utterance. Of the coordinated
nouns, JAY is actually heavier than 78R, since low vowels are considered heavier than mid
or high vowels (e.g. tit for tat). However, because IOR has pretonic stress, it can take 1 when
coordinated in final position. Thus, the constituent J9K] has three full vowels and is thus
heavier than the other ordered possibility that would render 79D1.14
In the following subsections, I will first show the distribution of 1 and describe the

various syntactic structures in which it occurs (§4.3.3.1). Then I will give a prosodic analysis

of how 1 occurs at the phrase level (§4.3.3.2) and at the clause level (§4.3.3.3).15

4.3.3.1 The Syntax of Waw with Qamets

A prosodic break can occur after any coordinated pair of constituents. Hence, 1 can coordinate
any syntactic pair of constituents at the phrase level, provided the second constituent has
pretonic stress: nouns (24) (see above), adjectives (25), participles (26), prepositional phrases
(27), complementisers (28), adverbs (29), and infinitives (30).

(25) 21T NPN (Gen 18:7)
wayyigqah ben bagar rak  wa-tob
take.WCIPFV.3MS son.GEN cattle tender and-good
And he took a tender and good calf.

(26) PRI TN YITI (Gen4:14)
wahayiti na“ wa-nad ba-’ares
be.WCPFV.1CS wander.PTCP.MS and-tremble.PTCP.MS in.ART-earth
“And I will be one who wanders and trembles on the earth.”

14 Tt is perhaps for this reason that these nouns are always ordered “dust and ashes” (Gen 18:27; Job
30:19; 42:6).

15 The broad aim in these sub-sections of analysing the intersection of syntax and prosody should be

viewed as similar to that of Naudé and Miller-Naudé¢ (2017:234), who argued that “the tripartite verbless clauses
and left dislocated verbless clauses are structurally distinct, both syntactically and prosodically.”
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(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

721 M NI27°2 (Num 21:7)

ki dibbarnii b-yhwh wa-bak

because speak.PFV.1CcP in-YHWH and-in.2MS

“because we have spoken against YHWH and against you.”

:0977 M (Exod 10:8)
mi  wa-mi  ha-holokim

who and-who ART-walk.PTCP.MP
“Who exactly are the ones going?”

NN N91aM (Exod 2:12)
wayyipen k6  wa-ko
turn.WCIPFV.3MS here and-here
And he turned this way and that way.

2w 7150 PIR0 Sun oRD YN (Gen 8:3)

wayyasubii ham-mayim me-‘al  ha-'ares halok wa-sob
return. WCIPFV.3MP ART-water from-on ART-earth walk.INF and-return.INF
And the waters returned from upon the earth more and more.

Waw can even take a gamets when it operates at the clause level to coordinate

imperatives (31), wegatal verbs (32), and verbless clauses (33).

(1)

(32)

(33)

151 np '[DWN nan nhm (Gen 12:19)

wa-‘atta hinné ’isto-ka  qah wa-léek

and-now behold wife-2MS take.IMP.2MS and-walk.IMP.2MS
“And now, here is your wife—take and go!”

2171 987 DM POROR DI1  (Deut 4:42)

Wondas ‘el ‘ahat min  he-‘arim ha-’él wahay

flee. WCPFV.3MS to one from ART-cities ART-these live.WCPFV.3MS
“And he shall flee to one of these cities and live.”

iP1v by oARIN MDD D (Eccl 2:23)

ki kol yamay-w mak obim wa-ka‘as ‘inyan-o
because all.GEN days-3MS pains and-vexation business-3MS
“Because all his days are pains, and vexation is his business.”

The 3ms wegatal form of “live” can take the default schwa "1 in non-pausal position (e.g. 2

Sam 12:22), so the gamets in (32) is noteworthy and will be explained in §4.3.3.3. Of these

three examples, (33) is the most intriguing, because it almost looks like a coordinate NP

(o}om) D’:R:)I_D “pains and vexation.” Even reading iJ:;;J DY by itself as a construct chain is
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possible: “the vexation of his business” (i.e. “his vexing preoccupation”), but waw never takes
a gamets before a construct noun (cf. Revell 1981). Instead, the parallel NPs with a 3ms
pronominal suffix, 1" and 1373V, are best understood as nominal subjects of paired verbless
clauses. Moreover, the chiastic order of constituents is characteristic of poetic parallelism.
Contrary to what Revell (1981, 2016) has assumed, the constituents joined by 1 do not
need to be of the same syntactic category. The following examples show a coordinated PP and
an adverb (34) and an adverb with a noun (35), exhibiting asymmetric coordination.!®
(34)  ARYM ITYY "apn DR DM KD D (Num 32:19)
ki [0 ninhal ‘itt-am  me-‘éber lay-yarden  wa-hala’a
because not inherit.IPFV.1CP with-3MP from-side to.ART-Jordan and-beyond
“For we will not inherit with them from the other side of the Jordan and
beyond.”
(35) O npaY NP9 ont 1Avn  (Lev 8:35)
tesobu yomam wa-layla $ib ‘at yamim
sit.IPFV.2MP by.day and-night seven.GEN days
“You shall sit daily and (at) night!7 for seven days.”
The data here are consistent with Zhang’s (2010) Relativized Parallelism Requirement (RPR),
which was advanced in §3.3.1. Both examples show resemblance in semantic type: location in
(34) and time in (35).18
Conjunction waw with gamets also occurs in cases of ellipsis. This is particularly

apparent when the clause is made up of one constituent, whether the positive existential

particle W (36), the negative existential particle "R (37), or a finite-verb negator N51 (38).

16 Other likely examples of asymmetric coordination marked by 1 include the following: Lev 22:27;
Num 9:21; 15:23; 35:4; Josh 15:46; 1 Sam 10:3; 14:19; 18:9; 20:22, 37; 2 Sam 15:12; 1 Kgs 10:7.

17 While I have labeled 'l’?"? as a bare noun, the unaccented gamets heh on this word could indicate a
locative ending, in which case it could be analysed as an adverb and (35) would not be an instance of asymmetric

coordination. I thank one of the anonymous examiners for pointing out the uncertainty of this example.

18 This paragraph is by no means a full discussion of asymmetric coordination. For more on phrasal
coordination of different syntactic categories in BH, see §5.3 and §6.2.1.
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(36) W W I RN 7237700 5137 WK W 7237708 U oK N
TTOR 73N (2 Kgs 10:15)

wayyo 'mer ‘el-ayw ha-yes ‘et lababa-ka yasar ka’aser labab-i
say.WCIPFV.3MS to-3ms Q-POSEX ACC heart-2MS upright just.as heart-1CS
im lobabe-ka wayyo 'mer vahonadab yes wa-yeés

with heart-2MS say.WCIPFV.3MS Jehonadab POSEX and-POSEX

tond ‘et yade-ka

give.IMP.2MS ACC hand-2MS
(Jehu) said to him, “Is your heart upright just as my heart is with your heart?”
Jehonadab said, “It is.” “And (if) it is, give me your hand.”

(37 TRIDOLYTPINI NN (1 Sam 9:4)
wayya ‘abri ba-eres Sa‘alim wa-"ayin
pass.WCIPFV.3MP in-land.GEN Shaalim and-NEGEX
They passed through the land of Shaalim, and there was none (i.e. no donkeys).

(38) MR TiIAR 1R RITTY &9 DIOWAR N (2 Sam 13:26)

wayyo ‘mer ‘absalom wa-lo°  yélek nda’  itta-ni  amnon
say.WCIPFV.3MS Absalom and-not walk.JUSS.3MS please with-1CP Amnon
‘ah-1

brother-1CS
Absalom said, “And (if) not, please let Amnon my brother come with us.”

What is striking about (38) is not only that 1 occurs at the clause level, but also that it
functions as a discourse marker by introducing direct speech. The previous context is that
David has just refused Absalom’s request that he and his servants go with Absalom to sheer
some sheep (2 Sam 13:23-25). Miller’s (1999:179) analysis of the coordinator’s function in
this verse is apropos and worth quoting in full:
In this instance, then, waw as a discourse marker operates on three levels: (1) to
introduce the protasis of a conditional sentence, (2) to index a dispreferred response by
reiterating a request which has already been strongly refused, and (3) to connect the

present request to the initial request. The first function is syntactic; the latter two
pragmatic.
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Like (38), example (36) also contains an unmarked conditional clause, and the waw also
operates as a discourse marker to indicate a dispreferred response.1?

The final syntactic construction to address is often called “split coordination,” when it
appears that one of the conjuncts has moved and is now separated from the other conjunct by
another constituent. Example (39) is one such instance where it seems that the second
conjunct has moved rightward, and a vocative now separates two nouns.

(39) T5D1 N2 AINTARTRYY (Prov 24:21)

yora’ ‘et yhwh  boni wa-melek

fear.iMP.2MS AcC YHWH son-1MS and-king

“Fear YHWH, my son, [and a king; fear ___imysen].”
However, I believe the most natural way to read (39) is as an example of stripping, which
requires the coordination of two clauses, or at least vPs (cf. §5.3.3). To establish this
interpretation, we need to consider the function of the vocative.

Miller (2010a, 2010b, 2014) has done remarkable work in analysing the syntax of
vocatives. She notes that in prose, the vocative rarely occurs in clause-medial positions, since
it “has an intonational contour that sets it off from the speech that surrounds it” (Miller
2010b:362). She summarises how this fact relates to poetic lineation: “Since the vocative
most commonly occurred at a clause boundary, the poets used the vocative as an additional

cue for the delimitation of poetic lines, especially in cases involving ellipsis” (2010b:364). It

is unlikely that T5D1 comprises a poetic line in (39), but Miller (2003a:263, n. 30) states, “A

19 Jehu must be the one who says W’1 in 2 Kgs 10:15, based on the larger context. The Greek translators
understood this to be the case, because there is a speech frame (“and Jehu said”) in the LXX. Moreover, the
Masoretic scribes seem to have understood this to be the case, because there is a disjunctive accent, febir,
between the two instances of W?. If Jehonadab was himself uttering W W”, I would expect the two to be joined
by a conjunctive accent, as is the case with other identical initial- accent nouns that are coordinated: D1’1 D1’
(Esth 3:4), 7381 128 (Deut 25:13), 291 25 (1 Chron 12:34), 7917 (Esth 8:11), 9177 (Deut 32:7), WY
1;_:@1 (1 Chron 26:13), and W’tﬁ] W’{l (Esth 1:8). In her article on waw marking ‘the beginning of a direct
quotation, Miller (1999:171-172) excludes 2 Kgs 10:15 from her study because it is missing a quotative frame
(cf. Josh 24:23; 1 Sam 9:27), but she does note that it fits the pattern of marking dispreferred speech in a
dialogical exchange. While the dispreffered response may not be immediately obvious, Jehu is calling on
Jehonadab to act on his professed loyalty, and allows him as a reward to live, unlike those before (2 Kgs 10:14)
and after the encounter (10:17).
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poetic line may, or may not, be coterminous with a clausal conjunct. Ellipsis, however, is
sensitive to the syntax of the clause and not to the clausal line.” Thus, while the vocative in
(39) is not a cue for a line break, it is likely an indication that ellipsis has occurred, putting the
remnant king in contrastive Focus with an additive interpretation (cf. §5.3.3). The son should
not only fear the sovereign deity but also the king. This has the effect of making a surprising
connection in two calls to fear, but also a distinction in the fear due each party.

We have already seen a vast array of syntactic phenomena connected to the
coordinator allophone 1. It can join together any initial-accent constituents of any syntactic
category, not only at the phrase level, but also at the clause level. Moreover, the constituents
do not need to be of the same syntactic category in every instance, and the coordinated
constituent can be the remnant of various types of ellipsis. Nevertheless, syntax is not
determinative regarding the distribution of 1. It is a prosodic phenomenon that varies slightly

at the phrasal and clausal levels, which we will address in the following sections.

4.3.3.2 Waw with Qamets at the Phrase Level

Pretonic waw takes gamets at the phrase level at the end of a prosodic unit. The most
conspicuous place for such a prosodic break is, not surprisingly, at the end of the phrase. This
explains why waw takes the default schwa before the medial conjunct DT but a gamets before

the final conjunct N2’ in (40).20

20 Surprisingly, Revell understands ] to have a pragmatic function, indicating the significance of a
conjunct in context. He comments on Gen 9:18, and says that the waw does not take a gamets before Ham
because “there is no need to single Ham out among the three sons of Noah” (2016:76, n. 13). But this is not a
good contextual reading, because in the next clause the narrator indicates that Ham was the father of Canaan.
And just a few verses later, Noah blames Ham for what happened in the tent (9:20-22, 24), and curses his son
Canaan as a result (9:25-27).Moreover, it is untenable to hold that ] has a pragmatic function, since it only
occurs before initial-accent words. There would be no comparable way for a narrator to indicate the significance
of a final-accent word in the context.
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(40) NI DOMDOY  (Gen9:18)
sem  wa-ham wa-yapet
Shem and-Ham and-Japheth
Shem and Ham and Japheth.
In fact, if an initial-accent, final conjunct at the phrase level is not followed by a modifier, the
waw takes a gamets 97.8% of the time,2! with only three exceptions as in (41).22
(41) DIV MM DR MM (Exod 24:14)
wa-hinné  ‘aharon wa-hur ‘imma-kem
and-behold Aaron and-Hur with-2MP
“Behold, Aaron and Hur are with you.”
As Revell (1981) points out, the exception of (41) may be due in part to the fact that the
stressed vowel following conjunction waw is shureq.?
Waw takes a gamets almost invariably before an initial-accent, phrase-final conjunct.
When the last conjunct is followed by a modifier, it is no longer in phrase-final position.
Nevertheless, a clear pattern emerges, one Revell (1981:79) recognised long ago: “It may be
generally true to say that where gamets is used, the following modifier modifies the group of
nouns as a whole, but that where gamets is not used, it modifies the last word in the group.” In

fact, if anything, Revell downplays the consistency of this pattern, which holds true for

several different kinds of modifiers.

21 There are 135 such instances in Genesis—2 Kings: Gen 1:2; 2:9, 17; 3:5, 22; 4:12; 8:3, 22; 9:18, 23;
10:1, 23; 13:14; 14:18, 19, 22; 18:7, 27; 19:24; 28:14; 31:44; 37:25; 41:11; 46:12, 21, 26; 49:25; Exod 2:12;
15:16, 18; 25:10[x3], 17[2x], 23, 33[2x]; 30:14; 34:19; 37:1[x3], 6[2x], 10, 19[2x]; 38:26; Lev 7:23; 22:27; 27:7,
Num 1:3, 18, 20, 22, 24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 34, 36, 38, 40, 42, 45; 3:15, 22, 28, 34, 39, 40, 43, 50, 8:24; 14:18, 29;
16:14; 21:7; 22:40; 23:2, 4, 14, 30; 26:2, 4, 62; 32:11, 19; 35:4; Deut 1:39; 9:2; 14:5; 24:6; 25:15[2x]; 26:5;
28:36, 64; 29:22; Josh 15:29, 32, 46; 18:24; 19:3, 20; Judg 1:36; 19:19; 1 Sam 2:26; 9:2[x2]; 10:23; 14:19;
15:12; 16:13; 17:4; 24:12; 1 Kgs 5:12; 7:11, 31; 8:29, 59; 10:7; 16:10; 18:4, 5, 13; 20:1; 21:10, 13; 2 Kgs 3:21;
5:17; 6:15; 19:18.

22 The other two examples are 1 Sam 22:13; 1 Kgs 18:45.

23 For example, while the waw exceptionally takes a schwa when the stressed vowel is a shureq in Exod
24:14 and 1 Kgs 18:45, the other exception is with a seghol (1 Sam 22:13). Also, in my corpus, waw does take a
qgamets once before a stressed-vowel shureq (Gen 41:11). Nevertheless, it would not surprising within a prosodic
framework, which is the interface between phonology and syntax, that shureq could play a role in repelling the
PEW of gamets. After all, gamets is a low vowel and shureq is a high vowel, and conjunction waw does have a
preference for vowel assimilation (cf. §4.2).
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The most common modifier in my data set is the appositive. When the appositive

modifies the full coordinate complex, the waw on the last conjunct takes a gamets (42). When,

however, the appositive modifies the last conjunct only, the waw takes a schwa (43).

(42)

(43)

ni™ana omowl  (Gen 7:13)

wa-Sém  wa-ham wd-yepet  boné noah
and-Shem and-Ham and-Japheth sons.GEN Noah
Shem and Ham and Japheth, the sons of Noah.

DRNR M1 Y3 W MY A (Gen 46:17)

yimnd wa-yiswa  wa-yiswi u-bori'd  wa-Serah ‘ahot-am
Yimnah and-Ishvah and-Ishvi and-Beriah and-Serah sister-3MpP
Yimnah and Ishvah and Ishvi and Beriah, and Serah their sister.

The minimal pair below relates to specification of a person’s age. When the conjoined

numerals are modified by MW, conjunction waw takes a gamets (44). When, however, MW

modifies each numeral, waw takes a schwa (45).24

(44)

(45)

AW UM DUWRTT3 D3RT  (Gen 17:24)
wa-"abraham ben tis tm wa-tesa‘ sand

and-Abraham son-GEN ninety and-nine year

Lit.: Abraham (was) a son of 90 and 9 year (i.e. 99 years old).

DU YWM MY PYRTE D3R M (Gen 17:1)

wayhi ‘abram ben tis im Sand wo-tésa‘ Sanim
be.WCIPFV.3MS Abram son-GEN ninety year and-nine years
Lit.: Abram was a son of 90 year and 9 years (i.e. 99 years old).

When an appositive modifies the entire coordinate complex ([42] and [44]), a pretonic waw

that attaches to the final conjunct always takes a gamets, and this pattern is invariable.25

24 Interestingly, only Genesis uses the construction of repeating the noun TIJW in specifying a person’s
age (Gen 16:16; 17:1; 23:1; 25:17).

25 There are seventeen other instances where the appositive modifies the whole coordinate complex, so
waw takes a gamets (Gen 50:22, 26; Lev 9:3; 27:32; Deut 20:1; Josh 24:29; 2 Sam 21:20; 1 Kgs 10:14; 16:8, 15;
2 Kgs 13:10; 14:2; 15:1, 13, 17; 18:2; 25:27). In addition, there are nine other instances where the appositive
modifies the last conjunct only, so waw takes a schwa (Gen 16:16; 23:1; 25:17; Deut 29:6; 1 Sam 25:2; 1 Kgs
4:19; 8:63; 2 Kgs 5:5; 16:5).
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This same pattern holds for other modifiers: adjectives (46),2¢ relative clauses (47),27

and prepositional phrases (47).28 A pretonic waw on the final conjunct takes a gamets before a

wide-scope modifier (which modifies the whole coordinate phrase) (a) and a schwa before a

narrow-scope modifier (which modifies one conjunct only) (b).29

(46a)

(46b)

(47a)

(47b)

PTRNT17 227N 001 (Josh 11:4)
Wa-SUS wa-rekeb rab mo’od
and-horse and-chariot(s) many very
and very many horses and chariots.

722 M 2071 0'0I0 ARYNOWN (2 Kgs 6:14)

wayyislah samm-a  susim wo-rekeb wa-hayil kabéd
send.WCIPFV.3MS there-LOC horses and-chariot(s) and-army heavy
There he sent horses and chariots and a great army.

DA 2 e R Ay 2w iR M hamNS (Deut 17:1)

lo°  tizbah [-yhwh ‘elohé-ka sor wa-sé ‘aser
NEG sacrifice.IPFV.2MS to-YHWH God.2MS ox and-lamb that
yihyé b-0 mim

be.IPFV.3MS in-3MS blemish
“You shall not sacrifice to YHWH your God an ox or a lamb that has a
blemish.”

TR W 901 TR 17Iw innR 1730 797 nWR TAnnKY
(Exod 20:17)

6" tahmod ‘eset re ‘e-ka wa- ‘abd-0 wa-"amat-o6
NEG desire.IPFV.2MS wife.GEN neighbor-2MS and-slave-3MS and-maid-3MS
Wa-S0r-0 wa-hamor-6 wa-kol ‘aser [o-ré ‘e-ka

and-ox-3MS and-donkey-3MS and-all.GEN that to-neighbor-2Ms
“You shall not desire the wife of your neighbor, or his male or female slave, or
his ox or donkey, or anything that belongs to your neighbor.”

26 There are two other instances where the appositive modifies the whole coordinate complex, so the
waw takes a gamets (Lev 22:23; Deut 25:13). In addition, there are seven other instances where the appositive
modifies the last conjunct only, so the waw takes a schwa (Lev 14:10; Josh 17:14; 2 Sam 12:30; 1 Kgs 6:25;

10:2, 10, 11).

27 1 did not note any other instances in my data where a relative clause modified an initial-accent, final

conjunct.

28 There are eight other instances where the appositive modifies the whole coordinate complex, so the
waw takes a gamets (Gen 4:14; Lev 9:4; Num 15:23; Deut 2:10; 9:14; Judg 5:8; 1 Sam 22:19; 2 Kgs 6:22). In
addition, there are two other instances where the appositive modifies the last conjunct only, so the waw takes a
schwa (Gen 30:33; 1 Sam 13:5).

29 This distinction in scope also explains the contrasts on the previous page, as (42) and (44) have wide-
scope modifiers, and (43) and (45) have narrow-scope modifiers.
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(48a) DRI DN AN I3 0P (Deut2:21)
‘am  gadol wa-rab  wa-ram ka- ‘anagim
people great and-many and-high.PTCP.MS like.ART-Anakim
“a people great and many and tall as the Anakim.”
(48b) S2RNY 2101 IXINT TAMI PROD  (Gen 2:9)
kol ‘es  nehmad lo-mar’é wa-tob  lo-ma’akal
all.GEN tree desirable.PTCP.MS to-appearance and-good to-food
every tree desirable for sight and good for food.
This pattern of modifier scope and waw-vocalisation proves useful for interpreting an
ambiguous example in (49). If the PP modifier “in Israel” modifies both “city and mother,”
this would be the only exception in my corpus where pretonic waw does not take a gamets
before a wide-scope modifier. Thus, it is better to understand “mother in Israel” as a
constituent phrase.3°
(49)  HR73 bR P MANY Ypan AR (2 Sam 20:19)
‘attd mabaqqges  la-hamit ‘ir wa-'ém ba-yisra’el
you.NOM.MS seek.PTCP.MS to-kill.INF city and-mother in-Israel
“You are seeking to kill a city and a mother in Israel.”
Moreover, DR as a phrase-final conjunct is joined by 1 elsewhere (Ezek 22:7; Esth 2:7), so it
is not clear why waw would not take a gamets in (49), if in fact the PP '7&'\122’: is a wide-
scope modifier.
A prosodic break does not only exist at the end of a phrase or before a wide-scope

modifier, it can also occur in the middle of a longer phrase. Since 1 is a reflex of PEW, it is

natural that we find this form at phrase-medial prosodic breaks. One of these consistent

30 There are at least two interpretations of what “mother” means here. It could either refer to the woman
who is speaking (Bergen 1996), or it could form a hendiadys with the first noun to refer to Abel as an important
city worth the same veneration as a mother (Smith 1899). While not decisive, understanding the PP as a narrow-
scope modifier probably favours the first interpretation, because the conjuncts of a hendiadys would not be well-
balanced with a bare noun 'Y followed by a noun with PP modifier z?NjW’: OR. Contextual factors are
indecisive. On the one hand, the woman claims to be one of the faithful of Israel (2 Sam 20:18), so it makes
sense for her to refer to herself as “a mother in Israel.” Nevertheless, Abel is an Israelite city (20:14, 20), and the
woman goes on to declare that for Joab to continue besieging the city would be to “devour the inheritance of
YHWH?” (20:19), so the hendiadys view does have some merit.
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patterns is that J often occurs before null coordination, as in the following lists of goods (50)
and numerals (51).3!

(50) :D7DM DBP) DAY 902 3T IR WD IR IXIID (1 Kes 10:22)
tabo’ ‘ont tarsis nosa’et zahab wa-kesep
come.IPFV.3FS ship.GEN Tarshish carry-PTCP.FS gold and-silver
Senhabbim wa-qopim wa-tukkiyyim

ivory and-apes and-peacocks
A ship from Tarshish would come carrying gold and silver, @ ivory and apes
and peacocks.

(51) :DWHWI NiRD YAW 4981 998 NIRDTWY  (Num 26:51)
ses me’ ot ‘elep wa- alep Soba ‘ me’ ot u-Sa2losim
six.GEN hundred thousand and-thousand seven.GEN hundreds and-thirty
six hundred and one thousand @ seven hundred and thirty.

Similarly in (13), copied below, 1 marks the second conjunct of each pair of antonyms,
provided the conjunct is an initial-accent word, thus aligning with sub-constituency breaks.
(13) AP oM M PRI oM I PRIV (Gen 8:22)

zera“ wa-qasir ~ wa-qor ~ wda-hom wa-qayis wa-horep

seed and-harvest and-cold and-heat and-summer and-winter

wa-yom wa-layla

and-day and-night

“seed and harvest, cold and heat, summer and winter, day and night”
It is natural to find a prosodic break between semantic pairs, so it is not surprising that ] as a
reflex of PEW should be found in these environments.32

There are a couple of other mid-phrasal patterns with 1 that may not at first clearly

align with natural prosodic breaks, but even these fit within the prosodic view advanced here.

The first pattern is that waw variably takes a gamets before the second of three conjuncts. But

31 This accords perfectly with the view that overt-and-null coordination marks sub-constituency
(§6.3.1). Other examples of J occurring before null coordination include Gen 36:13; 43:11; 46:21; Deut 29:16.

32 Other clear example of semantic pairs include Gen 7:13; 28:14; Exod 35:22. The motivating factor
for ] in the middle of a genealogical list is not as clear, but prosodic breaks must occur in the middle of any
lengthy list, which is probably the motivation for gamets in the following mid-phrasal genealogy examples: Gen
25:4; 46:21; Exod 6:21; Josh 15:24, 55; 19:7, 25. However, one also finds that mid-phrase, pre-tonic waw also
takes a schwa when it attaches to a name that has a conjunctive or disjunctive accent (Gen 10:2, 6, 10, 22, 23;
36:21; 46:10, 13, 24; Exod 6:15; Josh 15:21, 32; 19:2; 2 Sam 5:15). It is impossible to test the theory as it
pertains to genealogical lists, because almost all of the names are otherwise unknown, so we have no way to
know why certain sub-sets of names could naturally be prosodically joined together.
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since coordination is a binary, hierarchical structure, the second conjunct must form a sub-
constituent with, and thus be prosodically joined to, either the first (52) or third conjunct (53).
(52) [[Conjunct; &Conjunctz] &Conjuncts]
(53) [Conjunct; [&Conjunct, &Conjuncts]]
Thus, the prosodic pattern of (52) predicts that the penultimate conjunct would prefer a
gamets (54),33 and the pattern of (53) predicts that it should prefer a schwa (55):34

(54) 0D 0K 0N ADK M 387 R TOTTU INK NP7 YD TN

(Num 16:16)

wayyo ‘mer mosé ‘el qorah ‘attd wa-kol
say.WCIPFV.3MS Moses to Korah you-NOM.MS and-all.GEN
‘adato-ka héyi lipné yhwh ‘atta wa-héem

congregation-2MS be.IMP.2MP before YHWH you-NOM.MS and-they-NOM.M
wa-"aharon mahar

and-Aaron tomorrow

Moses said to Korah, “As for you and all the congregation, be before YHWH
—ryou and they and Aaron—tomorrow.”

(55)  NNOW) TR IRY AM W 9 (Gen 32:6)
wayhi -1 sor wa-hamor so'n wa-'‘ebed wa-Siphd
be.WCIPFV.3MS to-1CS ox and-donkey flock and-slave and-maid
“I have oxen and donkeys, flocks and male and female servants.”
In (54), Moses has already addressed Korah and his company before the imperative. Thus,
when he explicates the null pro, he summarises by saying “you and they” before he adds the
third conjunct “Aaron,” following the pattern of (52). Regarding (55), however, the final two

conjuncts, “male and female servants,” form a pair to the exclusion of “flocks,” which follows

the pattern of (53).

33 A similar explanation can be given with gamets in the construction [[gold and silver] and bronze]
(Exod 25:3; 35:5; 1 Chron 18:10), since [gold and silver] is often found as a pair with gamets (1 Kgs 10:22; Ezek
16:13; 28:4; Has 2:19; Zech 14:14; Ps 119:72; Esth 1:6; 1 Chron 29:3; 2 Chron 9:14, 21; 24:14). Like example
(54), when the second of three conjuncts produces a gamets, it is almost invariably marked by a disjunctive
accent (Gen 1:24; Exod 6:21; 25:3; 34:7; 35:5; Num 4:3, 23, 30, 35, 39, 43, 47; 16:16; Josh 6:21; 15:24, 42; Judg
6:4) The only exception is Gen 45:23.

34 Unlike the patterning of gamets, there is no dominant pattern of schwa aligning with the accent on the
second of three conjuncts. A third of the time the schwa naturally aligns with a conjunctive accent (Gen 9:18;
30:37; 32:6). Elsewhere, it aligns with a disjunctive, and the schwa seems to result from avoiding a clash with
the gamets before the third conjunct (Lev 7:23; Deut 2:10, 21). In the last pattern, schwa aligns with a
disjunctive with no discernible reason why gamets is not used (Exod 28:20; Josh 15:21; 19:2).
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The other mid-phrasal pattern is a marked prosodic structure. Conjunction waw takes a
gamets on multiple conjuncts in a row, which is very rare, producing a staccato effect.35

(56) P IRTRI N3N NIDY DY ARKRTIWR DIpRTTTA AR (Gen 13:14)

T :

u-ra’é min  ham-mdqom ‘dser attd sam sapon-d
and-see.IMP.2MS from ART-place  that you.NOM.MS there north-LOC
wa-negb-a wa-qédom-a wa-yamm-d

and-south-LOC and-east-LOC and-sea-LOC

“Look from the place where you are towards the north and towards the south

and towards the east and towards the west.”

(57) MmNy n'vxm 13IR) D ﬂ‘ﬁ.‘lj 21 (Gen 46:12)

u-boné yohiidd ‘ér wa-'onan wa-sela wa-peres wa-zarah

and-sons.GEN Judah Er and-Onan and-Shelah and-Perez and-Zerah

The sons of Judah were Er and Onan and Shelah and Perez and Zerah.
Although I do not hold to a semantic-pragmatic interpretation of 1, it may be that the marked
prosodic structure of repeating 1 within the phrase in (57) does have a pragmatic effect of
highlighting Perez, who would carry the genealogy unto David (cf. Ruth 4:18-22). Similarly,

while the adverbs in (56) may be derived from clausal ellipsis,?® the staccato effect

emphasises the expansive nature of the land promised to Abraham.

4.3.3.3 Waw with Qamets at the Clause Level

A clause-level, pretonic waw also takes gamets at the end of a prosodic unit. The most
conspicuous place for a prosodic break at the clause level is, not surprisingly, at the end of a
clause. What is actually surprising, then, is that waw takes a gamets in this syntactic position
only 69% of the time. But clausal ] is not in free distribution; instead, these distributional facts

demonstrate that it is prosody, not strictly syntax, that determines the distribution of 1. First,

35 Revell (2016:76) provides three other instances: Isa 24:17; Jer 48:43; Ezek 2:10. He also seems to
have a similar view concerning the effect in (56): the repetition “presumably indicates that each word was
pronounced separately.”

36 One can look in only one cardinal direction at a time, so the semantics of this verb with the repeated
adverbs require four distinct actions and, thus, four clauses. Clausal ellipsis also seems to occur when relating a
vision where “a ram is goring to the west and to the north and to the east” (Dan 8:4). A ram can gore in only one
cardinal direction at a time, thus requiring three actions corresponding to the three adverbs.
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we will consider pre-tonic waw on a clause-final constituent, then non-clause-final
imperatives, and then non-clause-final wegatal verbs.
The distribution of pre-tonic waw at the end of a clause is very predictable. If it occurs
at an Intonational-phrase boundary (marked by etnahta or sillug), as in (31), it occurs as 1.37
31 '['71 NP IRWUR N0 nnm (Gen 12:19)
wa-‘atta hinné ’iSto-ka  qah wa-lek
and-now behold wife-2MS take.IMP.2MS and-walk.IMP.2MS
“And now, here is your wife—take and go!”
All other clause-level instances of ] occur at the end of a prosodic unit,? while 1 occurs at the
beginning of a prosodic unit, even when it occurs on a clause-final constituent.3?
There is one environment where a pretonic waw on a clause-final constituent variably
takes gamets. This variation occurs with a coordinated imperative before a ground clause. The

waw in (58) takes a gamets, while the waw in (59) takes a schwa.

(58) 79 DiYW3 nRAY 13EnR N3N FR (0N N30 iy BR HHKDR
(1 Sam 20:21)

‘im amor omar lan-na‘ar hinné ha-hissim  mimmo-ka
if say.INF say.IPFV.1CS to.ART-lad behold ART-arrows from-2MS
wa-hennd qahe-nnii wa-bo’a ki salom lo-ka

and-hither take.IMP.2MS-3MS and-come.IMP.2MS because peace to-2MS
“If I should say to the lad, ‘Behold, the arrows are on this side of you,’ take it40
and come, because it is safe for you.”

371 found 38 such examples in my corpus: Gen 12:19; 19:19; 24:51; 42:33; 44:9, 22, 31; 49:23; Exod
1:16; 9:19; 12:32; 21:28, 35; 22:1; 28:43; 33:20; Num 4:15, 20; 21:8, 9; Deut 4:42; 5:24, 25; 13:11; 17:5; 19:4,
5[2x], 11, 12; Judg 9:29; 1 Sam 29:10; 2 Sam 11:15; 1 Kgs 1:52; 17:12; 2 Kgs 4:24; 7:4[2x].

38 These include a wegatal as the result of a previous clause (Exod 21:12; Deut 21:21; 22:21, 24; 1 Sam
12:2; 26:10), the remnant of ellipsis (1 Sam 9:4; 2 Kgs 10:15), and the last imperative in a list (2 Kgs 4:29).

39 These constructions include the first of two contiguous imperatives (Gen 19:34; 27:13, 43; Exod
17:9; Josh 5:2; 8:1; 1 Sam 9:3; 2 Sam 2 Sam 12:16; 14:21; 1 Kgs 20:22), the first of two contiguous wegatal
verbs (Josh 24:20; 1 Kgs 1:35; 8:42, 47; 17:12; 19:15; 2 Kgs 4:4), a weqatal verb before an alternative (Exod
22:9; 2 Kgs 9:3), and an imperative before a purpose clause (Judg 19:6; 1 Sam 16:1; 1 Kgs 18:44).

40 The te 'amim suggest both imperatives address David, which makes the syntax of v. 21 match that of
v. 22, where Jonathan begins addressing David with an asyndetic imperative. Also, the use of gamets on the
second imperative suggests this translation, because waw regularly takes gamets when conjoining contiguous
imperatives addressed to the same person: Gen 12:19; 24:51; 42:33; Exod 12:32; 32:27; Judg 9:29; 1 Kgs 18:44;
2 Kgs 4:24; Isa 8:9; 12:6; 29:9; 45:20; Jer 47:6; Ezek 39:17; Joel 4:11; Mic 1:16; 4:10, 13; Zeph 2:1; Prov 3:28.
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(59) :PIRDOD ORWHE WWETD NI IO (1 Sam 23:27)
mahard wa-leka ki pasati ‘al ha-"ares
hurry.1MP.2MS and-walk.IMP.2MS because stretch.out-PFV.3CP on ART-land
“Hurry and go, because the Philistines have stretched out upon the land.”
It is hard to say anything meaningful about the variable use of gamets in this environment,
because these are the only two examples. It may be, though, that (59) is not an exception, and
that the schwa is a result of the first imperative functioning adverbially with the second
imperative being the true verb.4!
Clause-level waw can also take gamets when it does not coordinate a clause-final
constituent. There is variation, but again the variation is predictable and determined by
prosody. When coordinated, contiguous imperatives form a pair of synonyms or antonyms—
thus forming a prosodic unit—the second imperative is coordinated with 1 (60)*2; however, if
the imperatives form a sequence, the second imperative is coordinated with 1 (61).43
(60)  NinPa YWY wwn 1 2w (Exod 32:27)
ibri wa-subii mis-Sa ‘ar la-Sa ‘ar bam-mahané
pass.IMP.2MP and-return.IMP.2MP from-gate to-gate in.ART-camp
“Pass over and return, from gate to gate, within the camp.”

(61) ATNRIADI MY (Josh 6:7)
‘ibri wa-sobbii et ha-ir

pass.IMP.2MP and-go.around.IMP.2MP ACC ART-city
“Pass over and go around the city.”

>

41 When “hurry” occurs as the first of two contiguous imperatives elsewhere, there is usually no waw
that conjoins them (Gen 19:22; Judg 9:48; Pss 69:18; 102:3; 143:7; Esth 6:10). Only once elsewhere is it
conjoined by a waw (Gen 45:9), where it still seems to have an adverbial function.

42 In all other examples the paired imperatives are synonyms. Usually the paired synonyms are followed
by a vocative (Isa 12:6; Joel 4:11; Mic 4:10, 13; Zeph 2:1). Once, they occur before a PP adjunct (Mic 1:16).

43 Most other contiguous imperatives joined by waw do not form a pair. The following complement or
adjunct goes with the second imperative, not the first (1 Sam 20:31; 29:7; 2 Sam 15:19; 2 Kgs 6:3; 14:10; Jer
49:14; Ezek 21:19; 40:4; Ps 139:23; Job 21:5; 35:5). There are at most two exceptions with conjoined
synonymous imperatives. For the first possible exception, %21 ’25 (1 Kgs 1:13), the imperatives are not joined
by a waw elsewhere (Ezek 3:11), and usually form one prosodic word (Gen 45:17; 2 Kgs 5:5; Isa 22:15; Ezek
3:4). Like example (59), it may be that the first imperative modifies the second in some way. And regarding the
second possible exception, 15’;1 1V W-OR™D (Isa 65:18), the first imperative has two extra clitics, so the
imperatives do not have equal weight.
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The initial imperative is identical in both examples. But in (60), the imperatives form an
antonym pair that take an antonym-pair PP for a complement. Conversely, in (61), the
imperatives do not form a pair; instead, the complement goes with the second imperative only.
This phenomenon is equivalent to phrasal waw taking a gamets before a wide-scope modifier
and a schwa before a narrow-scope modifier (see §4.3.3.2).

There is a similar construction that suggests sub-constituency, which is when 1 occurs
before the second of three imperatives, whether the third imperative shows overt (62) or null
(63) coordination.

(62)  PIR7PMIN D2 wiRDIAM DY W7 (Isa 8:9)

7o U ‘ammim wa-hotti wa-ha azini kol
evil.IMP.2MP peoples and-dismay.IMP.2MP and-give.ear.IMP.2MP all-GEN
merhaqqé ‘ares

distances-GEN earth
“Be evil, peoples, and be dismayed; and give ear, all distant places of the
earth.”
(63) 22D 10ORD IRAINAPN (Ezek 39:17)
higgabasii wa-bo i hé asapii mis-sabib
gathered.IMP.2MP and-come.IMP.2MP gathered.IMP.2MP from-around
“Be gathered and come; be gathered all around.”
In both (62) and (63), an intonational contour sets the first two imperatives apart from the
third. Each example consists of two poetic lines, the line break occurring after the imperative
marked with a . In comparing the paired poetic lines in each example, while they may contain
a different number of imperatives (2 + 1), they maintain balance with an equal number of
prosodic words: 3 + 3 in (62) and 2 + 2 in (63).
When an initial-accent wegqatal verb is followed by a constituent made up of one

prosodic word, the waw variably takes a gamets. In (64), the same verb followed by the same

modifier takes a gamets in one instance (a), but not the other (b).
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(64a) DW DM YA 2R PO RiIAIMINDROR (2 Kgs 7:4)

‘im amarnii  nabo’ ha-‘ir  wa-hd-ra ‘ab ba-‘ir
if  say.PFV.ICP enter.COH.ICP ART-city and-ART-famine in.ART-city
wamatnii sam

die.WCPFV.1CP there
“If we say, ‘Let us enter the city’—and there is a famine in the city—we will
die there.”
(64b) :DW N1 DR 1IOXR1 (Num 20:26)
wa- aharon yé’dsép umet sam
and-Aaron be.gathered.IPFV.3MS die.WCPFV.3MS there
“And Aaron will be gathered and die there.”
The default shureg-example (64b) reframes the previous yiqtol verb, but the gamets-example
(64a) marks the beginning of an apodosis. Since BH does not have a formal apodosis marker,
the transition is indicated, at least partially, by prosody. The apodosis receives greater
intonational weight, thereby attracting a pretonic gamets (64a).44
Finally, some of the variation appears to be due to phonology. For example, when a
one-prosodic-word PP follows a wegatal, the word “live” always takes a waw with gamets
(65),% and the word “die” always takes a shureq (66).4
(65) DA DIND DOR AL '\’(b& (Lev 18:5)
‘aser ya'asé ‘ot-am  ha-'adam wahay ba-hem
that do.IPFV.3MS ACC-3MP ART-man live.WCPFV.3MS in-3MP

“The man who does them shall live because of them.”

(66) :DI NI MW MW INPTRA PUIYTIWA  (Ezek 33:18)

bo-stib saddiq mis-sidqat-6 wa ‘asda
in-return.INF righteous.ADJ.MS from-righteousness-3MS do.WCPFV.3MS
‘awel umet b-am

injustice die.WCPFV.3MS in-3MP
“When a righteous man returns from his righteousness and does injustice, he
shall die because of them.”

44 There may be a greater tendency to mark an apodosis with a gamets, but this is not an automatic rule.
The same wegqatal verb takes a qamets when followed by a one-prosodic-word subject in an unmarked
conditional construction (Gen 33:13), but not in a marked conditional construction (Deut 22:22). Yet even this
variation has sub-patterns. For example, a wegatal followed by a one-prosodic-word subject will not take a
qamets if that subject is in pausal form (2 Sam 12:22; 1 Kgs 14:12).

45 The other instances are Gen 3:22; Lev 25:35; Ezek 20:11, 13, 21.

46 The other instances are Lev 22:9; Ezek 18:26.
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On the one hand, the wegatal verb “die” resists the gamets in pretonic position (64), because
the labial consonant mem prefers the dissimilated coordinator allophone 1 (Bat-El 1997). On
the other hand, the wegatal verb “live” welcomes the gamets in the same environment (63),

because the pharyngeal ket prefers an assimilated a-type vowel, which is a low vowel.

4.3.3.4 Summary

As a reflex of prosodic end-weight (PEW), conjunction waw takes a gamets in a position of
pretonic stress at a prosodic break. At the phrase level, the prosodic break regularly produces
gamets at the end of a phrase and on the final conjunct before a wide-scope modifier. The
distribution of the gamets vowel is more varied elsewhere in the middle of the phrase—within
a longer list and attached to the second of three conjuncts—but the distribution still aligns
with sub-constituency breaks, supporting the hypothesis that coordination is a binary,
hierarchical syntactic structure. At the clause-level, pretonic waw consistently takes a gamets
at the end of a multi-clause prosodic unit. Finally, 1 can occur between two imperatives that
form a pair and jointly take one complement, and it can join two imperatives together to the
exclusion of a third. This suggests that the intonational contours governing waw at the

discourse level match those at the syntax level.

4.4 Conjunct Binding
There is one more set of data that naturally results from coordination being a hierarchical
structure: using a pronoun to bind the second conjunct to the first conjunct.
(67) 1ATNNI NITNR D’ﬂ'?N 7727 (Gen9:1)
wayabarek ‘elohim ‘et noah wa-’et  banay-w

bless.wCIPFV.3MS God ACC Noah and-ACC sons-3MS
God blessed Noah; and his; sons.
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While there is a coreferential relationship in “Noah; and his; sons” (67), the same would
presumably not hold in the reversed order, “his; sons and Noah;.” The external conjunct higher
up in the structure is able to c-command, and thus bind, the pronoun in the internal conjunct
lower in the structure. We cannot ask native speakers to provide acceptability judgments in
order to prove that the coreference between noun and pronoun would be lost if the order of
conjuncts is inverted. Nevertheless, it is instructive that all 167 examples of NP conjunct
binding appear in the same order, using a pronoun to bind the second conjunct to the first.4
The most common form of conjunct binding is when a coreferential pronoun attaches
to the second conjunct, as in (67). However, the pronoun can also attach to an appositive
modifier (68), appear within a relative clause (69), and is attested within coordinate PPs (70)
and TPs (71).
(68)  DIARTOR IRAY-W 501 7oK RN (Gen 21:22)
wayyo ‘mer ‘abimelek u-pikol sar soba’-0 ‘el ‘abraham
say.WCIPFV.3MS Abimelech and-Phicol chief.GEN army-3MS to Abraham

Abimelech; and Phicol the commander of his; army said to Abraham.

(69) IIpTMINNY DININY 137N MWRM NTYA 0P (Gen 23:20)

wayydaqom has-sadé wa-ham-ma ‘ard ‘aser b-o6 I-"abraham
arise. WCIPFV.3MS ART-field and-ART-cave  that in-3MS to-Abraham
la-"ahuzzat qaber

to-property.GEN grave
The fieldi and the cave that was it; in became Abraham’s as a burial property.

(70) M ORI IORIR 3T (Lev 6:18)
dabbér ‘el ‘aharon wa-’el banay-w
speak.IMP.2MS to Aaron and-to sons-3MS
“Speak to Aaron; and to his; sons.”

47 Gen 2:1, 25; 3:8; 7:2[x2], 7, 13, 23; 8:1, 18; 9:1; 14:5, 12, 16, 17; 17:26; 20:17; 21:10, 22, 32; 22:21;
23:17, 20; 24:59 [x2], 61; 25:10; 33:2, 7; 34:13, 20, 41:8; 44:14; 46:1, 6, 8; 47:1; 49:31[x2], 32; 50:17; Exod
1:1; 5:6, 10; 14:5, 9, 23; 15:1, 4, 21; 17:13; 18:16; 27:10, 11, 21; 28:1, 41; 29:4, 9[x2], 10, 14, 15, 19, 32, 43;
30:19, 30; 35:11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19; 36:38; 37:16, 17, 20; 38:10, 11, 12, 17; 39:33, 35, 36, 37, 39, 41;
40:9, 10, 11, 12, 31; Lev 6:2, 9, 13; 8:2, 6, 10, 11, 14, 17, 18, 22, 30, 31, 36; 14:45; 18:17; 20:14; 25:33; Num
1:50; 3:10, 31, 36, 37, 38; 4:5, 9, 15, 16, 19, 25, 27, 31, 32; 7:1, 87, 8:8; 11:16; 16:6, 27, 20:8, 11, 25, 26; 26:59;
28:9, 10; 29:6, 11, 16, 19, 22, 25, 28, 31, 34, 38; 31:9; 32:42; Deut 2:24, 31; 3:3; 6:17; 10:13, 14; 11:2; 13:17;
22:15; 29:19, 21; 32:22; 34:11.
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(71)  :AN93%) M7WY THoY DA7AR XA (Gen 23:2)
wayyabo’ ‘abraham li-spod lo-sara wo-libkot-d
come.WCIPFV.3MS Abraham to-mourn.INF to-Sarah and-to-cry.INF-3FS
Abraham came to mourn for Sarah; and to weep for her;.

In all examples of conjunct binding, the coreferential pronoun occurs after the initial R-
expression.48 If the conjuncts were reversed, the pronoun could not refer to the same person.

Conjunct binding also produces various patterns of sub-constituency, which aligns

with the hierarchical structure of coordination. The conjunct binding in (72) results in two
pairs of conjuncts, and the pronoun in (73) binds the third conjunct to the first two.

(72)  :DWTRY 1227 NR1 207081 19279 NRY namang ndnn (Lev 8:11)
wayyimsah ‘et ham-mizbeah wa-'et kol kelay-w
anoint. WCIPFV.3MS ACC ART-altar and-ACC all-GEN utensils-3MS
wa-‘et  hak-kiyyor wa-'et  kann-o6 la-qaddas-am
and-ACC ART-basin and-ACC stand-3MS to-consecrate.INF-3MP
He anointed [the altar; and all its; utensils] and [the basin; and its; stand] in
order to consecrate them.

(73) :DONR D NN mw:-nm }Hqu'ng; D'\Dlﬁ -r'7m (Num 26:59)
wattéled lo- ‘amram ‘et ‘aharon wo-’et  mosé wo-’ét
birth.WCIPFV.3FS to-Amram ACC Aaron and-ACC Moses and-ACC
miryam ahot-am
Miriam sister-3MP
She bore to Amram; [Aaron and Moses]; and Miriam; their sister.

The hierarchical syntactic structure is especially crucial in (73). There needs to be a syntactic

node that excludes Amram; but includes both Aaron and Moses; in order to bind their; sister.

4.5 Summary
There are two important implications from understanding coordination as a hierarchical,
rather than a flat, syntactic structure. First, the coordinator forms a sub-constituent with one

conjunct. This is clear in Hebrew, since waw is a proclitic to the internal conjunct. There is

48 There are 67 examples of conjunct binding in PP coordination: Gen 3:21; 4:4[x2], 5; 9:8; 26:11;
41:37; 45:16; 49:26; Exod 5:21; 7:19, 20; 8:25, 27; 14:4, 17, 18, 26; 18:16; 28:4, 43; 29:20, 21[x2], 24, 28, 35,
41;39:27; Lev 2:3, 10; 6:18; 7:31, 34; 8:27, 31; 20:5; 22:2; 24:9; 8:23, 30; 14:14, 17, 25, 28; Num 1:50; 3:9, 48,
51; 4:16; 6:23; 8:13, 19, 22; 9:14; 15:26; 16:5; 17:5; 21:24; 22:40; Deut 1:16; 6:22; 9:27; 11:3; 28:54; 29:1, 11.
There are 5 examples of conjunct binding in TP coordination: Gen 23:2; Deut 7:8; 10:8; 11:13, 22.
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such a strong bond between coordinator and internal conjunct that the allophones of waw are
determined either by the phonology of the internal conjunct or by how the internal conjunct
aligns with prosodic breaks within the Phonological phrase or Intonational phrase. Second, it
is not always possible to reverse the order of the conjuncts without also changing meaning.
While there is a coreferential relationship in “Noah; and his; sons,” the same does not hold in
“hisi sons and Noah;.” The hierarchical structure of coordination naturally produces the first
conjunct as primary, and this leads to a number of asymmetries in coordination elsewhere in
Hebrew, which will be discussed in chapters six and eight.

This chapter has addressed the implications of coordination being a hierarchical, rather
than a flat, structure. The next chapter addresses the BH phrasal coordination data that result

from the conjuncts being in a complementation, rather than an adjunction, relationship.
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CHAPTER 5: THE CONJUNCTS FUNCTION AS SPECIFIER AND COMPLEMENT

5.1 Introduction

In §3.2.2, I argued from a generative perspective that the conjuncts function as specifier and
complement. The main difference between adjunction and complementation structure is that
adjunction asserts that the constituent of coordinator and internal conjunct is a maximal

projection &P (1), while complementation asserts an intermediate projection X' (2).

(1) XP () XP
conjunctexternal /&p\ conjunctexternal A‘
& conjunctinternal & conjunctinternal

The adjunction model (1) predicts movement of the maximal projection, while the
complementation model (2) blocks movement with the intermediate projection.
In the following sections, I first show how adjunction wrongly predicts movement for

Biblical Hebrew (§5.2). Then I show how complementation can produce all the data of split

coordination (§5.3), initial coordination (§5.4), and final coordination (§5.5).

5.2 No Conjunct Movement
Adjunction is not able to account for all the coordination data cross-linguistically (see §3.2.2),
nor is it able to account for all of the BH data. Example (3) is one such instance that cannot be

produced via movement.
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(3) N2 NPT DRI OIN TI93 3PWY AT WK AR? 3 19X (Gen 46:15)
‘ellé boné le’a ‘aser yalada la-ya‘aqob ba-paddan “aram
these sons.GEN Leah which bear.PFV.3FS to-Jacob in-Paddan Aram
wa-'ét dind  bitt-06
and-AcC Dinah daughter-3Ms
These are the sons of Leah, whom she bore to Jacob in Paddan-Aram, and
Dinah his daughter.
What is curious about the final conjunct (IR2 13*T NN is the presence of the object marker,
N, and the pronoun on the appositive, iM2. The object marker rules out coordination with
the matrix clause, and the pronoun binding on the appositive precludes movement out of the
relative clause (RC).

The occurrence of NN with N7 is a prototypical use of differential object marking
(DOM; Bekins 2012, 2016). The object marker occurs before Dinah, a human-referring
proper noun, which is high on the animacy and definiteness scales, thus marking Dinah as a
grammatical object. There can be no coordination with the matrix clause (“These are ...”),
because the matrix clause has a null copula, which is not a transitive verb and, therefore,
cannot license accusative case for Dinah.

The DR before 11T is not licensed by the matrix clause, but by the bivalent verb in
the RC. This can be seen by comparing the RC (4) to an equivalent statement about Leah’s
servant, Zilpah, a few verses later (5). The verb 75’ licenses accusative case.

@) ApwH NI WR  (Gen 46:15)

‘aser yalada la-ya ‘aqob
which bear.PFV.3FS to-Jacob
whom she bore to Jacob

(5)  2pYH ORI TIM (Gen 46:18)

watteled ‘et ‘elle Ir-ya‘aqob

bear.WCIPFV.3FS ACC these to-Jacob
She bore these to Jacob.
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Moreover, we can compare (6), a condensed morphological representation of (3), with an

identical syntactic construction (7). Here we see that there is a null pronoun complement

within the RC of (6) that corresponds to the same position as the resumptive pronoun in (7).
(6) N3 NPT ORI DN 7793 3pD NI WK ARD W3 INPR - (Gen 46:15)

These are the sons; of Leahj, wh; that (shej) bore i to Jacob in Paddan-Aram,
and Dinah his daughter.

(7). DraE0a 12 ANk 7Y N 12 N2 T3P DY NV 10

(Num 26:59)

wa-§ém ‘eset ‘amram yokebed bat lewi
and-name.GEN name.GEN Amram Jochebed daughter.GEN Levi
‘aser yaladd ‘ot-ah  [o-lewi ba-misrayim

which bear.PFV.3FS ACC-3FS to-Levi in-Egypt
And the name of the wife of Amram was Jochebed; the daughter of Levi, wh;
that (she;j) bore her; to Levi in Egypt.

Both (6) and (7) have a relative head that functions as the complement of a null copula in the
matrix clause and the complement of Tl'l'5’ in the RC, which in turn is followed by a
beneficiary PP adjunct (fo Jacob//to Levi) and a location PP adjunct (in Paddan-Aram//in
Egypt). The only difference is the resumptive in (7),! which is critical, because the position of
the resumptive in (7) indicates the base-generated position for Dinah in the RC (6) for the
movement analysis.

The Achilles’ heal for the movement analysis, however, is that the presence of pronoun

binding precludes rightward movement (extraposition) out of the RC. If the constituent Dinah

I Even the presence of the resumptive pronoun in (7) does not indicate a difference in information
structure (e.g., Focus-marking). The resumptive in Num 26:59 is required for syntactic reasons, whereas it is not
in Gen 46:15. In both his unpublished PhD thesis and later substantially-revised monograph, Holmstedt
categorises the overt resumption in Num 26:59 as “critical for clearly identifying the relative head when multiple
possible antecedents exist in the context” (2016:180; cf. 2002:105). While Levi is superficially a possible
antecedent, he could not be the subject of the 3FS verb for syntactic reasons, nor the complement for semantic
reasons (his daughter cannot give birth to him). According to Holmstedt’s categories, Gen 46:15 (which he does
not categorise) would also be ambiguous with multiple possible antecedents for the relative head due to the
presence of “Leah,” so the lack of resumption is left unexplained. Instead, the resumptive in Num 26:59 seems to
be required for verbal valency: to disambiguate whether the relative head is functioning as the subject or
complement of the verb (cf. Holmstedt 2016:182). Without the resumptive it would be possible, if not more
natural, to read Jochebed as the one giving birth in Num 26:59. With the disambiguating resumptive, however, it
is clear that Jochebed is the one born and her unnamed mother is the one who gave birth. The parallel in Gen
46:15, however, does not need a disambiguating resumptive. Since the relative head is “the sons of Leah,” it is
most natural to assume that Leah bore her sons in Paddan-Aram. With resumption unnecessary, it is left null.
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his daughter is initially generated before the PP adjunct Jacob, as the parallel with (7)
suggests, the later R-expression Jacob would not be able to bind the earlier pronoun #is, as (8)
demonstrates.

(8) *These are the sons; of Leah;, wh; that (shej) bore [and Dinah his; daughter] t0
Jacobn in Paddan-Aram, [and Dinah his; daughter].

Pronoun binding could be licensed if the complement complex is generated after the adjunct
PP to Jacob (9), but this contradicts (7), that the verbal complement is generated before the
adjunct.

9) *These are the sons; of Leah;j, wh; that (she;j) bore to Jacob;  ; [and Dinah his;
daughterlx in Paddan-Aram, [and Dinah his; daughter]x.

To corroborate the evidence of (7), I searched for other bivalent verbs with an overt pronoun
complement followed by a PP adjunct headed by 5 In such cases, the pronoun complement
consistently occurs between the verb and the adjunct.?

According to the movement hypothesis, the conjunct Dinah his daughter must be
generated within the RC between the verb and the PP adjunct to Jacob, but this is the very
place where the R-expression Jacob cannot bind the pronoun Ais. Thus, the derivation would

crash before the conjunct has an opportunity to move rightward out of the RC. Adjunction is

2 11 (Gen 12:19; Exod 6:7; Num 8:16; Judg 14:2), 03 (Gen 41:8), O (Gen 42:24), X" (Exod
23:33), 2P (Lev 2:12), now (Lev 16:10), 'mm-n (Lev 25:46), 737 (Num 8:13), WYTpn (Num 8:17), 17pin
(Num 25:4), ¥ (Num 27:19), P71 (Deut 4:19), D'P7 (Deut 29:12), 127 (Josh 8:24; 19:47; Judg 18:27), AN2
(Josh 18:4), 7‘7nm (Josh 18: 5) nwn (Judg 9: 15) 700 (2 Sam 23:16; 1 Chron 11:18), 8727 (1 Kgs 13),

44 5) x7’5'! (Ezek 47 22). In fact the one outlier (1) also contradlcts the extraposmon analysis of (9) In (1) the

PP adjunct intervenes between the verb and its pronoun complement.
(1) TR 31‘[705 N®M (2 Sam 22:20)

wayyose’ lam-merhab ‘ot-T

bring.out. WCIPFV.3MS to.the-broad.place Acc-1CS

“He brought me out to the broad place.”
Literally, 2 Sam 22:20 reads, “And he brought out to the broad place me.” Here, the underlined PP adjunct
appears to have been moved leftward for contrastive Focus: before God rescued the Psalmist, he used to be in a
narrow place. Thus, even (i) shows that the base position for an overt pronoun complement is adjacent to the
verb. Moreover, since a null resumptive cannot carry Focus by nature of it being phonologically vacuous
(Holmstedt 2016:186), the only possible position is adjacent to the verb, which is shown in (8) to block
extraposition.
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insufficient. The correct analysis for (3) will be produced within a complementation structure

(2) in §5.3.3.

5.3 Split Coordination

Example (3) in the previous section of non-contiguous conjuncts may be called split
coordination. Those who acknowledge the construction in BH are often content to address it
simply in descriptive terms: “A chain of coordinated terms may be split by an intruding
element” (JM §177t; cf. BHRG §40.23.3.1). Such a statement has some descriptive adequacy
for an example like (10), because a PP, with him, intrudes between one NP, his two young

men, and another NP, Isaac his son.

(10) 332 prY NRYIAR IMPI W NR NP1 (Gen 22:3)

wayyiqqah ‘et Soné na ‘aray-w itt-6 wa-‘et  yishagq
take.WCIPFV.3MS ACC two.GEN sons-3MS with-3MS and-ACC Isaac
ban-6

son-3MS

He took two of his young men with him, and Isaac his son.

Nevertheless, there is no explanation for how split coordination is generated or restrained in
BH. Can any pair of conjuncts be split, and how much intervening material can there be?

Ellipsis provides explanatory adequacy for these split coordination constructions. In
the following subsections, I will first explain explain how ellipsis interacts with information
structure (§5.3.1). Then I will show that all purported cases of conjunct movement align
cross-linguistically with gapping (§5.3.2), stripping (§5.3.3), and right node raising (§5.3.4).
Within this framework of ellipsis, we can give a proper analysis of the alleged cases of

conjunct drop (§5.3.5) and the so-called “comitative waw” (§5.3.6).
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5.3.1 Information Structure and Ellipsis
Information structure is a broad term that was first coined by Halliday (1967) to explain how
the use of intonation gives order to the information flow of a sentence. Similarly, Chafe
(1976) used it to discuss the accommodation of a speaker’s message to the hearer’s needs.
Ever since Lambrecht (1994), however, information structure has often been used more
specifically to refer to the linguistic coding of Topic and Focus. Following Rizzi (1997), 1
assume that Topic and Focus are formal features that project the functional categories of TopP
and FocP, respectively, into the complementiser phrase (CP), which comprises the Left
Periphery of the clause.

(11)  [ForceP [TopP [FocP [TopP [FinP [TP]]]]]] (Rizzi 1997:297)
While there are many functional categories according to Rizzi’s (1997) Split-CP Hypothesis
(11), only Topic and Focus are needed to account for elliptical structures in Biblical Hebrew.

Topic is often defined generally in terms of “aboutness” (Reinhart 1982). Another
definition is in terms of “familiarity,” that the Topic refers to an entity that is active in the
mind of the addressee (Lambrecht 1994). Thus, statement (12) that John expresses to Mary is
felicitous only if John rightly assumes a common ground understanding of who the Topic
Jason refers to.

(12)  “Jason is going to be late for the party tonight.”
Focus, on the other hand, highlights new information that is not common ground between
speaker and addressee. Rooth (1992) defines Focus as presenting a contrast within a set of
alternative elements, but Kiss (1998) insists that there is a semantic and syntactic difference
between plain information Focus (add information to the common ground), which occurs in
every sentence, and identificational (contrastive) Focus (replace an assumption with new

information), which does not occur in every sentence (cf. Biezma 2013).
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Only contrastive Focus draws the constituent to the spec of FocP, which operates on
either an open set of alternatives for a contrastive (13) or additive (14) interpretation, or on a
closed set of alternatives for a corrective (15) interpretation (Kiss 1998, Molnar 2001,
Kolokonte 2008, Rasekhi 2018).

(13)  John plays the piano, but not the guitar.

(14)  John plays the piano, and also the guitar.

(15) John was born in Boston, not in London.
As is broadly recognised (Krifka 1999, 2008, Hendriks 2004), there is also contrastive Topic
(16), which “refers to topicalized elements that have been selected from a set of alternatives
that are known to the speaker and hearer” (Rasekhi 2018:33).

(16a) Tell me about your two new students in Linguistics 101. Did they turn in their
homework on time?

(16b) [Sandra]r turned in her homework, but [Peter]r didn’t.  (Winkler 2012: [12])
In examples (13)—(15) and (16b), it is important to note that some information has undergone
ellipsis in the second conjunct.

There are three kinds of ellipsis pertinent to the Hebrew coordination data. The first
kind is gapping (17), which elides the verb in the second clause and leaves behind two (or
more) constituents.3 The second is stripping (18), which deletes everything except for one
constituent.

(17)  Jones likes seafood and Smith, bread.

(18) Jones likes seafood a lot, and bread too. (Johnson 2019: [1]-[2])

3 As an implication of this definition, I do analyse cases of “backwards gapping,” where the verb occurs
at the end of the second clause, as actually being produced by right node raising (RNR) (Johnson 2019). Miller
specifically argues that such cases are indeed produced by gapping (2007a:168, n. 11), and that the position of
the verb correlates with the direction of gapping (Miller 2000, 2003a, 2007a, 2007b). Nevertheless, Hernandez
(2007) makes a strong case that the position of the verb does not have any influence on the direction of gapping;
instead, only languages that use the same coordinator for phrasal and clausal coordination allow for gapping. For
more on RNR in Hebrew, see §5.3.4. Nevertheless, my argument for complementation is not affected by whether
backwards gapping or RNR is the correct analysis for this syntactic phenomenon.
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It is common now to say that information structure governs ellipsis. Specifically, this means
that “only the elements that carry contrastive topic or contrastive focus features can survive
ellipsis” (Rasekhi 2018:203; cf. Kolokonte 2008, Konietzko 2016, Johnson 2019).

A third type of ellipsis pertinent to Hebrew is right node raising (RNR), which leaves a
gap in the first conjunct with its antecedent in the second (19) (Ha 2008:3).

(19) Mary CAN <swim-aeross-theriver>, but Bill CAN’T — swim across the river.
In this thesis, I follow Ha (2008) in analysing RNR as a backwards form of ellipsis similar to
verb-phrase (VP) ellipsis.4 As such, it is important to note that RNR, as a form of ellipsis, is
different than the ellipsis of gapping (and stripping). Unlike RNR, gapping cannot occur in an
embedded clause (20), nor is backwards gapping possible (21).

(20)  *Mary said that she ate Sushi, and Bill said that he <ate> Teriyaki.

(21)  *Bill <beught> the car, but Mary bought the bike. (Ha 2008:9)
Nevertheless, RNR 1is similar in requiring contrastive Focus just before the deletion target
(indicated in all-caps) (Ha 2008:158-160), as is evident in (19). While an RNR sentence is
burdensome to process, it “is used to maximize the contrast effects in the coordinate structure

... [and] helps the discourse be more coherent” (Ha 2008:23).

4 Like Ha (2008), I retain the traditional terminology, RNR, even though I do not consider it a
movement phenomenon. He gives four examples in which VP-ellipsis (the (a) examples) and RNR (the (b)
examples) are similar (2008:9-11). Both can occur in an embedded clause (i); both allow for Fiengo and May’s
(1994) Vehicle Change effects (ii); neither require strict morphological identity (iii); and both can produce
sloppy identity (iv).

(1) a. John thought Mary was going to donate his car to the charity, and Mary thought John

was going to <denate-his-car-to-the-charity>.

b. John thought Mary was trying to SELL <his-ear-to-the-charity>, and Mary thought
John
was trying to DONATE — his car to the charity.
Sue said Bill wrote a mean joke about John; on the blackboard, and he; told us that
Mary
did <write-a-meanjoke-abeuthim:>, too.
b. Hei hopes Susan WON’T <fire-him:>, but the secretary knows that she WILL — fire
John; at the end of this year.
John slept, and soon Mary will <sleep>, too.
John WOULDN'’T <negetiate-his-salary-with-the-company-fornext-year>, but Mary
HAS — negotiated her salary with the company for next year.
John; likes his father, and Billj does <like-hisijifather>, too.
John; LIKES, but Bill; HATES — hisijx father.

(i)

®

(1ii)

oe

(iv)

op
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5.3.2 Gapping

Miller (2003a, 2007a, 2007b) notes three universal conditions for the verb to be deleted: (a)
the clauses are coordinate; (b) the overt and elided verb are lexically identical’; and (c) there
is a syntactic identity between the remnants and their counterparts in the base clause. In
addition to these, the general condition for ellipsis (cf. §5.3.1) states that the remnants must
carry contrastive Topic or Focus features. Example (22) demonstrates all of these conditions.

(22) :7Op oYM ASRTOD DN DWRY  (Gen 24:47)

wa’'asim han-nezem ‘al ‘app-ah wa-has-somidim  ‘al yadé-ha

put.WCIPFV.1CS ART-ring  on nose-3FS and-ART-bracelets on arms-3FS

“I put the ring on her nose, and [/ put] the bracelets on her arms.”
The coordination between the two clauses is clear. The deleted copy of the verb retains the
same TAM features as the overt trivalent verb. Each clause has NP and PP complements, and
the remnants are in contrastive Focus: ring contrasts with bracelets, and nose contrasts with
arms. Most examples of gapping in the Pentateuch, like (22), meet all of the stated conditions
for ellipsis.®

Within the canonical examples of gapping, there is some slight variation. Most

examples delete the verb in only one subsequent clause (22), but some show verb deletions in

two clauses (23).7

5 Specifically, the deleted verb must agree in stem and have identical TAM features, but does not need
to agree in phi-features (Miller 2007a:170-172).

6 Gen 24:47; 31:41; 43:32; 45:8; Exod 11:2; 13:22; 21:37; 22:23; 25:19; 26:9, 10, 35; 35:27-28; 36:16,
38; 38:8; Lev 9:2; 12:6, 8; 15:15, 30; 16:5; 20:25; 23:19; 26:19; Num 3:41, 45; 5:21; 6:11, 19; 8:12; 15:24; 18:8;
32:16, 24; 35:5; Deut 11:29; 28:23.

7 Other examples of two verb-deletions include Gen 33:2; Lev 9:3—4; Num 6:14; there is also an
example with three verb deletions (Gen 14:5-6) and with four (Exod 39:28-29).
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(23) ©72% ing o%RD o¥eRY 0727 071 T2 ©H N (Gen 43:32)

wayyasimii -6 lbbadd-6 wa-ld-hem [abadd-am
place.WCIPFV.3MP to-3MS alone-3MS and-to-3MP alone-3MP
wa-lam-misrim ha- okalim itt-0 lobadd-am

and-to.ART-Egyptians ART-eat.PTCP.MP with-3MS alone-3MP
They placed him by himself, and [they placed] them by themselves, and [they
placed] the Egyptians who were eating with him by themselves.

Usually the remnants are repeated in the same order, but they can occur in chiastic order (24).8
24) N9 mpy b AR oA MM (Gen 31:40)
hayiti ba-yom ‘akal-ant horeb wa-qerah bal-layald
be.PFV.1CS in.ART-day eat.PFV.3MS-1CS heat and-cold in.ART-night
Lit.: “There I was: in the day ate me heat, and cold [ate me] in the night.”

Usually, there are just two remnants left behind, but once there are three remnants (25).

(25)  paphhpaa onY KR w3 W3 0 M NNa (Exod 16:8)

bo-tet vhwh  la-kem ba- ‘ereb basar le-'ekol wa-lehem
in-give.INF YHWH to-2MP in.ART-evening meat to-eat.INF and-bread
ba-boger li-shoa

in.ART-morning to-be.satisfied.INF
“When YHWH gives you in the evening meat to eat, and [Ae gives you] bread
in the morning to be satisfied.”
None of these three narrative examples offers a single exception to the conditions for ellipsis,
but they do show some variation within the common pattern of verb gapping.
One exception to the pattern occurs in poetry. These examples meet the three universal

conditions on gapping noted above, but the remnants in (26) do not carry contrastive Focus.

(26) MO DAWDT W27 M2 032 (Gen 49:11)

kibbés bay-yayin  [bbus-6  i-ba-dam ‘anabim
wash.PFV.3MS in.ART-wine cloth-3MS and-in-blood.GEN grapes
SUt-0

garment-3MS
“He washed his clothing in wine, and [he washed] his garment in the blood of
grapes.”

Instead of contrast, the remnants are co-referential with the corresponding constituents in the

base clause: garment is a synonym of clothing, and blood of grapes is a synonym of wine.

8 This is the only example in narrative where the remnants are repeated in chiastic order. It is more
common in poetry (Gen 4:24; 49:11[x2]; Deut 33:26).
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Poetry uniquely allows for non-contrastive, coreferential constituents, which Miller notes
“directly result(s) from the most prominent feature of poetry, parallelism” (2007a:177).9 In
fact, coreferential remnants are the norm within poetry with contrastive Focus as a rarity.10

The gapping data also reveal two coordination asymmetries that Hebraists rarely
recognise. First, example (27) shows that the remnants are not always syntactically identical
to their corresponding constituents in the base clause.!!

27) o3P PG b o9n3h Risomi jan N (Gen 24:32)

wayyittén teben ti-mispo’  lag-gomallim t-mayim li-rhos
give.WCIPFV.3MS straw and-fodder to.ART-camels and-water to-wash.INF
raglay-w

feet-3MS

He gave straw and fodder to the camels, and [he gave] water to wash his feet.
The TP (headed by an infinitive) to wash his feet in the ellipsis clause corresponds to the PP zo
the camels in the base clause. While they differ in syntax, they show resemblance in semantic
type by indicating a beneficiary.!2
The second type of asymmetry in gapping is that at least one of the corresponding
constituents in the base clause may be null. Example (28) displays a null complement,

indicated by empty square brackets.

9 Even if one follows Holmstedt (2019b) in analysing Hebrew poetry through the lens of apposition and
not parallelism, the exception for ellipsis still makes sense. According to Holmstedt, the restriction of line length,
rather than the presence of a couplet, is the definitive feature of poetry. With the syntactic line as the basis, the
poet proceeds by relating a second line to the first in one of two ways: apposition (refining or reformulating the
first line) or non-apposition (adding new features to the first line or transitioning to a subsequent image).
Leaving aside discussion of the structure of apposition until §6.4, it suffices here to note that coreferential
ellipsis remnants are naturally produced in poetry if relating poetic lines is a binary choice of apposition : non-
apposition.

10 Tn my corpus of poetry examples, the remnants are always co-referential with their corresponding
constituents in the base clause: Gen 4:23, 24; 49:7, 10, 11[x2], 13, 15, 17; Num 21:29; Deut 32:13, 25;
33:10[x2], 26.

11 Other examples include Exod 37:29; Num 14:14; 21:29; Deut 33:18. Miller notes some conflicting
evidence for whether the constituents must have syntactic or semantic identity (2007a:172—175). This is
consistent with cross-linguistic findings. Rasekhi (2018:21) stipulates, “The identity relation is sensitive to both
semantic and syntactic forms.”

12 Thus, (27) is consistent with Zhang’s (2010) RPR that was advanced in §3.3.1. Some BH examples of
asymmetric coordination were given in §4.3.3.1, and additional ones will be addressed in §6.2.1.
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(28)  rNniy NNy MHRD R DrIAR WY DY nwh Ny SR hown
nWIN WRTOY  (Gen 48:14)

wayyislah yisra’el ‘et yamin-0 wayyaset ‘al ro’s
send.WCIPFV.3MS Israel ACC right-3MS set.WCIPFV.3MS on head.GEN
‘eprayim wa-hii’ has-sa‘ir  wa-‘et Samo’l-0 ‘al ro’s monassé

Ephraim and-he.NOM ART-young and-ACC left-3MS on head.GEN Manasseh
Israel reached out his right hand, and he placed [ ] on Ephraim’s head (and he
was the younger), and [ke placed] his left hand on Manasseh’s head.
The null object has been related to the more extensive phenomenon of subject pro-drop
(Holmstedt 2013Db), but it has at least two divergent difficulties of its own:
(1) the object is not obligatorily indexed on the finite verb as is the subject; and (2) in
order to know whether the object is obligatory with a particular lexical verb, one must
solve the thorny problem of valency and transitivity in Biblical Hebrew (Miller-Naudé
and Naud¢ 2019b:17).
Two analyses claim to account for object drop, and the gapping example of (28) can help
decide between them.

One analysis proposes that missing objects are examples of Topic-drop. A dropped
object is unpronounced in the phonological component, because it merges in syntax as an
unvalued bundle of person/number/gender (@) features, and its content is retrieved from the
available Topic in the context (Erteschik-shir et al. 2013). Once the ¢-features are supplied,
the dropped object is equivalent to a pronoun, but (28) poses an issue for this understanding.
The remnant his left hand needs to correspond to his right hand in the base clause, but this is
where the object has been dropped. Landau’s critique of the Topic-drop theory applies at this
point: “It is, in fact, not clear how valuation of mere ¢-features can recover lexical
content” (2018:6). The correspondence between the remnant and the base-clause constituent
occurs at the lexical level.

The other analysis is that missing objects are examples of argument ellipsis, which is

“committed to lexical-syntactic parallelism and not to topic continuity” (Landau 2018:6). As

the residue of ellipsis, the object gap in (28) is able to license the remnant constituent kis right
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hand in the gapped clause. This datum will inform the future study that Holmstedt (2019a)
says is necessary to determine whether the BH data support the Topic-drop or argument

ellipsis analysis.

5.3.3 Stripping
It is easy to see that the gapping data are not produced by conjunct movement. The two
remnants by themselves are a fragment. Stripping, on the other hand, appears to be conjunct

movement, because the ellipsis process leaves behind just one constituent (noted in brackets).

29) [1amasny1] o772 mpY o2 Iwm (Gen 43:15)
u-misné kesep laqahii ba-yad-am wa-‘et  binyamin
and-double.GEN silver take.PFV.3CP in-hand-3MP and-ACC Benjamin
Double the money they took in their hand, [and Benjamin; theyteok i
their-hand].

(30) [:DpATNRY D'WINTNR D11] VN 1WD‘11 N m"ﬁ-m;; QDJ] (Gen 14:16)
wa-gam ‘et ot ‘ahi-w u-rakus-o heésib
and-also AccC Lot brother-3MS and-possessions-3MS return.PFV.3MS
wa-gam ‘et  han-nasim wa-‘et  ha-‘am
and-also ACC ART-women and-ACC ART-people
Both Lot his brother and his possessions he returned, [and also the women and
the people; he-retarned .

These examples show that the remaining constituent can be a simplex (29) or a coordinate
complex (30). The stripping process can elide one constituent (30),!3 two constituents (29),4
or more than two constituents.!> Also evident in these examples is that the remnant is in

contrastive Focus with an additive interpretation. Joseph’s brothers did not take just the

13 Specifically, the elided constituent is the verb. Other examples with one elided constituent include:
Gen 1:16; 2:9; 7:21; 24:25; 28:13; 31:16; 34:29; Exod 11:5; 27:3; 37:19; Lev 25:45; Num 11:5; 13:18; 18:11;
Deut 14:29; 31:9; 32:32, 33; 33:19.

14 Specifically, the elided constituents are the verb and an adjunct PP. Other examples with two elided
constituents include: Gen 12:17; 13:15; 17:7; 21:14; 24:38; 27:12, 39; 28:14; 43:18; 44:2; 47:23; Exod 8:17;
12:29, 38; 18:2-3; 18:6; 34:22, 27; Lev 9:13; 14:12; Num 12:8; 13:26; 14:30; 16:27; 18:9; 20:15; 23:19; 28:15,
24; Deut 1:36; 2:35; 26:11; 28:13, 46.

15 Some examples seem to include three elided constituents (Gen 26:26; 46:15; Exod 3:19; 4:28; Num

13:23; 28:31; Deut 9:5). Miller (2005) and Miller-Naudé and Naudé (2017) discuss a number of other stripping
examples outside the Pentateuch.
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money to purchase new grain; they also brought along Rachel’s remaining son (29). Abraham
did not redeem his kinsman only; he also returned the captured people of Sodom and
Gomorrah (30).

One other factor is evident from the above examples. Stripping may include (30), but
does not require (29), the presence of D3.16 This is contrary to a recent proposal by Konietzko
(2016), who argues that stripping requires either a Focus-sensitive particle or a negation word.
In this way, he distinguishes between split conjunction (31) and stripping (32).17

(31a) John bought a book yesterday, and a magazine.

(31b) ??John bought a book yesterday, and Mary.

(32a) John bought a book yesterday, and a magazine too.

(32b) ?John bought a book yesterday, and Mary too.

Based on the distinction in structure, he maintains that the particle oo in (32b) saves the
structure from the ungrammaticality of (31b). Nevertheless, I believe he has misinterpreted
the English data. The more clear contrast is that there is an object bias in English, whether
within so-called “split conjunction” (31a) or within stripping (32a). It is important to note that
this object bias for ellipsis remnants does not exist in pro-drop languages like Spanish
(Biezma 2013). Nevertheless, even the degraded subject remnants in (31b) and (32b) are
improved if there is a clear intonation break between the first and second conjunct, something
Konietzko himself admits (2016:18, n. 2). There is, therefore, no different structure for split
conjunction. Rather, there is one structure, stripping, which requires either an intonation break

or a Focus particle equivalent to oo (Johnson 2019).

16 In fact, only two other stripping examples in my corpus use the Focus particle (Gen 24:25; Exod
8:17).

17 These examples, including the grammatical judgments, are adapted from Konietzko (2016:18-19). It

should also be noted that Konietzko consciously follows Munn’s (1993) adjunction model for the split
coordination examples, something [ am directly arguing against in this section.
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Since BH is a pro-drop language (Holmstedt 2013b), there should be stripping
examples that leave a subject remnant. This is, in fact, what we find in (33), even without the
use of D3.18

(33)  [rixav-aiy S5v01 3 himxi] 903 YO 790 7981 (Gen 26:26)

wa-"abimelek  halak ‘el-ayw mig-gorar wa- ahuzzat
and-Abimelech walk.PFvV.3MS to-3MS from-Gerar and-Ahuzzath
mere ‘e-hii u-pikol sar soba’-0

companion-3MS and-Phicol commander.GEN army-3Ms

Abimelech went to him from Gerar, [and Ahuzzath his companion and Phicol

the commander of his army wentto-himfrem-Gerar|.
Like the other examples of stripping in (29)—(30), the coordinate complex remnant in (33) is
in contrastive Focus with an additive interpretation. Not only has Abimelech come to Jacob,
but his companion and the commander of his army have come as well. Abimelech had earlier
told Isaac to leave them (26:16; cf. v. 6). Isaac is twice forced to leave the wells he has dug
(vv. 21-22). God tells Isaac not to fear (v. 24), and verse 26, which puts the army commander
in contrastive Focus, gives the reason why Isaac might fear. It appears that Abimelech has
come in hostility.

When the verb is elided, all of its arguments are elided too. By default, an adjunct
should also be understood to be elided, but in (34) this is probably not the case.!® The
Israelites marveled at the cluster of grapes that that was so large it required two people and a
pole to carry, so they named the place “Cluster” (Num 13:24). Pomegranates, on the other
hand, do not grow in clusters, so the men would not have carried them with a pole, but

probably in a basket. One could maintain that the adjunct is elided by assuming that the

basket of pomegranates could have been hung from the pole.

18 There are in fact quite a few stripping examples that leave behind a subject remnant, even without use
of the Focus particle: Gen 2:9; 7:21; Exod 11:5; 12:38; 18:6; 37:19; Num 14:30; 16:18, 27; 28:15, 24, 31; Deut
14:29.

19 Miller (2008:106) says, “When the prepositional phrase is not obligatory to the clause, it is
impossible to know whether ellipsis has occurred.”
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(34)  [:DaxPAT OURTTIY] DIV VIR NRYN (Num 13:23)

wayyissa i-hi bam-mot  bi-Snayim i-min  ha-rimmonim
carry.WCIPFV.3MP-3MS in.ART-pole in-two and-from ART-pomegranates
i-min hat-ta’énim

and-from ART-figs
They carried it on a pole with two people, [and some of (lit. from) the

pomegranates and some of (lit. from) the figs; they-earried i].

Regarding (34), it is also crucial to note that the remnant and its corresponding constituent in

the base clause do not share the same syntactic category.20 Moreover, they do not even meet
the resemblance requirement, since the PP is a partitive construction but the NP is not;

nevertheless, they do fulfill the relatedness requirement, sharing the semantic role of Theme,

describing what was carried.

Most stripping examples show that the remnant is in contrastive Focus with an
additive interpretation, but this is not always the case. The following examples show that the
remnant can have a contrastive (35)2! or corrective (36)22 interpretation.

(35)  [:n272 8] "0 *w nRaM  (Gen 27:12)
wahebé 'ti ‘al-ay qalald wa-16"  baraka
bring. WCPFV.1CS on-1CS curse and-NEG blessing
“I will bring on me a curse, [and not a blessing; Fwill-bring-enme .

(36)  227DX °3] A2 DANR [3WY *TNN NNDI WK PIRTTON INRID DOR'ON
[:73712 Winm n3em12 (Num 14:30)
‘im Cattem tabo i ‘el ha-’ares ‘dser nasa’tl ‘et
if you.MP.NOM come.IPFV.2MS to ART-land that lift.PFv.1CS AcCC
yvad-i lo-Sakken ‘et-kem  b-ah ki im kaleb ben yapunné
hand-1cS to-dwell.INF ACC-2MP in-3FS but if Caleb son.GEN Jephunneh
w-thosua“  bin niin
and-Joshua son.GEN Nun
“You shall not enter the land that I lifted my hand to make you dwell, [except
Caleb the son of Jephunneh and Joshua the son of Nun shall-entertheland.]”

20 Other stripping examples with different syntax include Num 12:8; Deut 9:5. Once again, these data
are consistent with Zhang’s (2010) RPR that was advanced in §3.3.1. Miller-Naudé and Naudé (2017:306-307)
list the following stripping examples with different syntax: Isa 48:7; Jer 23:16; Ezek 20:44; 1 Chron 21:17. More
BH examples of asymmetric coordination will be addressed in §6.2.1.

21 Other examples of a stripping remnant with contrastive interpretation include Num 12:8; Deut 28:13.

22 Other DR 3 stripping examples with a corrective interpretation include Gen 39:9; 42:15; Num 26:33,
65; 35:33.
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In (35), Jacob fears that his deceptive act will bring a negative result (curse) that contrasts
sharply with what his mother promised (blessing). In (36), God initially declares that none
shall enter the land before he corrects it by saying that only Caleb and Joshua may enter.

In §5.2, I began with example (3) to show that it could not be produced via movement.

I repeat it below as (37). Now we can see that it is an example of stripping.

(37) 103 AT DR DN 1793 3pY 117 WK K2 93 102K (Gen 46:15)
‘elle boné le’d ‘aser yalada la-ya‘aqob ba-paddan “aram
these sons.GEN Leah which bear.PFV.3FS to-Jacob  in-Paddan Aram
wa-‘et  dinda  bitt-0
and-ACC Dinah daughter-3Ms
These are the sons; of Leah, wh; that (she) bore _ ; to Jacob in Paddan-Aram,
[and Dinahj his daughter she-bore  ; to-him-inPaddan-Aram].

My analysis of (37) assumes that it includes two stacked relative clauses,23 the second headed
by a zero-relative. Both RCs modify the same initial head, sons. While it may seem strange to
have daughter modify sons, @33 can have the general sense of children, as in (38).24
(38)  :MIYTNA ARDYINI TWT WA 98] (Gen 36:25)

wa-"ellé boné ‘and dison  wa-'aholibama bat ‘and

and-these sons.GEN Anah Dishon and-Oholibamah daughter.GEN Anah

These are the sons of Anah: Dishon and Oholibamah the daughter of Anah.
Thus, (37) is an example of stripping in the coordinated embedded clause that places Jacob’s
daughter as a contrastive Topic with his sons.?> The previous instance in which these

constituents are included in the same verse is when Jacob’s sons hear that Dinah his daughter

was defiled (Gen 34:5). Thus, even though Dinah was likely unable to marry and have

23 See Holmstedt (2016:156—158) for more on the phenomenon of stacking relatives in BH.

24 Tt is interesting to note that the Masoretes placed the major disjunctive efnahta under the son Dishon.
This is odd, because elsewhere in the chapter the disjunctive mark is usually placed at the end of the phrase,
“These are the sons of ” (Gen 36:13, 17, 18, 23, 26, 27), and it is never used to split up a list of two or
three children. It may be the case that there is a later bias against placing a daughter on the same level as a son
within a genealogy. In fact, the Chronicles parallel verse (1 Chron 1:41) simply says JiW™7 13y "2 “The sons
of Anah are Dishon,” without mentioning Oholibamah at all. This actually makes it all the more striking that
Oholibamabh is included in her father’s lineage (Gen 36:25), as well as Dinah within her father’s lineage (Gen
46:15).

25 Interestingly sons is an elided object in the first relative clause. Two other cases of object drop in
ellipsis include Gen 21:14; 34:29.
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children of her own, she is highlighted in the genealogy and memorialised as one of Jacob’s
offspring that travel to Egypt.

There are a couple of questions concerning ellipsis that are inconsequential to my
contention that coordination as a complementation structure blocks conjunct movement. And
because a comprehensive analysis of stripping lies outside the purview of this thesis, I allow
for these questions to remain unanswered. First, it is disputed whether ellipsis should be
addressed with a small conjunct (vP) account (Johnson 2019), with a large conjunct (CP)
account (Rasekhi 2018), or with a combination of the two (Konietzko 2016). I also leave open

whether the deletion happens in the syntactic (Konietzko 2016) or phonological component

(Kolokonte 2008, Rasekhi 2018).

5.3.4 Right Node Raising

According to Ha (2008:22), “RNR is a relatively rare construction in language.” Nevertheless,
it may be more common than often thought, especially within a numeral complex. A curious
feature of BH is that the same noun, year, can occur as a numeral complement up to three

times within a coordinate additive complex (39).

(39) DI YIY MY DU MW AR T 0PI (Gen 23:1)

wayyihyi hayyé  sard mé’d  Sand wa-'‘esrim Sand wa-Seba
be.WCIPFV.3MP life.GEN Sarah hundred year and-twenty year and-seven
Sanim

years

Lit.: The life of Sarah was 100 year and 20 year and 7 years (i.e. 127 years).
Ionin and Matushansky (2004) and Zweig (2005) give a cross-linguistic analysis of additive
numeral complexes as often involving RNR. Their main piece of evidence comes from BH

where RNR ellipsis is optional, as the minimal pair in (40) shows.
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(402) MIY DWW OIW WRN SRY901 M1 (Gen 5:15)
wayahi mahalal’él hames Sanim wa-SisSim Sand
live. WCIPFV.3MS Mahalalel five years and-sixty year
Lit.: Mehalalel lived 5 years and 60 year (i.e. 65 years).

(40b) MIY DWW WRN TN MY (Gen 5:21)

wayahi hanok hames wa-Sissim Sand
live.wCIPFV.3MS Enoch five  and-sixty year
Lit.: Enoch lived 5 and 60 year (i.e. 65 years).

While there is no ellipsis when two numerals are added together in (40a),26 there is ellipsis in
(40b) for the exact same constituents.2’

There is another piece of evidence for RNR in BH additive numerals. There are two
morphophonetic changes that may occur to the numeral complex alongside RNR. In the
following minimal pair, example (41a) is the default construction and (41b) displays RNR.

(41a) DY YWD MY DDWRTIA 09AR 1M (Gen 17:1)

wayahi ‘abram ben tis im Sand wo-tésa‘ sanim

be.WCIPFV.3MS Abram son-GEN ninety year and-nine years

Lit.: Abram was a son of 90 year and 9 years (i.e. 99 years old).
(41b) MY YWM DVWYAT2 DANARY  (Gen 17:24)

wa- "abraham ben tis Tm wa-tesa“ sand

and-Abraham son-GEN ninety and-nine year

Lit.: Abraham (was) a son of 90 and 9 year (i.e. 99 years old).

As noted in §4.3.3.2, pretonic waw takes a gamets at a prosodic break as a reflex of end-

weight. RNR creates a prosodic break after the second conjunct to signal that the complement

26 Other instances include the repeated numeral complement year (Gen 5:5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16;
9:28,29; 11:13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 25, 32; 12:4; 16:16; 17:1; 35:28; Exod 12:40, 41). There are a few instances with
thousand (Num 1:46; 2:24, 32) and a couple with day (Lev 12:4, 5).

27 Other RNR instances include the use of the complement year (Gen 5:3, 21; 6:3; 8:13; 11:12, 16, 20,
24; 17:24; 47:9; 50:22, 26; Exod 7:7; Lev 25:8; Num 8:24; Deut 2:14; 31:2; 34:7) or thousand (Num 3:39;
26:62; 31:33, 34, 35, 38, 44). There are a few instances with day (Gen 7:24; 8:3, 14). There is an interesting
pattern when a coordinate additive complex of three or more numerals takes one of these complements. If the
conjuncts are listed greatest-to-least, the complement is repeated after each numeral (Gen 23:1; 25:7, 17; Num
2:9; 31:32, 36). If the conjuncts, are listed least-to-greatest, however, there is either full (Exod 6:16, 18, 20; Num
33:39) or partial (Gen 5:17, 18, 20, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31; 47:28) RNR ellipsis.
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year modifies both numerals (41b).28 In fact, the other morphological change confirms this
analysis. The singular form 7JW occurs after the units digit, indicating agreement, not with
the simplex numeral YW1 but with the complex numeral YWN DWWN (41b).2
Outside of the complex additive numerals, there are not many examples of RNR in the
Pentateuch. Example (42) is one instance of RNR with no other ellipsis phenomena.30
42) apn YRY oy W 18% orfivy nYOW (Num 28:20)
Salosd ‘esronim lap-par u-Soné ‘esronim la-"ayil ta ‘asi

three tenths  to.ART-bull and-two.GEN tenths  to.ART-ram do.IPFV.2MP
“THREE tenths for the BULL <yeu-shal-effer>, and TWO tenths for the RAM

— you shall offer.”

In (42), there are separate instructions for the the bull and the ram of the burnt offering, which
are set apart in contrastive Focus. As explained in §5.3.1, RNR requires Focus just before the
deletion target (indicated with all-caps). Moreover, this Focus must have a contrastive
interpretation (43a) rather than an additive interpretation (43b).

(43a) JOHN LOVED, but BILL HATED — going fishing.

(43b) ?*JOHN loved, and BILL loved — going fishing. (Ha 2008:6)
The Hebrew example (42) seems to parallel the English example (43a) of RNR perfectly. The

bull requires three portions of fine flour, while the ram requires just two portions.

28 Within coordinate additive numerals, pretonic waw always takes a gamets when there is RNR ellipsis
(Gen 17:24; 50:22, 26), and it always takes a schwa when the noun complement Tl;\TD is repeated (Gen 16:16;
17:1; 23:1).

29 Example (41b) is the one time in Genesis that the singular form 1JW occurs after a units digit. Every
other time, a units digit is followed by the plural form z:mw (Gen 5:6, 7, 11 15; 11:13, 15, 19, 21, 32; 12:4;
16:16; 17:1; 23:1; 25:7, 17; 29:18, 20, 27, 30; 31:41; 41:26, 27 29, 30, 34, 36, 47, 48, 53, 54; 45:6, 11; 47:28).
Instead, the singular form 13\0 occurs after a tens digit with RNR (Gen 5:17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30,
31; 11:12, 16, 20, 24) or w1thoutRNR(Gen55 9,12, 13, 15, 16; 9:28, 29; 11:14, 17, 18, 22, 26; 12:4; 16:16;
17:1,17; 23:1; 25:7, 17, 20, 26; 26:34; 31:38, 41; 35:28; 41:46).

30 The other instances are Exod 12:16; Num 28:14; 34:14; Deut 12:26.
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There are other examples of RNR that have focused elements, but without a

contrastive interpretation. Crucially, however, these examples also manifest stripping, which

keeps the derivation from crashing.3!

(44)

(45)

D298 1371 °972 (PR TR P NIk YYD MM (Gen 45:12)

wa-hinné  ‘éné-kem ro ot Wwa- ‘éné ‘ah-1 binyamin
and-behold eyes-2MP see.PTCP.FP and-eyes.GEN brother-1CS Benjamin
ki p-i ha-madabber ‘alé-kem

that mouth-1CS ART-speak.PTCP.MS to-2MP

“Behold, YOUR eyes see <thatitis-my-mouth-thatisspeakingto-you>, [and
the eyes of my brother BENJAMIN see] — that it is my mouth that is speaking
to you.”

10738 MR 20 13790 [ipan] 2% opp AbIeTn 1M vimn
(Gen 12:17)

wayanagga yhwh ‘et par'é6  nagd‘im gadolim wa- et
strike. WCIPFV.3MS YHWH AccC Pharaoh plagues great  and-AcCcC
bét-6 ‘al dabar saray ’éset ‘abram

house-3MS on matter.GEN Sarai wife.GEN Abram

YHWH struck PHARAOH with great plagues <beeause-ofSarai; Abram’s
wife>, [and HIS HOUSE; he-straek i with-greatplagues| — because of
Sarai, Abram’s wife.

As was the case in the last section, stripping can elide one argument (44) or two (45), as

shown in square brackets. Also, in these examples, the remnant is in contrastive Focus with an

additive interpretation. In revealing himself to his brothers, Joseph singles out Benjamin,

whom he also calls “my brother” (44). And even though it was Pharaoh who took Sarai, God

also strikes his house with plagues (45). Stripping the identical constituent(s) in (44)—(45)

heightens the contrast between the remnant and its corresponding constituent; this, in turn,

licenses RNR ellipsis.

5.3.5 Analysis of Conjunct Drop

So far, we have seen that all examples of “split coordination” are not the result of conjunct

movement but ellipsis. Within this framework of ellipsis, we can address related issues such

31 Two other examples of stripping and RNR in the Pentateuch include Gen 47:23; Num 18:11.
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as conjunct drop and the so-called “comitative waw.” Conjunct drop refers to cases when the
external conjunct is null-expressed. While such cases are attested cross-linguistically and are
consistent with complementation (Zhang 2009a:200-204), there may not actually be any
instances of conjunct drop in the Pentateuch.

The conjunct drop analysis is suggested in passing by Naudé (1999). His main
contention is that any post-verbal coordinate structure headed by a subject pronoun is an
adjunct quantification phrase (QP).

(46) VAR N33 NI O3 HOP AWM (Gen 50:22)

wayyeéseb yosep ba-misrayim hi’ u-bet ‘abi-w
dwell.wCIPFV.3MS Joseph in-Egypt he.NOM and-house.GEN father-3MS
And Joseph dwelt in Egypt, he and his father’s house.

In (46), Joseph is the overt subject, which is quantified by the coordinate structure he and his

father s house. The structure of (47) is identical, except the syntactic subject is pro.

(47)  PDI2 MW RID T0N2 AWH (Gen 19:30b)
wayyéseb bam-moa ‘ara hu’ u-sotté banotay-w
dwell. WCIPFV.3MS in.ART-cave he.NOM and-two.GEN daughters-3Ms
And (he) dwelt in the cave, he and his two daughters.

There is a minimal-pair example (48) that occurs earlier in the same verse. It is identical to
(47), except it appears that the subject pronoun in the QP is null, an example of conjunct drop.
(48) iAY PRI nWI N2 WM (Gen 19:30a)
wayyéseb ba-har u-sotté banotay-w ‘imm-o0

dwell. WCIPFV.3MS in.ART-mountain and-two.GEN daughters-3MS with-3MS
And (he) dwelt in the mountain, [ke] and his two daughters with him.

While Naudé (1999) does not argue the point in detail, he suggests that the syntactic structure
of (47) and (48) are identical, but overt resumption of the subject is lacking in (48).

Conjunct drop is not a theoretical concern for a complementation structure. We have
already seen above how complementation blocks conjunct movement, since only a maximal

projection may move.
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(49) XP

TN

conjunctextemnal X'
& conjunctinternal

While neither conjunct may move, there is an asymmetry in that only the external conjunct
can be null. Zhang (2009a) argues that the coordinator is a syntactic head that requires an
overt complement (the internal conjunct); moreover, while the external conjunct may not
move, because its categorial features have been transferred to the coordinator head, it need not
be overt in some cases. Notice the asymmetry between leaving the external conjunct null in
(50a) versus the internal conjunct in (50b).

(50a) Can linguists study negation? Not [stady-negation] and stay sane they can’t.

(50b) *Can linguists stay sane? Not study negation and [stay-sanre] they can’t.
(Zhang 2009a:202)

Moreover, Zhang (2009a2:206-230) goes to great lengths to show that the Mandarin Chinese
enclitic de is a similar kind of head element that receives its category feature from another
element, which in turn may not move but may be null-expressed.

Palancar (2012) produces a typology of split conjunction, by which he means that the
subject conjuncts are discontinuous and the predicate is plural. He says that the most relevant
disguise for split conjunction is elision, wherein the first conjunct is elided so that only the
second remains. One such example comes from Chilean Spanish.

(1)  fu-imos a-l cine [con mi madre]

went-1PL to-the cinema and/with my mother
“My mother and I went to the cinema.” (Palancar 2012:281)
Palancar notes that a language must exhibit pro-drop to have this construction, and that

eliding the primary conjunct “increase[s] the narrative salience of the secondary

conjunct” (2012:283). BH is a pro-drop language, so it would be natural to find instances of
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conjunct drop in the Pentateuch; however, I believe the examples listed by Naudé (1999) are
better analysed as verbless clauses or stripping.

Example (48) should be interpreted as a verbless clause. It (repeated below as [52a])
has a PP with him that can be taken as a predicate, while the clear case of an adjunct QP
(repeated as [52b]) lacks the PP constituent.

(52a) BY NI PWI N2 AWM (Gen 19:30a)

wayyeéseb ba-har u-satte banotay-w imm-o

dwell. WCIPFV.3MS in.ART-mountain and-two.GEN daughters-3MS with-3MS
And he dwelt in the mountain, and his two daughters were with him.

(52b) :PDI2 MW RID TWNI AWH (Gen 19:30b)

wayyéseb bam-ma ‘ard hi’ u-sotté banotay-w

dwell.WCIPFV.3MS in.ART-cave he.NOM and-two.GEN daughters-3MS

And he dwelt in the cave, he and his two daughters.
This is a significant difference that reflects a broader pattern. Almost all examples like (52a)
of what could be taken as conjunct drop have a clause-final PP with a pronoun complement
(Gen 19:30; 24:10; 32:7; Num 22:22; Ruth 1:7).32 Conversely, clear examples of an adjunct
quantification phrase like (52b) may also have a PP with a pronoun complement, but in these
cases such a constituent is not clause-final (Gen 13:1; 17:9; 50:14), occurs within a relative
clause (Gen 13:1; 20:7; 31:21; 35:6; 45:10, 11; Exod 18:18; Num 16:33), occurs in a clause-
final position in a volitive construction (Exod 19:24; Lev 10:9; 25:41, 54), or it occurs only
after multiple conjuncts (Gen 6:18; 8:16; Exod 29:21). Thus, what definitely is a coordination
phrase headed by a subject pronoun can never be mistaken for a verbless clause.

If (52a) is indeed a verbless clause, it would have to be understood as a parenthetical

statement. Holmstedt (2020) identifies parenthesis as a conventional implicature that presents

32 The only exception to this pattern is Judg 18:17, which will be addressed at the end of this section. Of
the examples cited here, Gen 24:10 is probably the least likely to be conjunct drop, because “all the goodness of
his master” is probably inanimate, which means that it would lack agency and, thus, the ability to “walk/go.”
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a not-at-issue entailment. Moreover, it is linearly integrated into the sentence, but it is
syntactically invisible. This is seen in (53), which includes the broader context of (52).

(53) awh awiva nawh K 02 i NI pw 973 awn awitn viv e
NI MW RN 7R3 (Gen 19:30)

wayya ‘al lot mis-so ‘ar wayyéseb ba-har
ascend.WCIPFV.3MS Lot from-Zoar dwell. WCIPFV.3MS in.ART-mountain
u-satté banotay-w Tmm-6 ki yare’ la-Sebet
and-two.GEN daughters-3MS with-3MS because fear.PFV.3MS to-dwell.INF
ba-so ‘ar wayyeseb bam-ma ‘ara hii’ u-sotté

in-Zoar dwell.WCIPFV.3MS in.ART-cave he.NOM and-two.GEN
banotay-w

daughters-3Ms

Lot went up from Zoar and dwelt in the mountain (and his two daughters were

with him), because he feared dwelling in Zoar. He dwelt in the cave, he and his

two daughters.
The parenthetical statement is linearly integrated into its sentence; moreover, it presents a not-
at-issue entailment. Lot’s two daughters were with him, not “because he feared dwelling in
Zoar.” Rather, he went up to dwell in a mountain cave, because he feared dwelling in Zoar. By
taking and his two daughters with him to be a parenthetical verbless clause, it is not redundant
to use the adjunct QP he and his two daughters in the next clause.

There is a similar example that looks like it could be conjunct drop, but a closer look

once again favours the verbless clause analysis. The syntax of (54) is the same as (52a),
except the null subject with a wayyigtol is predictable in (52a), while it is surprising with the

participle in (54).33 On its own, (54) could be taken as a conjunct-drop example, but there is a

parallel statement in (55) that cannot be taken as an example of conjunct drop.

33 According to Naudé (1999:89-90) the participle should not be able to take a null subject, because it
has underspecified agreement features. Example (54) is not the lone outlier. When a participle occurs after 1371
and the subject is prominent in the previous context, the verb displays pro-drop with some regularity: Gen 24:30;
37:15; 41:1; 42:22; Exod 7:15; 8:16; Num 23:6; 1 Sam 15:12; 16:11; 2 Sam 16:3; 2 Kgs 1:9; Isa 29:8[x2]; Jer
10:22; Exod 7:5, 6, 10; 21:12; 30:9; 33:33; 37:11; 39:8; Amos 7:1, 4; Mal 3:1; Dan 8:15. These are far too many
examples to dismiss, but neither have I read anyone who acknowledges them and addresses this phenomenon.
Nevertheless, it is outside the scope of this thesis to determine how a null subject is licensed in (54). It is
sufficient here simply to note that it is null and, thus, the syntax of (54) is sufficiently similar to (52a).
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(54) iy YR NIRDYIIRY TORIPY 790 BN IDL-OR THROKR 1183

(Gen 32:7)

ba ’nii ‘el ‘ahi-ka ‘el ‘esaw wa-gam holek
come.PFV.1CP to brother-2MS to Esau and-also walk.PTCP.MS
li-qrda'to-ka wa-"arba“ me’ ot S Tmm-o

to-meet-2MS and-four.GEN hundreds man with-3Ms
“We came to your brother, to Esau, and also (he) is walking to meet you, and
four hundred men are with him.”

(55) W' NiRD PR 1B X2 WY 13 R (Gen 33:1)

wayyar’ wa-hinné  ‘ésaw ba’ wa- imm-0 ‘arba
see.WCIPFV.3MS and-behold Esau come.PTCP.MS and-with-3MS four.GEN
mé ot A

hundreds man

He looked and, behold, Esau was coming, and with him were four hundred

men.
In (55), the PP with him has been fronted, so the following NP must be the subject of a
verbless clause. Example (55) shares all of the same constituents as (54), and it clearly recalls
the earlier verse. Jacob can now see that what his servant had told him is happening. The
parallel indicates that (54) should also be viewed as a verbless clause.

Not all of the possible conjunct-drop examples are better explained as verbless
clauses. Example (56) cannot be a verbless clause, because it lacks an NP or PP that can be
taken as the predicate. It certainly could be a case of conjunct drop (e.g. “The priest was
standing at the opening of the gate, [ke] and the 600 hundred men girded with weapons of
war.”). But it is safer to take it as another example of the common pattern of stripping, the

remnant having contrastive Focus with an additive interpretation.

(56)  [:nnn7nan 23 Wng WRA NiRDTww] Wwwn nng 2w 15am
(Judg 18:17)

wa-hak-kohen nissab petah has-Sa ‘ar wa-ses me’ot
and-ART-priest stand.PTCP.MS opening.GEN ART-gate and-six hundreds
ha-’is he-hagur kalé ham-milhama

ART-man ART-girded.PTCP.MS weapons.GEN ART-war
The priest was standing at the opening of the gate, [and the 600 men girded

with weapons of war were-standing at the-opening of the gate].
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In sum, while conjunct drop fits within a complementation analysis of coordination, the

examples in the Pentateuch are better taken as verbless clauses or as derived from stripping.34

5.3.6 Analysis of “Comitative Waw”

Some have contended that waw has a comitative use “with” (GKC §154a, WHS §436). As in
the previous section, these instances are better analysed as verbless clauses or as resulting
from gapping or stripping. The last phrase in (57) has been taken as a comitative “with its top
in the heavens” (BDB 1977:253, WHS §494), but the parallel with a participle predicate in
(58) favours a verbless clause.3s

(57) DMWY WO Y NYI21 1730 (Gen 11:4)
haba nibné la-ni  ir u-migdal wo-rdo’s-6
come.IMP.2MP build.COH.1CP to-1CP city and-tower and-head-3MS
bas-samayim
in.ART-heavens
“Come, let us build ourselves a city and a tower, and its top shall be in the
heavens.”

(58) NMWD YR TWNT AR 280 DY Mam oY (Gen 28:12)

wayyahalom wo-hinné  sullam mussab ‘ars-d
dream.WCIPFV.3MS and-behold ladder placed.PTCP.MS earth-LOC
wa-ro’s-0  maggia“ has-samayam-d

and-top-3MS reach.PTCP.MS ART-heaven-LOC
He dreamed and, behold, a ladder was set up on the earth, and its top was
reaching towards the heavens.
The verbless clause in (57) must be understood as a volitive—"“its top shall be”—following
the cohortative “let us build.” In his unpublished PhD thesis, Wilson (2017:112—120) argues

that a volitive or future-tense clause requires an overt form of ', but (59) indicates future

tense without an overt verb.3¢

34 Thus, it is more a matter of a conjunct-drop clause being unattested rather than impossible, contra
IBHS §16.3.2.

35 Addition examples have often been translated as a comitative phrase but are better understood to be a
verbless clause: Gen 24:15, 45; 45:26; Exod 26:25; 32:15; 34:29; Num 22:23, 31; 31:6.

36 In his updated published monograph, Wilson (2020b:74—75) now recognises that there are rare cases
(e.g. 1 Sam 28:19) in which syh may be absent if the surrounding context clearly indicates future tense.
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(59) 12 MY M Y TOR WK T0iN7  (Gen 18:14)

lam-mo ‘éd ‘asub elé-ka ka ‘et hayya
to.ART-appointment return.IPFV.1CS to-2MS as.ART-time alive.ADJ.MS
u-lo-sara ben

and-to-Sarah son
“At the appointed time I will return to you, in about a gestational time period,?’
and Sarah will have a son.”

Sarah is childless while God is talking, but she will have a son when he returns. Since (59)
shows that a verbless clause may be future tense, it is no problem that (57) has volitive mood.
Other cases that have been translated as comitative phrases (“with its stand” in [60]
and “with its head” in [61]) are better understood to be the remnants of gapping (60) or
stripping (61).
(60) N¥MY NI 391 nWha 992 o (Exod 30:18)
wo ‘asita kiyyor nahoset wa-kann-6 nohoset la-rohsa
make.WCPFV.2MS basin bronze and-stand-3MS bronze to-wash.INF
“You shall make a basin of bronze, and [you shall make] its stand of bronze, for

washing.”

(61) [1778"PRy WK NR] vInIY SNk nRn (Lev 1:12)

wanittah '0t-0 li-natahay-w  wa-‘et 10 ’S-0 wa- et
chop.WCPFV.3MS ACC-3MS to-pieces-3MS and-ACC head-3MS and-AcCC
pidr-6

fat-3MS

“And he shall chop it into pieces, [and its head and its fat; heshall-ehop  |].

Example (61) is another case where the adjunct from the base clause cannot modify the
remnant complex in the stripped clause. While the animal’s head is cut, it cannot be chopped
into pieces, because it is elsewhere described as distinct from what does get chopped into
pieces (Lev 8:20).

The purported comitative use of waw at the phrase level is related to the well-known

phenomenon that waw can introduce a circumstantial clause.’¥ However, waw does not have

371 take the idiom 71’0 DY (lit. “as the time is alive™) to refer to the time it takes to grow a child in the
womb. The phrase is used in one other passage (2 Kgs 4:16), where the next verse records that the woman
became pregnant.

33 GKC §141e, §142¢, §156; IBHS §39.2.3; IM §159d—e; WHS §494-495; BHRG §40.23.4.2.
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the meaning of “with” at the phrase level, nor does it mean “while” at the clause level. As
Steiner (2000:260) argues, “Such clauses are distinguished not by their conjunction but by
their word order: where the subject is definite, it comes first.” Waw does not mark a
circumstantial clause per se, because such clauses can occur without the use of any
conjunction (Exod 22:9, 13). Instead, waw simply marks syntactic coordination. All purported
instances of a comitative use are better analysed as verbless clauses or as resulting from

gapping or stripping. There is no such thing as “comitative waw.”3°

5.3.7 Summary

The main prediction of complementation—there is no conjunct movement—still stands. All
examples of “split coordination” are produced by clausal ellipsis—whether gapping (§5.3.2),
stripping (§5.3.3), or RNR (§5.3.4)—in order to signal contrast between the remnant(s) and
the correlate(s). Conjunct drop, on the other hand, does not pose a threat to complementation,
because while neither conjunct may move, the external conjunct need not be overt in some
cases. Nevertheless, all reported cases of conjunct drop can be read as verbless clauses or as
resulting from gapping or stripping. Similarly, all purported cases of “comitative waw” should

be analysed as deriving from ellipsis or as being examples of a verbless clause.

39 In a recent analysis, Zewi (2017) performs a comprehensive survey of all of the purported instances
of “comitative waw,” and concludes that there are only three possible examples (Exod 1:5; 1 Sam 14:18; 2 Sam
12:30), and each of these can take another analysis. In Exod 1:5, the difficulty is not in the grammar, but in
concluding whether Joseph is being included in the number of Jacob’s descendants. In 1 Sam 14:18, the phrase
5&ﬁW’ 123 may function as a comitative, “with the people of Israel,” but the LXX (évomiov) is a witness that
the Hebrew should probably read 5N7W’ ’JD‘? In 2 Sam 12:30, the phrase 177! 12X could be the result of
stripping or from a scribal omission of the PP (cf. 1 Chron 20:2). Given these data Zewi (2017:156) rightly
concludes, “Only three examples, in which a need to solve a difficulty in the Hebrew text is felt, are in any case
too scarce to allow the presentation of the meaning ‘with’ or ‘together with’ for the waw as genuine and equal in
status to its other meanings.”
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5.4 Initial Coordination
I use the term initial coordination (Hendriks 2001) to refer to constructions where each
conjunct is preceded by a coordinator.4® One of the most likely examples of this phenomenon
in the Pentateuch is (62).
(62) M TR TIVAYTI A9RY (Gen 36:24)

wa-'éllé bané sib‘on wa-"ayyd wa-‘and

and-these sons.GEN Zibeon and-Aiah and-Anah

These are the sons of Zibeon: both Aiah and Anah.
Initial coordination poses a problem for complementation if both coordinators are conjunction
heads. In such a scenario, one conjunct cannot be the specifier of the conjunction head with

the other as its complement (Sag et. al. 1985, Grootveld 1992, Borsley 2005), because each

conjunction head takes a complement of its own with no specifier.

(63) /XP\
K /])P\
and Aiah and Anah

The structure of (63) would pose an insurmountable problem for the complementation
analysis, but it must first be demonstrated that the “initial coordinator” is a true conjunction.
The “initial coordinator,” however, is not a true conjunction (de Vries 2005,
Johannessen 2005, Chaves 2007). Instead, it is most likely a parasitic Focus particle (see
§3.2.2; cf. Hendriks 2003, 2004b, Zhang 2008). Thus, (64) is the more likely structure, which
Zhang (2008:324) explains as follows: “[The Focus particle] and its associate conjunction
[head] are always base-generated as a cluster ... and the cluster is split, causing the [Focus

particle] to be away from the conjunction.”

40 Haspelmath (2007) calls it “emphatic coordination”; Progovac (1998) calls it “conjunction doubling”;
Zhang (2008) calls it “repetitive conjunction”; Anderson (2013) calls it “correlative conjunction.”
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(64) XP
N X
Aiah A
\_/both, and Anah

Thus, there is only one true conjunction head in initial-coordination structures, and
complementation still holds, with one conjunct as the specifier and one as the complement.

There is cross-linguistic variation for initial coordination, something Haspelmath
(2007:15) calls “emphatic coordination.” There can be emphatic conjunction (both ... and) or
emphatic disjunction (either ... or). Haspelmath suggests that in emphatic coordination, each
conjunct is considered separately as belonging to the predication. Thus, while there is
considerable overlap in using normal versus emphatic coordination (65), sometimes emphatic
coordination is precluded (66).

(65) (Both) Guatemala and Belize are in Central America.

(66)  (*Both) Spanish and Portuguese are similar. (Haspelmath 2007:15)
Languages vary in the form of the emphatic coordinators. In some languages, the emphatic
coordinators are identical to the single coordinator (67a); in some, only the second is identical
to the single coordinator (67b); in some, they are identical to each other but different from the
single coordinator (67¢); and finally for some, they are different from each other and from the

single coordinator (67d) (Haspelmath 2007:16—17).

(67a) Russian: i...0 i
(67b) English: both ... and and
(67c) Korean: -to ... -to -hako
(67d) German: sowohl ... also auch und

These same language patterns for conjunction are also reflected in how disjunction is

expressed. But how does Hebrew fit into this inventory?

117



The clearest expression of emphatic coordination in Hebrew follows the Korean

pattern (67¢). Emphatic coordinators are identical to each other, whether in conjunction (68—

69) or disjunction (70—74), but different from the single coordinator.

(68)

(69)

(70)

(71)

Emphatic Conjunction Pattern 1: D31 ... D3

:D"WIRTOD O NITDY D3 2101 YT 720 YR w3 (1 Sam 2:26)
wa-han-na ‘ar Somii’él holék wa-gadel wa-tob
and-ART-lad Samuel walk.PTCP.MS and-big.ADJ.MS and-good.ADJ.MS
gam ‘im yhwh  wa-gam ‘im anasim

also with YHWH and-also with men

The lad Samuel was growing in stature and goodness, both with YHWH and
with men.

Emphatic Conjunction Pattern 2: D3 ... D342

D'WI9703 227703 1BV 5uM (Gen 50:9)

wayya ‘al imm-0  gam rekeb gam parasim
ascend.WCIPFV.3MS with-3MS also chariot(s) also horsemen
Both chariots and horsemen went up with him.

Emphatic Disjunction Pattern 1: DX} ... D33
:01"7 N2 MYRY 8Y IR 031 "% PTa0RY ARRTDA (Gen 21:26)

wa-gam ‘attd 10" higgadta [-i wa-gam ‘anoki 16’
and-also you.NOM.MS not tell.PFV.2MS to-1CS and-also [.NOM not
Sama ‘ti bilti hay-yom

hear.PFv.1CcS without ART-day
“And neither did you tell me nor did I hear until today.”

Emphatic Disjunction Pattern 2: D3 ... D%

78 I 8D 7703903 (1 Kgs 3:26)

gam -1 gam l-ak 10" yihyé gozori
also to-1cS also to-2FS not be.IPFV.3MS cut.IMP.2MP
“He shall be neither mine nor yours. Cut (him in two)!”

41 This example comes from van der Merwe (2009:316), who also lists Gen 14:16; Josh 7:11 (pp. 319—
320). GKC §154 n. 1 lists Gen 24:44.

42 This example comes from van der Merwe (2009:319-320), who also lists Exod 5:14; Judg 5:4; 8:22;
19:19; 1 Kgs 3:13; Jer 14:18; Ezek 24:5; Mal 3:15; Ruth 1:12; Eccl 9:6; 1 Chron 11:2. GKC §154 n. 1 lists Gen
24:25; 32:20. WHS §378 lists Gen 44:16. To this list, I add the following examples: Gen 43:8; 46:34; 47:3, 19;

Exod 12:31, 32.

43 This example is recorded in GKC §162b, BHRG §40.20, and van der Merwe (2009:316).

44 This example comes from van der Merwe (2009:319-320), who also lists Num 18:3; Isa 48:8; Jer
6:15. GKC §162b lists Zeph 1:18. WHS §378 lists 1 Sam 20:27. To this list [ add Exod 4:10 from my corpus.
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(72)  Emphatic Disjunction Pattern 3: IR ... iR45
:190I1 T IRNYRD IR N R NPTk (1 Sam 26:10)

‘6 yom-0  yabo’ wamét ‘0 bam-milhamad
or day-3MS come.IPFV.3MS die.WCPFV.3MS or in.ART-battle
yered wanispd

descend.IPFV.3MS carried.away.WCPFV.3MS
“Either his day will come and he will die, or he will go down in war and be
carried away.”

(73)  Emphatic Disjunction Pattern 4: OR ... DR46
NY DR W DR NAI0 MAT RN (Deut 18:3)
me-’et zobohé haz-zebah ‘im Sor ‘im sé
from-with sacrifice.PTCP.MP.GEN ART-sacrifice if ox if lamb
“... from those who sacrifice the sacrifice, whether an ox or a lamb”

(74)  Emphatic Disjunction Pattern 5: & ... &47
10K VRYTPR AR RWD PR AR TIDTPR A8 (Isa 41:26)

‘ap ‘én maggid ‘ap ‘én masmia ‘ap ‘én
even NEGEX tell.PTCP.MS even NEGEX announce.PTCP.MS even NEGEX
Someéa " ‘imré-kem

hear.PTCP.MS words-2MP
There was neither one who declared nor one who announced nor one who
heard your words.

What remains to be seen is whether conjunction waw can be used in what Haspelmath (2007)
calls emphatic-coordination constructions.
Hebrew grammars rarely suggest emphatic coordination examples with waw, but there
do seem to be at least two clear NP examples outside the Pentateuch (75)—(76).48
(75) :0301 227 D'r'lJ apw ’ﬂ")N oo (Ps76:7)
mig-ga ‘arata-ka ‘elohé  ya'aqob nirdam wa-rekeb  wa-siis

from-rebuke-2MS God.GEN Jacob  sleep.PTCP.MS and-chariot and-horse
“At your rebuke, O God of Jacob, there were sleeping both chariot and horse.”

45 This example comes from BHRG §40.3, which also lists Num 9:22.
46 This example comes from BHRG §40.11.
47 This example comes from BHRG §40.3, which also lists Isa 40:10, 24; 44:15; 46:11.

48 These examples come from GKC §154 n.1; there are no other reported examples of emphatic NP
coordination. Regarding emphatic PP coordination, GKC §162b lists Dan 1:3; Isa 2:13—16; and Job 34:29 as
clear examples; they also suggest Jer 32:20 (cf. BHRG §40.23.3.1), but this seems to be an unlikely example.
Regarding emphatic CP coordination, GKC §162b suggests Lev 5:3 and Deut 24:7, but these seem to be unlikely
examples.
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(76)

10N RIV W N (Dan 8:13)

tet wa-qodes wo-saba’ mirmas
give.INF and-holiness and-army trampling
“giving both sanctuary and army for trampling”

Crucially, the “initial coordinator” in (75)—(76) is not clause-initial. Since these examples do

not meet the requirements for stripping, the first waw cannot be mistaken for clause-level

coordination, which leaves initial coordination as the most likely interpretation.

When the first waw is clause-initial (77)—(78), it is more likely that it represents

clausal coordination. But emphatic coordination cannot be ruled out as a possibility.+

(77)

(78)

1977w 1251 IWiN IR NANNTOY "B 02YAY  (Gen 22:5)

Sobii la-kem p6  ‘im ha-hamor wa-ani wa-han-na ‘ar
sitIMP.2MP to-2MP here with ART-donkey and-1.NOM and-ART-lad
néloka ‘ad ko

walk.COH.1CP until here

“Sit here with the donkey. And (Both?) I and the lad shall walk that way.”

207aY 1377 132 DY NRI NINDTRY (Gen 34:26)
wo-et  hamor wa-‘et  Sokem  bon-6 haragii
and-AcC Hamor and-AcC Shechem son-3MS kill.PFv.3MP
And (Both?) Hamor and Shechem his son they killed.

The only other clear example of emphatic coordination in the Pentateuch is (79),°° because the

coordinate PP is not clause-initial.

(79)

TPIRA IR 9421 007 M DR AP (Num 9:14)

hugqd ‘ahat yihyé la-kem wa-lag-gér u-lo-"ezrah
statute one be.IPFV.3MS to-2MP and-to.ART-stranger and-to-native.GEN
ha-ares

ART-land

“One statute will there be for you, both for the stranger and for the native
of the land.”

Even (79) depends on an interpretation of the second two PPs for the stranger and for the

native of the land standing in apposition to the first PP for you (pl). It could be that these three

49 For other examples, see Gen 3:18; 9:2; 18:11; 27:37; 33:13; Exod 7:29; 11:10; 17:12; 19:24; Deut

3.7, 17:17.

50 GKC §162b confirms this as an example of emphatic coordination.
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PPs denote three groups of people in the Passover command: you, the stranger, and the native.
However, MR refers to the native-born Israelite in the land (see Lev 23:42; Num 15:29;
Ezek 47:22). Also, the Passover stipulations are given to two groups elsewhere—the native
Israelite and the stranger (Exod 12:19, 48, 49). Finally, even the context addresses the native
Israelite first (Num 9:9—-13) and then the stranger dwelling in the land (9:14), confirming that
(79) should be read as addressing two groups with initial coordination.

Returning to a fuller version of Gen 36:24, copied below as (80), we see that the
coordinate NP is not clause-initial.

(80) T3 DI NYD TR NIY NI ML A 103213 TN

(Gen 36:24)

wa-'éllé boné sib‘on wa-"ayyd wa-‘ana hu’ ‘and ‘aSer
and-these sons.GEN Zibeon and-Aiah and-Anah he.NOM Anah that
masa’ ‘et hay-yémim bam-midbar

find.PFV.3MS ACC ART-hot.springs in.ART-desert
These are the sons of Zibeon: both Aiah and Anah. He is the Anah who found
the hot springs in the desert.
There is no predicate for the coordinate NP, so the initial waw cannot be a clause-level
coordinator. As in (79), it must be either a Focus particle or a waw explicativum. Whether
waw actually has an explicating function is questionable (see §7.4). Nevertheless, such a
function in (80) would be redundant since the null predicate itself signals explication: ﬂ';?;j{
ﬁlJ.j.’.jZ"J; “These are the sons of Zibeon.”
It is important to note that nowhere else in Genesis is the genealogical expression

“These are the sons of :” followed by a conjunct with a prefixed waw.5! Indeed, even the

parallel passage in (81) lacks an initial waw and the explanatory statement for who Anah was.

51 For the relevant verses, see Gen 10:1; 25:13-15; 36:10, 13, 20, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28.
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(81) =M 7R 72X 12 (1 Chron 1:40)

u-boné sib‘on ‘ayyd wa-‘and

and-sons.GEN Zibeon Aiah and-Anah

The sons of Zibeon were Aiah and Anah.
The explanatory note of who Anah was in Gen 36:24 is the only such statement headed by
N1 in the whole chapter, except for those verses that connect Esau with Edom (Gen 36:1, 8§,
19, 43). Thus, it seems all the more likely that the initial waw in (80) is meaningful as a Focus
particle, and so it appears that BH is a mixed system in marking emphatic coordination with
both the (67a) and (67c¢) patterns. Nevertheless, the fact that there are only two clear examples

of emphatic coordination in the Pentateuch that fit the (67a) pattern means that we should

doubt that other possible examples (77-78) are actual cases of emphatic coordination.

5.5 Final Coordination
There is one more coordination structure that is often cited as evidence against
complementation: final coordination. I use the term final coordination to refer to any
construction with more than two conjuncts but only one coordinator, which occurs before the
final conjunct (82). This is in contrast to multiple coordination, where a coordinator separates
each conjunct (83). Often the difference appears inconsequential, as the following minimal
pair seems to demonstrate.
(82) nanonow  (Gen10:1)
sem  ham wa-yapet
Shem Ham and-Japheth
Shem, Ham, and Japheth
(83) nanomow  (Gen9:18)
sém  wa-ham wa-yapet

Shem and-Ham and-Japheth
Shem and Ham and Japheth
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As one author puts it, “At the phrase level, we commonly find asyndeton operating much like
a serial comma in English” (DeRouchie forthcoming). It has, no doubt, been tempting to see
no syntactic or semantic difference between final coordination and multiple coordination.

Nevertheless, the two constructions are different, even just in terms of frequency.
Regarding coordinate NPs, there are 176 examples of multiple coordination’? and just 55
examples of final coordination.’3 And regarding coordinate PPs, there are 93 examples of
multiple coordination* and just 44 examples of final coordination.>3

The primary difference between the two constructions, however, is that multiple
coordination uniquely allows for sub-constituency (Borsley 2005, Winter 2006). Or, as Zhang
(2010:73) puts it, only in multiple coordination can “two conjuncts form a maximal projection
independent of the third conjunct.” Semantically, multiple coordination allows for a mixture
of distributive and collective meaning (84a), in contrast to final coordination in (84b) (cf. de
Vries 2005). The multiple coordination example (84a) can be interpreted as (i) each of them

lifting the rock, (ii) them lifting the rock all together, (iii) the first two lifting together, or (iv)

52 Gen 1:24; 2:1; 7:7, 13, 14; 8:1, 18, 22; 9:18; 10:2, 3, 6, 7, 10, 19, 22, 23; 13:14; 15:9; 19:12; 20:14,
17; 23:1, 17; 24:35, 53, 59; 25:3, 4, 7, 17; 28:14; 30:32, 37; 34:23; 35:23; 36:20-21, 26, 27; 37:25; 38:18, 25;
45:23; 46:9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 17, 24, 32; 47:1; 50:8; Exod 3:22; 6:15, 16, 18, 22, 24; 10:6; 12:35; 14:7, 9; 20:17,
25:4,5,29; 26:1, 31, 36; 27:16; 28:20, 33; 29:1-2, 14; 32:27; 35:5, 6, 7, 13, 14, 15, 18, 22, 23, 35; 36:8, 35, 37,
38; 37:16; 38:18, 23, 30, 31; 39:24, 29, 34, 35; 40:31; Lev 4:11-12; 7:12, 23; 8:11, 17, 26; 9:22; 11:46; 14:4, 10,
45, 49; 23:18; 26:46; Num 1:46; 2:9, 24, 32; 3:17, 27, 31, 36, 37, 38, 46, 50; 4:9, 31, 32, 40, 48; 5:2; 7:1; 11:32;
16:16; 19:6; 20:5; 26:9, 51, 59; 28:19; 29:6, 11, 19, 22, 25, 28, 38; 31:20, 32, 33-35, 36, 52; 32:3; Deut 1:12;
2:37;3:10, 17, 19, 27; 4:45; 6:17, 20; 8:8, 11; 11:1, 14; 18:3; 20:14; 26:17; 27:12; 28:65; 29:3; 30:16; 32:14[x2].

53 Gen 1:12; 5:32; 6:10; 8:19; 10:1; 11:26, 27; 14:24; 26:5; 31:42; 46:11; Exod 2:14; 3:6, 16; 4:5; 14:23;
17:10; 18:21, 25; 21:5; 23:28; 28:17, 18, 19; 32:2; 35:19; 37:20; 39:10, 11, 12, 13, 36, 41; Lev 1:8; 19:36; Num
4:36; 7:13; 13:22; 16:24, 27; 29:16; 31:37; 32:26; Deut 3:5, 6; 4:11; 5:22; 6:1; 8:7; 14:23; 18:4; 27:19; 28:20;
29:2,10.

54 Gen 1:26, 28, 30; 2:20; 3:15; 7:21; 8:17; 9:9-10, 12, 15; 13:8; 17:7, 10; 19:16; 21:23; 31:33; 33:1;
47:17; Exod 7:28, 29; 8:5, 7, 17; 29:20, 21; 31:3, 4-5; 35:21, 28, 32; 36:2; 38:23; 39:3; Lev 8:23, 24; 9:1; 10:10,
12; 11:47; 14:14, 17, 25, 28, 52; 15:33; 16:17; 17:2; 20:25; 21:24; 22:18; 23:38; Num 1:50; 4:3, 23, 30, 35, 39,
43,47, 10:10; 12:4; 13:26; 15:33; 18:9, 19; 19:18; 29:39; 31:12, 28; 32:2; 35:3, 15; Deut 1:16; 5:9; 6:5; 9:22, 27,
14:26; 15:14; 16:16; 26:8, 19; 28:11, 22, 27, 28, 48, 54, 56; 29:1, 7; 33:13—15; 34:11.

55 Gen 6:7; 7:23; 9:10; 13:2; 50:24; Exod 2:24; 6:3, 8; 8:1, 9, 25, 27; 9:3; 14:18, 26; 20:5; 32:13; 33:1;

Lev 1:2; 19:35; 22:19; Num 14:18; 29:18, 21, 24, 27, 30, 33, 37; 32:11; Deut 1:8; 2:8; 6:10; 9:5, 27; 17:8; 24:19,
20, 21; 26:12; 28:37; 29:12; 30:20; 34:4.
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the second two lifting together. The final coordination example (84b) can have only
interpretations (i) and (ii).

(84a) Hobbs and Rhodes and Barnes lifted the rock. (Borsley 2005:468—469)

(84b) Hobbs, Rhodes, and Barnes lifted the rock.
Syntactically, multiple coordination uniquely allows for gapping (85a), while final
coordination does not (85b).

(85a) Tom ate a hamburger, and Alice drank a martini, and Jane a beer.

(85b) *Tom ate a hamburger, Alice drank a martini, and Jane a beer.
Multiple coordination is the unmarked structure in BH for three or more conjuncts. It occurs
nearly three times as much as final coordination, it occurs in more syntactic environments,
and it allows for more interpretations for how the conjuncts are grouped together.

Thus, the two coordination strategies represent two different syntactic structures in
BH. Multiple coordination is a multi-headed structure that has as many maximal projections
as conjunction heads (86), which allows for sub-constituency.

(86) XP

and Japheth

Final coordination has only one maximal projection as a multiple-spec structure (87).

(87) XP
Shem X'
Ham'
and Japheth



Since multiple coordination (86) allows for sub-constituency while final coordination does
not (87), the difference in structure leads to some different interpretations.

Final coordination has only one maximal projection, so it is the simpler, more limited
structure. It is limited in that 90.8% of the examples consist of three conjuncts, and there are
no examples with more than five conjuncts (88). Prosodically, the conjuncts of final
coordination are all grouped together, which is why the list of conjuncts cannot be very long.
On the other hand, 41.5% of multiple coordination examples consist of four or more
conjuncts, with examples of eight or more conjuncts (89). Final coordination is also simpler in
that it does not allow for sub-constituency (88), while multiple coordination allows for lists of
semantic pairs (89).

(88) IN®219paa D’z;f'@;; b’jbl_‘];:_ 0012 (Exod 9:3)

bas-stisim ba-hamorim  bag-gomallim bab-bagar u-bas-so’'n

in.ART-horses in.ART-donkey in.ART-camels in.ART-herd and-in.ART-flock
among the horses, the donkeys, the camels, the cattle, and the flocks

(89) :O™Mhm D90 NNOWI BTAYI 20N 901 P2 XY (Gen 24:35)
so'n u-bagar wa-kesep wa-zahab wa- abadim u-Sapahot
flock and-herd and-silver and-gold and-slaves and-female.slaves
u-gomallim wa-hamorim
and-camels and-donkeys
flocks and herds and silver and gold and male slaves and female slaves and
camels and donkeys

In (88), the five conjuncts comprise the “livestock that are in the field” (Exod 9:3); in (89),

four of the same conjuncts form pairs (flocks and herds and camels and donkeys) around two
other pairs referring to money and manpower.

The complexity afforded by multiple coordination goes beyond a list of semantic
pairs. It allows for a structure that includes conjunct binding, sub-constituency, and

apposition, as in (90).
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(90) T3V NWOWI NI NWKY NiTia g onyowl Nl K3 N10 o0 0ywa
ANTOR OOR - (Gen 7:13)

bo- ‘esem hay-yom haz-zé ba’ noah wa-sém  wa-ham
in-bone.GEN ART-day ART-this come.PFV.3MS Noah and-Shem and-Ham
wa-yepet boné noah wa-’éset noah u-saloset nasé

and-Japheth sons.GEN Noah and-wife.GEN Noah and-three.GEN wives-GEN
banay-w itt-am ‘el hat-teba

sons-3MS with-3MS to ART-ark

On this same day Noah and Shem and Ham and Japheth, Noah’s sons, and
Noah’s wife, and the three wives of his sons with them came into the ark.

The complexity of (90) could not have been expressed using final coordination. In fact, the
most complexity a final coordination structure affords is binding the latter conjuncts to the
first (91).

91) 1’WWDJ1 133‘13 ﬂ}ﬁﬂ: 12203 (Exod 14:18)
bo-hikkabad-1 ba-par'6  ba-rikb-6 u-ba-parasay-w
in-honored.INF-1CS in-Pharaoh in-chariot-3MS and-in-horsemen-3Ms
“in my being honored by Pharaoh, by his chariots, and by his horsemen”

Final coordination does not allow for complexity, because there is only one maximal
projection. The conjuncts are all prosodically bound together, and symmetry must hold
between them.

Another difference in interpretation is that a following appositive must modify the
whole final-coordination structure (92), but may modify part of a multiple coordination
structure (93).

(92) P20 SR powh DAY M5 (Exod 32:13)
zokor la-"abraham lo-yishaq u-ls-yisra’el ‘abadé-ka
remember.IMP.2MS to-Abraham to-Isaac and-to-Israel servants-2MS

“Remember Abraham, Isaac, and Israel, your servants.”

(93)  DMNian 12 YRR MYHN ORY ORI MU 3T (Lev 10:12)
wayadabbér mosé ‘el ‘aharon woa-el ‘el ‘azar wa-’el ‘itamar
speak.WCIPFV.3MS Moses to Aaron and-to Eleazar and-to Ithamar
banay-w han-notarim
sons-3MS ART-remain.PTCP.MP
Moses spoke to Aaron, and to Eleazar and to Ithamar, his remaining sons.
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The multiple coordination in (93) affords a prosodic break after the first conjunct fo Aaron,
indicated by the rebia, which aids the reader in properly identifying the second two conjuncts
as Aaron’s sons. I suggest that if (93) were expressed as final coordination, it would either be
unacceptable, or it would sound like Aaron was one of Moses’ sons.56
Multiple coordination uniquely allows the author to highlight one conjunct against the
backdrop of the others. In beginning this section, I said that the choice of which structure to
use in referring to Noah’s three sons seems inconsequential. Indeed, arbitrariness is an
illusion. This can be seen by looking at the broader context of the initial examples.
(94) 91370 INX 033 DAY 177N NEY 0N W Ni™a 177N R7R)
(Gen 10:1)
wa-ellé  toladot boné noah sem ham wa-ydapet
and-these generations.GEN sons.GEN Noah Shem Ham and-Japheth
wayyiwwalodii  la-hem banim ‘ahar ham-mabbiil
born.WCIPFV.3MP to-3MP sons after ART-flood
And these are the generations of the sons of Noah: Shem, Ham, and Japheth.

And sons were born to them after the flood.

(95) 132 3N M7 D) N BN DY 1200770 DR NiTa

(Gen 9:18)

wayyihyi boné noah hay-yosa’'im min hat-tebd

be.WCIPFV.3MP sons.GEN Noah ART-go.out.PTCP.MP from ART-ark

sem  wa-ham wa-yapet wa-ham hi’ ‘abi kona ‘an

Shem and-Ham and-Japheth and-Ham he.NOM father.GEN Canaan

The sons of Noah who came out of the ark were Shem and Ham and Japheth.

And Ham was the father of Canaan.
Final coordination (94) keeps the three sons on the same level, and the rest of the chapter
expounds on each of their genealogies (10:2-31) and ends by calling them “the families of the
sons of Noah” (10:32). Multiple coordination (95), on the other hand, allows for highlighting

Ham as the father of Canaan, and the rest of the chapter details Ham’s act (9:20-22), the

response of the other two (9:23), Canaan’s curse (9:24), and the others’ blessings (9:26-27).

56 In the other cases where a modifier follows the conjuncts in a final coordination structure, it modifies
all of the conjuncts together (Gen 8:19; 9:10; Exod 20:5; Deut 6:1; 29:9, 10).
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5.6 Summary

This chapter has shown that several facts about Hebrew phrasal coordination result from a
coordination analysis wherein the conjuncts function as specifier and complement. First,
neither of the conjuncts can move. A movement analysis cannot produce all cases of “split
coordination” (§5.2). Instead, the intruding element signals that the conjuncts are not
coordinated at the phrase level, but that their separation is a result of clausal ellipsis (§5.3)—
whether gapping (§5.3.2), stripping (§5.3.3), or RNR (§5.3.4). In some cases, ellipsis explains
the purported cases of conjunct drop and “comitative waw.” Otherwise, they should be viewed
as examples of verbless clauses.

The initial coordination data of §5.4 do not undermine the complementation analysis
either, since the “initial coordinator” is really a parasitic Focus particle. While examples of
emphatic coordination usually use 03 ... 03, BH appears to be a mixed language system by
also using 1 ... 1 for such constructions, although rarely. Finally, §5.5 showed that the
difference between multiple coordination and final coordination is not simply a difference of
whether some coordinators are overt or covert. Instead, resulting from the complementation
analysis, final-coordination structures have just one coordinator but multiple specifiers. The
main result is that final coordination does not allow for sub-constituency, thereby giving it
semantic and syntactic balance where all conjuncts are viewed in the same way.

This chapter has addressed the implications of the conjuncts forming a
complementation, rather than an adjunction, relationship. The next chapter addresses the BH

phrasal data that result from the conjunction being a defective head.
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CHAPTER 6: THE COORDINATOR IS A DEFECTIVE HEAD

6.1 Introduction

Chapter three argued that the cross-linguistic structure of coordination is hierarchical (§3.2.1),
with the conjuncts functioning as specifier and complement (§3.2.2) and the coordinator
functioning as as the head (§3.2.3), which projects the category of the external conjunct
(§3.2.4). Chapter four investigated the BH data that result from coordination being a
hierarchical structure, and chapter five explored the BH data that result from the conjuncts
being in a complementation relationship. This chapter examines the results of the last two
aspects, that the coordinator head projects the function of the external conjunct only.

To summarise the relevant argumentation from §3.2.3—4, the coordinator head does
not project an independent functional category. Since both the distribution of coordinate
complexes is covered by simplexes and the categorial contrasts of coordinate complexes are
covered by simplexes, there is no motivation for proposing &P. Instead, the category feature
of the external conjunct is transferred to the coordinator and projected from there to the top of
the phrase.

The position adopted here can be summed up as the coordinator being a defective
head. This chapter will explore two phenomena of BH phrasal coordination that naturally

result from this framework: asymmetric syntax (§6.2) and null coordinators (§6.3).

6.2  Asymmetric Syntax
In this section, I distinguish between asymmetric syntax and asymmetric semantics.

Asymmetric semantics means that the conjunct order cannot be inverted without also creating
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a change in meaning. This is especially common on the clause level, where even an implied
temporal progression between conjuncts produces certain semantic asymmetries.

(1) Susan got married and had a baby.

(2) Susan had a baby and got married.
Teasing out the different implications for asymmetric semantics in (1)—~(2) would be
interesting, but the topic of this thesis is mainly about syntax, and the scope of this thesis is
limited to phrasal coordination; the semantic asymmetries of clausal coordination, thus, are
not considered further here. Specifically, this section investigates coordinations of different

syntactic categories (§6.2.1) and scopal issues in phrasal coordination (§6.2.2).

6.2.1 Coordination of Different Syntactic Categories
Since coordination is a hierarchical binary structure, resulting syntactic asymmetries are
predicted. Moreover, the coordinator head projects the category of the external conjunct,
whereas the internal conjunct is syntactically invisible. One might, therefore, expect that there
should be many coordination examples with conjuncts of different syntactic categories. But
this is only half of the story. In §3.3.1, I argued that the symmetries within coordination are
best captured by Zhang’s (2010) Relativized Parallelism Requirement (RPR), a semantic filter
for a coordinate structure already built. The RPR ensures coherence between the conjuncts
either in terms of relatedness (i.e. natural coordination) or resemblance in their semantic type.
If there is semantic coherence, then a coordinate structure of different syntactic categories can
go to Spell-Out.

In asymmetric coordination of different syntactic categories, the category of the

external conjunct is decisive. For example, a prefix preposition takes a nominal complement

130



and never a finite-verb complement.! However, when a prefix preposition takes an infinitival
complement, the internal conjunct may be a vayyigtol (3) or a verbless clause (4).

(3) 7R T3 20N RIPRY P DD I (Gen 39:18)

wayhi ka-harim-i qol-i wa'eqra’ wayya ‘azob
be.WCIPFV.3MS as-lift.INF-1CS voice-1CS call. WCIPFV.1CS leave.WCIPFV.3MS
bigad-o ‘esl-1

garment-3MS beside-1CS
“It happened, as I lifted my voice and called, he left his garment beside me.”

(4) IR PIPM YR WA M TYND TR HPaTNg Dapnws i

(Deut 5:23)

wayhi ka-Som ‘a-kem ‘et  haq-qol  mit-tok
be.WCIPFV.3MS as-hear.INF-2MP ACC ART-voice from-midst.GEN
ha-hosek wa-ha-har bo ‘er ba-’es
ART-darkness and-ART-mountain burn.PTCP.MS in.ART-fire
wattiqrabiin el-ay

come.near.WCIPFV.2MP to-1CS

“It happened, as you heard the voice from the midst of the darkness and the

mountain was burning with fire, you came near to me.”
In (3), the infinitive A" is conjoined to the following wayyigtol RIPRI. In (4), the
infinitive DJVYAW is conjoined to a verbless clause. In both of these examples, a TP is
coordinated with a following CP.2 This is the consistent order of such constituents when they
comprise a coordinate complement of a prefix preposition.> The tensed CP clause in (3) could

not be a simplex complement of the preposition 3, but it may be the internal conjunct of a

coordinate complex. This follows if the internal conjunct is syntactically invisible.

! Whenever a finite verb takes a prefix preposition, there is always an intervening complementiser.
Preposition 3 is attested with the complementiser W (Eccl 5:14; 9:12; 12:7), and preposition 3 is attested with
the complementiser i3 (2 Chron 1:4).

2 In the analysis of Garrett and DeRouchie (2009:327-330), *11"] is a discourse marker that introduces a
protasis-apodosis. Under this framework, it seems pretty clear that both the vayyigtol (3) and the verbless clause
(4) carry on the protasis of the [3 + infinitival phrase] constituent. In the analysis of Wilson (2020a), which I
prefer, 11" is an isolated BE-verb in the left-periphery that introduces not-at-issue content with a temporal
adverbial that occurs before the matrix verb, which presents at-issue content. Under this framework, the matrix
verbs are 2TY" (3) and 32717 (4), which each occur after the etnahta. In either analysis, the CP—the vayyigtol
in (3) and the verbless clause in (4)—is coordinated with the TP rather than with the *".

3 Other possible instances in the Pentateuch include Gen 44:30; Exod 34:29.
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Usually, a TP is coordinated with another TP.# In fact, the symmetric example of (5)
matches the initial syntax of (3)—(4), making those asymmetric examples all the more notable.

(5) 7RI 2T IR WAWI INNY TOL DIARATNR] DEATNR DRI 10N
QARG INNR  (Gen 24:30)

wayhi ki-r’ot ‘et han-nezem wa-‘et  has-somidim ‘al
be.WCIPFV.3MS as-see.INF ACC ART-ring and-ACC ART-bracelets on
vadé ‘ahot-6 t-ko-Som -0 ‘et dibré ribqa

arms.GEN sister-3MS and-as-hear.INF-3MS ACC words.GEN Rebekah

‘ahot-6 le-"mor

sister-3MS to-say.INF

It happened, as (he) saw the ring and the bracelets on the arms of his sister and
as he heard the words of Rebekah his sister, saying...

In (5), as well as (3)—~(4), the isolated BE-verb "1 (Wilson 2020a°) introduces a clause that
begins with a TP headed by 2. Unlike (3)~(4), however, the TP NR72 in (5) is coordinated
with another TP iYW, an expected example of symmetric coordination.

The following examples of asymmetric coordination with a TP are even more striking
than (3)—(4), because the TP is conjoined to a previous CP.¢ These are complex examples, so |
will take them one at a time. In (6), an infinitive is coordinated with a previous wayyigtol.

(6) DY NO2Y PR Wk BIPRD 1YN7 93 D23 TN W7 A0 18N
TIT2 7T8  (Gen 42:25)
wayasaw yosep wayamal il ‘et kalé-hem  bar
command.WCIPFV.3MS Joseph fill. WCIPFV.3MP ACC vessels-3MP grain
u-lo-hasib kaspé-hem 1S ‘el saqq-6 wa-la-tet la-hem
and-to-return.INF silver-3MP man to sack-3MS and-to-give.INF to-3MP
seda lad-darek
provisions to.ART-road
Joseph commanded, and they filled their bags with grain and to return each
man’s silver into his sack and to give them provisions for the road.

4 See also Gen 1:17-18; 2:15; 19:33, 35; 23:2; 43:18; 45:7; Exod 3:8; 19:12; 23:20; 32:12; 40:32; Lev
20:3; Num 5:22; 8:19; 16:9; Deut 5:29; 6:7; 7:8; 8:6; 10:8, 12; 11:13, 19, 22; 19:9; 21:5; 23:15; 24:8; 26:17, 18—
19; 28:12, 13, 63[x2]; 30:16, 20; 31:2.

5 Wilson (2017, 2019) used to categorise this usage as a thetic marker. He now sees it relating more
directly to at-issue content: “The isolated verb creates the expectation that what follows will need to be accepted
as common ground in order for additional moves to be relevant” (Wilson 2020a:330).

6 See also Exod 35:31-34; Lev 10:9-11.
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Example (6) would read more smoothly if the second wayyigtol, “fill,” were an infinitival
complement of “command,”” but there are no Hebrew manuscripts that reflect this reading.
Miller (2003b:138) argues that (6) is a highly reduced example of indirect speech in which
Joseph’s command is that they (the servants) fill their (the brothers”) sacks with grain in order
to return each man’s silver to his sack and to give them provisions for their journey. Thus, the
waw on “to return” is likely used to prevent a reading in which the infinitival clause is read as
relating to “they filled” rather than “he commanded.”®

Another jarring example of a coordinated CP + TP occurs below. At first, (7) would
appear to read more smoothly if there were no waw attached to the infinitive—as reflected in
the Greek, Syriac, and Latin—but there are no Hebrew manuscripts that reflect this reading.

(7) DRI DY NN PN 1123 WK 3 NI DR DT 8GR AWR W0
:12793  (Exod 32:29)

wayyo 'mer mosé mil’il ved-kem  hay-yom l-yhwh ki
say.WCIPFV.3MS Moses fill.iIMP.2MP hand-2MP ART-day to-YHWH because
s bi-bn-6 u-bo-"ahi-w wa-la-tet ‘alée-hem hay-yom
man in-son-3MS and-in-brother-3MS and-to-give.INF on-2MP ART-day
boraka

blessing

Moses said, “Fill your hand today for YHWH, because each man was against
his son and against his brother, and to place a blessing on you today.”

Nevertheless, similar to (6), the use of waw in (7) seems to guard against a reading in which

“to place” is related to the verbless clause “because each man was against his son and against

his brother.” Rather, the infinitive complement relates to the imperative “Fill your hand.””
There are other examples of conjuncts being of different syntactic categories, and

these occur strictly at the phrase level.

7 This is reflected in the LXX and has precedent in BH in Exod 35:1; Lev 7:36; Num 34:29; Deut 6:1.

8 T thank my supervisors, Jacobus Naudé and Cynthia Miller-Naudé, for pointing me to resources on
(6)—(7) and for helping me understand the syntax of these examples.

9 This narrative example of asymmetric coordination is similar to a function of waw in poetry, where

waw plays a role in language processing and is used to promote one reading rather than another reading in
parallel lines (cf. Miller 2007b).
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(8) N+A
YOO PR oD VR (Gen 47:9)
ma ‘at wa-rd ‘im hayi yomé Soné hayy-ay
few and-evil.ADJ.MP be.PFV.3CP days.GEN years.GEN life-1CS
“Few and evil have been the days of the years of my life.”

(9) NP+PP
P1oW-H275R1MDRD 0 IRDY (Deut 1:7)
u-bo’u har ha-’émort  wa-"el kol Sakenay-w

and-go.IMP.2MP mountain.GEN ART-Amorite and-to all. GEN neighbors-3MS
“Go (to) the mountain of the Amorites and to all of their neighbors.”

(10)  PPs+NP
TUPD 13T 27 PIRD 0UM DY 500 DTORD T2 (Gen 27:28)

wa-yitten lo-kd  ha-’eélohim mit-tal has-samayim
and-give.JUSS.3MS to-2MS ART-God from-dew.GEN ART-heavens
u-mi-Smanné ha-"ares wa-rob dagan wa-tiros

and-from-fat.areas-GEN ART-earth and-abundance.GEN grain and-wine
“And may God give to you from the dew of heaven and from the fat areas of
the earth, and an abundance of grain and wine.”
Example (8) is the one occurrence in the Hebrew Bible where the quantifier noun VY1 is
coordinated with an adjective. Example (9) consists of an NP referring to a location and a
PP.10 Example (10) is the most surprising with the NP joined to the coordinate PP complex.
There are two other possible, but unlikely, analyses for (10). First, there might be

ellipsis of the bare preposition 7 in the final phrase, in which case it is a covert PP (11).11

(11)  “And may God give to you from the dew of heaven and from the fat areas of
the earth and [frem] a lot of grain and wine.”

However, there are significant asymmetries between the coordinated phrases that make the
preposition-ellipsis analysis unlikely. First, there is a merism in the first two PPs—heaven and
earth—which sets them distinct from the third phrase. Second, while each of these three

phrases is a construct chain, the noun in construct state in the first two phrases is a referring

10 There are two other [NP + PP] examples (Lev 11:46; Num 15:29), and an example with coordinate
NPs where the first has a directional ending and the second does not (Exod 8:20).

11 For a syntactic analysis of ellipsis of bare prepositions in general, see Miller (2008:106-110). As a

slightly different analysis, the last overt preposition could be taking a coordinate NP complex as its complement.
However, the rest of this paragraph argues against both of these analyses.
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noun and the head of the third is a generic noun “abundance of.” Thus, each of the first two
naturally fits as the complement to preposition 7 to express a partitive construction, but the
third does not. Isaac is not calling on God to give some grain and wine from his abundance,
but to actually give an abundance of grain and wine.

A comparison to a similar example can help strengthen the argument that the final NP
in (10) is not a covert PP. Like (10), example (12) consists of an NP conjoined to partitive
PPs, but unlike (10) there is an object marker on the NP in (12).

(12)  AMIRTTOD WK NI3p0753 Hvy AR NNYAD n2on 1np3 1hn o

(Lev 6:8)
wahérim mimme-nnii ba-qums-6 mis-solet ham-minhd
lift. wCPFV.3MS from-3MS  in-handful-3MS from-flour-GEN ART-offering
u-mis-samn-ah  wo-'ét kol hal-lobona ‘aser ‘al ham-minhd
and-from-oil-3FS and-ACC all-GEN ART-frankincense that on ART-offering
“And from it he shall take up a handful from the flour of the offering and from
its oil, and all of the frankincense that is on the offering.”
The object marker precludes the analysis of the NP being a covert PP. Moreover, the universal
quantifier 53 in (12) shows even more explicitly than (10) that the NP is distinct from the
partitive PPs. Aaron must take some from the flour and oil, but he must take all of the
frankincense.
A second possibility of interpreting (10) is as an example of stripping (13). In this

case, there is no asymmetric syntax; instead, it would be an example of coordinate CPs.

(13) “And may God give to you from the dew of heaven and from the fat areas of

the earth, [and-may-he-giveto-you a lot of grain and wine].”

Yet, even under the analysis of stripping, (10) would need to be added to the number of
examples cited in §5.3.3 where the remnant and its correlate are of different syntactic
categories. Thus, it would still be an example of asymmetric syntax. The problem with the

stripping analysis for (10), however, is that the coordinate phrase is not split by another
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constituent. In §5.3.3, I argued that stripping in BH is licensed by an intervening constituent
that signals an intonation break. It is, thus, simpler and more consistent to take (10) as an
example of phrasal conjuncts that are of different syntactic categories.

The semantic filter RPR allows these three coordination cases to surface (8)—(10),
even though the conjuncts are of different syntactic categories. In (8), the N VPR and A D"V
do not fulfill the relatedness requirement—there is no natural connection between few and
evil. However, they do fulfill the resemblance requirement, both being properties attributed to
the days of Jacob’s lifespan. In (9), the NP and the PP fulfill the resemblance requirement,
indicating the goal of where the people are to go. For (10), the PPs and NP do not meet the
resemblance requirement, with the first two phrases being partitive constructions while the
third is not. But they do fulfill the relatedness requirement, as they each express what God
will give.

There is another form of syntactic asymmetry, wherein the object marker occurs only

before the second of two conjuncts, as (14)—(15) illustrate.

(14) oW aiv=52 Dy TR M52 NATRTTIN DHOR Nl ey

(Gen 2:19)

wayyiser vhwh  “élohim min ha-’adamad kol hayyat
form.wcCIPFV.3MS YHWH God  from ART-ground all.GEN animal.GEN
has-sadé wa-et kol ‘op has-samayim

ART-field and-AcC all.GEN bird.GEN ART-heavens
YHWH God formed from the ground every animal of the field and every bird
of the heavens.

(15) manR) mz‘-m KA le (Gen 21:10)
gares ha-"ama haz-zo't woa-et  bon-ah
cast.out.IMP.2MS ART-maidservant ART-this and-ACC son-3MS
“Cast out this maidservant and her son!”

In his study on differential object marking, Bekins (2012) presents a framework for

explaining the distribution of the object marker in BH. He makes the case that the overt use of
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the object marker is primarily influenced by object individuation (the degree to which a
referent is viewed as an individual entity rather than a type), which is “measured by
identifiability, accessibility, and animacy” (Bekins 2012:140). The lack of the object marker
before the first conjunct in both (14) and (15) correlates with an expression that often lacks
the object marker: the distributive use of the universal quantifier 93 in (14),!2 and an
imperative in (15).13

Thus, we have a rationale for why the object marker is missing before the first
conjunct in these two examples. Nevertheless, the second conjunct is an equivalent type of
expression in both cases and yet it is preceded by the object marker. This is another example
of asymmetric coordination. Since the category features of the internal conjunct are
syntactically invisible, it is default-marked with accusative case, which is suppressed for the

external conjunct due to expression-specific factors.

6.2.2 Scope Issues
Since the coordinator is a defective head, it does not project its own syntactic category, but
only the category it receives from the external conjunct. As such, it does not create its own
syntactic domain, nor is it able to have scope over the domain. Consequently, the coordinator
allows other elements to take narrow or wide scope over the conjuncts.

Some have interpreted the difference in scope with coordination as wide scope
signaling a collective reading and narrow scope signaling a distributive reading. For example,

in looking at Modern Hebrew, Winter (2001) notes that when ef occurs just once in front of

12 The distributive use of the universal quantifier is actually high in individuation (cf. Naudé 2011), but
Bekins classifies it as a quasi-indefinite (2012:118-120), which is why it lacks the object marker about 90% of
the time, as is the case in Gen 2:19.

13 The definite NP complement of the imperative in Gen 21:10 is actually high in individuation, but a

transitive imperative takes only one overt argument (the object), so “overt case marking would be redundant for
the purpose of disambiguation” (Bekins 2012:157).
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the coordinate complex, the whole receives a collective reading (16a, 17a). However, when et
occurs before each conjunct, it receives a distributive reading (16b, 17b).
(16a) Dan ra’a et ruti ve sara
Dan saw ACC Ruti and Sara
Dan saw Ruti and Sara (together).
(16b) Dan ra’a et ruti ve et sara
Dan saw ACC Ruti and ACC Sara
Dan saw Ruti and Sara (separately).
(17a) Dan hifrid et ruti ve sara
Dan separated ACC Ruti and Sara

Dan separated Ruti and Sara.

(17b) ??Dan hifrid et ruti ve et sara
Dan  separated ACC Ruti and ACC Sara
Dan separated Ruti and Sara.
The fact that “separated” requires a collective complement explains why (17b) has
questionable acceptability.

Zhang (2010:133—134) says there is a comparative use of the English genitive 5. Wide
scope marks a collective reading (18a), and narrow scope marks a distributive reading (18b).

(18a) John and Harry’s departure for Cleveland. [collective]

(18b) John’s and Harry’s departure for Cleveland. [distributive]

Zhang says that the wide scope of the genitive indicates a joint departure (18a), and the
narrow scope indicates that the two departed separately (18b).

However, my intuition is that (18b) could also refer to a joint departure. Some initial
support comes from data in Portuguese. Narrow scope is the default option (19a), while wide
scope specifically marks a collective reading (19b).

(19a) Eu conversei com o Jodo e com a Maria

1 talked with the Jodo and with the Maria
“I talked to Jodo and to Maria.”
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(19b) Eu conversei com o Jodo e a Maria
I talked  with the Jodo and the Maria
“I talked to Jodo and Maria.”
Nunes (2004:130) says that both sentences in (19) may be interpreted as a single talking
event, but only narrow scope of the preposition (19a) admits a reading with two talking
events.!* This is an example of privative markedness (A vs. non-A),!3 in which the unmarked
option receives a general interpretation (nonsignalisation of A).16
Nunes (2004:131) confirms that the narrow-scope example (19a) uniquely allows for a
secondary reading by adding a PP to modify each of the talking events, as shown in (20).
(20a) Eu conversei com o Jodo sdbado e com a Maria domingo
I talked  with the Jodo on.Saturday and with the Maria on.Sunday
“I talked to Jodo on Saturday and to Maria on Sunday.”
(20b) *Eu conversei com o Jodo sabado e a Maria domingo
I  talked  with the Jodo on.Saturday and the Maria on.Sunday
“I talked to Jodo on Saturday and Maria on Sunday.”
I believe the same kind of interpretive distinction holds for the BH data. In the following sub-

sections, we will look at three scope-taking elements in BH: the object marker (§6.2.2.1),

prepositions (§6.2.2.2), and negation (§6.2.2.3).

6.2.2.1 Wide Scope of the Object Marker
The object marker usually occurs before each conjunct in BH. For example, in looking at

examples of just two conjuncts in Genesis, the object marker occurs before both conjuncts

14 Yoon and Lee (2005) indicate that a similar phenomenon exists in Korean NPs, where a certain
coordination strategy is compatible with both collective and distributive predicates, but the other strategy is
compatible only with distributive predicates. This also should be viewed as an example of privative markedness
under a general interpretation: signalisation of A vs. a nonsignalisation of A (see footnotes 13 and 14).

15 The are three types of binary oppositions: privative (A vs. non-A), gradual (mostly A vs. partially A),
and equipollent (A vs. B). Privative opposition describes the presence vs. absence of a mark. Gradual opposition
describes “various degrees or gradations of the same property” (Korchin 2008:23). And equipollent opposition
describes “two opposite but positive features” (Battistella 1990:16).

16 This is in contrast with a specific interpretation in which a signalisation of A contrasts a signalisation
of non-A (Battistella 1990:2, Andrews 1990:154, and Korchin 2008:32—34).
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forty times,!7 while there are only two occasions where it occurs before the first conjunct
only.18 Example (21) provides the first opportunity to test the hypothesis that wide scope
marks a collective reading.

(1) Ny DI T IRYINY RVRY IPTIIN NNSWn TR DY)
DN 9PN (Gen 33:2)

wayyasem ‘et has-Sapahot wa-‘et  yaldeé-hen ri’sona wa-'et
set.WCIPFV.3MS ACC ART-servants and-ACC children-3FP first and-ACC
leea w-ilade-ha ‘aharonim wa-et  rahél wa-‘et  yosep

Leah and-children-3FS afterward and-AcC Rachel and-AcC Joseph
‘aharonim

afterward

And he placed the female servants and their children first, and [4e placed] Leah
and her children afterward, and [%e placed] Rachel and Joseph afterward.

As indicated in §5.3.2, (21) is an example of gapping, wherein there are three clauses of Jacob
placing the three different groups one after the other, indicated by the adverbs first ...
afterward ... afterward. In each of the three clauses, the complement is a coordinate NP
complex: the woman and her corresponding child(ren). Furthermore, there is an object marker
before each conjunct in NP complex—except for Leah and her children, where there is only
one object marker. Rather than taking narrow scope before each conjunct, the object marker
takes wide scope over the coordinate NP.

Jacob’s favoritism is on display in which woman he places farthest from the imminent
danger of Esau approaching: the servant women first, Leah second, and Rachel safest in the
back. The narrator also highlights Jacob’s favoritism. In one sense Leah is elevated: while
Bilhah and Zilpah are unnamed in this verse, Leah and Rachel are named. However, there is a
distinction between Leah and Rachel. Both Rachel and Joseph are presented as individuals in

the third group, since the object marker has narrow scope over each conjunct. But Leah is

17 Gen 1:1, 29; 2:24; 3:24; 9:1; 11:5; 12:10; 14:7, 11, 12, 17; 18:19; 19:15; 22:3, 6; 24:30; 25:3; 26:34;
27:17; 30:26, 35; 31:17, 42; 33:5; 34:13; 35:4; 37:14; 40:20; 41:8, 51; 43:14; 45:13, 18; 46:6; 47:6, 11, 19;
49:31[x2]; 50:21.

18 Gen 14:16; 33:2.

140



significant only in so far as she is lumped in with her children, so the narrator uses one object
marker, which has scope over both conjuncts.

Another clear example of how wide scope marks a collective reading occurs in (22).
There are three conjuncts but only two object markers, the first having narrow scope over
Abimelech alone, and the second having wide scope over his wife and his maidservants.

(22) TN PRANRY IDWRTIRY TI0ARTIR DEOR K& (Gen 20:17)

wayyirpa’ ‘elohim ‘et ’abimelek woa-et  iSt-0
heal.wcCIPFV.3MS God ACC Abimelech and-Acc wife-3MS
wa-"amhot-ayw wayyeledii

and-maidservants-3Ms give.birth.WCIPFV.3MP
God healed Abimelech, and his wife and his maidservants, and they gave birth.

Taking the final two conjuncts as a collective indicates that his wife is part of the plural
reference of those who gave birth in the next clause, not just his maidservants.

As noted above, narrow scope of N with two conjuncts in Genesis is twenty times
more common than wide scope. Moreover, in looking at coordinate complexes of three or
more conjuncts in Genesis, narrow scope occurs twelve times more often than wide scope.!?
Thus, in terms of frequency alone it makes sense that narrow scope is the default option.

Moreover, as the unmarked option, narrow scope can occur with distributive or
collective readings. Example (23) illustrates narrow scope that does not mark a distributive
reading for the four conjuncts.

(23) :PYIRTIN DN TIPNRY ADPIRTIR] DONK MRITIR MW

(Gen 24:59)

wayaSallahi ‘et ribgd ‘ahot-am  wa-‘et  meniqt-ah
send.away.WCIPFV.3MS ACC Rebekah sister-3MP and-ACC wet.nurse-3FS
wa-"et ‘ebed ‘abraham wa-"et  anasay-w

and-ACC servant.GEN Abraham and-ACC men-3MS
And they sent away Rebekah their sister and her wet nurse, and the servant of
Abraham and his men.

19 There are twenty-six examples of narrow scope: Gen 1:21, 25; 8:1; 10:11-12, 13—14, 15-18, 26-29;
11:31; 12:5, 20; 14:5-6; 15:19-21; 17:23; 22:21-22, 24; 24:59; 25:2; 32:20, 23; 34:28, 29; 36:5, 6, 14; 46:5;
47:12. Conversely, there are just three examples of wide scope: Gen 19:25; 20:17; 32:8.
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In (23), there is an object marker before each of the four conjuncts. Nevertheless, there are
clearly two groups presented with the pronominal suffixes, since the second conjunct is bound
to the first conjunct and the fourth to the third. Thus, it is better to view narrow scope as the
default/unmarked option, since it can occur with a distributive (24) or collective (25) reading.

(24)  NRY NN IRRTIRY TARTIR S5 WK WR WRTD (Lev 20:9)

ki SIS aSer yaqallel ‘et ‘ab-iw wa- et
because man man that curse.IPFV.3MS ACC father-3MS and-AcCC
‘imm-0 mot  yumat

mother-3MS die.INF put.to.death.IPFV.3MS
“Because each man who curses his father or (lit. and) his mother shall surely
be put to death.”

(25) R NRT ARRTIN AWRTIR MY TWR WRY (Lev 20:14)

wa-1s  ‘aSer yigqah ‘et iSSa  wa-‘et  imm-ah  zimma
and-man that take.IPFV.3MS ACC woman and-ACC mother-3FS lewdness
hiw’

it.NOM.FS

“And a man who takes a woman and her mother, that is depravity.”

In (24), the repetition in the phrase W'R WX indicates distribution (cf. BHRG §29.3). This
construction paired with the context demands that each man who curses either his father or
his mother should be put to death, not simply the person who curses both his father and
mother.20 Narrow scope of N® before each conjunct is consistent with a distributive reading.
Example (25) describes a man who takes a woman and her mother (a collective reading) as
depravity. There would be no problem with taking either a woman or her mother. Therefore,
narrow scope before each conjunct is also consistent with a collective reading.

While narrow scope can occur with both collective and distributive readings, wide

scope specifically marks a collective reading (26).

20 For more on how the either reading of the conjuncts in (24) is licensed, see below in §6.2.2.3
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(26) Mo WA AP TR TR 00K 1IN 9DINTIR IRTND

(Deut 11:2)

o> rau ‘et musar yvhwh  ‘élohé-kem ‘et  godl-6

NEG see.PFV.3MP ACC discipline.GEN YHWH God-2MP  ACC greatness-3MS
‘et yad-o ha-hdazaqa i-zoro -6 han-natitya

ACC hand-3MS ART-strong and-arm-3MS ART-stretch.PTCP.PASS.FS
“They did not see the discipline of YHWH your God, his greatness, his mighty
hand and outstretched arm.”

In (26), the wide scope of NN before his mighty hand and outstretched arm signals a

collective reading.?! The coordinated NPs form a hendiadys, which refers to the one act of

God’s powerful deliverance.2

6.2.2.2 Wide Scope of Prepositions
For coordinate PPs in Genesis, there are ninety-seven instances of the repeated preposition
having narrow scope,?? and there are only seven instances of wide scope.2* The standard
Hebrew grammars make a comment that the preposition is normally repeated before each
complement (e.g. GKC §119hh, IBHS §11.4.2, WHS §238, BHRG §32.1),2 but Jolion and
Muraoka uniquely offer an explanation for the difference: “In some cases the repetition may
emphasise individuality, the non-repetition cohesiveness” (JM §132g, n. 1). However, once
again, it is better to interpret narrow scope of the preposition as the unmarked option.

As the unmarked option, narrow scope can occur with a distributive reading (27), and

also with a collective reading (28).

21 Other wide-scope examples of the object marker in the Pentateuch include Exod 12:28; 24:12; 33:2;
34:11; 39:40; Num 4:25; 32:35; Deut 2:34; 5:31; 6:2, 17; 28:15; 31:28.

22 The other NP usage of this phrase also uses wide scope of the object marker (1 Kgs 8:42).

2 Gen 1:4, 7, 14, 18[x2], 26, 28, 30; 2:20; 3:14, 15, 21; 4:4[x2], 5; 5:29; 6:14, 21; 7:21; 8:17, 20;
9:2[x2], 8, 9-10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17; 10:12; 13:2, 3,7, 8, 17; 16:5, 14, 17:2, 7, 8, 10, 11; 19:16, 24, 28; 20:1, 5, 9;
21:12, 23; 22:17; 23:15; 24:53; 25:16; 26:3, 28, 35; 27:16; 28:4, 7; 30:36; 31:4, 28, 33, 44, 48, 49, 50, 51; 32:1,
11, 17, 29; 33:1, 14; 34:11, 18, 24, 30; 35:2, 12; 37:2, 8, 10; 41:37; 43:7; 45:16, 19; 46:31; 47:14, 15, 17, 48:20,
22;49:26; 50:24.

24 Gen 1:14; 7:8; 14:2, 9; 30:40; 31:37; 48:5.

25 Rooker (1990:115-116) reports a tendency in late Biblical Hebrew to drop the repeated prepositions
and object markers and only write once what was repeated in early Biblical Hebrew (cf. Polak 2013a).
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27)  :MT75P1 YRROTOY DR K1 TV 18D (Gen 37:8)

wayyosipi ‘od  sono’ "0t-0 ‘al halomotay-w wa- ‘al
add.wCIPFV.3MP again hate-INF ACC-3MS on dreams-3MS and-on
dabaray-w

words-3MS

“And they hated him even more concerning his dream and concerning his
words.”

(28) AR M2 ORI MIOKR BTOK RN (Gen 9:8)
wayyo ‘mer ‘elohim ‘el noah wa-"el banay-w itt-0
say.WCIPFV.1CS God  to Noah and-to sons-3MS with-3MS
And God said to Noah and to his sons with him.
The distributive reading of the conjuncts in (27) is a matter of interpretation. It makes sense
that the brothers hated Joseph for having his dreams in the first place, and also for speaking
about them. It makes less sense that Joseph’s words were considered part of his dreams. In
(28), however, the second conjunct is bound to the first, and the preposition of
accompaniment indicates a collective recipient of the one speech act. This interpretation is
confirmed in the next verse, when God says, “I will establish my covenant with you (pl) and
with your (pl) offspring after you (pl)” (Gen 9:9). Since narrow scope can occur with both
distributive (27) and collective (28) readings, it is best to view it as the unmarked option.
Wide scope, on the other hand, does mark a collective reading. This is clear in an

example like (29), and even (30) reveals intentionality after some consideration.

(29) AP PR MR TON R T35 DY T Y0 hrenin

(Gen 31:37)

ma masa'ta mik-kol kole béte-ka Sim ko
what find.PFV.2MS from-all.GEN vessels.GEN house-2MS put-IMP.2MS here
neged ‘aha-y wa- ahé-ka wa-yokihu bén

before brothers-1CS and-brothers-2MS and-decide-IPFV.3MP between
Soné-niu

two-1CP

“What have you found of all the vessels of your house? Place (it) here before
my kinsman and your kinsman, that they may decide between the two of us.”
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(30) :DaW) O ORI hRRS M1 (Gen 1:14)
wahayi lo-"otot n-l>-mo ‘adim u-lo-yamim wa-sanim
be.WCPFV.3CP to-signs and-to-appointed.times and-to-days and-years
“And let them be for signs and for appointed times and for days and years.”
In (29), the preposition T}J has wide scope over both conjuncts, my kinsmen and your
kinsmen, which collectively function as the subject of the plural verb in the final clause. In
(30), there are four conjuncts with a preposition before the first three only. Thus, there should
be three distinct functions for the heavenly lights, with the last two conjuncts sharing one
function. I suggest that nh&‘? refers to divine action,26 utrgm'? refers to sacred routine,?’” and
the complex DY) D’I_J:'? refers to secular routine.28
Outside of Genesis, the same pattern still holds. Narrow scope of the preposition is the
default option, which can occur with a distributive reading (31), and also with a collective
reading (32).
(31 0% PINR 7129 75 20" wnh  (Deut 12:28)
lama ‘an yitab lo-ka  u-lo-bané-ka ‘aharé-ka ‘ad ‘O0lam

so.that good.IPFV.3MS to-2MS and-to-sons-2MS after-2MS until eternity
“... so that it may be well with you and with your children after you forever.”

(32) T2 INIG MO W TN R IR HN3op-wR 2dhwn

(Deut 3:12)

me-‘aro ‘er ‘aser ‘al nahal ‘arnon wa-hast har
from-Aroer that on wadi.GEN Arnon and-half.GEN mountain.GEN
hag-gil‘ad wa-‘aray-w natatti la-rii'ubéni  wa-lag-gadi

ART-Gilead and-cities-3MS give.PFV.1CS to-Reubenite and-to.ART-Gadite
“From Aroer, which is by the Wadi Arnon, and half of the hill-country of
Gilead and its cities I have given to the Reubenites and to the Gadites.”

26 This could refer to an eclipse or the four phases of the moon. Elsewhere in the Pentateuch, the plural
form NiNIX almost exclusively refers God’s mighty actions in Egypt (Exod 4:9, 17, 28, 30; 7:3; 10:1, 2; Deut
4:34; 6:22; 7:19; 11:3; 26:8; 29:2; 34:11) and in the wilderness (Num 14:11, 22).

27 As an alternative interpretation, Baker (1980:135) takes the waw before “days and years” to be a waw
explicativum, which gives a more precise definition of what is meant by “appointed times.” However, the plural
form D’TQ?D elsewhere in the Pentateuch always refers to the appointed feasts (Lev 23:2, 4, 37, 44; Num 10:10;
15:3;29:39).

28 Something very similar to this interpretation of the three-fold function of the lights was first
suggested to me by Cynthia Miller-Naudé and Jacobus Naudé in personal communication.
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In (31), the distributive reading yields two beneficiaries: you and the generations after you. In
(32), the Reubenites and Gadites collectively receive a plot of land, while the half-tribe of
Manasseh receives another plot of land (cf. Deut 3:13).

In (33), the wide scope of z7 indicates that the nine and a half tribes collectively receive

the land west of the Jordan.29

(33) :wRD YM nivRn nywnh nn% 7 MR WK (Num 34:13)

‘aser siwwd vhwh  la-tét lo-tis ‘at ham-mattot
that command.PFv.3MS YHWH to-give.INF to-nine.GEN ART-tribes
wa-hdasi ham-matté

and-half.GEN ART-tribe
Lit.: “that YHWH commanded to give to the nine tribes and half of the tribe”

There are two possibilities for the syntactic structure of a wide-scope example like (33).
Miller (2008:107) notes that most linguistics would consider there to be ellipsis of the
prepositional head (34a), while others would argue that the single prepositional head takes a
coordinate NP complement (34b).

(34a) to give [pp to the nine tribes [and pp te half of the tribe]].

(34b) to give [pp to [np the nine tribes [and np half of the tribe]]].

Example (34a) posits an underlying structure of coordinate PPs, while (34b) maintains that
both the underlying and surface structure present coordinate NPs.

I believe (34b) is the correct analysis for three reasons. First, it is the simpler analysis.
Second, there is no motivation for ellipsis of the bare prepositional head. Conceptually, a
preposition can take a coordinate NP complement just as easily as it can take a simplex NP
complement. Third, the fact that the wide-scope structure of (34b) lacks a second preposition

explains why it lacks a second reading that (34a) might have.

29 Other wide-scope examples of the preposition in the Pentateuch include Exod 12:43; 15:18; 23:23;
39:1; Lev 16:3; 27:28; Num 6:3; 9:11; 16:25; 27:2; 29:39; Deut 1:1; 2:36; 3:10, 12; 4:48-49; 19:17.
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Nunes (2004:130-135) provides a compelling analysis for why a narrow-scope
structure uniquely allows for a distributive reading (i.e. two speech events) of the conjuncts
(35a). To aid the exposition, the Portuguese sentences from (19) above are discussed in
English (35).

(35a) “I talked to Jodo and to Maria.”

(35b) “I talked to Joao and Maria.”

According to Nunes, the ambiguity in (35a) is the result of two possible convergent
derivations. Under the collective reading of (35a), the PPs are merged with the verb in spec
VP before talked is copied and moved to check the strong V-feature of the light verb. The
lower copy is deleted before Spell-Out, as shown in (36).

(36)  [vw I [v talkeditv [vp tatked! [[pp to Jodo] [pp and [pp to Maria]]]]]]

Thus, the collective reading of the conjuncts in (35a) implies one speech event, which
coincides with the one VP, as shown in (36).

Under the distributive reading of (35a), the verb initially joins to the PP to Maria
before it is copied and merged to the other PP. This forms coordinate VPs, which license two
speech events. Once again, talked is moved to check the strong V-feature. The lower copies of
the verb are then deleted before Spell-Out, as shown in (37).

(37)  [w I [vtalked!+v [[vp talked? to Jodo] [vp and [vp talked? to Maria]]]]]

Through sideward movement of the verb in (37), there is an underlying structure of coordinate
VPs, which allows for a distributive reading of the conjuncts with two speaking events.

The wide-scope structure of (35b), however, does not allow for sideward movement of
the verb, which is why there is no distributive reading of the conjuncts. Replicating the same
derivation of (37) with only one preposition is impossible. The derivation starts out fine with

the verb merging with the PP, as shown in (38).
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(38) [ve and [vp talked to Maria]]

However, when the verb tries to move sideward to create coordinate VPs, there is no
preposition to form the PP verbal complement.

(39)  *[[ve talked Jodo] [vp and [vp talked! to Maria]]]

The derivation crashes, because Jodo needs a preposition head to check its case, which is
shown in (39).

Under this same analysis, the wide-scope structure is able to produce the collective
reading. The NPs are joined to the P, which is then merged with the verb in spec VP before
talked is copied and moved to check the strong V-feature of the light verb. Finally, the lower
copy is deleted before Spell-Out, as shown in (40).

(40)  [vp I [v talkeditv [vp tatkedi [pp to [[np Jod0] [np and [np Maria]]]]]]]

Thus, assuming that there is no preposition ellipsis in the wide-scope structure is critical for
accounting for why it allows for the collective reading and blocks the distributive reading.

The fact that wide scope marks a collective reading explains a certain syntactic
phenomenon with the preposition "2. When it takes a coordinate complex as a complement,
the preposition is always repeated—it never takes wide scope over coordination.30 This is the
case, even when the conjuncts come in groups of twos, like in (41).31

(41) AR P IO P AYKRD P T2 UK (AR (Gen 3:15)

wa-"éba ‘asit béyna-ka u-bén ha-'issa
and-enmity put.IPFV.1CS between-2MS and-between ART-woman
u-bén zar ‘a-ka i-bén zar -ah

and-between seed-2MS and-between seed-3FS
“I will put enmity between you and the woman, and between your seed and her
seed.”

30 According to BHRG §39.7, the combination {37 ... *2 occurs 128 times, I’;? ... 1"2 occurs 30 times,
and in three instances the second '3 is replaced by 5. The only situation in which the preposition is not repeated

is when it takes a simplex plural NP as a complement.

31 See also Gen 13:8; Lev 10:10; 11:47.

148



It is likely an issue of semantics why the preposition never occurs with wide scope over
coordination. Since ]2 usually has a locative function indicating a place between two points,

these points require a distributive reading rather than a collective reading.

6.2.2.3 Wide Scope of Negation
One final scope-taking element is negation. As has been noted by many, waw can be

translated as “or” (disjunctive coordination) when it occurs in a negated clause.32

(42)  :OMRN PIRT9I3 137NN IR WR ORD TTI0921 (Gen 41:44)

u-bil ‘ade-ka o> yarim s et yad-o wa- et
and-apart.from-2MS NEG raise.up.IPFV.3MS man ACC hand-3MS and-ACC
ragl-6  ba-kol ‘eres misrayim

foot-3MS in-all.GEN land.GEN Egypt
“Apart from you, a man shall not raise his hand or (lit. and) his foot in all the
land of Egypt.”
Steiner (2000) believes that the disjunctive use of waw is an illusion, and that the sense of
“or” is derived from conjunction reduction.33
Aligning Steiner’s view with the theory of ellipsis presented in §5.3, (42) would be

another example of stripping/RNR (§5.3.4), the analysis of which is provided in (43).

(43)  “Apart from you, a man shall not raise HIS HAND <in-all- the land-of Egypt>
[and a-man-shall-netraise HIS FOOT] — in all the land of Egypt.”

Unlike all confirmed examples of stripping, however, there is no constituent intervening
between the remnant and the correlate in (42). Thus, it is unclear what—if anything—could
motivate the ellipsis (cf. Hoeksema 2017). Moreover, as I will demonstrate below, the

complex ellipsis account of (43) is not needed to account for the data.

32 See especially Steiner (2000:261-263); cf. JM §175a, IBHS §39.2.1b, WHS §433, BHRG §40.23.3.1.

33 Cf. IBHS §39.2.1b. On conjunction reduction more generally, see Hudson 1973, Rognvaldsson 1982,
and Schein 2017.
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Negative coordination is an interesting cross-linguistic phenomenon (cf. Naudé and
Rendsburg 2013), because an example like (44) can be described either in terms of
conjunction (45a) or disjunction (45b).34

(44)  We met neither Marvin nor Joan. (Haspelmath 2007:17)

(45a) We didn’t meet Marvin, and we didn’t meet Joan either.

(45b) We didn’t meet either Marvin or Joan.

There seems to be seems to be a parallel here between natural language and propositional
logic, because the equivalent statements of (45) can be expressed in symbolic logic (46) that
is known as one of De Morgan’s laws.3>

(46)  —[PvQ]=["P]A[~Q]

It is not surprising then that some languages like ASL (Davidson 2013) and Warlpiri (Bowler
2014) have a single coordinator that can function as disjunction or conjunction—even
allowing for ambiguity—depending on the syntactic context.

English tolerates ambiguity when conjunction occurs within the scope of negation.
Szabolcsi and Haddican (2004) provide many examples to show that negated conjuncts
receive a “not both” reading by default (47), but can be read as “neither” in a topicalized

position (48), as subjects (49), or as stereotypical pairs (50).

(47) Mary didn’t take hockey and algebra. —[PAQ]
(48) Hockey and algebra, Mary didn’t take. [~P]A[—Q]
(49) The president and the janitor didn’t sign the petition. [~P]A[—Q]

34 In his typology of coordination, Payne (1985) calls this construction rejection to capture its unique
status cross-linguistically. Whether certain negative coordination structures are based on a conjunction of
negations or on a negation of disjunction is not always clear. For example, Wurmbrand (2008) proposes that
NEG-nor/noch constructions like (44) in English and German are best understood as conjunctions, and that nor/
noch is a syntactic and semantic complex consisting of a coordinator, a Focus particle, and negation.

35 According to this notation, — is (represents) negation, v is disjunction , = means is identical to, and A
is conjunction.
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(50) Mary didn’t take math and physics. [~P]A[—Q]
Building on the original insight of Szabolcsi and Haddican (2004), Gaji¢ (2019) shows that
English distinguishes between two readings of the same sentence by different intonation
patterns based on whether the coordinator (51a) or the whole coordination (51b) is stressed.

(51a) He didn’t visit Columbia andr Brazil—just (Columbia/Brazil). —[PAQ]

(51b) He didn’t visit [Columbia and Brazil]=—he visited Peru. [~P]A[—Q]
Admittedly, the “not both” (51a) and “neither” (51b) readings stand out more when an
appropriate context is given.

Crucially, some languages do not allow for stress on conjunctions. Hungarian is one
such language that does not allow stress on conjunctions, and Szabolcsi and Haddican (2004)
show that as a result negated conjuncts naturally give rise to a “neither” reading, irrespective
of the nature of the conjuncts and whether a context is provided. Since waw is an enclitic that
never receives stress, Hebrew likely patterns similar to Hungarian.

Before providing a full analysis of negative coordination in BH, it is necessary to
show that conjuncts pattern like plural nouns in some crucial entailment patterns. Magri
(2014) provides the following examples and argumentation. In (52), the plural morphology
makes (52a) and (52b) equivalent statements, while (52c¢) is true only if John bought a single
linguistic book.

(52a) John bought linguistic books.

(52b) John bought (at least) two linguistic books.

(52c) John bought a linguistic book.
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However, within a downward-entailing environment such as negation,3® the plural
morphology of (53a) now holds the same entailment as the singular indefinite (53c¢).

(53a) John didn’t buy linguistic books (#but he did buy one).

(53b) John didn’t buy (at least) two linguistic books (but he did buy one).

(53c) John didn’t buy a linguistic book (#but he did buy one).

Only (53b) allows for the purchase of a linguistic book. Under the scope of negation, plural
morphology (53a) patterns like its scalar alternative, singular morphology (53c).

As stated above, coordinate NPs pattern like plural nouns. Focused conjuncts (54a)
pattern like their scalar alternative, disjuncts (54c), when negated.

(54a) Mary didn’t see [Adam and Bill]r (#but she did see one of them).

(54b) Mary didn’t see both Adam and Bill (but she did see one of them).

(54c) Mary didn’t see Adam or Bill (#but she did see one of them).

Negation licenses a scalar alternative of the constituent in Focus, which provides the key for
explaining the “neither” reading of Hebrew conjuncts in a negated clause.

To bring it all together, the “neither” reading of negated conjuncts in Hebrew is a
result of waw not being able to bear stress. As Gaji¢ (2019:440) explains, “The intonation
contour [of the “neither” reading] comprises the primary high pitch accent on negation and a
secondary one on ... the second member of the coordination.” The negation licenses the scalar
alternative of the focused constituent, which is the second conjunct. The conjunction spreads

this reading to the other conjunct, which produces the distributive reading of ["P]A[~Q] when

conjunction occurs under the scope of negation.

36 A downward-entailing environment licenses inferences from sets to subsets. For example, he didnt
eat today entails the more specific statement ke didn t eat breakfast today. Moreover, these environments do not
license inferences from subsets to sets (would be an upward-entailing environment). The subset he didn't eat
breakfast today does not entail he didn t eat today.
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Since conjuncts pattern like their scalar alternative (disjuncts) when negated, it makes

sense that BH conjunction (}) and disjunction (iR) are in complementary distribution. The

following is an instructive minimal pair showing that BH expresses alternatives in a positive

clause with disjunction (55) and in a negative clause with conjunction (56).

(55)

(56)

TONNY-5Y IR 7750 75 np1 fjar 1 N (2 Sam 2:21)
wayyo 'mer l-6 ‘abner noté lo-ka  ‘al yomino-ka o
say.WCIPFV.3MS to-3MS Abner turn.IMP.2MS to-2MS on right-2MS or
‘al somo le-ka

on left-2mS

Abner said to him, “Turn aside to your right or to your left.”

133K MIORD MNARTOY Pnop na%H neIRs (2 Sam 2:19)
wa-10"  nata la-leket ‘al hay-yamin wa-‘al has-samo’l
and-NEG turn.PFV.3MS to-walk.INF on ART-right and-on ART-left
me-"aharé ‘abneér

from-after Abner

He did not turn by going to the right or (lit. and) to the left from behind Abner.

This account is much simpler than the Steiner’s (2000) conjunction-reduction analysis.

Moreover, it can account for the full range of BH data.

The conjunction-reduction analysis of “disjunctive waw” is insufficient to cover all of

the BH data. Steiner (2000) says that ellipsis is licensed by negative (56) or conditional (57)

operators, but in a necessary attempt to expand the analysis further, he refers to (58) as an

example “whose underlying logical structure is a conditional clause” (2000:262).

(57)

TUIPID IR AR AW R PRV NP 09K NN "2 11N
DaNRP 7TAR ON9n  (Gen 41:44)

u-bat kohén ki tihye ‘almand u-gorusa
and-daughter.GEN priest if be.IPFV.3FS widow and-expel.PTCP.PASS.FS
wo-zera“ én [-ah  wasSabd ‘el bét ‘abi-ha

and-seed NEG to-3FS return.WCIPFV.3FS to house.GEN father-3FS

ki-no ‘uré-ha mil-lehem ‘abi-ha to kel

as-youth-3FS from-bread.GEN father-3FS eat.IPFV.3FS

“And as for a priest’s daughter, if she is a widow or (lit. and) divorced and has
no offspring and returns to her father’s house as in her youth, she may eat of
her father’s bread.”
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(58) NP NN INWR NI0 WRI DIED (Gen 26:11)

han-nogea ba-’is haz-zé  ii-ba-"ist-0 mot
ART-touch.PTCP.MS in.ART-man ART-this and-in-woman-3MS die.INF
yumat

put.to.death.IPFV.3MS
“The one who touches this man or (lit. and) his wife will surely be put to
death.”
Logic aside, the syntax of (58) is that of a subject-predicate, where the first constituent is
comprised of a subject relative clause headed by the complementiser i3 (cf. Holmstedt
2016:69— 77). I do not see validation for deriving (58) from an underlying conditional clause.
Moreover, the conditional-clause analysis is even more unlikely for (59), which is

similar to (58) but the subject is modified by the universal quantifier 5.

(59)  PIRI WR MR 1708 BA027 NI IRWITR03 AN

(Lev 7:10)

wa-kol minhd  baliild bas-semen wa-harébd [a-kol
and-all.GEN offering mix.PTCP.PASS.FS in.ART-o0il and-dry  to-all.GEN
bané ‘aharon tihyé s ko-‘ahi-w

sons.GEN Aaron  be.IPFV.3MS man like-brother-3MS

“Every grain offering, mixed with oil or (lit. and) dry, shall be for all of

Aaron’s sons, each one alike.”
The disjunctive use of waw is licensed in each of these non-negated clauses, because, as
observed by Heim (1984), what a protasis (57),37 a generic NP (58),3® and a quantified NP
(59)% have in common is that they are all limited downward-entailing environments. Thus,
the unified analysis for BH is that an element with distributive scope in a downward-entailing
environment licenses an alternative reading of the conjuncts.

While the elements in (57)—(59) do not always create a downward-entailing

environment, negation does. Regarding the syntax of negation, there are two different kinds of

37 See also Gen 21:23 (cf. possible example of Gen 14:23).
38 See also Deut 18:10; 27:15, 16 (cf. possible examples of Gen 19:12; 31:39).

39 By no means does every quantified NP create a limited downward-entailing environment (for an
overview of the semantics of quantifiers, see Winter 2016:99—131), but the equivalent of English every does
have this function.
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negative scope: sentence negation and constituent negation. As established by Snyman and

Naudé (2003) and Snyman (2004), and given much validation by Miller-Naudé and Naudé

(2017), word order distinguishes between the two kinds of scope. For sentence negation, the

negator occurs before the verb and has scope over the whole phrase that follows it. Negation

before a nonverbal constituent marks constituent negation, and the negator has scope only

over that constituent. All examples of waw marking a “neither” reading in the Pentateuch

occur in a clause with sentence negation.

When phrasal waw occurs after sentence negation, the conjuncts always have a

“neither” reading ([~P]A[—Q]), as first presented in (42), copied below.40

(42)

TR PR oIIRY TIR WR DRD 7073 (Gen 41:44)

u-bil ‘ade-ka 6" yarim s et yad-o wa- et
and-apart.from-2MS NEG raise.up.IPFV.3MS man ACC hand-3MS and-ACC
ragl-o  ba-kol ‘eres misrayim

foot-3MS in-all.GEN land.GEN Egypt
“Apart from you, a man shall not raise his hand or (lit. and) his foot in all the
land of Egypt.”

However, when phrasal waw occurs before sentence negation, a result of Topic-fronting, the

conjuncts usually still have a “neither” reading (60),*' but they may take a “not both” reading

(61)*2 as demanded by context or by certain syntactic features.

(60)

N230 N7 T3 NINRI TR NINR NIy (Lev 20:19)

wa- ‘erwat ‘ahot ‘imma-ka  wa-"ahot ‘abi-ka lo°
nakedness.GEN sister.GEN mother-2MS and-sister.GEN father-2MS NEG
ogalle

uncover.IPFV.2MsS
“The nakedness of your mother’s sister or (lit. and) your father’s sister you
shall not uncover.”

40 See also Gen 19:33, 35; 24:27; 30:33; Exod 20:4, 17; 23:26; 30:9; 34:10; Lev 25:36; Num 20:17[x2];
21:22; 22:26; Deut 18:10; 19:15; 21:18; 23:2, 4, 19; 24:14; 32:36.

41 See also Exod 12:45; 21:10; 22:21, 28; 23:7; 34:3; 36:6; Lev 2:11; 3:17; 7:23, 26; 10:9; 11:4; 18:7,
17;21:11; 22:10, 24; 23:14; 26:1; Num 6:3; 30:13.

42 See also Lev 22:28 (cf. possible example of Lev 21:7).
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(61) 0 XY AR AWK MW (Lev 18:17)

‘erwat issa u-bitt-ah 0"  tagalle
nakedness.GEN woman and-daughter-3FS NEG uncover.IPFV.2MS
“The nakedness of a woman and her daughter you shall not uncover.”
In both of these examples, nakedness is in construct state and is followed by a coordinate NP
in absolute state, all of which precedes sentence negation. The default “neither” reading holds
in (60), as sexual relations are forbidden with one’s aunt, whether on the mother or father’s
side. In (61), however, conjunct binding (e.g. a woman; and her; daughter) forces the “not
both” reading. Sexual relations with a woman are not forbidden per se, but it is forbidden to
take a woman and her daughter together.
The fact that Topic-fronting in (61) allows one reading of negated coordination to
override the default reading is akin to the English data of (48)—(49), copied below.
(48) Mary didn’t take hockey and algebra. —[PAQ]
(49) Hockey and algebra, Mary didn’t take. [~P]A[—Q]
Negated conjunction expresses the “not both” reading in English by default (48), while it

expresses the “neither” reading in Hebrew by default (60). But in both English (49) and

Hebrew (61), the default reading can be overridden in Topic/Focus fronting.

6.2.3 Summary
This section has analysed two different forms of asymmetric syntax that directly result from
the coordinator being a defective head: conjuncts may belong to different syntactic categories
(§6.2.1) and other elements may take wide or narrow scope over the conjuncts (§6.2.2).

It is natural that there should be coordination examples with conjuncts of different
semantic categories, since coordination is a hierarchical binary structure, wherein the category
of the external conjunct alone projects to the top of the phrase while the internal conjunct is

syntactically invisible. What is surprising, then, is that there are only a few dozen examples of
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asymmetric phrasal syntax in the Pentateuch. The RPR filters out many other coordinate
structures that could have been built, requiring the conjuncts to cohere either in terms of
relatedness or resemblance. It is not syntax but a semantic filter that is the driving force of
limiting asymmetric coordination. Moreover, this semantic filter is more stringent at the
phrase level than the clause level. It is easier to process semantic asymmetry at the clause
level between two statements than at the phrase level within one statement.

Asymmetric syntax is also at work with scopal properties of the object marker
(§6.2.2.1), prepositions (§6.2.2.2), and negation (§6.2.2.3). Since the coordinator waw is a
defective head, it does not create its own semantic domain, nor is it able to have scope over
the domain. Consequently, the coordinator allows other elements to take narrow or wide scope
over the conjuncts. The default position for the object marker or preposition is to take narrow
scope over each conjunct, which can produce a distributive reading or a collective reading of
the conjuncts. When the object marker or preposition takes wide scope over coordination,
however, it specifically marks a collective reading.

Negation should be viewed with a comparable analysis. Negation creates a downward-
entailing environment—similar to a protasis, a generic NP, and a quantified NP—that licenses
the scalar alternative of the second conjunct, which receives prosodic stress. The conjunction
spreads this interpretation to the other conjunct, which produces the distributive “neither”
reading ([~P]A[—Q]) of the conjuncts. This default reading of negated coordination in BH can

be overridden by a “not both” reading (—[PAQ]) under Topic/Focus fronting.

6.3  Null Coordination
It is common to assume that coordination may occur in BH without an overt use of waw (e.g.

IM §177, Miller 2007b, Holmstedt and Screnock 2015, and DeRouchie forthcoming). This
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assumption is not wrong, but it may be imprecise in the minds of some Hebraists, because one
could think of final coordination as an example of null coordination (Andersen and Forbes
2012:57). For purposes of the following discussion, however, null coordination will be used
to describe examples of coordination in which at least one of the coordinators is left null-
expressed. Such a coordinator can be referred to as a covert coordinator or a null coordinator.

Under this analysis, final coordination is not an example of null coordination.
According to §5.5, final coordination refers to a structure in which there are more than two
conjuncts but only one coordinator, which occurs before the final conjunct. There are no null
coordinators. Instead, the multiple conjuncts before the one coordinator are multiple specifiers
that are iterated into the structure. As a result, all of the conjuncts have either a distributive or
a collective reading—there is no sub-constituency within final coordination.

There are, in fact, only two types of coordination structure: final coordination and
multiple coordination. According to §5.5, multiple coordination refers to a structure in which
there are more than two conjuncts and there is a coordinator separating each of the conjuncts.
Null coordination is a surface-level manifestation of multiple coordination, different only in
the sense of leaving at least one of the coordinators null-expressed.

In this section, we will investigate the motivation for positing null coordinators
(indicated in the following examples by the null sign @), and we will propose two kinds of
null coordination: overt-and-null coordination (§6.3.1) and completely-null coordination

(§6.3.2). We will also consider the functions of these sub-varieties of multiple coordination.

6.3.1 Overt-and-Null Coordination
In this section, I refer to structures that have multiple coordinators—but not an overt

coordinator between each conjunct—as displaying overt-and-null coordination. Holmstedt
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and Screnock (2015:103—-105) offer an intriguing interpretation for this phenomenon in their
analysis of NPs in the War Scroll. They posit two different coordination structures: a waw
between each conjunct or before the last conjunct only (structures I call respectively multiple
coordination and final coordination in §5.5). They claim that the combination of these
structures produces overt-and-null coordination (62). Final coordination forms the outer
structure (the relationship between square brackets) and multiple coordination forms the inner
structure (the conjuncts within brackets).
62) [om 7uR] [Annwt Tiaa] [Aonarodw]d  (1QM 1:9)
[-Slwm  w-brkh kbwd w-smhh w-"wrk ymym
for-peace and-blessing glory and-gladness and-length.GEN days
for [peace and blessing] [glory and gladness] [and long life]
The main upside of their analysis is that it does not require proposing a third structure. Rather,
it 1S a combination of two well-motivated structures, and the null coordination functions “to
indicate the break between the larger members” (Holmstedt and Screnock 2015:104).43
Their analysis does fit with some BH data. For example, the pattern of overt

coordinators in (63) is identical to that of (62), as shown in (64).44

(63) MR MR X2 IWIrOM 113 NI vRiD i 33 3 via

(Gen 46:7)

banay-w u-bané banay-w itt-6 banotay-w

sons-3MS and-sons.GEN sons-3MS with-3MS daughters-3Ms

u-bonot banay-w wa-kol zar ‘-6 hebi’ itt-0

and-daughters.GEN sons-3MS and-all.GEN seed-3MS bring.PFV.3MS with-3MS
misrayam-d

Egypt-LOC

[His sons and the sons of his sons with him], @ [his daughters and the
daughters of his sons], and [all of his seed] he brought with him to Egypt.

43 T do not assume that Holmstedt and Screnock (2017) understand the structure with a waw “only
before the very last coordinated constituent” to represent a multiple-spec structure the same way I understand
multiple coordination. If they do, however, I quibble with them saying that (62) displays null coordination; for, if
multiple coordination forms the outer structure, the “break™ is not indicated by a null coordinator but by an
iterated specifier, and a multiple-spec structure does not allow for a prosodic break according to my analysis.

44 See also Exod 24:1, 9; 35:17.
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(64) [NP & NP] @[NP & NP] & [NP]  (Gen 46:7)

The outer structure of bracketed NPs in (63) does look like it could be joined with final
coordination, since there is no waw between the first two pairs of bracketed NPs.

But the analysis cannot account for all of the BH data. Example (65) also has
embedded coordinate phrases, but unlike (63), there is not a single waw between any of the
bracketed pairs of conjuncts, which the simplified structure of (66) makes clear.

(65) :D'TRY D3v3 UH) NND3 WAT L g LR NNIR WRY 1M

(Gen 43:11)

wahoridil la-’is minhd mo ‘at sort 1u-mo ‘at dobas
lower.IMP.2MP to.ART-man gift little.GEN balsam and-little. GEN honey
noko’t wa-lot botnim u-sagedim

resin and-myrrh pistachios and-almonds
“And bring down to the man a present: [a little balsam and a little honey], @
[resin and myrrh], @ [pistachios and almonds].”

(66) [NP&NP]@[N&N]O[N&N]  (Gen43:11)

Without a waw between any of the three bracketed pairs of conjuncts, final coordination
cannot form the outer structure (the relationship between square brackets).

The proposal of Holmstedt and Screnock (2015) cannot account for all of the
empirical data, but it is also needlessly complex. Instead of proposing that overt-and-null
coordination results from the combination of two coordination structures, it is far simpler to
assume that it is actually the same syntactic structure as multiple coordination, and that the
only difference is that at least one of the coordinators has been left null-expressed. We have
seen that multiple coordination allows for sub-constituency (§4.3.3.2), but final coordination

does not (§5.5). A null coordinator, then, signals sub-constituency within a multiple-
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coordination structure by creating a prosodic break between conjuncts. The result is what I

call here overt-and-null coordination, which is another example of privative markedness.45
Overt-and-null coordination (68)* has the same underlying structure as multiple

coordination (67).47 In these two examples, embedded coordination comes in semantic pairs.

(67) :O0mim D903 NHOWI BTaR 20N 9021 P21 XY 9 EM (Gen 24:35)

wayyitten l-6 so'n u-bagar wao-kesep wa-zdahab
give.WCIPFV.3MS to-3MS flock and-cattle and-silver and-gold
wa- ‘abadim u-sapahot u-gomallim wa-hamorim

and-male.slaves and-female.slaves and-camels and-donkeys
He gave him [flocks and herds] and [silver and gold] and [male slaves and
female slaves] and [camels and donkeys].

(68) nipuMm D"?DJ D"I’(ZJD D’%’M D'OKRN D"‘)I‘ﬁ DMWY DWW D’I‘l&n oy
.'HW.U m’m D’WWD NJI'IN 'IT(U,U D"im D’D:ﬁ& an D’W5W D1’321
(Gen 32:15-16)
izzim mad tayim u-toyasim ‘esrim rahélim ma tayim wa-élim
female.goats 200 and-male.goats 20 ewes 200 and-rams
‘esrim gomallim méniqot u-boné-hem  Salosim parot ‘arbd‘im
20 camels  nurse.PTCP.FP and-sons-3MP 30 cows 40
u-parim  ‘asard ‘atonot ‘esrim wa- yarim ‘asard
and-bulls 10 female.donkeys 20  and-male.donkeys 10

“[Two hundred female goats and twenty male goats], @ [two hundred ewes and
twenty rams], O [thirty nursing camels and their calves], @ [forty cows and ten
bulls], @ [twenty female donkeys and ten male donkeys].”

The difference is that the sub-constituency is unmarked in multiple coordination (67), but it is
formally marked within overt-and-null coordination (68) with a null coordinator separating

each of the semantic pairs.48 Thus, overt-and-null coordination is not a unique structure per

45 Section 6.2.2 showed that narrow scope of the object marker or preposition is unmarked with respect
to a distributive or a collective reading of the coordinate complex. When either takes wide scope over
coordination, however, it signals a collective reading. Here, multiple coordination, wherein all the coordinators
are overt, is unmarked with respect to a flat or embedded grouping of the conjunct. Null coordinators, however,
signal sub-constituency within the structure.

46 See also Gen 31:27; 43:11; 49:3; Exod 6:23; 10:9; 14:17; 20:24; 28:34; 34:6; 35:16, 25, 35; 39:26,
39; Lev 23:37; Num 3:2; 6:7; 26:60; Deut 6:11; 10:14; 26:13; 28:18; 29:16, 22.

47 See also Gen 3:15; 8:22; 13:8; 20:14; 24:59; 43:11; Exod 30:26-28; 31:7-11; Lev 8:11; 10:10; 11:47;
Num 7:1; Deut 14:26; 30:15.

48 Similarly, a null coordinator separates each of the semantic pairs of coordinated NPs in Gen 49:3 and
the coordinated PPs in Gen 31:27.
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se; rather, it is a marked version of multiple coordination that signals sub-constituency by
leaving at least one of the coordinators null-expressed.

Sub-constituency goes beyond semantic pairs. Example (69) is a list of five kings, but
the first two (Sodom and Gomorrah) are separated from the rest by use of a null coordinator.
Thus, the first two kings form an embedded list, while the second three kings form another.

(69)  MITR 771 |3V MIDY T7R YW DTD T2R P3N Nanon 1wy
FWRRT P2 7o OPAY 790 NaRNWI  (Gen 14:2)
‘asu milhamad ‘et bera‘ melek sadom wa-"et  birsa‘
do.PFv.3MP battle  with Bera king.GEN Sodom and-with Birsha
melek ‘amord sSin’ab melek ‘admd wa-Sem ’eber melek
king.GEN Gomorrah Shinab king.GEN Admah and-Shemeber king.GEN
saboyim t-melek bela“ hi’ so ‘ar
Zeboiim and-king.GEN Bela it.NOM.FS Zoar
They made war [with Bera king of Sodom and with Birsha king of Gomorrah],
O [Shinab king of Admah and Shemeber king of Zeboiim and the king of Bela
(that is, Zoar)].
Within the full list, the kings of Sodom and Gomorrah are also unique in being marked with
the preposition NR. These two features—preposition-marking and a null coordinator after the
second conjunct—highlight the prominence of these two particular kings in the narrative.
When their coalition is defeated, the narrator mentions only the kings of Sodom and
Gomorrah fleeing (Gen 14:10) and being taken captive (14:11). Lot and his possessions are
also taken, because he was residing in Sodom (14:12), which foreshadows another time when
disaster will come upon Lot because of his association with Sodom (18:22-19:38)
Another example of sub-constituency occurs in (70), which consists of a list of

blessings divided into three groups by null coordinators: a fruitful yield, a new harvest, and an

increasing livestock.
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(70)  MRYDY YRV TN YT T THRTETI9 TI03778 TN
TINY  (Deut 7:13)
uberak port bitno-ka  n-pori ‘admate-ka dagana-ka
bless.WCPFV.3MS fruit.GEN belly-2MS and-fruit.GEN ground-2MS grain-2MsS
Wwa-tiroso-ka  wa-yishare-ka sagar ‘alapé-ka wa- ‘astorot $0 ne-ka
and-wine-2MS and-oil-2MS  calf.GEN herd-2MS and-lamb.GEN flock-2MS

“He will bless [the fruit of your womb and the fruit of your ground], @ [your
new grain and wine and oil], @ [the calving of your herd and the lambing of
your flock].”

Once again, overt-and-null coordination is a multiple-coordination structure at an underlying
level. In these cases, a null coordinator marks the left edge of a sub-constituent within the
larger coordination structure.4% Context and semantics determines the significance of why
certain conjuncts are grouped together.

Sub-constituency extends even into lists of names. One clear example is (71), where

Aaron’s four sons are introduced as pairs.

(71)  :IRDRTIIRT MWORTIR RIARTIRY ATINR 19 79M (Exod 6:23)
wattéled l-6 ‘et nadab woa-’et ‘abthii’ et el ‘azar
birth.WCIPFV.3FS to-3MS ACC Nadab and-AcC Abihu AcC Eleazar
wa-et ltamar

and-AcC Ithamar
She bore him [Nadab and Abihu], @ [Eleazar and Ithamar].

In fact, Aaron’s sons are always presented in pairs when listed together (Exod 28:1; Num 3:2;
26:60; 1 Chron 5:29; 24:1). The reason, of course, is that the older two die when they offer up
“strange fire” (Lev 10:1-2), and the remaining younger two sons carry on the priestly work
(10:12—15), as summarised in 1 Chron 24:2.

There is another example of sub-constituency within a list of names in (72), which
records Jacob’s eleven sons that travelled with him to Egypt. Three null coordinators separate
this list into four embedded structures. Verse two is a final-coordination structure of Leah’s

first four sons, which are born before involving the maidservants. Verse three also presents

49 See also Gen 32:6; Exod 20:10; 24:1, 9; 25:31; 28:1, 8, 15; 37:17; 39:1, 5, 8; Num 31:50; Deut 12:11;
28:4,51.
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final coordination, which surprisingly joins Benjamin to Leah’s two other sons. The null
coordinator in verse four formally separates Bilhah’s sons from those of Zilpah.

(72) RT3 7P0AN TT AR 102 QWY ST 1 1DRY R
(Exod 1:2-4)
ro’ubén Sim‘on lewi w-thudd yissakar zaobiliin w-banayamin dan
Reuben Simeon Levi and-Judah Issachar Zebulun and-Benjamin Dan
wa-naptali  gad wa-"aser
and-Naphtali Gad and-Asher
[Reuben, Simeon, Levi, and Judah,] @ [Issachar, Zebulun, and Benjamin], @
[Dan and Naphtali], @ [Gad and Asher].

Once again, a null coordinator marks sub-constituency, but the significance of the groupings

of children would be unknown if not for the broader narrative.50

6.3.2 Completely-Null Coordination

There is another marked variation of multiple coordination. This variant leaves all of the
coordinators null-expressed, which 1 call completely-null coordination. This construction
most often occurs in lists of peoples! (73) or sacrificess2 (74).

(73) IR 49K IR R Mt givx hnd giox 1w Sxip 2 nH%

(Gen 36:17)

wa-'élle  bané ra‘n’el ben ‘esaw ‘allup nahat allup
and-these sons.GEN Reuel son.GEN Esau chief.GEN Nahath chief.GEN
zerah ‘allup Samma ‘allip mizzd

Zerah chief.GEN Shammah chief.GEN Mizzah

And these are the children of Reuel, the son of Esau: the chief of Nahath, @ the
chief of Zerah, @ the chief of Shammah, @ the chief of Mizzah.

50 There are many genealogical lists of otherwise unknown people in the Pentateuch. When these lists
exhibit overt-and-null coordination, I assume the decision is intentional, although we cannot determine the
precise significance today (cf. Gen 10:4; 25:15; 36:11, 13, 23; 46:16, 21; Exod 6:14; Num 3:19; 26:33; 27:1;
36:11).

51 See also Gen 36:10, 15-16, 18, 29-30, 40—43; Num 26:12—-13, 15-17, 20, 21, 23-24, 26, 35, 38-39,
44, 45, 4849, 57, 58.

52 See also Num 7:13-16, 19-22, 23, 25-28, 29, 31-34, 35, 37-40, 41, 43-46, 47, 49-52, 53, 55-58, 59,
61-64, 65, 67-70, 71, 73-76, 77, 79-82, 83, 84, 87, 88; 28:27; 29:2, 8, 13, 17, 20, 23, 26, 29, 32, 36.
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(74)

NIYTIa O3 AYRn 0TI DWRn 028 DY pa oRwn nary
nwnan (Num 7:17)

u-lo-zebah has-Salamim bagar Sanayim ‘élim hamissd ‘attidim
and-to-sacrifice.GEN ART-peace  cattle two rams five goats
hamissa kobasim boné sand hamissa

five sheep  sons.GEN year five

And for the sacrifice of the peace offerings: two oxen, @ five rams, O five
goats, @ five one-year-old sheep.

Nothing about the items in these two lists calls for sub-constituency, and here we get an

insight into the function of completely-null coordination. While multiple coordination is

unmarked with regard to sub-constituency, the two variants are marked. Overt-and-null

coordination is marked for sub-constituency, and completely-null coordination is marked for

disallowing any sub-constituency.

Completely-null coordination shows a surprisingly flexible distribution within the

Pentateuch. It occurs most frequently with NPs, as demonstrated above in (73)—(74), but it

can can also occur with PPs (75) and within adjectival modification (76).

(75)

(76)

ATAR"5275p AnHw-Sp NS AingHw Y-S ywaaT52-5
(Exod 22:8)

‘al kol dabar pesa‘  ‘al sor ‘al hamor ‘al sé ‘al salmad
on all.GEN word.GEN offense on ox on donkey on lamb on cloak

‘al kol ‘abeda

on all.GEN lost.thing

“And concerning every reported offense: concerning an ox, @ concerning a
donkey, @ concerning a lamb, @ concerning a cloak, @ concerning anything
lost...”

:DIPINR NINRY OTR NIFTY NipT NiRiY 093w aY ham

(Gen 41:23)

wa-hinné  Seba‘ Sibbolim sanumot daqqot Sadiupot qgadim
and-behold seven ears.of.corn hard thin  scorch.PASS.PTCP.FP east
somahot ‘aharé-hem

sprout.PTCP.FP after-3MP

“And behold seven ears (that were) hard, @ thin, @ scorched by the east wind
were sprouting up after them.”

Example (75) presents a list of PPs that explicate a number of options of possible offenses, so

the usage of null coordination may not be very surprising, but the adjectival modification of
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(76) hardly resembles a list. What seems more distinct about the usage is not that completely-
null coordination occurs in lists per se, but that it marks a list (75)—or any kind of coordinate
phrase for that matter (76)—that does not allow for any sub-constituent groups.

Although completely-null coordination is the marked alternative of multiple
coordination, and is parallel to overt-and-null coordination, the two structures have an
asymmetric distribution. While overt-and-null coordination requires a list of four or more
conjuncts, example (77) demonstrates that completely-null coordination may occur with just
two conjuncts.53

(77) 909 gA03% OwpnT2 (Exod 23:11)

kéen ta‘ase lo-karmo-ka lo-zéte-ka

thus do.IPFV.2MS to-vinyard-2MS to-olive-2MS

“Thus you shall do for your vineyard, @ for your olive orchard.”
A pair of contiguous PPs usually stand in an appositional relationship, wherein the second PP
modifies the first, but the PPs in (77) must be interpreted as referring to distinct entities. This
produces a surface-level ambiguity between apposition and certain examples of coordination,
which will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter.

As one final point, it is interesting to note that (78) shows that null coordinators can

express the “neither” reading of negative coordination.

(78)  TW! WK 370D TW] DR TWL 02 TWI TIRY TWAND  (Deut 23:20)

16> tassik lo-"ahi-ka nesek kesep nesek
NEG lend.interest.IPFV.2MS to-brother-2MS interest.GEN silver interest.GEN
‘okel nesek kol dabar ‘dser yissak

food interest.GEN all.GEN thing that take.interest.IPFV.3MS
“Do not lend on interest to your brother, interest in money, @ interest in food,
@ interest in anything that may be taken as interest.”

53 See also Gen 1:26; 10:32; 25:13; 31:29; Exod 22:29. This observation does cause some tension for
my thesis that completely-null coordination marks a structure that disallows sub-constituency, because there
needs to be at least three conjuncts to allow for any sub-constituency. Or perhaps I have wrongly included these
data in this section, and completely-null coordination, as a marked structure, simply refers to structures of three
or more conjuncts.

166



This datum is significant, because Winter (2000) has said that there are no languages that
express disjunction with a zero strategy. Example (78) does not contradict his statement but
shows the unique status of negative coordination. As shown in §6.2.2.3, languages can
express the “neither” reading through conjunction or disjunction. Biblical Hebrew expresses it
through conjunction, so it is not surprising that the null conjunctions can be null-expressed in

negative coordination.

6.3.3 Summary

This section began by defining null coordination in terms of a structure with at least one null
coordinator. Since final coordination does not use null coordinators, it is not an example of
null coordination, but a multiple-coordination structure can have null coordinators. Multiple
coordination, which uses an overt waw between each conjunct, is unmarked with respect to
sub-constituency. There are two marked variations of multiple coordination. One variation is
overt-and-null coordination (§6.3.1), which employs multiple coordinators but not between
each conjunct. The null coordinator marks the left edge of a sub-constituent structure.
Completely-null coordination is the other marked variation of multiple coordination (§6.3.2).

It blocks sub-constituency by leaving all of the coordinators null-expressed.

6.4  Summary

The theoretical approach of this chapter is that the coordinator is a defective head. As a
syntactic head, conjunction waw can be a null constituent with a particular function.’* When
one coordinator is null, it marks the left edge of a sub-constituent structure (§6.3.1). When all

of the coordinators are null, it blocks any reading of sub-constituency (§6.3.2).

54 | see this as similar to how a null complementiser in an English main clause encodes declarative
Force [cp O [tp | am feeling thirsty]] (Radford 2006:70—73). For more on null head elements and their function
in English, see Radford 2006:59-84.
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As a defective head, waw does not project its own category, but only that of the
external conjunct. Thus, coordination allows for merging conjuncts of different syntactic
categories, so long as they hold a semantic coherence expressed in relatedness or resemblance
(§6.2.1). Moreover, since waw does not have scope over its domain, it allows other elements
to take narrow or wide scope over the conjuncts. While narrow scope of the object marker
(§6.2.2.1) or preposition (§6.2.2.2) allows for either a distributive or collective reading of the
conjuncts, wide scope marks a collective reading. Finally, the so-called “disjunctive use” of
waw in a negated clause is a result of the conjuncts undergoing distributive predication within
the scope of negation (§6.2.2.3).

These last three chapters have each defended one point of the core proposal of this
thesis: (1) coordination structure is hierarchical (2) with the conjuncts functioning as specifier
and complement and (3) the coordinator functioning as a defective head. This cross-linguistic
framework of coordination has helped explain the distribution and function of waw in BH.
This chapter has introduced the concept of null coordination, which raises questions of how it
is similar to—yet also distinct from—apposition. The next chapter addresses how phrasal

coordination relates to apposition.
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CHAPTER 7: APPOSITION AND COORDINATION OF CO-REFERENTIAL
PHRASES

71 Introduction

One piece of a paradoxical puzzle was presented in the last chapter with the discussion of null
coordination. This particular puzzle concerns how coordination and apposition, and syndeton
(the use of waw) and asyndeton (the lack of any formal connector), relate. The relevant pieces
are that coordination seems to be signaled by syndeton (piece #1) but may also occur with
asyndeton (piece #2), while apposition seems to be signaled by asyndeton (piece #3) but may
also occur with syndeton (piece #4).

The first two pieces have already been discussed in great detail in this thesis. Now it is
necessary to discuss the second two pieces concerning apposition, because they interlock with
the pieces concerning coordination. This chapter will first present a syntactic account of
apposition (§7.2), and then discuss apposition (§7.3) and coordination of co-referential

phrases (§7.4) in the Pentateuch.

7.2 Syntactic Structure of Apposition
Like coordination, the syntactic structure of apposition is still being debated in general
linguistics. Conversely, in the field of BH, the syntax of apposition, like the syntax of
coordination, is not discussed very much. In this section, I will first provide an overview of
previous research on apposition in BH (§7.2.1). Then I will argue for a position on the syntax
of apposition by critically engaging with the general linguistics literature (§7.2.2).

Linguists have not always used the same terms to refer to the components of

apposition, but the terminology of Huddleston and Pullam (2002:1351) is intuitive and quite

169



standard today. I will consistently use the term anchor to refer to the first constituent,

appositive to refer to the second constituent, and apposition to refer to the entire structure.

7.2.1 Overview of Previous Research in Biblical Hebrew
While few Hebraists engage in the discussion of the syntactic structure of apposition, every
grammar book does provide a definition of apposition, and usually a discussion of the
function of the appositive. In describing apposition, most grammars list the same constituent
parts. Both the anchor and the appositive are (usually) nouns, (usually) stand side-by-side,
(usually) match in definiteness, have the same referent, and fulfill the same syntactic
function.! Apposition is a very common construction in BH, and Waltke and O’Connor say
that it conforms to a broader Semitic tendency “to rely on the juxtaposition of
elements” (IBHS §12f).

Similarly, there is broad agreement on the function of the appositive, although the
exact terminology varies. According to these grammars, the anchor and the appositive form “a
relationship of identity or equation” (JM §131a), wherein the appositive “determines [the
anchor] more precisely” (IBHS §12.1b), “define[s the anchor] more exactly” (GKC §131a), or
“modifies [the anchor] in some way” (BHRG §29). Each grammar then catalogs the semantic
categories that define the various relationships between anchor and appositive with slightly
different lists.

The grammars do, however, differ when discussing the syntax of apposition. While

none provides a theoretical account, their opinions run the gamut concerning whether

I See GKC §131; IBHS §12; M §131; WHS §65-71; BHRG §29.
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apposition is coordination (JM §131a), subordination (IBHS §12.1f, GKC §131a),2 or a third
relation that is neither coordinate nor subordinate (Livnat 2013). As yet another option, van
der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze state, “Syntactically speaking an appositional element is
always an adjectival modification” (BHRG §29.2). They seem to be intentionally avoiding the
terminology of coordination and subordination altogether.
The most thorough syntactic analysis of apposition in BH is that of Holmstedt and
Jones (2017). They distinguish between three different pairs of contrasts: full vs. partial, strict
vs. weak, and restrictive (RA) vs. nonrestrictive (NRA) apposition. They give the following
description of the third pair of contrasts:
Restrictiveness in apposition revolves around the type of presupposition set that is
created for the proper identification of the anchor.... In [NRA], the anchor ...
establishes a set of possible referents, but it is the anchor alone that makes the
particular referent specific and identifiable. In contrast, in RA, the anchor alone does
not render the intended referent identifiable; the appositive is needed to make the
referent specific and identifiable (Holmstedt and Jones 2017:27).
Only the contrastive pair or RA vs. NRA is particularly relevant for the discussion of
apposition in this thesis.
Holmstedt (2019b:624) states that RA “seems constrained almost entirely to number

phrases,” as in (1) with the anchor as a free-form numeral. Adopting the convention of

Holmstedt and Jones (2017), I indicate the anchor with single underlining and the appositive

with double underlining.

()  ©MaapaY nia v am (Num23:1)
wahdken -1 ba-zé sib‘d parim
prepare.WCPFV.2MS to-1CS in.ART-this seven bulls
“And prepare for me in this (place) seven bulls.”

2 Neither grammar actually states the relationship explicitly. According to one, “Hebrew, like other
semitic languages, tends to relate clauses by juxtaposition, the placing together of clauses, sentences, phrases
without a logically subordinating particle” (IBHS §12.1f). According to the other, “[Apposition] is not
infrequently found when either the subordination of one substantive to the other or some more circumstantial
kind of epexegetical addition would be expected” (GKC §131a).
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By itself, the anchor seven does not identify what Balak is to prepare. Thus, the appositive
bulls restricts the referent to something specific (not sheep, goats, etc.).

RA and NRA differ not only in whether the anchor alone makes the referent properly
identifiable (semantics), they also differ in their syntax. Holmstedt and Jones (2017:28) say
that it is generally agreed for RA that the appositive is within the scope of the anchor. The

structure of the apposition in (1) can thus be illustrated in (2).

- N
N N
seven bulls

As pointed out above, the distribution of RA is quite limited and does not seem to interact
with coordination data. I will, therefore, leave the consideration of RA aside and continue by
addressing only NRA.

In NRA, the appositive may “provide more precise information relating to the anchor”
(Holmstedt 2019b:629), but it is the anchor itself that makes the referent identifiable. Example
(3) demonstrates NRA and provides a minimal-pair contrast with RA in (1).

(3)  TWwaY DM IR (2 Chron 29:21)

wayyabi i parim Sib‘a
bring. WCIPFV.3MP bulls seven
They brought bulls, seven.
Within NRA, the appositive is understood to be outside the scope of the anchor. However, it is

disputed whether this should be accomplished by right-adjunction of the appositive (4) or by

complementation within a coordination structure (5).

@ o S
N DP N NP'
bulls " bulls " S
D N & N
%] seven 9] seven
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This question of the syntactic structure of NRA will be the principal matter of discussion in
the next section. Here, it is sufficient to notice that the structure of NRA—whether it is (4) or
(5)—is different than RA (2).

With this distinction in hand, Holmstedt and Jones (2017) present two further
distinctions of NRA. First, while RA has a very limited semantic range, the wide array of

semantic types of NRA can be summarised in the following list (6) (Holmstedt and Jones

2017:32).
(6) Category Gloss

A. Equivalence “or”
(1) appellation: “that is”
(i1) identification: “namely”
(ii1) designation: “that is to say”
(iv) reformulation: “in other words”

B. Attribution “as you know”

C. Inclusion
(1) exemplification “for example”
(i1) particularisation “especially”

After showing examples for each entry in the inventory, Holmstedt and Jones (2017:40)
propose that the function of the appositive should be viewed within the broader category of
predication rather than as simply identification or equivalence.

Second, while the appositive in RA must remain adjacent to its anchor, within NRA it

can be extraposed—moved to the rightmost edge of its clause (7) (Holmstedt and Jones

2017:42-47).
(7) 0PIV 0 M 5171 DY A3 32 D’JD") DARA (Deut 2:10)
ha-'emim  la-panim yasabi b-ah  ‘am  gadol wa-rab wa-ram
ART-Emim to-face dwell.PFV.3MP in-3FS people great and-many and-tall
ka- ‘andaqim

like.ART-Anakim

The Emim formerly dwelt in it, a people great and many and tall like the
Anakim.

173



Kaajan (2019) objects, however, that Holmstedt’s (2014) applied definition of extraposition is
too broad. She proposes that examples like (7) are better taken as afterthoughts, “a base-
generated independent phrase outside the clause” (2019:64).

Finally, Holmstedt and Jones (2017) do endorse the coordination view of NRA,
illustrated in (5) above, referring to it as specifying coordination. Their primary argument is
that waw sometimes joins the appositive to the anchor, as in (8).

(8)  9p3 DYIW KPR PYHT 207521 I AN MR IR oM T2

e

(2 Kgs 8:9)

wayyeélek haza'él li-qord't-o wayyiqqah minhad
walk.WCIPFV.3MS Hazael to-meet.INF-3MS take.WCIPFV.3MS gift
ba-yad-o wa-kol tiib dammeseq massa’ ‘arbd‘im gamal

in-hand-3MS and-all.GEN good.GEN Damascus load.GEN forty camel
Hazael went to meet him and took a gift in his hand, even (lit. and) all the

goodness of Damascus, a load of forty camels.?

Thus, they re-classify the purported cases of “epexegetical waw” as instances of NRA. This
view postulates a fourth main semantic type of coordination: conjunctive and, disjunctive or,
adversative but, and specifying that is.

Holmstedt’s view has evolved since the publication of Holmstedt and Jones (2017).
He now denies that NRA is a type of coordination and, instead, takes “apposition to be the
anchored variety of general parenthesis (formal parenthesis being anchor-less), which stands
as the sister of coordination within the larger category of nonsubordination” (Holmstedt

2019:626, n. 19). He presents the following typology of clause linkage (Holmstedt 2020:109):

9) Clause Linking
Subordination Nonsubordination
/\
Coordination Parenthesis
/\
Appositives Parentheticals

3 This is an example of iterated appositives (see §7.3.3). While Holmstedt and Jones (2017) do not
discuss multiple appositives, I have sought to acknowledge this by breaking the double underline between the
two appositives. Here, I do not try to indicate what should be taken as the anchor for the second appositive.
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While waw 1s often used for prototypical coordination, it can also be used for
nonsubordination, so its use “must be determined based on what is most felicitous in the
discourse” (Holmstedt 2019b:625, n. 17). Thus, Holmstedt still affirms that waw may
optionally introduce an appositive, but he does not investigate what exactly motivates the
occurrences of waw within apposition, nor the factors that limit its distribution.

One feature of BH apposition that has curiously gone unanalysed is variation with
multiple appositives. These appositives can be stacked (each appositive modifying the anchor)
(10) or embedded (each appositive modifying the previous appositive) (11).

(10)  *¥n WR bmavn T nPe 070 oI NI (Gen 39:1)
wayyigné-hii potipar  soris par'6  sar
buy.WCIPFV.3MS-3MS Potiphar officer.GEN Pharaoh commander.GEN
hat-tabbahim IS  misri
ART-guard ~ man Egyptian

And Potiphar, Pharaoh’s official, the commander of the guard, an Egyptian

man, bought him.

(1) AW NNaWR? TPIRTIA T3 TW2H3 “90TT3 ThabY i3 maipm
‘191"]:} (Num 27:1)
wattigrabnd bonot salophdad  ben héper  ben
approach.WCIPFV.3FP daughters.GEN Zelophehad son.GEN Hepher son.GEN
gil‘ad ben makir ben monassé  la-misSpahot monassé
Gilead son.GEN Machir son.GEN Manasseh to-families.GEN Manasseh
ben yosep
son.GEN Joseph
Then approached the daughters of [Zelophehad, the son of [Hepher, the son of
[Gilead, the son of [Machir, the son of Manasseh according to the families of
[Manasseh, the son of Joseph]]]]].

The reason that no account has been provided for these two different structures is that
Hebraists have been concerned, almost exclusively, with the semantics of how the appositive
relates to the anchor. This attention to semantics requires the investigation of structures with

only one appositive.
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The focus on semantics has neglected some very interesting data with multiple

appositives, however. Consider (12), which includes both stacked and embedded appositives.

(12)

D8 1797 Y387 RINI NI MPATIR 0PI MY DPIIRTA Prg
R 19 R0 137 NINR - (Gen 25:20)

wayahi vishaq ben ‘arbd ‘im sand ba-qaht-6 et
be.WCIPFV.3MS Isaac son.GEN forty year in-take.INF-3MS ACC

ribqa bat bati’él ha-'arammi  mip-paddan aram

Rebekah daughter.GEN Bethuel ART-Aramean from-Paddan Aram

‘ahot laban ha-arammi -0 lo-"issa

sister.GEN Laban ART-Aramean to-3MS to-woman

Isaac was forty years old when he took [Rebekah, the daughter of [Bethuel, the
Aramean of Paddan-Aram], the sister of [[Laban the Aramean]] for himself as a

wife.

>

The Hebrew of (12), as reflected in the English translation, is difficult to process. There are

two stacked appositives that describe Rebekah. She is the daughter of Bethuel and the sister of

Laban. Moreover, the final noun in each of these appositives functions as the anchor to an

embedded appositive. Bethuel is the Aramean from Paddan-Aram, and Laban is the Aramean.

And all of this is inserted in the middle of the proposition when he took Rebekah for himself

as a wife. A syntactic theory of apposition must be able to account for this complex example.

This overview has revealed a general consensus regarding the definition of apposition

and the function of the appositive. It is disputed, however, how to account for the optional

non-contiguity of anchor and appositive. There also needs to be greater clarity regarding the

structure of apposition, how exactly it relates to coordination, and what motivates and

constrains when waw is able to conjoin co-referential phrases. This syntactic account of

apposition must also account for stacked and embedded appositives, along with examples that

combine the two approaches.

176



7.2.2 Critical Engagement with General Linguistics

This chapter is not a comprehensive treatment of the syntax of apposition, nor is this section a
comprehensive engagement with the general linguistics literature on apposition. There have
been many linguistics PhD theses written on apposition, and this is a thesis on coordination.
Nevertheless, I will engage with representatives of the best linguistics literature on apposition
to establish that apposition is not a type of coordination (§7.2.2.1); rather, it is a type of
parenthesis (§7.2.2.2) with an adjunction relationship between anchor and appositive
(§7.2.2.3). This will provide a necessary framework for distinguishing between apposition and

coordination within the Pentateuch.

7.2.2.1 Apposition is Not a Type of Coordination

The view that apposition represents a specifying type of coordination has been promulgated
mainly by de Vries (2002, 2006, 2009). De Vries (2009:47-53) and Heringa (2012:143-156)
provide essentially the same lists of similarities between coordination and apposition:
apposition elements (i) can be of any syntactic category; (ii) are functionally equivalent
(similar to the RPR filter proposed for coordination); (iii) receive the same case (cf. Weisser
2020); (iv) can be linked with a coordinator; (v) the appositive can be multiplied via stacking
or recursion; and (vi) the appositive can be extraposed. While the first three observations are
genuine similarities between coordination and apposition,* the second three “similarities”
ought to be viewed in a different light. When all of the evidence is considered carefully, we
will see that apposition is not a type of coordination, even though the two constructions are

similar in some respects.

4 Citko (2008:636-643) does provide arguments against the comparisons of category and case
restrictions, and Lee (2015a:53) similarly argues against the comparison of category restrictions. While they may
have a point, I am more inclined to accept the first three arguments of de Vries (2009) and Heringa (2012) as
pointing out genuine similarities between apposition and coordination.
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Regarding the use of the coordinator, de Vries provides the following examples in (13)
for how coordinators can be used in apposition (2009:51), and even suggests that the overt
coordinator is a spelled-out head for specifying coordination (2009:74).

(13a) Joop lives in The Netherlands, or Holland, as it is often called.

(13b) Joop loves to visit capital cities, and/but especially Amsterdam.

However, Heringa (2012:145-146) points out that the coordinators in examples like (13) are
not interchangeable due to their distinct usage:

If the disjunctive coordinator is used [as in (13a)], the anchor and the [appositive] refer

in a similar way to the same entity. If the conjunctive coordinator is used [as in (13b)],

on the other hand, the apposition gives a more informative description of the entity
referred to by the anchor.
Also, Heringa (2012:147) notes that coordinators may only be used in identification
constructions as in (13), not in attributive constructions (14) (cf. Citko 2008:649).

(14) #Lance Armstrong, or the cyclist, is training now with his cycling buddies.
Exactly why the use of coordinators in conjoining co-referential phrases is limited will be
addressed in §7.4. For now, it suffices to say that the use of a coordinator within apposition is
a limited, marked construction.

The limited use of coordinators does not require that apposition is a kind of
coordination; moreover, the position of some apposition markers follow a different syntactic
pattern than coordinators. Heringa (2012:148-149) provides the following example to show
that the apposition marker that is may optionally occur before or after the appositive.

(15)  Dicken’s most productive period, {that is (to say) the 1840s / the 1840s, that is

(to say)}, was a time when public demand for fiction was growing at a
tremendous rate.

Within coordination, on the other hand, the coordinator is always found between the two

conjuncts, as discussed in §3.3.1.
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Regarding the multiplicity of appositives, there is once again a difference between
apposition and coordination, even though in principle it is possible to connect an infinite
number of appositives or conjuncts. Heringa (2012:152—154) notes that the multiplicity of

appositives can be done through stacking (16) or recursion (17).

(16)  The reporter interviewed Lance Armstrong, a rider for the U. S. Postal team, a
Cancer survivor.

(17)  [John, the bovfriend of [Mary, a nice girl,]] is a linguistic celebrity.
De Vries (2009:39, 49) even produces a complex apposition example with stacking and

recursion (18), and says that it is equivalent to sub-constituency within coordination (19).

(18)  [[Insects, those six-legged animals], and in particular [the mosquito, the most
annoying of all]], swarm around in big numbers during the summer.

(19)  [Either [John and Paul], or [Mary and Susan]] are allowed to leave the house.
I agree that stacked appositives (16) are similar to examples of multiple coordination;
however, recursion in (17)—(18) is unlike sub-constituency within multiple coordination (19).
What Heringa (2012) calls recursion in (17), de Vries (2009) calls layered recursion,
and I prefer to call embedding. The fact that conjuncts can form sub-groups within
coordination is not the same as embedded appositives. This can be seen more clearly in a
more extreme case of embedding, such as (11), repeated here.

(11)  Then approached the daughters of [Zelophehad, the son of [Hepher, the son of
[Gilead, the son of [Machir, the son of Manasseh according to the families of
[Manasseh, the son of Joseph]]]]].

With each appositive modifying the previous appositive, (11) is an example of five distinct
levels of apposition, while (19) as an example of sub-constituency shows that there may be a
maximum of only two levels of coordination. It may seem that the embedding in (19) is
limited by the either ... or structure, but I am not aware of any other example of multiple

coordination that goes beyond one level of embedding.
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Moreover, (18) is not really an example of stacked and embedded appositives. A better

example would be (12), copied from earlier.

(12)  Isaac was forty years old when he took [Rebekah, the daughter of [Bethuel, the
Aramean of Paddan-Aram], the sister of [[L.aban the Aramean]] for himself as a
wife.

The unique complexity of (12) comes from going in and out of levels of embedding,

illustrated in the following chart.

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3
Rebekah

the daughter of Bethuel

the Aramean of Paddan-Aram

the sister of Laban

the Aramean

After the appellation for Bethuel reaches into level 3, the author climbs back into level 2 in
order to give Rebekah a second appellation. Coordination does not allow for the complexity
that stacked and embedded appositives create in (12).

Finally, regarding extraposition of the appositive, once again the similarity with
coordination is merely apparent. Heringa (2012:15) produces an extraposition example of
apposition (20) that appears identical to coordination (21).

(20) I 'met John yesterday, a really nice guy.

(21)  John bought a book yesterday, and a newspaper.

In §5.3.3, however, I showed that extraposition examples of coordination, like (21), are
produced by a type of ellipsis known as stripping, not via movement.

De Vries (2009:57-68) makes a case for extraposition of the appositive, similar to
Heringa (2012), saying that it is specifying coordination with deletion. His analysis (given in

a wooden English translation of the Dutch original) is presented in (22).
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(22) Thave [&p [a man seen] [ & [a+rar who a red hat wore sees]]].

He states that his &P analysis of an extraposed appositive in (22) has three important
characteristics, which are the following:

First, the deletion may involve non constituents and discontinuous material. Second,

deletion of all material that is repeated is obligatory. Third, the deletion is directed

forward.... Furthermore, it is clear that the remnants must provide new information

(de Vries 2009:65, emphasis original).

While superficially very similar to the stripping analysis advanced in §5.3.3, there is an
important difference with this ellipsis account of appositive extraposition.

Within the stripping analysis of §5.3.3, I showed that the remnant in the ellipsis clause
is always in contrastive Topic/Focus with the corresponding constituent in the base clause. De
Vries’ analysis in (22) is different. The remnant who a red hat wore that provides new
information does not have a corresponding constituent in the base clause. One could say the
correspondence is with the anchor a man, but de Vries regards the anchor to be deleted in the
coordinated clause. His analysis demonstrates neither characteristic of stripping—
correspondence and contrast. So far, it has been shown that the use of the coordinator, of
multiplicity, and of extraposition are actually quite different between coordination and

apposition. Therefore, I conclude that what is left of the actual similarities between the two is

not enough to justify treating apposition as a specifying type of coordination.

7.2.2.2 Apposition is a Type of Parenthesis

Heringa (2012) does adopt many of de Vries’ (2009) arguments presented above and affirms
that apposition has aspects of coordination and subordination. However, he presents five
distinguishing facts of apposition to argue that “the appositional construction, represented by
[parenthesis], and coordination are two types of a bigger group, namely parallel

construal” (Heringa 2012:145). Like parentheses, appositives cannot be the Focus of a cleft
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sentence; can have their own independent, temporal reference; are not selected as arguments
by the predicate; can precede the finite verb in verb-second languages; and are outside the
scope of quantifiers, negation, and mood (Heringa 2012:110-112).

As a type of parenthesis, appositives are linearly integrated into the host sentence and
yet are prosodically, semantically, and syntactically independent to some degree. Other types
of parentheses include relative clauses, interjections, amalgams, vocatives, parentheticals,
reporting clauses, and comment clauses (Heringa 2012:109). Apposition involves “a
secondary proposition that expresses the predicational relationship between the anchor and the
[appositive] ... [which carries] an independent truth value,” which is illustrated in (23) (de

Vries 2009:68—69).

(23)  Anna invited Joop, her best friend, for dinner.
(1) Primary proposition = Anna invited Joop for dinner
(i1) Secondary proposition = Joop is her best friend
The secondary proposition that comes from apposition is not overt in the syntax but implied
as a conventional implicature (Potts 2003). It provides extra, new information that is
independent from, and less important than, the matrix proposition (Heringa 2012:215-217).
The independent nature of the secondary proposition can be seen in several respects.

First, appositives can host sentence adverbs such as presumably in (24) (Lee 2015a:18).

(24) They arrested a homeless man, presumably Peter, near the cathedral.

Second, appositives can host their own illocutionary Force. The appositive may be

interrogative while the host is declarative (25a) and vice versa (25b) (Lee 2015a:17).

(25a) Peter calls some person, perhaps his father?, twice a day.

(25b) Is Jane, the best doctor in town, already married?

Third, appositives are outside the scope of operators like negation (26) and mood (27)

(Heringa 2012:112).
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(26)  John did not kiss Mary, his girl friend.
(1) => Mary is his girl friend
(11) #> Mary is not his girl friend

(27)  You should be a linguist, someone who studies language.

(1) => a linguist is someone who studies language
(1))  #> alinguist should be someone who studies language

Particularly this third point, the scopelessness of appositives, sets apposition apart from
coordination, because the coordinator, as a defective head, allows other elements to take
narrow or wide scope over the conjuncts (see §6.2.2). As such, the coordinator does not render
its conjuncts invisible to scopal effects.

The propositional nature of appositives reveals one final unique element of apposition:
the appositive is not an argument. Chomsky (1981) formulated the “i-within-i condition,”
which forbids an NP constituent whose reference depends on the antecedent of the pronoun
that it contains, illustrated in (28).

(28)  *[the writer of his; book];

However, as noticed by Kubo (2009:31), the i-within-i condition applies only to an argument
(29a), not to a predicate nominal (29b). Because an appositive is not an argument, but a
secondary predicate, it is likewise immune to the i-within-i condition (29c).

(29a) *[His; own cook]; entertained his guests with the delicious meal yesterday.

(29b) Bill; is [hisi own cook];.

(29¢) Bill;, [his; own cook];, entertained his guests with the delicious meal yesterday.
As will be explained more thoroughly in the next section, the fact that appositives are not
arguments fits perfectly with an analysis that apposition is not a complementation relationship
like that of coordination, but rather is adjunction.

In sum, it has been shown that the use of the coordinator, multiplicity, and

extraposition distinguish NRA from coordination. NRA is rather a type of parenthesis, which
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expresses a secondary propositional relationship between the anchor and appositive.
Apposition introduces new information with a truth value that is independent from the matrix
proposition. As a secondary predication, an appositive is invisible to scopal effects and
escapes the i-within-i condition. None of these syntactic features is shared by conjuncts,

which are arguments of the predicate. Apposition is not a type of coordination.

7.2.2.3 Apposition is an Adjunction Relationship

There is broad agreement that apposition is a type of anchored parenthesis (Koster 2000, de
Vries 2009, Heringa 2012, Lee 2015a, Holmstedt 2019b, 2020). De Vries (2009:79) states that
an anchored parenthesis “involves an (implicit) predication, such that some anchor within the
host sentence is interpreted as the subject, and the overt parenthetical material as the
predicate.” As indicated in the previous section, there are many different types of anchored
parentheses.

The question here is whether anchored parentheses all employ the same kind of
syntactic relation. De Vries (2009) advances the view that different syntactic relations are at
work. He takes certain types of anchored parentheses to be right-adjunction, like the Dutch
afterthought example in (30a), in which case he prefers the base-generated analysis of (30b)

over the more complex clausal deletion approach for specifying coordination (30c) (2009:80).

(30a) Ik heb Joop gezien —een leuke jongen.
I have Joop seen a nice guy

“I saw Joop — a nice guy.”
(30b) [cp [cp Ik heb Joopi gezien [pare PRO; [ PAR [een leuke jongen]]]]

(30c) Ik heb [&p [Joop gezien] [« [[pare [F00oP] [ PAR [een leuke jongen]]]
gezienn]]]

Even though de Vries does not present syntactic arguments to exclude the analysis of (30c), he

prefers the simpler analysis of (30b).
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Lee (2015a), on the other hand, strongly defends the thesis that afterthought
appositives (as in [30a]) and anchor-adjacent appositives should be analysed as a single
construction, since they share many characteristics and differ only in linear order. Both types
of appositives can host overt discourse markers, contribute a secondary proposition, block
extraction of any material inside the appositive, carry their own illocutionary Force, escape
the scope of main sentence operators, and project out of conditionals (Lee 2015a:7-23). Since
the apposition constructions differ only in linear order, Lee (2015a) proposes to treat them—
and indeed all other types of anchored parentheses—as normal NP adjuncts, thus extending
the approach of others who view appositive relatives as adjunction (e.g. Del Gobbo 2003,
Potts 2003, Citko 2008).

Within x-bar theory, the distinguishing mark of adjunction is that it conserves bar-level
information, while complementation changes bar-level information. However, since
Chomsky’s (1995) presentation of bare phrase structure (BPS), one of the core tenets has been
the Inclusiveness Principle (IP), which stipulates that “interface levels consist of nothing more
than arrangements of lexical features” (Chomsky 2015:225). This, in effect, removes bar-level
information from the purview of syntax.

Hornstein and Nunes (2008) propose a syntactic account for adjunction that is
consistent with BPS and the IP. To build phrase structure, they propose two operations:
concatenation (otherwise known as Merge) and labeling. Their central insight is that
complements require integration into structures with labels while adjuncts do not. As the key
to their system, they employ neo-Davidsonian semantics, which states that the core of a
proposition is the event. Everything else in a clause modifies the verb, which predicates the
event. To illustrate, they produce sentence (31a) and its logical form (31b) and comment,

“The verb eat and the adjunct in the yard apply to the event directly, whereas John and the
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cake modify the event [indirectly] via two designated relations, here marked subject and
object” (Hornstein and Nunes 2008:70).

(31a) John ate the cake in the yard.

(31b) de [eating(e) & subject(John,e) & object(the cake,e) & in-the-yard(e)]

In order to be interpreted, the arguments John and the cake need the labels (thematic
relations) of agent and theme respectively (cf. Baker 1988), but adjuncts may modify the
event directly and do not need a label to be properly interpreted.

Hunter (2015) advances the framework of Hornstein and Nunes (2008) but uses
slightly different terminology. He says there are three basic operations in syntax: Insert,
Merge, and Spell-out. The operation Insert “introduces an element into the derivational
workspace without establishing any grammatical dependencies” (Hunter 2015:275). Merge
“checks features and thereby establishes head-argument relationships” (2015:296). And the
operation Spell-Out “semantically and phonologically composes units among which Merge
has established head-argument relationships™ (2015:296). Applying this to adjunction he says,

The division of labor between merge and spell-out ... makes it possible for adjuncts to

be introduced (i.e., inserted and then taken into account by interpretive operations (i.e.,

spell-out) without interfering with the more richly articulated structure established

among heads, complements, and specifiers (Hunter 2015:299).

In short, adjunction allows a constituent to undergo Insert and Spell-Out without being
merged. Although they present equivalent frameworks, in what follows I will favour the
terminology of Hunter (2015) to that of Hornstein and Nunes (2008).

Hunter’s (2015) account of the flexible linearisation of adjuncts is fleshed out more by

Hunter and Frank (2014). They incorporate Multiple (cyclic) Spell-Out as a central

assumption with the following description:

Each maximal projection is a Spell-Out domain. Hence, a derivation is naturally
partitioned into “chunks,” or “phases.” During each chunk C, there is a single

186



syntactic head X such that every Merge step in C establishes either a complement or a
specifier of X. At the end of a chunk or phase, Spell-Out applies and produces a word-
like object, lacking internal syntax but with the semantics, phonology, and formal
features of the derived XP, which then serves as a constituent that can participate in a
subsequent chunk of the derivation (Hunter and Frank 2014:234).

To illustrate their point, they provide the following four-phase derivation of the string Bill

heard claims that John saw Mary.

(32a) VP
Spell-Out VP
D John saw Mary
John
v D
saw Mary
(32b) CP
Spell-Out CP
C VP that John saw Mary
that John saw Mary
(32¢) NP
Spell-Out NP
N CP claims that John saw Mary
claims that John saw Mary
(32d) VP
Spell-Out VP
D Bill heard claims that John saw Mary

Bill
v NP
heard claims that John saw Mary

Because an adjunct does not take part in the Merge operation that builds syntactic structure, it
can be inserted into the derivational workspace in any of the four phases in (32).

The concept of cyclic Spell-Out allows for the flexible linearisation of adjuncts. An
adjunct enters the derivation lexically specified for the type of constituent it modifies; in this
schema, an adverb is annotated as [*VP]. Since adjuncts contribute nothing to structure-

building, multiple adjuncts may be introduced in a single phase and their phonological

linearisation is freely ordered in Spell-Out.
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(33) VP« _ [*VP] [*DP]
“~-.___ yesterday  about syntax

bought books
Thus, (33) can be realised as bought books yesterday about syntax or as bought books about
syntax yesterday (Hunter and Frank 2014:243-244).

The cyclicality of Spell-Out not only allows for flexible linearisation of adjuncts, it
also limits their distribution. Theoretically, an adjunct can be inserted into the derivation in
any phase, but it can only be spelled-out if the constituent it modifies is still visible. For
instance, in (33) the adjunct about syntax can modify books, because the DP is still visible
during the VP phase. The adjunct also could have been inserted in the prior phrase when the
maximal projection of DP was being built. However, if it was not inserted during the VP
phase (34a), the DP would no longer be visible during the subsequent TP phase (34b) (Hunter

and Frank 2014:244).

(34a) VP. [*VP]
Te--___ yesterday
\% DP T Spell-Out VP
bought books bought books yesterday
(34b) TP [*DP]
about syntax
D o
John X e-oc--""
T VP

@ bought books yesterday

This system naturally accounts for “the fact that extraposed adjuncts appear exactly one

maximal projection above the one they modify semantically” (Hunter and Frank 2014:236).
There are two final issues regarding the linearisation of adjuncts at Spell-Out. First,

Hunter and Frank (2009:241) say that the distinction between right adjuncts [**XP] and left

adjuncts [*IXP] is lexically specified. This means that some lexical words will occur to the
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right—and others to the left—of the word they modify. Second, they say on the one hand that
adjuncts, as unmerged elements, “are linearised at the edge ... of the output of the phase
where they are introduced, irrespective of the position of the target of semantic modification
within that phase” (2014:243). On the other hand, they say, “We must also allow an adjunct
that semantically modifies an XP in a complement or specifier position to be linearised at the
edge of that complement or specifier instead” (2014:252). I take it that there are often two
linearisation possibilities for an adjunct in Spell-Out after it is inserted into a phase.

Without any modification, this framework for adjunction can account for the syntax of
appositives in the Pentateuch (see §7.3 below). An anchor-adjacent appositive is introduced in
the same phase where the constituent it modifies is a specifier or complement of the
derivational head; an extraposed appositive appears exactly one maximal projection above the

one that it modifies semantically.

7.2.3 Summary

In the overview of the BH literature on apposition (§7.2.1), one notices a general consensus
concerning the semantics but not the syntax. There is a dispute over how to account for the
optional non-contiguity of anchor and appositive. There is also a need for greater clarity
regarding the structure of apposition and how exactly it relates to coordination.

In critically engaging with the general linguistics literature on apposition (§7.2.2), I
argued that the use of coordinators, embedded appositives, and extraposition of the appositive
distinguish NRA from coordination (§7.2.2.1). Apposition is not a type of coordination with a
complementation structure, but an anchored type of parenthesis (§7.2.2.2) with an adjunction

structure (§7.2.2.3).
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As a type of anchored parenthesis, NRA expresses a secondary propositional
relationship between the anchor and appositive that introduces new information with a truth
value that is independent from the matrix proposition. As a secondary predication, the
appositive is invisible to scopal effects and escapes the i-within-i condition. None of these
syntactic features is shared by conjuncts, which function as arguments of the predicate in the
matrix clause.

As non-arguments, appositives fit within an adjunction analysis. They are optional
constituents with flexible linearisation. Following Hunter and Frank (2014; cf. Hornstein and
Nunes 2008, Hunter 2015), I assume that adjuncts are able to undergo Insert and Spell-Out
without being merged. As will be demonstrated below in §7.3.3, this framework is able to
account for how multiple appositives can be stacked and embedded. Finally, the linearisation

of appositives depends on which phase they are inserted with a Multiple Spell-Out approach.

7.3 Apposition in the Pentateuch

With a theoretical account in hand—apposition as an adjunction relationship—we can now
address the data in the Pentateuch. First, we will look at two syntactic features of apposition:
the scopelessness of the appositive (§7.3.1) and the flexible linearisation of the appositive
(§7.3.2). Then we will account for three similar constructions: iterated appositives (§7.3.3)
coordinate-complex appositives (§7.3.4), and coordinated appositives (§7.3.5).

These first three sub-sections address issues that naturally result from an adjunction
analysis. The last two sub-sections address the use of waw within apposition. Distinguishing
coordinate-complex appositives (§7.3.4) from final coordination (§5.5), and coordinated
appositives (§7.3.5) from iterated appositives (7.3.3), will set the stage for §7.4, which

demonstrates that coordinated co-referential phrases are distinct from cases of apposition.
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7.3.1 Scopelessness of the Appositive

Cross-linguistically, it has been reported that appositives can carry their own illocutionary
force, escape the scope of negation and mood, and project out of propositional attitude verbs
and conditionals (Lee 2015a). Or, in short, they display a feature of scopelessness that is
characteristic of parentheses. From a theoretical perspective, this is to be expected if
appositives are indeed adjuncts, because “adjuncts may be invisible to certain grammatical
computations” (Hornstein and Nunes 2008:71-72). A degree of grammatical invisibility for
adjuncts is a result of their ability to be inserted into any phase of the derivation and spelled-
out without being merged into the structure.

There are not many apposition examples in the Pentateuch that display the
scopelessness of the appositive, but there are some. Example (35) shows that the appositive is
outside the scope of negation,5 and (36) shows that the appositive is outside the scope of the
temporal marker.6

(35) :FTTTOXR TIATNR NOWnN N"H (Gen 22:16)

wo-l0°  hasakta ‘et bino-ka ‘et yohide-ka

and-NEG withhold.PFV.2MS ACC son-2MS ACC only-2MS
“And you did not withhold your son, your only.”

(36) TR "127 PR 19773 AR TTAVHR IOV 2 AN (Gen 44:24)

wayahi ki ‘alinii ‘el ‘abdo-ka ‘ab-i
be.WCIPFV.3MS when go.up.PFV.1CP to servant-2MS father-1CS
wannagged -0 ‘et dibre ‘adon-1

tell.WCIPFV.1CP to-3MS ACC words.GEN lord-1CS
“When we went up to your servant my father, we told him the words of my
lord.”

Due to the scopelessness of the appositive, (35) does not entail your son is not your only one,

and (36) does not entail when your servant was/became my father.

5 See Gen 16:1; Gen 22:12; 38:26 for other examples with negation.

6 See Gen 44:30 for another example with a temporal marker.

191



7.3.2 Flexible Linearisation of the Appositive

Usually the anchor and appositive are contiguous, but not always. Holmstedt (2014:133, n.
46) claims that the separation can be the result of extraposing the appositive to the end of the
clause or fronting the anchor to the beginning of the clause.” He refers to the fronting option
as stranding the appositive/relative clause, but not even in his published monograph on the
relative clause does he give a syntactic account for stranding (Holmstedt 2016:189—-191).
While I think he is largely correct that there are two structures—extraposition and stranding—
this has to be demonstrated rather than asserted, because Arnold (2007:285) goes to some
length to argue that the anchor itself cannot move and thereby strand the non-restrictive
relative clause.

There are three motivations for why an anchor and its appositive may be non-
contiguous: flexible linearisation of multiple adjuncts, extraposition of the appositive, and
fronting of the anchor. Only the third reason should have an effect on interpretation. As the
first of the non-significant reasons why an appositive may be separated from the anchor, (37a)
shows multiple adjuncts at the end of a clause, and (37b) provides the syntactic analysis.

(37a) oM@ MY oW oA INAPY  (Exod 24:5)

wayyizbahii zabahim  Salamim [-yhwh parim

sacrifice. WCIPFV.1CP sacrifices whole  to-YHWH bulls
They sacrificed whole sacrifices to YHWH, bulls.

(37b) VP« _ [*'VP] [*'DP]
el [-yhwh parim
\Y% DP«-----. " P -
wayyizbahii  zabahim Salamim

7 In referring to the movement of a constituent to the left edge of the sentence, I follow Holmstedt’s
(2014) terminology in calling it fronting. Miller-Naudé and Naudé (2019a) call it topicalisation. Regardless of
label, these authors agree that this constituent surfaces in a non-canonical position via (1) movement (2) to the
left boundary of the clause (3) with no resumptive element in the clause. They also agree that there is a different
construction, left dislocation, which is distinguishable with the constituent surfacing in a non-canonical position
via (1) base generation (2) outside the left boundary of the clause (3) with a resumptive element in the clause. I
agree with this analysis and, thus, I use the term fronting in the same sense as Holmstedt (2014). I do not think it
is helpful to blur the differences in these constructions as Westbury (2014, 2016) does in also using fronting to
refer to left dislocation (which distinctly has resumption).
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Since adjuncts contribute nothing to structure-building, multiple adjuncts may be introduced
in a single phase, as in (37b), and their phonological linearisation is freely ordered in Spell-
Out. Thus, while (37a) is the actual Spell-Out of Exod 24:5, parim could as easily have been
linearised before /-yhwh, creating a contiguous anchor and appositive.

The other non-significant reason an appositive may be separated from the anchor is for
extraposition, placing the appositive in a clause-final position for “processing ease of ‘heavy’
constituents” (Holmstedt 2014:150). Example (7) illustrates this, a condensed version of
which is repeated below, along with (38).3

(7)  :0"PIV3 DM 27 PiT3 0P A2 AW 018 oKD (Deut 2:10)
The Emim formerly dwelt in it, a people great and many and tall like the

Anakim.

(38)  DIAR MR IWITIN] oi‘;'ng_z ﬂﬁp?l (Gen 14:12)
wayyighil ‘et lot wa-‘et  rokuis-o ben ‘aht
take.WCIPFV.1CP ACC Lot and-ACC possessions-3MS son.GEN brother.GEN
‘abram
Abram

They took Lot and his possessions, the son of the brother of Abram.”

Placing a heavy appositive in a clause-final position is another manifestation of end-weight
(cf. §4.3).° I intentionally use the term place to distinguish the analysis that I adopt (§7.2.2.3)

from a movement analysis (Holmstedt 2014, 2016, Miller-Naudé and Naudé¢ 2019a).19 Rather

8 See Gen 19:4; 35:14; Exod 3:16; 27:6; 36:20; Deut 1:15 for other examples.

9 As Holmstedt (2014:140) explains, “The most common use of extraposition relates to an automatic
‘processing’ linear re-ordering, whereby complex entities, especially embedded constituents such as relative
clauses are moved rightward to allow the simpler syntactic constituents to be cognitively processed first and thus
more easily.”

10 Holmstedt (2014:138) claims that extraposition is “associated with Topic and Focus.” But all of the
examples of extraposed appositives provided by Holmstedt and Jones (2017:42—47) fit with an end-weight
analysis, as do all of my examples from the Pentateuch (see footnote 8). Admittedly, this sample size is too small
to try to make a definitive case against movement. Moreover, this is a rather inconsequential point, since my
approach could incorporate a movement analysis of extraposition, since I already use a movement analysis with
fronting. The crux of the matter is, however, if extraposition, as a right-edge construction, does in fact mirror
fronting. I agree with Holmstedt (2014) and Miller-Naudé and Naudé (2019a) that fronting is a movement
phenomenon without resumption, while left dislocation is base-generated and has resumption. If extraposition
mirrors fronting, then it should also result from movement. Nevertheless, Miller-Naudé and Naudé (2019a) note
asymmetries between the left- and right-edge constructions, so the assumption that extraposition mirrors fronting
may be misguided. If the extraposed appositive is not moved, it makes sense why it is not associated with Topic/
Focus. Also, extraposition (no resumption) is still distinguishable from right dislocation (with resumption).
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than resulting from movement, extraposition is a matter of which phase the adjunct is inserted
into before Spell-Out.

Extraposition can be created by inserting the appositive adjunct in a later phase than
the anchor, as long as the anchor constituent is still visible for modification. It can also be
created by spelling-out the adjunct at the end of the phase. This can be demonstrated by

showing two of the phases (39) that generate the extraposition example of (7).

(39a) VP._ [*IVP]
\‘\\\ lo-panim
DP T Spell-Out VP
yasabii b-ah la-panim yasabu b-ah
(39b) TP [*'DP]

‘am gadol...

DP+--------- - -
ha-"émim Spell-Out P
T VP ha-"emim lo-panim yasabii
O  la-panim yasabii b-ah b-ah ‘am gadol...

In (39a), la-panim is inserted into the phase as a left adjunct, and the phase is spelled out as a
VP, which is then inserted as a complement of the null T head in (39b). In this second phase
(39b), ‘am gadol... is inserted as a right adjunct modifying the DP specifier ha- ‘émim, but is
“linearised at the edge ... of the phase,” which Hunter and Frank (2014:243) say is normally
the case for adjuncts.

The third reason an anchor and its appositive may be non-contiguous is due to the
fronting of the anchor. This should have an effect on interpretation, because fronting to a
clause-initial position is associated with Topic/Focus (Holmstedt 2014). Movement in both

(40) and (41) is motivated by Focus.!!

11 See Gen 32:19; 42:32; Exod 32:16 for other examples of movement of the anchor, which also just
happen to be fronted for Focus. I did not notice any examples of Topic-fronting.
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(40)  :7iMI9 AT WK N290712 23R HRINATNA (Gen 24:24)

bat botii’el ‘anoki ben milka  ‘aser yalada lo-nahor
daughter.GEN Bethuel [.NOM son.GEN Milcah that birth.PFV.3MP to-Nahor
“The daughter of Bethueli I am i, Milcah’s son, whom she bore to Nahor.”

(41)  TORTWR WA UMIN [DOR - (Gen 42:13)

‘ahim ‘anahnii bané s Cehad

brothers we.NOM sons.GEN man one

“Brothers; we are  j, the sons of one man.”
In (40), Rebekah places her lineage in contrastive Focus. Abraham has made his servant swear
he will take a wife for Isaac from his land and kindred (Gen 24:3-4), so the servant goes to
the city of Nahor, Abraham’s brother (24:10), and after inquiring who Rebekah’s father is
(24:23), the servant learns that she is actually the granddaughter of Nahor (24:24).

Similarly in (41), Joseph’s brothers put in contrastive Focus the fact that there are
twelve of them. When Joseph initially accuses them of being spies (Gen 42:9), they respond
by saying that they have come only to buy food (42:10), and that they represent the sons of
one man, not spies with ulterior motives (42:11). Once again Joseph accuses them of being
spies (42:12), and it is here that the brothers reveal that there are twelve of them before once
again insisting that they are brothers, of whom one has perished and one remains with their
father (42:13). The key phrase that is fronted is brothers. The ten men are not a band of
misfits on a secret operation. They are brothers sent by a desperate father from the famine-
stricken land of Canaan.

The default word order for verbless clauses is subject-predicate (Buth 1999), so the
first phase that produces (41) may be portrayed as (42a).

(42a) TP

DP
‘anahnii

%] ‘ahim
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Before Spell-Out, however, the DP ‘ahim is moved (or re-merged, keeping to the three
operations of Insert, Merge, and Spell-Out) to the spec of FocP to check the Focus feature

(42b). The appositive is also inserted and linearised at the end of the phase in Spell-Out.

(42b) FocP [*'DP]
_______ boané 'is ‘ehad
pDP~---~"""TP Spell-Out FocP
‘ahim ‘anahnii ‘ahim ‘anahnii bané ’is ‘ehad

To recap, while there are three reasons why an anchor and its appositive may be non-
contiguous—flexible linearisation of multiple adjuncts, extraposition of the appositive, and
fronting of the anchor—only anchor-fronting should have an effect on interpretation. The

anchor is fronted to a clause-initial position for Topic or Focus.

7.3.3 Iterated Appositives

To recall in condensed form the data referenced earlier, there are different apposition
constructions in the Pentateuch with iterated appositives. The appositives can be stacked
(10),12 embedded (11),!3 or both stacked and embedded (12).14 All three of these constructions
share the feature of iteration, being multiplied but not conjoined with the use of waw.

(10) ™ en WK bnavn i nP1e oo Howin nipn (Gen 39:1)
And Potiphar, Pharaoh’s official, the commander of the guard, an Egyptian

man, bought him.

(1) AW nRgwny MPITTa T3 T2 99072 THE%Y N3 e
07712 (Num 27:1)
Then approached the daughters of [Zelophehad, the son of [Hepher, the son of
[Gilead, the son of [Machir, the son of Manasseh according to the families of

[Manasseh, the son of Joseph]]]]].

12 For other examples, see Gen 11:31; 14:13, 22; 16:3; 21:4; 24:2; 25:12; 27:32; 36:3, 14, 18; 37:36;
38:12; 43:29; Exod 3:1, 8; 4:14; 6:7, 23; 7:4; 15:20; 18:1, 6; 29:38; 33:11; 34:23; Lev 10:16; 14:10; Num 11:18;
18:2; 21:1; 22:4, 10; 25:14, 15, 18; 26:1; 27:18; 28:9; 32:12; 34:22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28.

13 For other examples, see Gen 24:12, 15, 42; 26:34[2x]; 29:10; 36:2, 10[2x]; 46:20; Exod 31:2; 35:30;
38:22; Lev 10:4; Num 4:16; 16:1; 17:2; 25:7, 11; 31:6.

14 For other examples, see Gen 11:31; 28:5, 9; 34:2; 36:2.
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(12) - DN 7720 "RIRD YNININI APITIN INNR3 Y DPIWT3 POy
R 19 IR0 137 NINR - (Gen 25:20)
Isaac was forty when he took [Rebekah, the daughter of [Bethuel, the Aramean
of Paddan-Aram], the sister of [[ .aban the Aramean]] for himself as a wife.
An adjunction theory of apposition is uniquely capable of generating the examples of (10)—
(12), because it treats appositives as adjuncts, not as arguments.
A phase consists of a maximal projection with a head element merging with either its
complement or specifier. Since adjuncts contribute nothing to structure-building, multiple

adjuncts may be introduced in a single phase and become linearised in Spell-Out. The

structure of stacked appositives in (10) is given in (43).

(43) CP [*DP] [*'DP] [*DP]
sorispar'6  Sar hat-tabbahim IS misri
P : :
wayyigné-hii /; ”—/’//
C DP+"------- o-Eieemet
0 potipar

As adjuncts with flexible linearisation, the appositives in (43) could theoretically be re-
arranged in Spell-Out without affecting acceptability.
The construction of embedded appositives needs a little more theoretical justification.
Once again, the fact that adjuncts contribute nothing to structure-building is crucial:
An adjunct may be left dangling ... [and] may be targeted by some operation exactly
because it is not a subpart of a bigger syntactic object. In particular, it is free to
undergo merger in consonance with the Extension Requirement, as it is still a syntactic
atom for purposes of concatenation (Hornstein and Nunes 2008:79).
Thus, as adjuncts are iterated during a phase of structure-building, they may concatenate with
a visible constituent in the structure or with another adjunct in the derivational workspace. To

accomplish this, we must assume that an adjunct is inserted into the phase projecting a head

feature of its own, and that it has its own internal structure (Hunter 2015:300, n. 18).
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With these two assumptions in hand, we can now address the embedded-appositives
example of (11). Without presenting the entire derivation, our analysis begins with the
construction of the subject DP. In (44a), the appositive ben héper is inserted in the phase in
order to modify salophad. In the same phase (44b), the appositive ben gil ‘ad is inserted to
modify héper. Still within the same phase (44c), the appositive ben makir is inserted to

modify gil ‘ad.

(44a) [*NP]
----DP
banol />\
Salophad ---->NP
ST héper
(44b) (NP  (44c) [*NP]
DP--"~ -DP
B\ NP X
gll ad makzr

By no means is (44) a full account of the generation of (11); however, it is sufficient for
demonstrating how an adjunction analysis of apposition can account for embedded
appositives.

In fact, this same analysis can account for examples of stacked-and-embedded
appositives such as (12). Again, without presenting the entire derivation, our analysis begins
with the construction of the non-finite CP. In (45a), the appositive bat batii ‘el is inserted in the
phase in order to modify ribgd. In the same phase (45b), the appositive ha- 'arammi mip-
paddan “aram is inserted to modify batii ‘el. Still within the same phase (45¢), the appositive
‘ahot laban 1s inserted as another modifier of ribgd. Finally in (45d), ha- 'arammi is inserted

to modify laban.
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(45a) CP [*DP]

_-----DP
TP s
ba-qaht-6 - NP
C DP<--.__bat
%] et ribga ) D __..----NP
/_,\:(——""0 batii el
(45b) [*NP] .-~ (45c) [*DP]
CP--~~ \DP
DP NP
ha-"arammi ‘ahot
C PP D _____.NP
@ mip-paddan “aram ___----"""0 laban
(45d) [*NP] -
D NP
ha ‘arammi

To put it simply, the adjuncts inserted in (45a) and (45c) are stacked appositives, which
concatenate with the complement DP, Rebekah, in the main structure. The adjuncts inserted in
(45b) and (45d) are embedded appositives, which concatenate with an element in the
previously inserted adjunct. It is precisely due to an adjunct being able to concatenate with a
visible constituent in the structure or with another adjunct in the derivational workspace that

produces stacked-and-embedded appositives.

7.3.4 Coordinate-Complex Appositives

In the previous sub-section, we looked at examples of multiple appositives that were iterated
into the structure without the use of waw. Here we will address apposition examples with a
single appositive that is made up of a coordinate NP. The task in this section is to describe the
basic semantics and syntax of this construction and distinguish representative examples from

cases of final coordination (§5.5).
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When a coordinate NP serves as an appositive, the anchor is usually either
(semantically) plural (46)!5 or is a singular noun that refers to a complex whole (47).16

(46) :DDHRYITNNY DHA™NR NP9 DiIDDN MW A" (Exod 1:11)

wayyiben ‘aré miskanot la-par ‘o ‘et pitom wa-'et
build.WCIPFV.3MS cities.GEN depot  to-Pharaoh Acc Pithom and-Acc
ra ‘amses

Raamses

They built depot cities for Pharaoh, Pithom and Raamses.

(47) 122792 YORNTIN ORI [IWRNTIR I (Exod 39:33)

wayyabi i ‘et ham-miSkan ‘el mosé ‘et ha-ohel
bring. WCIPFV.3MP ACC ART-tabernacle to Moses ACC ART-tent
wa-"et kol kelay-w

and-AcC all.GEN implements-3MS

They brought the tabernacle to Moses, the tent and all its implements.

In each example, it is important to recognise that the coordinated nouns that make up the
appositive are together equivalent to the anchor. This is rather self-evident when one
remembers that apposition involves a secondary proposition about the predicational
relationship between the anchor and its appositive.

The secondary proposition of (46) is made explicit in (48). It takes coordination to
make a proper statement (48a). Leaving out either of the appositive conjuncts results in
ungrammaticality (48b)—(48c).

(48a) The depot cities are Pithom and Raamses.

(48b) *The depot cities are Pithom.

(48c) *The depot cities are Raamses.

Similarly, the tabernacle in (47) is not equivalent either to the tent or to all its implements, but

to both the tent and all its implements, so coordination of the NPs is required.

15 For other examples, see Gen 1:16; 2:25; 17:12; 27:3; 34:2; 40:5 46:8; 48:1, 13, 15, 16; Exod 25:9;
28:41; 29:9; Lev 10:1; 16:8; Num 25:8; 31:6; 34:17; Deut 22:22; 25:11; 30:1.

16 For other examples, see Gen 31:39; 41:10; Exod 35:34; Lev 2:4; 14:31; Num 22:18; 24:13; 31:14, 48;
35:7; Deut 3:25; 4:28; 11:14; 12:27; 22:9, 11; 28:36, 64.
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Both examples of coordinate-complex appositives in (46)—(47) also involve cases of
extraposition—the “heavy” appositive is placed at the end of the clause, separated from the
anchor. This construction is superficially similar to some coordination examples that involve
stripping (see §5.3.3). Nevertheless, one easily notices the syntactic and semantic differences
when comparing an example of a coordinate-complex appositive (47) and an example of
stripping (49) side-by-side.

47) 192793 0K HORDTNR TWROR [2WRRTNR NN (Exod 39:33)
They brought the tabernacle to Moses, the tent and all its implements.

(49) [Dun'nm DWINTIIR Dl'l] VN 1W311 X 'Oﬁ'ﬂtg b:ﬂ (Gen 14:16)
wa-gam ‘et ot ‘ahi-w nu-rokiis-6 hesib
and-also ACC Lot brother-3Ms and-possessions-3MS return.PFV.3MS
wa-gam ‘et han-nasim wa-‘et  ha‘am
and-also ACC ART-women and-ACC ART-people
Both Lot his brother and his possessions he returned, [and also the women and
the peoplei he-returned i].
Regarding the syntax, the coordinate-complex appositive is not introduced with a waw (47),
while the coordinate-complex remnant in (49) is.!” Regarding the semantics, the appositive
conjuncts offer a restatement of the anchor in (47), while in stripping (49) the conjuncts in the
elided clause, the women and the people (of Sodom and Gomorrah [see Gen 14:11-12]), are
distinct from the conjuncts in the base clause, Lot and his possessions.
When, however, the appositive conjuncts are contiguous to their anchor, there is
syntactic ambiguity between apposition and final coordination. In these cases, the
constructions are disambiguated by prosody and semantics. Semantically, the question is, does

the first element present an entity distinct from the second two (final coordination), or is it a

categorial entity that subsumes the second two (apposition)? Prosodically, an anchor is

17 Example (49) also uses D3 “also” to introduce the remnant, but this is not necessary feature to license
stripping. In fact, most BH stripping examples do not use D3 (see §5.3.3), so the point still stands that a waw
alone distinguishes between stripping and coordinate-complex appositives.
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separated from the appositive conjuncts with a break, while there is usually no prosodic break
for final coordination, because the structure does not allow for sub-constituency.
Looking at some examples, both (50) and (51) show syntactic ambiguity, but both
their prosody and semantics argue in favour of them involving apposition.
(50)  TOWR TR 792 RIRW ARY1  (Gen 27:3)
wa- ‘attd sa’ na’ kelé-ka telyo-ka wa-qaste-ka

and-now pick.up.IMP.2MS please implements-2MS quiver-2MS and-bow-2MS
“And now, pick up your implements, your quiver and vour bow.”

(51)  7m DRWOI Y oY Watn 8 (Deut 22:11)
lo°  tilbas Sa ‘atnez semer u-pistim  yahdaw
NEG wear.IPFV.2MS mixed.fabric wool and-linen together
“You shall not wear mixed fabric, wool and linen together.”
In both (50) and (51), a zagef gaton marks a prosodic break between the anchor and the
appositive conjuncts. Moreover, the anchor in each example is a type of noun that can
encompass the appositive conjuncts. In (50), the anchor D"?Q “implements” is plural and is
elsewhere associated with weapons.!® In (51), the exact meaning of the anchor T,l'(?l_ﬂ_ﬁ “false/
mixed fabric” is uncertain (HALOT 1994:1610-1611), but it can be treated as a singular noun
that describes a complex whole. Indeed, it functions elsewhere as the appositive to the anchor
D'893 733 “clothing of two kinds” (Lev 19:19).
A more ambiguous example occurs in (52). Is the commandment listed in parallel to

the statutes and the judgements (final coordination), or is the commandment a term that

subsumes the statutes and the judgements (apposition)?

18 In one instance, YHWH frightens the camp of Aram before battle (2 Kgs 7:6), and the men throw
their clothes and D"?; as they run away (7:15). There is a common phrase D"?; R (lit. “one who carries
implements”) that often refers to an armorbearer who fights (Judg 9:54; 1 Sam 14:13, 14; 31:4, 5; 2 Sam 18:15;
1 Chron 10:4, 5). Other phrases even more strongly connote weaponry: HQD5D ’53 “implements of
battle” (Deut 1:41; Judg 18:11, 16, 17; 1 Sam 8:12; 2 Sam 1:27; Jer 21:4; Ezek 32:27; 1 Chron 12:34) and ’53
A “implements of death” (Ps 7:14).
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(52)  DRNR TAYY DPTOR MY MY WK DOIWRT DRI NivRd NN

(Deut 6:1)

Wa-z0't ham-miswa ha-hugqim wa-ham-mispatim aser
and-this ART-commandment ART-statutes and-ART-judgments that
stwwd yvhwh ‘elohé-kem [b-lammeéd et-kem

command.PFV.3MS YHWH God-2MP  to-teach.INF ACC.2MP

“And this is the commandment, the statutes, and the judgments that YHWH

your God has commanded to teach you.”
The prosody indicated by the fe’amim is uncertain with a rebia marking the first element and
a zaqef qaton marking the third element. Usage of the terms elsewhere is more decisive.

Three arguments favour a final-coordination analysis for (52). First, when these three

terms are conjoined elsewhere in Deuteronomy, a waw separates each of the elements (5:31;
7:11), which would require viewing them as separate entities.! Second, the clause N&T
MIXAD “This is the commandment” in 6:1 is parallel to the clause D"lez:}@tl] o'pno n‘_?zg
“These are the statutes and rules” in 12:1. This suggests that chapters 611 explicate the
commandment, and chapters 12-26 explicate the statutes and judgments (Block 2012:176—
177). Third, in support of the previous point, the term MIXAD “the commandment™ is directly

linked with the command to love God with all (6:4-5; cf. 11:22; 30:10-11), which shapes the

entire unit of 6:4—8:20 (DeRouchie 2007).

7.3.5 Coordinated Appositives

In the previous sub-section, we saw that a waw is used in apposition examples wherein there
is a single appositive made up of a coordinate NP. In these examples, the appositive conjuncts
consistently have different referents. We could predict, therefore, that coordination is never

employed for examples of multiple co-referential appositives. And, for at least one class of

19 While some manuscripts and the Samaritan Pentateuch lack the waw in Deut 5:31; 7:11, it also true
that some manuscripts, the LXX, and Syriac show evidence of the waw in Deut 6:1. I believe the lack of
uniformity in the use of waw is best explained if the three terms present separate entities, in which case there is
no meaningful difference between a multiple-coordination structure and final-coordination structure for this list
of three conjuncts (see §5.5).
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apposition data, we find that the appositives are never joined by waw: when one of the
appositives is a proper noun (53).20

(53) WY 7792 32 IR MNT (Gen 27:32)
wayyo 'mer ‘ani  bino-ka bokoro-ka ‘esaw
say.WCIPFV.3MS [.NOM son-2MS firstborn-2MS Esau
He said, “I am your son, your firstborn, Esau.”

The proper noun Esau is an identifying appositive. Coordinating firstborn and Esau would
require two different referents, which would result in a semantic anomaly with them standing
in apposition to the singular anchor your son. Hence, co-referential appositives consisting of
at least one proper noun are never joined by waw.

Even co-referential appositives that are appellations, such as (54)—(55), are almost
always iterated without the use of waw .21

(54)  :ADIAR MYTVN NPT A0 RIT NE MOD OV (Gen 38:12)

wayya ‘al ‘al gozaze so'n-6  hi’ wa-hird
ascend.WCIPFV.3MS on shearers.GEN flock-3MS he.NOM and-Hirah
re ‘e-hi ha- ‘adullami timnat-a

friend-3MS ART-Adullamite Timnah-LOC
He went up to the shearers of his flock, he and Hirah, his friend, the

Adullamite, to Timnabh.

(55) 133773 0713 v nRY i3 DYARTIR 1R NRN (Gen 11:31)
wayyiqqah terah ‘et ‘abram ban-6  wa-‘et  l6t ben
take.WCIPFV.3MS Terah ACC Abram son-3MS and-ACC Lot son.GEN
haran ben ban-6
Haran son.GEN son-3MS
Terah took Abram his son and Lot, the son of Haran, the son of his son.

Theoretically, the appositives could be joined by waw, since there would be nothing unique
about coordinating multiple titles in attribution to the same person. Nevertheless, the

consistent pattern is to iterate multiple appositives, and to use waw only to form a single

20 For other examples, see Exod 7:4; 18:6; 34:23; Num 34:22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28.
21 For other examples, see Gen 14:13, 22; 16:3; 21:4; 24:2; 25:12; 36:3, 18; 37:36; 43:29; Exod 3:1;

4:14; 6:7, 23; 15:20; 18:1; 29:38; Lev 14:10; Num 11:28; 18:2; 21:1; 22:4, 10; 25:14, 15; 26:1; 27:18; 28:9;
32:12.
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appositive from nouns that have different referents in order to agree with a plural anchor or
with an anchor that refers to a complex whole.

What we have so far is a sharp contrast regarding whether a waw is used in cases of
apposition. The contrast appears to reside in the anchor itself. If the anchor is plural (46) or
refers to a complex whole (47), there is a single appositive that consists of a coordinate NP. If,
however, the anchor is singular (54), multiple appositives are iterated into the structure

without the use of waw.

(46) :DDAYITNNI DHOTNKR Y787 Di1doN MW 121 (Exod 1:11)
They built depot cities for Pharaoh, Pithom and Raamses.

@47) 7927527 nRY HRRDTNR NWROR [2WRDTNKR IRAN (Exod 39:33)
They brought the tabernacle to Moses, the tent and all its implements.

(54)  :DIRR MYTYD NPT 7RI BNR EOp Sp9 (Gen 38:12)
He went up to the shearers of his flock, he and Hirah, his friend, the
Adullamite, to Timnabh.

In (46)—(47), it is only when the appositive conjuncts are taken together that they are
equivalent to the anchor. In (54), each of the appositives is co-referential with the anchor.

Another way to show the contrast between the appositions is by comparing the
secondary predications. When the anchor is singular (54), the multiple appositives entail two
distinct predications (56).

(56a) Hirah is his friend.

(56b) Hirah is the Adullamite.
When the anchor is plural (46), the multiple appositives entail just one predication. Making a
predication between the anchor and just one of the conjuncts is ungrammatical, so

coordination is necessary.
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There is, however, a small, uniform class of exceptions. It turns out that co-referential
appositives can be coordinated, if the appositives consist of construct chains with identical
nouns in construct state but different nouns in absolute state, illustrated in (57) and (58).22

(57) 11207 MARI NAYNTAR INTNA N2 NINITNWR DY (Gen 11:29)

wa-Sem ‘eset nahor milkd  bat haran abt
and-name.GEN wife.GEN Nahor Milcah daughter.GEN Haran father.GEN
milkd wa-"abi yiska

Milcah and-father.GEN Iscah
And the name of Nahor’s wife was Milcah, the daughter of Haran, the father of
Milcah and the father of Iscah.

(58)  POR! ORI TIN DIV TOR AW (Gen 28:13)

wa- ‘ashi ‘a-ka b-yhwh ‘elohé  has-Samayim we-'lohé
and-adjure.IPFv.1CS-2MS in-YHWH God.GEN ART-heaven and-God.GEN
ha-"ares

ART-earth

“I am YHWH, the God of Abraham your father and the God of Isaac.”

Similar to the case of iterated co-referential appellations in (54), the coordinated co-referential
appellations in (58) entail two predications (59).

(59a) YHWH is the God of Abraham.

(59b) YHWH is the God of Isaac.

Since co-referential appellations can be iterated (54)—(55) or coordinated (57)—(58), and in
every case the apposition entails two predications, it may seem as if waw is in free variation in
structures with multiple appositives.

Yet, it is striking that the coordination exceptions are limited to cases of appositives
that consist of construct chains with identical nouns in construct state but different nouns in
absolute state. Examples (55) and (57) appear to be equivalent cases with repeated identical
nouns in construct state, but the appositives are iterated in (55) and coordinated in (57).

(55) 132772 {70712 viPTNRY 132 0ARTNR M PN (Gen 11:31)
Terah took Abram his son and Lot, the son of Haran, the son of his son.

22 For the other examples, see Gen 14:13; 24:3.
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(57) 120N ﬂD")D"JN nnTna n:‘m Hin;-my’g; oW1 (Gen 11:29)
And the name of Nahor’s wife was Milcah, the daughter of Haran, the father of
Milcah and the father of Iscah.
Upon a more careful inspection, one notices that the nouns in absolute state are different in
(57), but synonymous in (55), because Haran is his (Terah's) son.
This observation provides the first motivation for coordinating the co-referential
appositives. While each title refers to the same person, in which sense they are co-referential,
coordination makes it explicit that both labels apply to the same person. Thus, there is a

symmetry between the coordination examples of (57) above and (46), which is copied below.

(46)  :DDAYITNNI DN Y787 Ni1ON MW 121 (Exod 1:11)
They built depot cities for Pharaoh, Pithom and Raamses.

Just as depot cities in (46) is equivalent to both Pithom and Raamses, so in (57) Haran is both
the father of Milcah and the father of Iscah. In (46), a combination of entities equals the
anchor, and in (57) a combination of titles describes the anchor.

The second motivation for coordinating the co-referential appositives is to clarify that
the labels do not apply to different people. Compare the example of embedded appositives in
(11) to that of coordinated appositives in (57).

(1) MW NgWRy MBI TI0713 %713 190713 by N MIpm
7711 (Num 27:1)
Then approached the daughters of [Zelophehad, the son of [Hepher, the son of
[Gilead, the son of [Machir, the son of Manasseh according to the families of

[Manasseh, the son of Joseph]]]]].

(57)  :11207 MARI NAPNRTAR INTN2 1A% NINITNWR DY (Gen 11:29)
And the name of Nahor’s wife was Milcah, the daughter of Haran, the father of
Milcah and the father of Iscah.

I suggest that without a waw in (57), it would read as embedded, rather than stacked,
appositives. Someone can only be one father. By repeating father in construct state, it would

sound like there are two different fathers. It would sound like Milcah is the father of Iscah,
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even though Milcah is a manifestly feminine noun.2? To clarify that Haran, who is the father

of Milcah, is also the father of Iscah, the author coordinates the appellations.

7.3.6 Summary

We have seen that three conspicuous features of appositives naturally flow out of an
adjunction analysis. First, since adjuncts are inserted into a phase and spelled-out without
being merged into the structure, an appositive is outside the scope of negation or a temporal
marker in the main clause (§7.3.1).

Second, since adjuncts contribute nothing to structure-building, multiple adjuncts may
be introduced in a single phase, and they may be linearised immediately after the element they
modify or at the edge of the phase in Spell-Out; this often generates an anchor and appositive
that are non-contiguous (§7.3.2). The non-contiguity may be due to flexible linearisation of
multiple adjuncts, extraposition of the appositive, or fronting the anchor to a clause-initial
position for Topic or Focus.

Third, since adjuncts are not merged into the syntactic structure but are “left
dangling,” there are many targets for concatenation. As adjuncts are iterated during a phase of
structure-building (§7.3.3), they may all concatenate with the same visible argument (stacked
appositives), each appositive may concatenate with another adjunct in the derivational
workspace (embedded appositives), or the appositives may take a combined approach
(stacked-and-embedded appositives).

We have also seen two distinct apposition constructions that use waw. First, we looked
at examples of a coordinate-complex appositive (§7.3.4), a single appositive that is made up

of a coordinate NP. Second, we looked at examples of coordinated appositives (§7.3.5),

23 Similarly, in (58), without the waw it would sound like Abraham is the God of Isaac. In fact, it would
probably read even more strongly as an example of embedded appositives than (57), since D7AR matches
7198 in gender.
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multiple appositives that are each co-referential with the anchor and are conjoined by waw.
Usually, co-referential appositives are iterated as stacked appositives, and are coordinated
only if they could be misinterpreted as embedded appositives. Critically, waw maintains the
same conjoining function in these two different constructions. In coordinate-complex
appositives (§7.3.4), the combination of entities equals the anchor, and in coordinated

appositives (§7.3.5), the combination of titles describes the anchor.

7.4 Coordination of Co-referential Phrases

The standard view among Hebraists is that a waw that conjoins co-referential phrases has a
different function than its prototypical use as a coordinator. In this section, I will first provide
an overview of previous research in Biblical Hebrew on the subject (§7.4.1). Then I will argue
that such instances of waw do still mark syntactic coordination, which should be viewed as

distinct from apposition (§7.4.2).

7.4.1 Overview of Previous Research in Biblical Hebrew

The point is often made in the BH literature that waw can appear before an appositive. This is
traditionally called the “explicative” or “epexegetical” use of waw, and simply according to
journal articles devoted solely to this topic (Brongers 1978, Mastin 1984, Wilton 1994,
Hornkohl 2009, Thiessen 2009, Baker 1980, 2013), there are purported to be at least 70 such
examples in the Hebrew Bible.24 Furthermore, standard lexica (BDB 1977, Clines 1993,
HALOT 1994) and grammars (GKC §154a, IBHS §39.2.4, WHS §434, BHRG §40.23.4.2) all

affirm the explicative use of waw, at least in some sense.

24 Gen 1:14; 4:4; 13:8; Exod 24:12; 25:12; 27:14; Lev 2:13; 14:9; Num 27:21; Deut 23:1; 32:28, 30, 36;
33:23; Josh 2:1; Judg 6:25; 7:5, 22; 17:3; 1 Sam 17:40; 28:3; 2 Sam 3:29; 7:11; 14:6, 14; 20:14; 2 Kgs 8:9, 36;
14:9; Isa 17:8; 32:7; 42:12; 59:9, 20; 66:2; Jer 17:10; 45:4; 46:25, 26; Ezek 3:15; Amos 3:11; 4:10; 5:20; Zech
9:9; Mal 1:11; 3:1; Ps 74:11; 79:13; 85:9; 89:38; 100:3; 109:20; Job 19:24; 34:35; Prov 3:12; 30:16; Lam 3:26;
Dan 1:3; 4:10; 6:29; 8:10; Ezra 6:9, 21; 8:18; Neh 1:10; 8:13; 10:29; 1 Chron 5:26; 21:12; 28:21; 2 Chron 29:27.
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While there is broad agreement that waw occurs in apposition constructions, there is
no consensus for the function of waw in such cases. Some have understood the waw itself to
signal apposition. Baker (1980:132) says that the waw “marks a more precise definition.”?
Similarly, Wilton (1984:125) says that at the phrase level there may be “an intervening waw
as an explanatory device,” and at the clause level “the explicative waw has epexegetical force
where it emphasises or paraphrases the previous clause.” Such claims seem to misplace the
semantics of the phrasal/clausal constituents onto the conjunction itself. Steiner (2000:265)
rightly responds, “The meaning attributed to — really resides in the syntactic construction.”
That is, to the degree that waw occurs in apposition, it is not determined by a special use of
waw, but by analysing the semantics of the conjoined phrases.

Others are more nuanced in their description. Waltke and O’Connor write, “Waw may
stand before clauses which serve to clarify or specify the sense of the preceding
clause” (IBHS §39.2.4). That is, the waw itself does not signal clarification or specification,
but the clause that it stands before clarifies or specifies the previous clause. Similarly,
Hornkohl (2009:78) writes, “One of [waw’s] many functions is to serve to introduce an
explanation, specification, or recapitulation of the immediately preceding word or phrase.”
Both accounts take the semantics of apposition away from waw and place it on the phrase or
clause. Nevertheless, stating waw’s function as “standing before” or “introducing” is vague.

Others are more clear and simply say that waw sometimes does not have a function.

Steiner (2000:265) says that a waw in certain cases “is superfluous,” and once it “is ignored,

25 Baker has expressed a different view more recently in his encyclopedia entry on “explicative waw.”
He is willing to affirm that waw “indicates a syntactical relationship of conjunction” of two elements, and that
“the exact nature of their relationship must be determined semantically, determining what the meaning
relationship between the two conjoined elements is through a close reading, rather than syntactically assuming
that the conjunction itself carries the meaning” (2013:891). He still affirms that waw can have an explicative
function, but now he explicitly states, “An explicative function cannot be determined solely on the basis of the
presence of the conjunction in question” (2013:891).
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we have apposition.” Similarly, Thiessen says that his interpretation of Ezra 6:21 stands “if
the waw here is meaningless and the clause merely stands in apposition to the clause which
precedes it” (2009:73, n. 40). But I believe that such views of waw being sometimes
“superfluous” or “meaningless” should be endorsed only as a last resort.

As has already been discussed in §7.2.1, Holmstedt and Jones (2017) advance the idea
that non-restrictive apposition (NRA) is a specifying type of coordination. Under this
framework, they view waw being used sometimes as “an appositional signal” (2017:49).
Holmstedt himself, however, no longer considers NRA to be a type of coordination. Instead,
he views coordination and NRA as distinct constructions under the umbrella category of
nonsubordination (2019b, 2020). While waw is often used as a prototypical coordinator, it can
be used as a more general nonsubordinator to join an appositive to an anchor in a way that
“can be described as naming, designating, reformulating, describing, exemplifying, or
providing a particular instance” (Holmstedt 2019b:626). In the next section, we will need to
consider the nature of coordination more closely to evaluate Holmstedt’s claims.

Finally, there are alternative views on the function of waw between parallel poetic
lines. Representing one view, Brongers (1978) assumes that the waw cannot be conjunctive
when the lines are synonymous. Instead, he says that waw compensates for a deleted element,
or is used in an emphatic or explicative sense. Miller (2007b) challenges his central
assumption by pointing to patterns of verb-gapping between poetic lines. While Indo-
European languages like English require the non-gapped constituents to form a disjoint set,
BH allows coordinated non-gapped constituents to be co-referential (cf. §5.3.2). Thus, she
concludes, “Brongers’ argument, then, concerning the non-conjunctive status of waw between
synonymous parallel lines likely reflects the linguistic judgments of a native speaker of a

European language, but bears no weight for the syntax of Biblical Hebrew” (2007b:49).
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Representing the other view, Miller (2007b) looks specifically at cases of verb gapping
in the book of Isaiah. Crucially, she notes that “verb gapping only operates across coordinate
structures” (2007b:49), and she goes on to ask what syntactic factors influence overt
coordination. She concludes that a waw is more likely, first “when it is needed for cognitive
processing concerns as a means to delimit or demarcate the two conjuncts,” and second “when
the matched gapped lines are subordinate to a larger structure” (2007b:60). This second
motivation is very similar to what was shown regarding coordinated appositives (§7.3.5): co-
referential appositives that are conjoined by waw to signal that the combination of titles
describes the anchor when it would otherwise appear that they apply to different entities.

Thus, there is a motivation for why co-referential phrases/clauses are coordinated in BH.

7.4.2 Distinction Between Coordination and Apposition
In blurring the line between apposition and coordination, a prevailing view has arisen that
waw has an explicative use. So far, we have seen three reasons for maintaining a distinction
between apposition and coordination. First, it has been shown that apposition is not a type of
coordination (§7.2.2.1), which is a complementation relationship (§3.2.2); rather, apposition is
a type of parenthesis (§7.2.2.2) with an adjunction relationship (§7.2.2.3). Second, there is a
distinct, and very narrowly defined, motivation for coordinating co-referential appositives
(§7.3.5) rather than iterating them into the structure (§7.3.3). Third, coordinated structures
allow for non-elided constituents to be co-referential to the corresponding constituents in the
base clause (§5.3.2-3). One cannot simply assume a non-conjunctive use of waw whenever it
joins co-referential or semantically-overlapping phrases.

The difference between apposition and coordination is that apposition expresses an

identity relationship between the anchor and the appositive, while coordination joins
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conjuncts to create a “syntactically, phonologically and semantically ... richer constituent
than the conjuncts taken individually” (Chaves 2007:19). The two constructions are by no
means diametrically opposed, yet they are distinct. Regarding coordination, it is a question of
how different the two items must be in order to make a semantically richer constituent when
they are joined together.

In this section, I question the prevailing view that waw has an explicative use. My goal
is more modest than trying to disprove the view definitively, in which case I would need to
show that every proposed instance of an explicative use of waw is untenable. Rather, I will
respond to many of the most compelling examples of explicative waw and show that a
conjunctive explanation is justified.

When a waw joins two conjuncts, they form a semantically richer constituent together
than they would on their own. Even co-referential subjects can be conjoined (60).26 This is
similar to the phenomenon of coordinated co-referential appositives addressed in §7.3.5. In
fact, there can even be a coordinated anchor with a singular appositive, as in (61).

(60) DNRPNKRI jinvn 037 101 bR ORI DTOR  (Gen 43:23)

‘elohé-kem we-’lohé ‘abi-kem  natan la-kem matmon
God-2MP  and-God.GEN father-2MP gave.PFV.3MS to-2MP treasure
ba-"amtahoté-kem

in-sacks-2MP
“Your God and the God of your father has given you treasure in your sacks.

2

(61) 9% 2nRD AW PRY: 38 ORI D3N 2 TR 3PN

(Gen 32:10)

wayyo 'mer ya'aqob ‘elohé  ‘ab-i ‘abraham we-'lohé
say.WCIPFV.3MS Jacob  God.GEN father-1CS Abraham and-God.GEN
‘ab-i yishaq yhwh  ha-omer ‘el-ay

father-1cs Isaac YHWH ART-say.PTCP.MS to-1CS
Jacob said, “O God of my father Abraham and God of my father Isaac,
YHWH who said to me...”

26 For another example, see Gen 31:42.
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In both examples, the co-referential titles are coordinated, but without the risk of implying
that they refer to different deities. The singular verb in (60) and singular appositive in (61)
ensure that the coordinated phrases have the same referent.

But it is not as though the waw is superfluous. In (60), while Joseph’s brothers have
acted treacherously toward their father in selling Joseph and faking his death, he declares that
God’s provision for them is wrapped up in him also being the God of their father. In (61), as
Jacob calls out to God after he has heard the threat of Esau’s coming (Gen 32:6-8), he recalls
not only God’s faithfulness towards him but also God’s covenant loyalty towards Isaac and
Abraham. In both examples, the speaker uses coordination because only with a combination
of the titles can one properly understand the full meaning of God in that situation.

Similar intentionality lies behind why co-referential phrases are coordinated
elsewhere. Example (62) is commonly-cited as a case of the explicative waw (BDB 1977,
Hornkohl 2009, Baker 1980, 2013), but the PPs ought to be understood as coordination, not
apposition, in order to communicate that Abel offered the best of the best.

(62) 102%Mm 1IN NiY9aN RINTDI RN 520 (Gen 4:4)

wa-hebel hebi’ gam hi’ mib-bakorot $0 ' n-0
and-Abel bring.PFV.3MS also he.NOM from-firstborn.FP.GEN flock-3MS
u-mé-helbé-hen
and-from-fat-3Fp
And Abel himself also brought from the firstborn of his flock and from their
fat.
The feminine plural pronominal suffix on fat refers to the feminine plural noun firsthorn.
When Abel goes to his flock, he chooses from not only the best animals, the firstborn, but also
from the best part of the best animals, their fat, as an offering for YHWH. Without the waw,
the resulting apposition structure would merely state that Abel’s bringing of the firstborn was

his taking of their fat. It would no longer communicate as forcefully the superlative nature of

his offering.
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Similar to (62), most of the purported examples of explicative waw involve a subset

relation between the conjuncts. With some regularity, BH coordinates a general phrase with a

following (63)27 or preceding (64)8 list of particulars.

(63)

(64)

Eroox mMpw 20N 3352 INK) DAPATYRNRY DIWIO2 TR M
S30BM WINaTO1 nYi3 (2 Kes 24:14)

wa-higla ‘et kol yvarusalaim wa-‘et kol has-sarim
and-deport.PFV.3MS ACC all.GEN Jerusalem and-AcC all.GEN ART-officers
wa-‘ét kol gibboré ha-hayil ‘aseret ‘alapim
and-ACC all.GEN warriors.GEN ART-strength ten.GEN(gere) thousands

gole wa-kol he-haras wa-ham-masger
captive.PTCP.MS and-all.GEN ART-craftsman and-ART-metalworker

He deported all of Jerusalem and all of the officers and all of the warriors of
strength, ten thousand captives, and every craftsman and metalworker.

PRV N33 DR IRTIR WNIR P HaTnR na Drawn o
noy W92 nRY  (Lev 14:9)

wahayd bay-yom  has-sabi't  yagallah ‘et kol
be.WCPFV.3MS in.ART-day ART-seventh shave.IPFV.3MS ACC all.GEN
So‘ar-0 et ro’s-o wa-‘et  zagan-0  wa-'ét gabbot

hair-3Ms AccC head-3MS and-AcCC beard-3MS and-ACC curves.GEN
‘énay-w  wa-'et Sa‘ar-o  yagalleah

eyes-3MS and-all.GEN hair-3MS shave.IPFV.3MS

“And it shall be that on the seventh day he shall shave all his hair off his head
and his beard, and his eyebrows—and all his hair he shall shave.”

Holmstedt (2019:625-626) regards (63) as an example of apposition with all of Jerusalem as

the anchor and the other phrases as forming the appositive. The waw that marks the initial

appositive all of the officers is being used not as a coordinator but as a more general

nonsubordinator, because the particular phrases are a logical subset of the general phrase.

Wilton (1994:125—-126) makes the same case for (64). The only difference is that the general

action is stated last, while the particulars are presented first.

27 Baker (2013:890) calls this “specification.” For the other examples, see Josh 2:1; 2 Sam 20:14; Isa
17:8; Jer 46:26; Ezra 6:9.

28 Baker (2013:890) calls this “globalization.” For the other examples, see Num 27:21; Judg 7:22; Jer
45:4; Mal 1:11; 1 Chron 28:21.
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While it is true that (63)—(64) give a list of particulars that form a logical subset of the
general phrase, one can still maintain a coordination analysis. As long as the particulars do not
exhaust what is entailed by the broader term, the general phrase can be coordinated with the
particulars. Neither (63) nor (64) present an exhaustive list of what is entailed by all of
Jerusalem or all his hair, respectively. In (63), the narrator goes on to clarify in the same
verse, “None remained except the poor of the people of the land” (2 Kgs 24:14), which means
that not everyone in Jerusalem were deported. The officers, warriors, and tradesmen are a
non-exhaustive list of the valuable people who were taken from the land. Similarly in (64), the
hair on the head and face do not exhaust what is represented in the final call to “shave all his
hair,” for the unclean person must also “wash his clothes and bath his flesh in water” (Lev
14:9). This seems to imply that the final call to shave entails the whole body, including the
armpits and pubic area, something Wilton (1994:126) acknowledges.

When there is an exhaustive set-subset relation between the general and particular
phrases, however, the elements must form an apposition relationship. In (65), the particular
names form a coordinate anchor, and the general phrase is the appositive.

(65) nIMA N OMoW]  (Gen 7:13)

wa-sém  wa-ham wd-yepet  boné noah

and-Shem and-Ham and-Japheth sons.GEN Noah
Shem and Ham and Japheth, the sons of Noah.

Since the names Shem and Ham and Japheth are an exhaustive list of those who constitute the
sons of Noah, coordination is not possible, because the two parts would not form a

semantically richer constituent. In (63)—(64), on the other hand, something is entailed by the
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general phrase that is not explicated by the particular phrases, so coordination can form a
richer constituent.29
In the next example (66), Hornkohl (2009) relies on the explicative use of waw to
argue that the two descriptions refer to the one group sent home. While I agree with his
interpretation of their being two descriptions of the one group, I prefer an alternative syntactic
analysis wherein an appeal to explicative waw is unnecessary.
(66) 591727 inix »y¥n 2930 P WK DN 1iwha PR 5o

:NinYY 1372750 YW - (Judg 7:5)

kol “aser yalog bi-lson-6 min  ham-mayim ka aser

all that lap.IPFV.3MS in-tongue-3MS from ART-water just.as

yalog hak-keleb tassig '0t-0 lbbad wa-kol aser

lap.IPFV.3MS ART-dog set.IPFV.2MS ACC-3MS aside and-all that

yikra " ‘al birkay-w  li-stot

bend.IPFV.3MS on knees-3MS to-drink.INF

“As for everyone who laps with his tongue from the water as a dog laps, you

shall set him aside, [and everyone who bends down on his knees to drinks—yeu

shabsethimastde, |
The initial phrase is left-dislocated, and hence a Topic, because it is resumed in the main
clause by the pronoun IR “him” (Holmstedt 2014). The second phrase is an example of
stripping, because it is a one-constituent phrase separated from the first phrase, marking
contrastive Focus with an additive interpretation (see §5.3.3). Each person to be set aside and
sent home 1s not only one who laps like a dog but also one who bends down on his knees. The

waw conjoins the two descriptions of the same group, a view espoused by the 11th century

rabbi Rashi.30

29 This is more clearly the case when the particular phrases are presented before the general phrase, like
in (64). In these instances, the coordinated general phrase communicates “and everything else (in the category).”
When the general phrase is stated first, however, as in (63), it is more difficult to see how stating some of the
particulars makes the general phrase a semantically richer constituent. However, by not equating all Jerusalem
with the officers, warriors, and tradesmen in (63), the author can imply that the Babylonian king exiled more
than those three types of people and also go on to state that he let the poor remain on the land.

30 See his commentary on Judg 7:5. I accessed it at https://www.sefaria.org/Rashi_on Judges.7.5.1?
lang=bi&with=all&lang2=en.
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Other examples are more indeterminate. Both (67)3! and the oft-cited (68)%2 are
presented as evidence for the explicative waw, but such an interpretation is certainly not
required.

(67)  9p3 VI KPR PYHT 207521 1T AN MR IR ONIT T

(2 Kgs 8:9)

wayyelek haza'el li-qra’t-o wayyiqqah minhd
walk.WwCIPFV.3MS Hazael to-meet.INF-3MS take.WCIPFV.3MS gift
ba-yad-o wa-kol tib dammeseq massa’ ‘arba‘im gamal

in-hand-3MS and-all.GEN best.GEN Damascus load.GEN forty camel
Hazael went to meet him, and he took a gift in his hand, [and all the best of
Damascus, a load of forty camels; he-took i in-his-hand|.

(68) VIPYA WK DI Y3 DN OWN (1 Sam 17:40)
wayyasem ‘ot-am  bi-kli ha-ro im ‘aser -0
put.WCPFV.3MS ACC-3MP in-vessel.GEN ART-shepherd.PTCP.MP that to-3MS
u-bay-yalqut
and-in.ART-pouch
And he placed them in the shepherds’ vessel that belonged to him and in the
pouch.
Example (67) appears to be a case of stripping (see §5.3.3), where the ellipsis remnant al/ the
best of Damascus is in contrastive Focus with an additive interpretation. Hazael takes not only
a gift (as he was instructed [cf. 2 Kgs 8:8]) to find out news from Elisha, but he also brings
forty camels’ worth of goods. Apparently, he thought the gift might not be enough to get
Elisha talking. His expectation is wrong, however, as Elisha answers his inquiry immediately
(8:9—10), and there is no indication that Elisha even takes the gift (8:11-15).
The interpretation regarding (68) is similar. Thiessen (2009:73) expresses a common
sentiment: “Clearly David did not set the stones in both his shepherd’s vessel and in his

pouch; rather, he set them in his shepherd’s vessel, that is, in his pouch.” However, I do not

find it so hard to believe that David placed the stones in different bags. Indeed, there may be

31 See Mastin (1984) and Holmstedt (2019b).

32 See BDB (1977:252), HALOT (1994:258), Hornkohl (2009), Thiessen (2009), Baker (2013),
Holmstedt and Jones (2017), and Holmstedt (2019b).
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some strategy to multiple access points for grabbing stones, as someone who fights in close
combat may have a small knife strapped to each of his legs. We do not know with David,
however, since all he needs to do is retrieve one stone from the vessel to slay the giant (1 Sam
17:49). Another option is that UJP'?Z could refer to a compartment within the D'V37] ’z?:;).33
Some of the stones could be in the broader "?:;), or all of the stones could be in the 'OJP'?Z
section. In either case, coordination of this non-exhaustive sub-set relation between the NPs
is legitimate in BH.34
One final type of proposal for the explicative waw occurs in (69). Hornkohl (2009:79)
presents it as evidence, but does not give any commentary. His implicit understanding is that
117 is the name of the city where the prophet Samuel was born.3
(69) 1021 AR I7N3APN (1 Sam 28:3)
wayyigbari-hii ba-rama u-ba- ir-o
bury.WCIPFV.3MP-3MS in.ART-elevation and-in-city-3MS
They buried him in the elevated place, and in his city.
There appear to be several different places with the designation of N7 (BDB 1977:928,
HALOT 1994:1240-1241). In the book of 1 Samuel, the noun 117 is always articular (15x),
and it appears to be a location bigger than one city. In 1 Sam 19:18, David comes to Samuel

nnn70 “at Ramah,” and to hide from Saul they choose to dwell N*133 “in Naioth,” which is

T

33 The noun Uﬂpt?j is a hapax legomenon, but appears related to the verb 'OPX7 “to gather, glean.” The
Septuagint glosses the phrase 'O’lpt?f;ﬂ with €i¢ cuMoy7v “in a gathering, collecting” (Liddell and Scott
1901:1455), and the Peshitta uses ci\=m4&> “in his scrip” (Payne Smith 1903:621). Although the exact
reference eludes us, it is clear that DJP'?Z refers to a receptacle of some kind.

34 The waw is not reflected in either the Septuagint or Peshitta, but this is a point of only minor
significance. We should not expect that languages will match exactly in what types of elements they coordinate.
Indeed, we should not even expect all native speakers of the same language to reflect the same pattern of
coordinating certain elements.

35 If this is indeed the case, then I have no explanation for how to understand the waw as conjunctive.
The same goes if Pul and Tiglath-pileser refer to the same person in 1 Chron 5:26, and if Darius and Cyrus are
alternative names for the same individual in Dan 6:29, according to Baker (2013:891). Admittedly, purported
cases of explicative waw require a fuller treatment, which is outside the scope of this thesis. Of the factors that I
have yet to consider is whether diachronic change is a contributing factor (I thank an anonymous examiner for
this suggestion).
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a place NN7I3A “in Ramah” (1 Sam 19:19, 22, 23; 20:1). In fact, when Saul comes to Ramah
seeking Samuel and David, he comes to 12 “Secu” only to be told that they are at Naioth in
Ramah (1 Sam 19:22). It appears there are at least two cities, or at least specific locations, in
Ramah, so once again coordination of the non-exhaustive sub-set relation in (69) is quite

possible.

7.4.3 Summary

In this section, we have seen a rationale for why co-referential phrases may be coordinated.
While apposition expresses an identity relationship between the anchor and the appositive,
coordination creates a semantically richer constituent out of two (or more) conjuncts. These
conjuncts may even have a fair amount of semantic overlap between them.

Waw often conjoins co-referential titles and descriptions, and may even place
conjuncts that form a set-subset relation into a coordinate relation, provided the particulars do
not exhaust the reference of the general phrase. Other purported examples of the explicative
waw are more indeterminate. I have shown that a conjunctive analysis is possible, but one
would need access to native speaker judgments to give a decisive answer.

One cannot assume that a waw has an explicative use whenever it joins phrases that
have semantic overlap. In fact, this section has shown that waw maintains its use as a
prototypical coordinator even when it conjoins co-referential or semantically-overlapping
phrases. To the degree that waw is used in apposition constructions, it is a very infrequent

occurrence, and it must be argued for rather than assumed.

7.5  Summary
This chapter began by describing a four-piece puzzle concerning the relation between

coordination and apposition, and syndeton (the use of waw) and asyndeton (the lack of any
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formal connector). Coordination seems to be signaled by syndeton (piece #1) but may also
occur with asyndeton (piece #2), while apposition seems to be signaled by asyndeton (piece
#3) but may also occur with syndeton (piece #4).

The key to solving the puzzle is to realise that there are only three pieces. Syndeton
signals coordination, while asyndeton is the unmarked construction. It often occurs within
apposition but may also occur in certain coordination constructions: final coordination, overt-
and-null coordination, and completely-null coordination. In cases of asyndeton, usually the
only cases of syntactic ambiguity concern instances where one waw occurs before the third
element. In these cases, the constructions are disambiguated by prosody and semantics.
Semantically, the question is, does the first element present an entity distinct from the second
two (final coordination), or is it the categorial entity that subsumes the second two
(coordinated appositives)? Prosodically, an anchor is separated from the coordinated
appositives with a break, while there is usually no prosodic break for final coordination,

because it does not allow for sub-constituency.
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CHAPTER 8: VERBAL AGREEMENT WITH CONJOINED SUBJECTS

8.1 Introduction

In some ways, these last two chapters are applications of the thesis, not part of the thesis
proper, which concerns the syntactic structure of coordination and the function of the
coordinator and conjuncts. The previous chapter discussed the relationship between
apposition and coordination, and this chapter addresses the intersection between verbal
agreement and phrasal coordination. In particular, this chapter undertakes the thorny issue of
partial agreement: sentences that have conjoined subjects but a singular verb.

Within BH, number agreement on the verb seems to be highly influenced by word
order. Thus, a verb preceding the coordinated subjects will usually be singular (1), but a verb
following the coordinate complex will often be plural (2).

(1)  NYITYR ™7201 93772 71AR R¥N (2 Sam 2:12)

wayyése’ ‘abnér ben ner wa- ‘abdé IS boset

g0.0ut.WCIPFV.3MS Abner son.GEN Ner and-servants.GEN Ish-bosheth

Abner the son of Ner and the servants of Ish-bosheth went out (sg).

(2)  IRY 7 7YY APIYTI2 ARM (2 Sam 2:13)

wa-yo'ab ben sorilyd wa- ‘abdé dawid ydsa i

and-Joab son.GEN Zeruiah and-servants.GEN David go.out.PFV.3MP

And Joab the son of Zeruiah and the servants of David went out (pl).
If word order were the sole determining factor, syntax alone could explain partial agreement.
Alas, the situation in BH is not that simple.

Word order is not determinative for verbal agreement, as the following minimal pair

shows. The same construction can yield a singular verb (3) or a plural verb (4).
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(3)  :NRVAD 2 WNIOD D TNR 121 08 TR0 (Lev 8:14)

wayyismok ‘aharon u-banda-yw ‘et yade-hem ‘al ro’s
lay.WCIPFV.3MS Aaron and-sons-3MS ACC hands-3MP on head.GEN
par ha-hatta’t

bull.GEN ART-sin.offering
Aaron and his sons laid (sg) their hands on the head of the bull of the sin
offering.

@) RO WUNTOY O7TIR M2 IOR 190D (Lev 8:18)

wayyismakii ‘aharon u-banay-w ‘et yodé-hem ‘al ro’s
lay.WwCIPFV.3MP Aaron and-sons-3MS ACC hands-3MP on head.GEN
ha-"ayil

ART-ram

Aaron and his sons laid (pl) their hands on the head of the ram.
A few studies have taken the optional singular verb agreement as a marker of the discourse
primacy of the first conjunct (Levi 1987, Revell 1993, Shepherd 2011; cf. de Regt 1996), but
this conclusion has been reached without addressing the full complexity of the syntactic data.
Discourse analysis ought rather to be built on the firm foundation of syntactic theory.
This chapter will first carefully consider the syntax of verbal agreement with conjoined

singular subjects (§8.2), and then the application of discourse analysis will find its proper

place in explaining the agreement asymmetries in BH (§8.3).

8.2 A Syntactic Account of Verbal Agreement

There have been a few syntactic analyses of partial agreement in BH (Naudé 1999, Doron
2000, Holmstedt 2009), but as Holmstedt (2009:126) admits, “This small data set presents
numerous complexities and they warrant further study.” Here we will finish laying the
foundation of syntactic theory. After establishing a cross-linguistic typology of partial
agreement patterns (§8.2.1) and the attested patterns in BH (§8.2.2), this section builds upon
the previous syntactic analyses (§8.2.3) to explain how optional partial agreement is licensed

in BH (§8.2.4)
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8.2.1 Language Typology of Partial Agreement

As established in chapter 3 and defended in chapters 4—6, coordination is a hierarchical
structure wherein the conjuncts function as specifier and complement (Kayne 1994,
Johannessen 1998, Zoerner 1999, Zhang 2006) with the coordinator as a defective head (te
Velde 2005, Zhang 2007a). Thus, the conjuncts determine the category of the coordinate

complex (Kubo 2007, Zhang 2010), as shown in (5).

(5) NP
/\
N &'
Moses /\
& N
and Aaron

Johannessen (1996) argues that partial agreement is a natural result of the hierarchical
structure of coordination, but not all linguists are so inclined to see a direct relationship
between the structure of coordination and verbal agreement.

Advancing a hierarchical structure as well, Zhang (2010) refuses to argue that the
syntax of coordination produces agreement asymmetries. Rather, she says that agreement can
be affected by lexical plurality, surface word order, adjacency effects, semantic contrasts,
agreement attraction, and the difference between natural and accidental coordination
(2010:21, 130-132). Her stance is a good warning: verbal inflectional patterns are messy, so
proceed with caution.

But we can proceed. In the last decade, several studies from a typological perspective
use partial agreement patterns to confirm the hierarchical structure of coordination. While
four possible patterns of partial agreement should exist (6-9), only the first three patterns are

attested in the world’s languages (Nevins and Weisser 2019).!

I Nevins and Weisser (2019:223-224) say that the phenomenon of HCA and the much higher frequency
of FCA compared to LCA are arguments against a flat structure of coordination. They also take cases of LCA in
head-final languages to be an argument against an adjunction structure of coordination.
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(6) Highest Conjunct Agreement (HCA) = [[NP; & NP2] V1]

(7) Last Conjunct Agreement (LCA) = [[NP; & NP2] V3]

(8)  First Conjunct Agreement (FCA) =[V1 [NP1 & NP2]]

)} Lowest Conjunct Agreement = *[V2 [NP; & NP2]]

Certain languages (e.g. Hindi, Slovenian, and Serbo-Croatian) display both LCA (7) and FCA
(8), subtypes of a broader pattern called closest conjunct agreement (CCA).

Some linguists derive CCA in narrow syntax alone (BoSkovi¢ 2009, Murphy and
Puskar 2018), but others propose that agreement happens twice, first in syntax and then in
phonology (Benmamoun et al. 2009, Bhatt and Walkow 2013). Linear adjacency in
phonological Spell-Out favours the closest conjunct. Thus, agreement can target the conjunct
that is highest (in syntax) or closest (in Spell-Out), but the target in (9) is neither closest nor
highest, so it is blocked (Willer-Gold et. al 2018, Nevins and Weisser 2019). This concept of
syntactic agreement targeting the highest conjunct and phonological agreement targeting the
closest conjunct will be a crucial part of the analysis in §8.2.4, and will be explained in

greater detail there.

8.2.2 Attested Patterns of Agreement in Biblical Hebrew

The corpus for this study was expanded to include Joshua—2 Kings in order widen the pool of
data. I tallied all of the finite-verb clauses that show agreement with coordinate subjects, the
initial conjunct being a singular R-expression.2 Holmstedt is the latest BH scholar to assess
the syntax of conjunct agreement: “Full agreement is the norm, whether SV [subject-verb] or

VS [verb-subject].... The BH data show no sensitivity to word order” (2009:108, 127).

2 1 did not include any examples if the initial conjunct is a collective singular (e.g. Exod 10:24; Num
14:45; 20:11; Deut 8:13a; 11:22; 23:4; Josh 7:9; 1 Sam 17:21; 2 Sam 7:16; 17:21, 26; 1 Kgs 5:5), nor any
examples if the initial conjunct is morphologically plural. While I also noted all the relevant data with an initial
pronoun conjunct in Genesis—2 Kings, I believe these data represent a different syntactic structure than the R-
expression data, which will be addressed in §8.3.2.4.
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Contrary to his evaluation, I found full agreement to be the norm only in SV clauses (77.1%),3
while partial agreement is the norm in VS clauses (86.4%).4 Others have also reported similar
data on partial agreement in VS clauses.?

In fact, word order seems to be the syntactic feature that most influences partial
agreement in BH. Many syntactic features are shared in the 167 singular-verb and 51 plural-
verb clauses. Both the singular verb (95.2%) and plural verb (74.5%) are usually contiguous
to the coordinate complex. Both the singular verb (83.8%) and plural verb (80.4%) usually
agree with exactly two conjuncts. And for both the singular verb (64.7%) and plural verb
(68.6%), there is usually no conjunct binding. The largest disparity between singular verbs
(95.2%) and plural verbs (49.0%) reflects how frequently they occur in VS clauses.

While the focus of this chapter is number agreement, number agreement falls within
the broader concept of partial agreement. Employing the framework of Corbett (1983), partial
agreement means that the verb does not display the usual results of the feature resolution
rules: for person resolution, 1 + (2 or 3) =1,2 + 3 =2, and 3 + 3 = 3; for number resolution,

SG + SG = PL and SG + PL = PL; for gender resolution, F + F = F, but elsewhere is M.

3 There are 27 SV clauses with a plural verb (full agreement): Exod 9:32; 11:10; 17:10, 12; 36:6; Lev
8:31 Num 4:19; 14:6, 38; 16:27; Josh 8:21; 12:6; 18:7; 24:4; Judg 9:44; 1 Sam 17:2; 20:39; 24:23; 2 Sam 1:4;
2:13, 29; 3:23, 30; 4:6; 8:18; 16:15; 2 Kgs 19:37. There are 8 SV clauses with a singular verb (partial
agreement): Exod 9:31; 21:4; Lev 7:24; 11:35; Num 19:14; Deut 8:17; 12:15; 2 Sam 20:10.

4 There are 25 VS clauses with a plural verb (full agreement): Gen 40:1; Exod 5:1; 7:20; 14:9, 23;
16:17; 29:15; 30:19; 34:31; 40:31; Lev 6:9; 8:18, 22; Num 20:10; 31:13; Deut 21:19; Josh 8:15; 14:1; 19:51;
Judg 8:12; 1 Sam 31:7; 2 Sam 2:24, 32; 1 Kgs 8:63; 2 Kgs 3:12. There are 159 VS clauses with a singular verb
(partial agreement): Gen 3:8; 7:7, 13, 23; 8:18; 9:23; 11:29; 14:5, 8; 17:26; 21:22, 32; 23:20; 24:50, 55, 61;
31:14; 33:7[x2]; 34:20; 35:27; 44:14; 46:1, 12; 47:13; Exod 4:29; 7:6, 10; 8:8; 9:34; 10:3, 8; 15:1, 16; 16:6; 18:5,
12; 23:12[x2]; 24:9, 13; 27:21; 29:10, 19, 32; 34:30; 36:1; Lev 8:14, 36; 9:23; 20:10; 25:33; Num 1:17, 44;
3:4[x2], 39; 4:5, 15, 34, 37, 41, 45, 46; 8:20; 12:1; 14:5; 16:1; 17:8; 20:6, 28; 23:2; 26:3, 19, 60, 61; 31:31, 51,
54; Deut 4:46; 5:14; 13:3; 22:15, 32; 23:2; 27:1, 9; 29:6, 29; 31:14; Josh 8:3; 10:34, 36; 12:7; 13:13; 22:30; Judg
5:1; 7:19; 8:21; 9:26, 34, 35; 14:3, 5; 1 Sam 1:21; 13:22; 14:14, 20, 41; 15:9; 17:11, 34, 18:3; 22:6; 23:3, 5, 13,
25;26:7; 27:8; 30:3, 4; 31:6; 2 Sam 1:5; 2:12, 17; 5:6; 6:2; 10:13; 12:31; 15:16, 17, 22, 29; 16:13, 14, 18; 17:14,
22; 21:15; 24:4; 1 Kgs 1:34, 38, 41; 12:3[qere], 12; 16:17; 22:29; 2 Kgs 2:1; 3:9; 9:21; 10:5, 23; 12:11; 16:5;
18:18; 28:26, 37; 22:14.

5 Moreshet (1967) did a corpus study of all conjoined subjects in the prose portions of the Hebrew
Bible, and found that the verb in VS clauses was singular 89.4% of the time (210/235 clauses). In a corpus study
of Judges—Kings, Revell (1993) found that the verb in VS clauses was singular 91.5% of the time (107/117
clauses).
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Looking for person resolution is only relevant for coordinate complexes with an initial
pronoun. Thus, gender and number are the relevant features.

When agreement is partial, the verb always agrees with the initial conjunct, whether
the coordinate complex is post-verbal (FCA) as in (10),6 or pre-verbal (HCA) as in (11).7

(10)  MOPWM 2™ NR?D3 W3 (Gen 33:7)
wattiggas gam lé’d w-iladé-ha  wayyistahawii
come.near.WCIPFV.3FS also Leah and-sons-3FS bow.down.WCIPFV.3MP
Also Leah and her sons came near (sg) and they bowed down.

(11)  3IRY man 019 nWRD (Exod 21:4)
ha-issa w-iladé-ha  tihyé la-"doné-ha
ART-woman and-sons-3FS be.IPFV.3FS to.ART-master-3FS
The woman and her sons shall be (sg) for her master.

In many of the reported cases of HCA, however, the singular number on the verb may not be
the result of agreement with a single conjunct. Heeding Zhang’s (2010) warning, we should
recognise the examples in which the two conjuncts are synonyms? or together form a single

idea,” when there is right node raising,'9 or the verb is an expletive.!!

6 There are VS clauses with [SG + PL] conjuncts and the verb is singular, showing FCA: Gen 7:23;
14:5; 26:61; 33:7; 44:14; 46:1; Exod 15:1; 18:12; 27:21; 29:10, 19, 32; 34:30; Lev 8:14, 36; Num 4:5, 15; Deut
4:46; 27:1, 9; Josh 8:3; 10:34, 36; 12:7; Judg 9:26, 34, 35; 1 Sam 1:21; 14:20; 15:9; 17:11; 22:6; 23:5, 13, 25;
27:8; 30:3, 4; 2 Sam 2:17; 5:6; 6:2; 10:13 12:31; 2 Sam 15:16, 17; 16:13, 14; 17:22; 21:15; 24:4; 1 Kgs 1:41;
12:3; 12:12; 16:17. For the clauses with [M + F] conjuncts, masculine verb agreement could result from gender
resolution (Gen 3:8; 23:20; 24:55; 33:7b; Deut 5:14; 22:15; 29:19; Judg 14:3; 1 Sam 22:3), but crucially in
clauses with [F + M] conjuncts, the singular verb is always feminine (Gen 33:7a; Exod 15:16; Num 12:1; Judg
5:1).

7 Due to my limited corpus, I also consulted the examples of singular verbs in SV clauses catalogued in
Holmstedt (2009:110, n. 8). There are a few cases with [SG + PL] conjuncts and the verb is singular, showing
HCA (Exod 21:4; Lev 11:35; Jer 49:24). Two of these examples also have [F + M] conjuncts (Exod 21:4; Jer
49:24). For the clauses with [M + F] conjuncts, masculine verb agreement could also point to HCA, but might
result from gender resolution (Isa 51:3; Prov 27:9; 29:15; Esth 4:14). For clauses with [F + M] conjuncts,
masculine verb agreement might point to LCA, but could also result from gender resolution (Num 15:16; Hos
4:11; Ps 55:6; Eccl 9:11). There is one purported case of LCA (Isa 9:4; see JM §150p), but the two conjuncts
could reflect distinct verbless clauses.

8Gen 9:2; Lev 11:36; Num 15:16; Deut 8:17; Isa 47:10; 48:5; 51:3; Jer 5:30; 6:7; Hos 10:8; Pss 55:6;
87:5.

9 Exod 9:31; 10:24; Lev 11:35; Num 11:22; Deut 8:13; Isa 32:14 Jer 49:24; Ezek 5:17; 7:15; Hos 4:11;
9:2; Hab 1:7; Prov 23:21; 27:9; 29:15; Eccl 9:11; Esth 4:3, 14. Others recognise this category (cf. J]M §150p,
Holmstedt 2009).

10 Num 19:14.

112 Kgs 20:19; Ezek 45:5; Zech 8:19. Doron (2000) and Holmstedt (2009) account for singular
expletive verbs.
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Even with these generous concessions, the remaining examples show that HCA is an
established agreement strategy for BH (12).12 To these we could also add HCA examples with
an initial pronoun conjunct (13).13

(12) YW "INR 977 POR WIARIARM (2 Sam 20:10)

wa-yo6'ab wa-'abisay ah-iw radap ‘aharé Seba

and-Joab and-Abishai brother-3MS chase.PFV.3MS after Sheba
Joab and Abishai his brother chased (sg) after Sheba.

(13) 12 DIXR DIV IR"DF  (Esth 4:16)
gam ‘ani  wa-na ‘arot-ay ‘asim ken
also [.NOM and-young.women-1CP fast.IPFv.1CS thus
“Also I and my young women will fast (sg) in this way.”
Being that HCA shows agreement with the conjunct furthest from the verb ([[NP; & NP2]
Vi]), partial agreement cannot be the result of surface word order, adjacency effects, or
agreement attraction. It must be produced in the syntax.
Biblical Hebrew presents a fascinating case study of a partial-agreement language,
because it allows for HCA and FCA, but not LCA. To my knowledge, no other language has

been reported with these exact agreement patterns.!4 Thus, the results of this chapter should

be interesting, not only to the field of BH but also so the wider field of generative linguistics.

8.2.3 Previous Syntactic Analyses for Biblical Hebrew
There have been two previous syntactic accounts of partial agreement in BH. First, Doron

(2000) treats BH as an FCA-only language, wrongly assuming that full agreement is required

12 Cf. Gen 35:11; Exod 21:4; Lev 7:24; 11:35; Deut 12:15; Jer 49:24; Neh 6:12. At least two of these
have text critical issues. Regarding 2 Sam 20:10, there is a Qumran Hebrew manuscript with a plural verb, which
is reflected in multiple Greek manuscripts, the Syriac, Targum, and Vulgate. Regarding Neh 6:12, the form 172w
could be re-pointed as 11?@, a PFV.3MP verb with a pro-drop verbal complement, which is reflected in the LXX.

13 Almost all of my SV pronoun data show full agreement with a plural verb (Gen 22:5; Exod 9:27;
Num 16:16; 18:1[x2], 7; Josh 8:5; 24:15; Judg 9:33; 1 Sam 14:40; 2 Sam 19:30; 1 Kgs 3:17; 2 Kgs 9:25). Only 2
Kgs 4:7 displays HCA, but Revell (1993:77, n. 13) provides two other examples: Esth 4:16; Neh 5:14.

14 The FCA-only pattern is attested in Arabic (Aoun et al. 1994, 1999), Dutch (van Koppen 2006), and
Finnish (Crone 2016). The LCA-and-FCA pattern is attested in Hindi and Tsez (Benmamoun et al. 2009).
Finally, the HCA-and-LCA-and-FCA pattern is attested in Slovenian (Marusi¢ et al. 2015) and Bosnian,
Croatian, and Serbian (Cordalija et al. 2016).
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in SV clauses.!> Then she follows Moreshet (1967) in saying that the verb is singular in VS
clauses, unless it is preceded by another constituent or a clitic is attached to the verb.
However, even this generalisation about the VS data is insufficient, as examples (14)—(15)
demonstrate. In both examples, the verb is clause-initial without a clitic, and yet it is plural.16

(14) 7128 IOR "WaR1 ART DT (2 Sam 2:24)

wayyirdapii yo'ab wa-"abisay ‘aharé ‘abneér

chase.WCIPFV.3MP Joab and-Abishai after Abner

Joab and Abishai chased (pl) after Abner.

(15) D™ IR 7M™ 930521 nar o (Judg 8:12)

wayyaniusu zebah wa-salmunna“® wayyirdop ‘aharé-hem

flee.WCIPFV.3MP Zebah and-Zalmunna chase.WCIPFV.3MS after-3MP

Zebah and Zalmunna fled (pl), and he chased after them.
Holmstedt (2009) adds a couple of theory-dependent counter-arguments to Doron (2000),!7
but the above empirical shortcomings alone are insurmountable.

Second, Naudé (1999) develops a syntactic account specifically for verbal agreement
in clauses that have a post-verbal coordinate phrase with an initial pronoun conjunct.
According to his analysis, the coordinate compound is not a subject, but rather an adjunct
quantification phrase (QP). He relies on three arguments for this position. First, some

sentences have an overt subject besides the coordinate structure (16).18 Second, coordinate

structures are often separated from the verb, thus appearing like dislocations (17).1°

15 This assumption seems to be shared also by BHRG (§35.8).

16 Holmstedt (2009:118) lists the following examples of a plural verb in a VS clause without a pre-
verbal constituent or a verbal clitic: Exod 16:17; 29:15; 30:19; Lev 8:18, 22; Num 20:10; 31:13; Josh 7:9; 8:15;
Judg 8:12; 2 Sam 2:24; 1 Kgs 12:3; Isa 35:10; 42:11; 51:11; Jer 11:10; Ezek 4:17b; 1 Chron 24:2; 2 Chron 31:8.

17 His stronger argument responds to Doron’s (2000) claim that the verb is plural if it raises from T-to-F
or T-to-C. Holmstedt (2009:119-120) points out that vayyigtol and modal clauses likely exhibit T-to-C raising,
yet many of these verbs are singular, which introduces an avalanche of counterexamples to Doron’s analysis.

18 Other examples: Gen 13:1; 17:9; 35:6; 50:14, 22; Num 11:30; 21:33; Deut 2:32; 3:1; Josh 6:17; 10:7;
Judg 9:48; 19:9; 1 Sam 9:26; 27:3; 29:11; 30:9, 31; 2 Sam 17:24; 1 Kgs 20:12, 16; 2 Kgs 9:14; 24:12.

19 Other examples: Gen 6:18; 8:16; 13:1; 19:30; 31:44; 35:6; 38:12; 41:11; 45:10; 50:14, 22; Exod 9:34;
20:10; 24:1; 33:1, 16; Lev 10:14; 25:41, 54; Num 1:3; 11:30; 20:8; 21:33 23:6; 31:26; Deut 2:32; 3:1; 5:14;
12:18; 15:20; 16:11, 14; 17:20; 30:2; 32:44; Josh 1:2; 3:1; 6:17; 7:6, 18; 9:32, 48; 10:7; 11:37; 19:9; 1 Sam 9:26;
22:13, 16; 27:3; 28:1; 29:11; 30:9, 10, 31; 2 Sam 9:10; 17:24; 1Kgs 10:13; 11:17; 20:16; 2 Kgs 5:15; 9:14;
14:11; 24:12.
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(16) WK NIRA"PIAINI RIA 'n'r 879 (1 Sam 30:10)
wayyirdop dawid hi’ wa-arba“ mé’ot s
chase.WCIPFV.3MS David he.NOM and-four hundreds man
David gave chase (sg), he and four hundred men.
(17) 720 810 7279 100790 PYIM (Gen 14:15)
wayyéhaleq ‘ale-hem layla hu’ wa- ‘abaday-w
divided.WCIPFV.3MS on-3MP night he.NOM and-servants-3MS
He was divided against them at night, he and his servants.
These first two arguments are especially strong for establishing the case that the coordinate
compound is not the subject, but an adjunct that modifies the true syntactic subject.

Third, independent personal pronouns occur as sentence subjects only in a pre-verbal,
never a post-verbal, position with null-subject verbs. Thus, the syntactic subject in these
clauses is usually pro. When pro is singular, it is coindexed with and resumed by the initial
pronoun only (17); however, when pro is plural, it is coindexed with and resumed by the
entire coordinate complex (18).

(18) iRU™ WK DWIRM RIDIAWN 19281 (Gen 24:54)

wayyo kalii wayyisti hii’ wa-ha- ‘anasim ‘aser ‘imm-0
eat.WCIPFV.3MP drink.WCIPFV.3MP he.NOM and-ART-men which with-3MP
They ate and drank, he and the men who were with him.
The distribution of pro is discourse-dependent, and it is allowed “only where the empty
pronominal element in a subject position can be licensed and is identifiable” (Naudé
1999:90). Thus, the referent of pro must be active in the discourse in order to know to whom
it refers.

Holmstedt (2009) applies this pro-and-adjunct analysis to coordinate structures with
an initial R-expression, but without sufficient warrant. There are five reasons to believe that
compounds with an initial R-expression are true subjects and, thus, distinct from pronoun-

initial compounds. First, in VS clauses with a singular verb, the structures headed by an R-

expression are usually contiguous to the verb (151/159 = 95.0%), while those headed by a
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pronoun are much less frequently contiguous to the verb (35/91 = 38.5%). This disparity on
the issue of contiguity is significant, because as Naudé (1999:91) argues, the adjunct pronoun
structure “shows the same distributional characteristics as dislocated constituents.” If R-
expression structures are likewise adjuncts, it is odd that they are almost always contiguous to
the verb.

Second, in VS clauses with a singular verb, the structures headed by an R-expression
infrequently have conjunct binding (35.2%), while QPs usually have conjunct binding
(82.4%). The coordinate QP modifies the singular subject, with which the pronoun conjunct is
coreferential; thus, the later conjunct(s) in the QP must have a natural relation to the pronoun,
usually expressed through conjunct binding. Of the non-binding examples, most conjunct
pairs consist of a leader and the people (Exod 33:1, 16; Deut 15:20; Josh 1:2; 1 Sam 30:10; 2
Kgs 9:14;) or a leader and fellow leaders (Exod 3:18; 24:1; Num 11:30; 31:26; Deut 32:44;
Josh 7:6; 8:10; 1 Sam 19:18; 1 Kgs 20:12). Thus, a natural relationship holds between the
conjuncts, and the coordinate QP is able to modify the singular subject. R-expression
compounds, on the other hand, need no conjunct binding, because the two conjuncts together
comprise a plural subject.

Third, structures with an initial R-expression license plural anaphora (D738 “their
faces”) (19), while structures with an initial pronoun license singular anaphora (V32 “his

face”) (20).20

20 [ did a search for the construction 59 '75.3 followed by 018 with a pronominal suffix, looking for the
sense of “to fall on one’s own face.” If there is a singular R-expression subject, both the verb and pronominal
suffix are singular (Gen 17:3, 17). If it is a null pro clause, the agreement features on the verb and pronominal
suffix match as either singular (1 Sam 17:49; 25:23; 2 Sam 9:6; 1 Kgs 18:7; Ezek 1:28; 3:23; 9:8; Ezek 11:13;
Ruth 2:10; Dan 8:17) or plural (Lev 9:24; Num 16:22; 17:10; 20:6; Judg 13:20; 1 Kgs 18:39). FCA examples
with R-expression conjuncts are the only examples with a singular verb but a plural pronominal suffix (Num
14:5; 1 Chron 21:16), indicating that the conjuncts are clausal subjects. The anaphora data consistently
distinguish between structures with an initial R-expression and those with an initial pronoun. R-expression FCA
examples occur with plural anaphora (Gen 11:29; Num 14:5; Exod 29:10; 1 Sam 30:4), while a singular verb
following by a coordinate structures with an initial pronoun occurs with singular anaphora (Exod 9:34; Josh 7:6).

231



(19) 5877 13 N 5052 *18% omaH aR NWh 98N (Num 14:5)

wayyippol mosé wa-'aharon ‘al pané-hem lipné kol
fall. wCIPFV.3MS Moses and-Aaron on faces-3MP before all.GEN
qahal ‘adat boné yisra’el

assembly.GEN congregation.GEN sons.GEN Israel
Moses and Aaron fell (sg) on their faces before all the assembly of the
congregation of the children of Israel.

(20)  RYT TWATTY M 1IN 2387 NYR MiTOL OB IR pYin PN
:DWNT5D 10D 1507 S8 P11 (Josh 7:6)
wayyiqra yehosua“ simlot-ayw  wayyippol ‘al panay-w
tear.WCIPFV.3MS Joshua  garments-3Ms fall. WCIPFV.3MS on face-3MS
‘ars-d lipné ‘aron vhwh  ‘ad  ha-‘ereb ha’
ground-LOC before ark.GEN YHWH until ART-evening he.NOM

.....

wa-zigné yisra’el wayya ‘alii ‘apar ‘al ro’s-am
and-elders.GEN Israel lift. WCIPFV.3MP dust on head-3mp
Joshua tore his garments and fell (sg) on his face to the ground before the ark
of YHWH until the evening, he and the elders of Israel, and they lifted dust on
their heads.
For good reason, this argument from plural anaphora is often used to show that the conjuncts
result from phrasal coordination, and that the verb shows FCA (Johannessen 1996, Doron
2000, Soltan 2007).

The fourth reason Holmstedt is wrong to collapse all coordinate constructions into a
pro-and-adjunct analysis is that he is inconsistent in how he explains how pro is used. On the
one hand he says, “In BH pro is used when its antecedent accessibility within the discourse is
high” (2009:122), yet he says concerning (21) below, “The 3FS pro anticipates Miriam’s
prominence in the minor rebellion against Moses” (2009:124). Antecedence and anticipation
are terms that point in opposite directions. It is better to view pro as always having an
anaphoric (never a cataphoric) role; conversely, R-expression constructions often introduce
non-salient agents into the narrative, as in (22).

@21)  nYha PRI OnIaTm (Num 12:1)

wattadabbér miryam wa- aharon ba-mosé

speak.WCIPFV.3FS Miriam and-Aaron in-Moses
Miriam and Aaron spoke (sg) against Moses.
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(22)  DIARTOR IRAY-W 5203 7oA RN RIAD NP2 A (Gen 21:22)

wayhi ba- ‘et ha-hiw’ wayyo 'mer ‘abimelek
be.WCIPFV.3MS in.ART-time ART-that say.WCIPFV.3MS Abimelech
u-pikol sar soba -0 ‘el “abraham

and-Phichol commander.GEN army-3MS to Abraham

And it came about at that time that Abimelech and Phicol the commander of

his army said (sg) to Abraham.
Example (21) is the first mention of Miriam in Numbers, and (22) marks Abimelech’s re-
entrance into the narrative after twenty-one verses that comprise two intervening episodes: the
birth of Isaac (Gen 21:1-7) and the expulsion of Hagar and Ishmael (21:8-21).

Fifth and finally, Holmstedt (2009:126) says, “It is tempting to take all of [the HCA
examples] as pro clauses, with the added twist of the fronting of the conjoined-‘subject’
adjunct phrase into a Topic or Focus position.” However, this analysis is not appealing when
one recognises the category of HCA as an agreement strategy that has been attested in
multiple other languages (Marusi¢ et al. 2015, Cordalija et al. 2016). Naudé (1999) is right to
apply an adjunct-QP analysis of coordinate structures with an initial pronoun, but there is not
sufficient warrant to apply it to coordinate structures with an initial R-expression. We must be

able to provide a syntactic analysis for partial agreement in BH when the initial conjunct is an

R-expression, because such compounds are true subjects.

8.2.4 Syntactic Analysis for Partial Agreement Patterns in Biblical Hebrew
As stated above, Marusic et al. (2015) provide a syntactic account of three different strategies
for partial agreement in Slovenian (6—8). BH employs strategies (6) and (8), but not (7).

(6) Highest Conjunct Agreement (HCA) = [[NP; & NP2] Vi]

(7) Last Conjunct Agreement (LCA) = [[NP; & NP2] V2]

(8) First Conjunct Agreement (FCA) = [V [NP; & NP2]]
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In order to proceed, we need to understand the system of Marusic et al. (2015) and find the
parameter(s) that could limit it within BH to block LCA while still licensing HCA and FCA.
Marusi¢ et al. (2015) assume an asymmetric coordination structure (23), and argue

that the verbal agreement Probe can target one of three Goals: Conji, Conjz, or &P.21

(23) &P
/\
Conj; &'
/\
& Conjz

In Slovenian, &P has a plural number feature but no gender feature. If Probe targets &P and
does not peek inside at the conjuncts, the Goal supplies plural number and inserts default
masculine gender. A grammar that ranks the constraints NO PEEKING > NO DEFAULT produces
full agreement, but a grammar with the opposite ranking of NO DEFAULT > NO PEEKING
produces partial agreement.22

For partial agreement, the choice of Conji or Conjz is the result of Agree occurring in
two steps: Agree-Link and Agree-Copy. Agree-Link always applies in the narrow syntax,
establishing the Probe-Goal relations. Agree-Copy retrieves these values and applies either in
the syntax or post-syntax. If it occurs in the syntax before linearisation (i.e., the flattening of
&P), it agrees with the highest conjunct; if it occurs post-syntax after conjunct flattening, it
agrees with the closest conjunct.

A key feature of this analysis finds a welcome home in the coordination framework
proposed here: the coordination head lacks full agreement features. In fact, in this thesis the

coordinator is proposed to be a defective head that projects the category of the conjuncts.

21 They assume the maximal category of &P while I have argued for NP, but the difference is irrelevant.

22 Although they do not say so explicitly in their article, Marusi¢ et al. (2015) seem to employ the
architecture of Optimality Theory (OT) with the use of ranked viable constraints. The following represents my
attempt at defining the constraints:

(1) NoO PEEKING: Assign a violation mark if Probe agrees with one of the conjuncts

(i1) NO DEFAULT: Assign a violation mark if Probe agrees with the node at the top of the phrase
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Arsenijevi¢ and Miti¢ (2016) propose modifying the account of MarusSic et al. (2015) to allow
for optional number specification in &P, and this is in line with Doron (2000) and Kiss (2012)
who argue, for Hebrew and Hungarian respectively, that &P lacks a number specification.

Applying the framework to BH, when NO DEFAULT is ranked higher, Probe will peek
inside and agree with the first conjunct (3). But when NO PEEKING is ranked higher, the
maximal NP projection will insert default plural number (4).23

(3)  :DROMOD T2 WRTHD 0O TNR M2 0K THADM (Lev 8:14)

wayyismok ‘aharon u-banay-w ‘et yadé-hem ‘al ro’s
lay.WCIPFV.3MS Aaron and-sons-3MS ACC hands-3MP on head.GEN
par ha-hatta'’t

bull.GEN ART-sin.offering
Aaron and his sons laid (sg) their hands on the head of the bull of the sin
offering.

@) R0 UKD DTTIR ™21 1908 19007 (Lev 8:18)

wayyismakii ‘aharon u-banday-w ‘et yadeé-hem ‘al ro’s
lay.wCIPFV.3MP Aaron and-sons-3MS ACC hands-3MP on head.GEN
ha- ayil

ART-ram

Aaron and his sons laid (pl) their hands on the head of the ram.
The tension of NO DEFAULT versus NO PEEKING in the grammar explains the singular/plural
verb alternation in (3) and (4), and elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible .24
The next step in the syntactic analysis for BH is to block LCA and also motivate the

much higher frequency of the FCA pattern compared to the HCA pattern. First, we can block

23 Lee (2001) uses variation to refer to inter-speaker differences and optionality to refer to intra-speaker
differences. Within the framework of OT, which ranks constraints in a “strict dominance hierarchy” (Prince and
Smolensky 1993:2), optionality has been problematic, because it requires one grammar to produce multiple
optimal outputs. Nevertheless, Scheumann (2017:7-18) is able to produce optional regressive voicing
assimilation in Modern Hebrew with a crucial unranking of adjacent constraints (cf. Demuth 1997, Anttila 1997,
Anttila and Cho 1998, Asudeh 2001, Auger 2001, Lee 2001, Violin 2001, Cardoso 2009). The same approach
can be employed here.

24 There are four other minimal pairs of sg//pl agreement in VS clauses: Gen 14:8//Num 13:13; Gen

33:7//Exod 5:1; Exod 29:10//Exod 29:15; and Num 31:54//Num 20:10. There is also one in SV clauses: Exod
9:31//Exod 9:32.
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LCA by assuming that Agree-Copy always occurs before linearisation in BH.25 Thus, if
agreement is partial, the verb will always agree with the first conjunct, whether in a VS clause
(10) or in a SV clause (11).
(10)  MOPWM 2™ NR?D3 W3 (Gen 33:7)
wattiggas gam lée’a w-iladé-ha  wayyistahawii
come.near.WCIPFV.3FS also Leah and-sons-3FS bow.down.WCIPFV.3MP
Also Leah and her sons came near (sg) and they bowed down.
(11)  3IRY man 019 nWRD (Exod 21:4)
ha-issa w-iladé-ha  tihyé la-"doné-ha
ART-woman and-sons-3FS be.IPFV.3FS to.ART-master-3FS
The woman and her sons shall be (sg) for her master.
Usually the notion of Agree-Copy is employed for motivating LCA as a post-syntactic
operation. Nevertheless, it is still useful for BH, because it incorporates the notion of
linearisation, which explains why (8) is a dominant pattern in BH while (6) is so infrequent.
(6) Highest Conjunct Agreement (HCA) = [[NP; & NP2] Vi]
(8) First Conjunct Agreement (FCA) = [V [NP; & NP2]]
In FCA (8), Agree and the Goal are contiguous after linearisation, but this is not the case in
HCA (6). Hence, it is likely the cognitive load of intervening constituents that disfavours (6).
There is some evidence that linear adjacency and cognitive load have an effect on

agreement patterns in BH. As we have seen, FCA is the dominant pattern in VS clauses, and

in these cases the subsequent verb is usually plural (24).26

25 Benmamoun et al. (2009) show that in languages where agreement happens in the post-syntax, there
are varying requirements for adjacency. Tsez requires strict adjacency for the verb and coordinate subjects, but
Hindi has a graded allowance for intervening constituents. Moreover, they provide a warrant for post-syntactic
Agree being the more marked strategy. This means that, typologically-speaking, there should be languages like
Arabic that just employ Agree in narrow syntax, but there should not be any languages that just employ Agree in
post-syntax.

26 With the criterion of a null-subject verb in the subsequent main clause, there are 52 cases where this
verb is plural: Gen 9:23; 14:5; 21:32; 24:50, 61; 31:14; 33:7[x2]; 34:20; Exod 4:29; 7:10; 10:3; 15:1; 24:9-10;
29:32-33; Lev 9:23; Num 4:5; 12:1-2; 16:1-2; 20:6; 31:54; Deut 4:46-47; 22:15; 31:14; Josh 10:34, 36; 22:32;
Judg 7:19; 9:26, 34; 14:5; 1 Sam 14:20; 15:9; 17:11; 23:13; 27:8; 30:4; 2 Sam 6:2-3; 15:17, 29; 17:22; 21:15;
24:4-5; 1 Kgs 1:38; 12:3[qgere]; 16:17; 2 Kgs 3:9; 9:21; 12:11; 16:5; 18:37; 22:14. There are only 6 cases where
the subsequent verb is singular: Gen 46:1; Exod 18:5-6; 1 Sam 17:34; 23:5; 2 Sam 16:14; 2 Kgs 10:23.
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24)  FINNTORINI A7 W (Gen 24:50)
wayya ‘an laban u-bati’éel  wayyo mari
answer.WCIPFV.3MS Laban and-Bethuel say.WCIPFV.3MP
Laban and Bethuel answered (sg) and said (pl).

With (24) as representative of the usual pattern, (25) is a striking example of what can happen
in FCA when the cognitive load becomes stressed by an extended coordinate subject.

(25) 9139737 XTIV O DI AN DAI0TIT IR NIYN
WY WP IN7WN 5237790020 (Jeremiah 39:13-14)

wayyislah nabuzar’'adan rab tabbahim ui-nabusazban
send.WCIPFV.3MS Nebuzaradan chief.GEN guards  and-Nebushazban
rab sarits  wa-nérgal Sar ‘eser rab mag  wa-kol
chief.GEN eunuch and-Nergal sar ezer chief.GEN officer and-all. GEN
rabbé melek  babel wayyislohii wayyiqhii ‘et
chiefs.GEN king.GEN Babel send.WCIPFV.3MP take.WCIPFV.3MP ACC
yirmayahi

Jeremiah

Nubuzaradan the captain of the guard, Nebushazban the chief eunuch, Nergal-
sar-ezer the chief officer, and all the officials of the king of Babylon sent (sg)
and sent (pl) and took (pl) Jeremiah.
The clause-initial singular verb (ﬂ'?\??]) agrees with the first conjunct, but the coordinate
subject extends for some time, so before relating the next action (AMP), the author updates

the reader by repeating the initial verb, this time with plural agreement after all the conjuncts

are stated (ﬂﬂ'?l??]).

8.2.5 Summary

BH is an important contribution to a cross-linguistic typology of verbal agreement, because it
consistently favours the higher conjunct rather than the closer conjunct, something not
reported in any other partial-agreement language (§8.2.1). This syntactic study has shown that
a coordinate compound headed by an R-expression is a subject, while a post-verbal compound
headed by a pronoun is a quantification phrase that modifies the true subject (§8.2.3). Thus,

partial agreement only applies to R-expression compounds. Within these data, the verb is
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usually singular in a VS clause and plural in an SV clause (§8.2.2). A syntactic framework is
able to generate this pattern of optional partial agreement by splitting Agree into two steps:
Agree-Link, which operates in narrow syntax, and Agree-Copy, which applies before or after

phonological Spell-Out (§8.2.4).

8.3 A Discourse-Analysis Account of Verbal Agreement

Syntax alone is unable to provide full explanatory adequacy for the optional partial-agreement
patterns in BH. Discourse analysis is also needed, and Naudé (1999:97) incisively states the
priority of relationship: “In order to ensure progress, discourse analysis should resume where
syntactic theory ceases.” With the syntactic account of partial agreement in §8.2, discourse
analysis will need to accept a more limited role in providing explanatory adequacy for the BH
data.

In the past, Hebraists who have advanced discourse analysis to account for partial
agreement in BH have not given a full consideration of the syntax first (e.g. Levi 1987, Revell
1993, Shepherd 2011). Conversely, those who have advanced syntactic accounts of partial
agreement have not taken the extra step to explain what role discourse analysis does play in
explaining the data (e.g. Naudé 1999, Doron 2000, Holmstedt 2009).

Holmstedt (2009:111) recognises the need to do both syntax and discourse analysis. In
this regard, Naudé¢ is a sure guide in setting methodological assumptions: “The problems
besetting co-ordinate subjects are not to be solved on one linguistic level alone, but by way of
an approach in which the information gleaned from a study of different linguistic levels are
allowed to complement each other” (1999:75). In this section, I will first critique previous

studies in discourse analysis, pointing out claims that do not account for the full range of
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syntactic data (§8.3.1). Then I will present a more constrained discourse-analysis account for

explaining the agreement asymmetries in BH (§8.3.2).

8.3.1 A Critique of Previous Discourse Analyses

Revell (1993) presents the most thorough discourse-analysis account of partial agreement in
BH. He analyzes compound subjects in Judges, Samuel, and Kings, where both conjuncts are
humans and at least one is singular. He is particularly interested with the number feature on
the verb and argues that concord is “not simply a means of marking grammatical relationship”
(1993:69), nor is it “determined by its position relative to a compound subject” (1993:71).

He recognises five different syntactic structures for these compound subjects?’ and
concludes: “Most of the compounds ... are clearly of the ‘principal and adjunct’ type. The
initial component represents the principal actor; other components represent less important
associates” (1993:72). He admits that a singular verb before the compound subject is the
“unmarked” option, yet he paradoxically maintains that it is a “choice [that] emphasises the
fact that the initial component of the compound is [the] principal actor” (1993:75).28
Conversely, a plural verb is used either to mark the conjuncts as equal actors, to downplay the
narrative significance of an action, or to mark a terminal clause of a narrative unit (1993:73—
74, 77-78).

Interestingly, while Revell distinguishes between five different syntactic structures, he

does so only to differentiate “the extent to which the status of the initial component as

27 [ prefer to describe these structures from (Revell 1993:71-72) in my own terminology:
(1) Conjoined R-expressions without conjunct binding;
(2) Conjoined R-expressions with the subsequent conjunct(s) bound to the first with a pronoun;
(3) R-expression followed by a coordinate compound that is headed by a pronoun;
(4) R expression followed by a verb followed by a coordinate compound that is headed by a pronoun;
(5) Structures that imply conjoint action, although no formal compound is used.

28 Similarly, Shepherd (2011:111) writes, “These constructions serve to set the major characters apart

from the minor ones.... Singular verb plus compound subject constructions almost exclusively occur with major
characters as the first member of the compound subject.”
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“principal’ is made evident” (1993:73). He is primarily concerned with semantic factors that
affect agreement, and he too quickly dismisses word order as a contributing factor simply by
saying that it is not the determining factor. This leads to a skewed presentation of the
discourse significance of both singular and plural verbs.

Regarding singular verbs, Revell is incorrect to say that it always emphasises the first
conjunct as the principal actor. Three different types of data are relevant. First, the “each one”
adjunct in (26) and plural anaphora in (27) indicate that the conjuncts are equal actors.

(26) & NRIPH IRYN 12373 WR ATINTTYR DR DRIWTTN 07 RYN

(2 Kgs 9:21)

wayyésé’ yohoram melek  yisra’'él wa-’ahazyahii melek
g0.0ut. WCIPFV.3MS Jehoram king.GEN Israel and-Ahaziah king.GEN
yohuda 'is  ba-rikb-6 wayyésa il li-qra’t yehi’

Judah man in-chariot-3MS go.out.WCIPFV.3MP to-meet.INF Jehu
Jehoram king of Israel and Ahaziah king of Judah went out (sg), each in his
chariot, and they went out to meet Juhu.

27) op% o8 07921 DA 8% RITMARI AT N (1 Chron 24:2)

wayyamot nadab wa-"abihu’ lipné ‘abi-hem  u-banim lo°
die.wCIPFV.3MS Nadab and-Abihu before father-3MP and-sons NEG
hayi la-hem

be.PFV.3MP to-3MP
Nadab and Abihu died (sg) before their father, and there were no children to
them.

Each king does the same action in (26), and no one brother is prominent in dying in (27).
Even in the narrative account of their death, Nadab and Abihu are introduced as “the sons of
Aaron” (Lev 10:1), and each of their five actions is indicated in the plural (10:1-2).

Second, there are passages that alternate between singular and plural verbs for the
same repeated action. In the instructions for sacrificing animals in Exodus 29, Aaron and his
sons are to place their hands on each one, which is first presented in the singular 201 (v. 10),
then in the plural 3207 (v. 15), and finally in the singular 2D (v. 19). In the narrative

account of them placing their hands on each animal in Leviticus 8, the verb is first singular
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TR (v. 14) and then plural 32007 (vv. 18, 22).29 It is unclear why Aaron would be the
principal actor in laying his hand on the bull (sg verb in Exod 29:10; Lev 8:14) but not with
the first ram (pl verb in Exod 29:15; Lev 8:18), and why the texts would portray this
meaningful distinction in contradictory ways with the second ram (sg verb in Exod 29:19 and
pl verb in Lev 8:22).

Third, the subsequent verb after FCA examples is plural 89.7% of the time (see
footnote 26). Some Hebraists wrongly say that any subsequent verbs “are necessarily put in
the plural” (GKC §146h; cf. BHRG §35.9, Shepherd 2011:110). But Revell is also wrong to
claim that the choice depends on whether the focus is on the principal (sg verb) or on the
group (pl verb) (1993:84). Forcing each verbal form to be marked would make (28) say that
Laban is the principal actor in answering (sg verb), but not in the speaking (pl verb).

(28)  :2TLTIR Y7 THR 73T 5211 KD 1270 RYY MR TR HRINY 129 103

(Gen 24:50)

wayya ‘an laban u-bati’éel  wayyo mari mé-yhwh
answer.WCIPFV.3MS Laban and-Bethuel say.wCIPFV.3MP from-YHWH
vasa’ had-dabar 10’ niikal dabbér eélé-ka ra‘ 0 tob

£0.0ut.PFV.3MS ART-word NEG able.IPFV.1CP speak.INF to-2MS evil or good
Laban and Bethuel answered (sg) and said (pl), “From YHWH this word has
gone out. We are not able to speak to you evil or good.”

However, according to Miller’s (2003b) extensive syntactic work on quotative frames, both
finite verbs in a multiple-verb frame like in (28) refer to the same speech event involving the
same speech participants (see also Miller-Naudé and Naudé 2015). There is no way to make
such a dichotomy between the verbs. More broadly, the fact that the subsequent verb is
usually plural is a strong indicator that the clause-initial singular verb does not mark discourse

prominence of the first conjunct.

29 Shepherd (2011:114) notes that the Samaritan Pentateuch and LXX have singular verbs consistently
in Lev 8:14, 18, 22. But since variation between witnesses could reflect a different parent Hebrew text or—
particularly regarding number agreement on the verb—the syntactic style of the translators, Shepherd is
appropriately cautious to make conclusions from textual criticism on texts that differ regarding number
agreement on the verb (2011:116—120). We must account for optional singular agreement within the MT itself.
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This inflectional pattern—a singular pre-subject verb followed by a plural pro-drop
verb—is reflected even in cases where the subject is a collective singular noun. When DY is a
subject in absolute state without a quantifier or modifier and occurs in a post-verbal position,
it usually agrees with a singular verb.39 Moreover, in cases where the initial verb is singular,
the subsequent pro-drop verb is plural 89.3% of the time, illustrated in (29)—(30).3!

(29) NRWI D 1270 NN nWh op B 297 (Exod 17:2)

wayyareb ha-‘am im mosé wayyod mari tonil

quarrel. WCIPFV.3MS ART-people with Moses say.WCIPFV.3MS give.IMP.2MP
la-nii  mayim wa-nisté

to-1CcP water and-drink.IPFV.1CP

The people quarreled (sg) with Moses and said (pl), “Give us water that we
may drink.”

(30)  iniva o127 oY op RYN (Exod 16:4)

wayasa’ ha- ‘am waldgqatii dabar yom ba-yom-6

£0.0ut.WCPFV.3MS ART-people gather.WCPFV.3MS word.GEN day in-day-3MS

“The people shall go out (sg) and gather (pl) a day’s portion on each day.”
Since no significance can be drawn from the shift in number agreement on the verbs with a
collective singular subject in (29)—(30), neither is there interpretive significance in the same
agreement pattern with coordinate singular subjects. A pre-subject singular verb is simply the
default pattern.

Regarding plural verbs, Revell employs a shotgun approach to account for the

distribution, postulating three distinct motivations: to mark the conjuncts as equal actors, to

downplay the narrative significance of an action, and to mark a terminal clause of a narrative

30 There are 80 examples with a singular verb: Gen 41:55; Exod 1:20; 4:31; 5:12; 12:27, 34; 13:17;
14:5; 15:16[x2]; 16:4; 17:2, 3[x2], 6; 18:13, 15; 19:9, 23; 20:18, 21; 32:1[x2], 6, 7, 21, 31; 33:4; 36:6; Num 11:2,
32;20:1, 3; 21:5, 7; 21:14; 25:1, 2; Deut 4:33; 9:12; 28:33; 31:16; Josh 6:20[x2]; 24:16, 21; Judg 9:42; 21:2, 9; 1
Sam 4:3, 4; 9:13; 11:12; 13:6, 8, 11; 14:26[x2], 28, 30, 31, 32[x2], 45; 15:15, 21; 17:27; 2 Sam 1:4; 18:3, 6, 16;
19:3, 4; 1 Kgs 8:44; 12:27; 16:16, 22; 2 Kgs 6:30; 7:16; 8:21. There are 41 examples with a plural verb: Exod
14:31; 15:24; 16:30; Lev 20:4; Num 11:8, 35; 12:16; 14:1, 11, 39; Josh 4:10; 6:20; 8:13; 24:24; Judg 2:4, 7;
11:11; 16:24; 21:4; 1 Sam 6:19; 8:19; 13:4, 6; 14:40, 45; 17:30; 30:6; 2 Sam 14:15; 17:29; 1 Kgs 12:5, 16, 30;
18:21, 36, 37; 2 Kgs 7:17, 20; 12:4; 14:4; 15:4, 35.

31 This is the same percentage as in FCA examples (cf. footnote 26). There are 25 examples with a
subsequent plural pro-drop verb: Exod 1:20; 4:31; 12:27; 13:17; 16:4; 17:2; 19:9; 20:18; 32:1, 6; 32:31; 33:4;
Num 11:32; 20:3; 21:7; 25:2; Deut 9:12; Josh 6:20[x2]; Judg 9:42; 21:2; 1 Sam 4:4; 14:32; 1 Kgs 8:44; 2 Kgs
7:16. And there are 3 examples with a subsequent singular pro-drop verb: Exod 17:3; Deut 31:16; Josh 24:16.
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(1993:73-74, 77-78). His account suffers at both the theoretical and empirical level. At the
theoretical level, he does not show what the three motivations have in common. This is a
significant issue, because without a unifying factor each proposed motivation for a plural verb
adds theoretical complexity, which should be abandoned if a simpler theory presents itself.

Even a shotgun approach cannot account for all of the empirical data. First, if a plural
verb marks the narrative terminus, then a singular verb should not be used in the same
position, but this does happen.32 After Saul’s first military victory (1 Sam 11:1-11) and being
crowned king (11:12—-15), (31) is the final statement before transitioning to Samuel’s farewell
address in the next chapter.

(B1)  TRATTY SR W HIRY oW napn (1 Sam 11:15)

wayyismah sam $a’il wa-kol ‘ansé visra'el ‘ad mo’od

rejoice.WCIPFV.3MS there Saul and-all. GEN men.GEN Israel until very
And Saul and all the people of Israel rejoiced (sg) greatly there.

Similarly, after presenting the plunder of Rabbah as an example of what David did to all of
the Ammonite cities (1 Chron 20:1-3), (32) is the final statement before transitioning to an
account of how many Philistine giants were killed (20:4-8).
(32) :D9W opTH 1T AW (1 Chron 20:3)
wayyasob dabid wa-kol ha- ‘am yvarusalaim

return.WCIPFV.3MS David and-all.GEN ART-people Jerusalem
Then David and all of the people returned (sg) to Jerusalem.

One could argue that the discourse primacy of the first conjuncts in (31)—~(32) overrides the
concern for marking the narrative terminus. But, if so, why would a terminus ever be marked
with a plural verb? Perhaps such a verb coincides with conjuncts that are presented as equal
actors, but in such a case the narrative terminus would not be the true motivation for the plural

number on the verb.

32 In addition to the two examples in (31)—(32), see also 2 Sam 12:31.
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Second, a plural verb does not always mark conjuncts as equal actors. On at least two
occasions, a plural verb is followed by a singular pro-drop verb. The referent of pro is the first
conjunct in (33) and, surprisingly, the second conjunct in (34).

(33) DA% NN YR 19O HRpnTNR ORI MWH AP (Num 20:10)

wayyaqhilii mosé wa-'aharon ‘et haq-qahal ‘el poné
assembly.WCIPFV.3MP Moses and-Aaron ACC ART-assembly to face.GEN
has-sala“ wayyo 'mer la-hem

ART-rock say.WCIPFV.3MS to-3MP
Moses and Aaron assembled the assembly before the rock, and he said to them.

(34 DRINR TN hoR3 0 i MY WD FIR T mpn

(Exod 7:20)

wayya ‘asi kén mosé wa-'aharon ka’aser siwwd yhwh
do.wCIPFV.3MP thus Moses and-Aaron just.as command.PFV.3MS YHWH
wayyarem bam-matté wayyak ‘et ham-mayim

raise. WCIPFV.3MS in.ART-staff strike.WCIPFV.3MS ACC ART-water
Moses and Aaron did thus, just as YHWH had commanded, and he raised the
staff and struck the water.

Regarding (33), God tells Moses what to do (Num 20:7-8), and Moses is the explicit sole
actor in the flanking verses (20:9, 11), indicating that he is the referent of the singular pro-
drop verb. But in (34), God instructs Moses in the previous verse to tell Aaron to stretch out
his staff over the water (Exod 7:19), indicating that Aaron is the referent of the singular pro-
drop verb. If the initial plural verb marks the conjuncts as equal actors, it is unclear how it
could be followed by a singular verb, let alone that the referent of pro could be either the first
or second conjunct.

The significant data of (33)—~(34) provide one further caution for discourse analysis.
De Regt (1996, 2016) shows that the central participant in the narrative is listed first in a
coordinate NP. When Moses and Aaron do something together, Moses is always listed first33;

the only exceptions are in genealogical lists, where Aaron as the older brother takes precedent

33 Exod 4:29; 5:1, 4; 6:27; 7:6, 10, 20; 8:8; 10:3; 11:10; 12:28, 43; 16:6; Lev 9:23; Num 1:17, 44; 3:39;
4:37,41, 45; 14:5; 16:18; 17:8; 20:6, 10; 26:64; 33:1; Pss 77:21; 99:6.
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(Exod 6:20; Num 3:1; 26:59). This view of the discourse salience of the first conjunct
coincides with the syntactic prominence of the first conjunct within the hierarchical structure
of coordination. Nevertheless, it could be pressed too far. Within the context of (34), Moses
continues to be the conduit of divine instruction, but it is Aaron who turns the Nile into blood.

The traditional approach within discourse analysis views a singular verb as marking
the first conjunct as the principal actor while a plural verb marks both conjuncts as equally
involved in the action. However, an approach that views everything as marking interpretive
significance leads to a number of problems, as we have already seen. Instead, what is needed
is to establish the baseline of default number agreement within different syntactic

constructions, and then to interpret the discourse significance of departing from the default.

8.3.2 A Positive Discourse-Analysis Account
For the verbal agreement data in BH, discourse analysis must start with the assumption that
there is nothing significant about a singular verb in a VS clause or a plural verb in an SV
clause. Those are the default options, provided the first conjunct is an R-expression.
Moreover, applying what Miller has suggested regarding another phenomenon that intersects
with coordination, discourse analysis must be conducted “within specific syntactic
environments” (2007b:60). Two syntactic distinctions are particularly relevant: whether the
initial conjunct is an R-expression or pronoun, and whether the verb is in an SV or VS clause.
The first three of the following subsections address verbal agreement with compound
subjects: coordinate structures with an initial R-expression. We will look at VS clauses that
have a singular verb (§8.3.2.1), SV clauses that have a singular verb (§8.3.2.2), and VS
clauses that have a plural verb (§8.3.2.3). Then, we will examine post-verbal compounds with

an initial pronoun (§8.3.2.4).
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8.3.2.1 R-expression VS Clauses with a Singular Verb

Since a singular verb in a VS clause is the default option, there is no interpretational
significance to the number agreement on the verb. Nevertheless, while the form of the verb
itself may not be significant, there are a couple aspects within the coordinate NP that should
be considered for exegetical payoff.

First, the order of the conjuncts can be significant.34 In (21), copied from above, it is
significant that Miriam is listed first35 Thus, while Holmstedt (2009:124) and Shepherd
(2011:117-118) err in pointing to the singular verb as the sign of her prominence—a fact
confirmed by the subsequent pro-drop verb being plural (3198 in Num 12:2)—they are still
right that Miriam is prominent in the discourse.

21)  nYha PRI On IaTM (Num 12:1)

wattadabbér miryam wa- 'aharon ba-mosé

speak. WCIPFV.3FS Miriam and-Aaron in-Moses

Miriam and Aaron spoke (sg) against Moses.
Shepherd (2011:118) explains Miriam’s prominence: “Miriam, not Aaron, is the one struck
with leprosy. She bears the judgment for the two of them (Num 12:11). Miriam, not Aaron,
requires Moses’ intercession and a seven-day quarantine (Num 12:13—15; cf. Lev 13).... The
text of Deut 24:9 urges remembrance of what the LORD did to Miriam, not Aaron, when the

people came out of Egypt.” It is important to note, however, that Miriam’s prominence is

indicated by the order of conjuncts, not by the singular number agreement on the verb.

34 In this regard, I agree with the following sentiment of de Regt (1999:35): “When a preceding verb is
in the singular, this verb does not indicate that the first-mentioned subject ... is the initiator of the action. The
order in the constituent already marks the first mentioned subject as more central in the context, irrespective of
the verb.”

35 This significance can be seen most clearly by contrasting how Miriam is presented elsewhere. When
she is first mentioned by name, she is called “the prophetess” (Exod 15:20) and plays a prominent role in leading
the women in singing a celebration song after crossing the sea (15:21), yet even there she is identified as “the
sister of Aaron” (15:20). Whenever she is mentioned in the narrative alongside her brother(s), she is always
listed last (Num 12:4, 5; Mic 6:4). Even in genealogical lists where Aaron appears before Moses to reflect their
birth order, Miriam is still listed last (1 Chron 5:29) and called “their sister” (Num 26:59), even though she is
older than Moses (assuming Miriam is Moses’ unnamed sister in Exod 2:1-10).
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But as was discussed at the end of §8.3.1, conjunct order itself does not necessarily
signal discourse prominence either. Instead, it is better to say that the syntactic and cognitive
prominence of the first conjunct can be exploited or suppressed for narrative purposes.
Recalling again the data of (31)—(32) where the compound Moses and Aaron is the subject of
clause-initial plural verbs, it is Moses who occurs in the syntactic-prominent first position
both times. His salience is exploited in (31) with him being the referent of the subsequent
singular pro-drop verb, but it is overcome in (32) with Aaron being the referent of the
subsequent singular pro-drop verb. Without the broader context, (32) would sound like Moses
is the one who strikes the water, but with the proper context, the salience of the first conjunct
can be suppressed, and even overcome.

Sometimes, the subjects are listed simply so that the prominence of the first conjunct
can be exploited in the subsequent narrative. In the previous context of (35), the man and
woman is the referent of the four plural pro-drop verbs: WRWN ... WP ... a0 ... VTN
(Gen 3:7-8). There is no possible confusion for who could be hiding from God in (35), so
listing the conjuncts is an example of over-specification. This sets the stage for drawing out
the prominence of the man in the following verses.

(35)  :137 PY TiN2 DFOR M 190 INYKR) ORI RANDM (Gen 3:8)

wayyithabbe’ ha-’adam wa-"ist-0 mip-pané vhwh
hide.oneself. WCIPFV.3MS ART-man and-woman-3MS from-face.GEN YHWH
‘elohim bo-tok ‘es hag-gan

God  in-midst.GEN tree.GEN ART-garden
The man and his wife hid themselves (sg) from the face of YHWH God in the
midst of the garden.

While Shepherd (2011:108-109) believes that FCA in (35) marks the man as the main

character, this has already been shown to be insignificant as the default option in a VS clause;

nevertheless, Adam is still prominent in this shameful act of hiding. He is listed first, and
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Eve’s significance comes in connection to him as “his wife.” God had commanded Adam not

to eat of the tree (Gen 2:16—17) before Eve was even formed (2:21-22), so now he calls him

by name and questions him individually (3:9). God seems to hold Adam primarily

responsible, a fact that the man accepts briefly—"7 feared (R7'XY), because / ("2IR) was

naked, and 7 hid myself (R2NR1)” (3:10)—before shifting the blame onto the woman God

gave him (3:12).

Similarly, the salience of the first conjunct can be manipulated for narrative

prominence by means of using a subsequent singular pro-drop verb, illustrated in (36)—(37).36

(36)

(37)

TPIYY AR IONY DNAT NAr paw AORa 83 19WRHI DRI pon
(Gen 46:1)

wayyissa yisra'él wa-kol ‘aser -6 wayyabo’

travel. WCIPFV.3MS Israel and-all. GEN which to-3MS come.WCIPFV.3MS
ba'ér-a saba“ wayyizbah zobahim le-’lohé ‘abi-w
well-LoC oath sacrifice. WCIPFV.3MS sacrifices to-God.GEN father-3MS
yishaq

Isaac

Israel and all who were with him travelled (sg) and came (sg) to Beersheba and
sacrificed (sg) sacrifices to the God of his father Isaac.

N30 D3 T DPIPOTA 30X DAYPR3 DN APYR MY T T2
N7y (1 Sam 23:5a)

wayyelek dawid wa-"anasay-w qa‘ild wayyillahem
walk.WCIPFV.3MS David and-men-3Ms (Qe) Keilah fight. WCIPFV.3MS
bap-palistim wayyinhag ‘et  migné-hem  wayyak

in.ART-Philistines drive.WCIPFV.3MS ACC livestock-3MP strike. WCIPFV.3MS
ba-hem makkda gadola

in-3MP blow great

David and his men went (sg) to Keilah and fought (sg) against the Philistines
and drove (sg) their livestock and struck (sg) a great blow among them.

In both (36) and (37), not only are there multiple singular pro-drop verbs after the conjuncts

are listed, but the whole context promotes the narrative salience of the initial conjunct. In the

36 For other examples with a subsequent singular verb, see Exod 18:5-6; 1 Sam 17:34; 2 Sam 16:14; 2

Kgs 10:23.
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subsequent narrative of (36), God comes to Israel in a vision (Gen 46:2—4) before he sets out
from Beersheba, being carried by his sons down to Egypt (46:5-7).

In the surrounding narrative of (37), God tells David to fight the Philistines even
though his men are afraid (1 Sam 23:1-4), and David is credited with the victory: “So David
saved the inhabitants of Keilah” (23:5b). In the subsequent verses, David flees from Keilah,
because he hears that Saul is coming to besiege the city, and God tells him that the inhabitants
will surrender him into Saul’s hand (23:6—14). In (36)—(37), the salience of the initial conjunct
is marked, not by the initial singular verb but by the subsequent singular pro-drop verbs, and
is reflected in the broader context.

We have seen multiple examples of the narrative salience of the first conjunct within
FCA structures. But it is not the number on the verb that signals the prominence of the initial
conjunct. Rather, the first conjunct already holds a prominent syntactic position, and its
cognitive salience can be enhanced with conjunct binding. The salience of the initial conjunct
can be exploited for narrative importance in the subsequent context, especially if the

following actions are indicated by singular pro-drop verbs.

8.3.2.2 R-expression SV Clauses with a Singular Verb

Even though HCA is rare, there are a total of four syntactic and semantic reasons for why the
verb is singular, even in an SV clause. These data were referenced in §8.2.2, but they are
demonstrated for the first time here. Two syntactic reasons that require HCA are right node

raising (38)37 and an existential verb (39).38

37T have noted no other instances of RNR producing HCA in my corpus of Genesis—2 Kings.

38 According to Wilson (2020b:109-131), one must distinguish between existential and predicational
uses of Ayh based on whether the THING (predicational) or LOCATION (existential) is primarily in view. In
(39), Hezekiah is concerned only about his own days, making it an existential clause. See also Gen 9:2; Lev
11:36; Num 15:16; Ezek 45:5; Zech 8:19.
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(3%)

(39)

10 NRIAY RNV SR WRHN HDRDOR 827792 (Num 19:14)

kol hab-ba’ ‘el ha-’ohel wa-kol "aser ba-’ohel
all ART-come.PTCP.MS to ART-tent and-all that in.ART-tent
yitma’ Sib ‘at yamim

unclean.IPFV.3MS seven.GEN days

Everyone who comes INTO THE TENT <shal-be-uneleanseven-days> and
everyone who is IN THE TENT - shall be unclean (sg) seven days.

2712 7 DpR) DIYW-DR KiYD ANT (2 Kes 20:19)

wayyo ‘mer ha-lo’ ‘im Salom we-"émet yihyé ba-yam-ay
say.WCIPFV.3MS INTER-NEG if peace and-truth be.IPFV.3MS in-days-1CS
“Shall [it] not be [good], if there is (sg) peace and truth in my days?”

The verb in (38) is singular, because the subject NPs actually occur in different clauses;

clausal reduction makes it look like they form a coordinate NP that agrees with a singular

verb. Example (39) patterns like an English existential clause (40), which employs an

expletive subject there.

(40)

There is/*are a pen and a pencil on the desk.

Holmstedt (2009:125) says that BH exhibits an equal number of singular and plural verbs in

existential constructions, but it hardly seems like a fact that needs a discourse explanation.

It is also important to acknowledge that there are semantic reasons why the verb in an

SV clause is singular. Two instances of such are when the conjuncts are synonyms (41)3° or

together form a single idea (42).40

(41)

TR MO 7 1R YT DYk N2 72272 MR (Deut 8:17)

wao- amartd bi-lobabe-ka koh-i wo- ‘osem yad-i
say.WCPFV.2MS in-heart-2MS strength-1CS and-might.GEN hand-1CS
‘asa l-i ‘et ha-hayil  haz-zé

do.PFV.3MS to-1CS ACC ART-wealth ART-this
“And you say in your heart, ‘My strength and the might of my hand has made
(sg) me this wealth.””

39 See also Gen 9:2; Num 15:16; Isa 47:10; 48:5; 51:3; Jer 5:30; 6:7; Hos 10:8; Pss 55:6; 87:5.

40 See also Exod 9:31; 10:24; Lev 11:35; Num 11:22; Isa 32:14 Jer 49:24; Ezek 5:17; 7:15; Hos 4:11;
9:2; Hab 1:7; Prov 23:21; 27:9; 29:15; Eccl 9:11; Esth 4:3, 14.
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(42) 9037201901 (Deut 8:13)

wa-kesep wa-zahab yirbé la-k

and-silver and-gold multiply.IPFV.3MS to-2MS

“... and silver and gold multiply (sg) to you.”
As is the case in (41), the coordinated synonyms that occur before a singular verb are usually
abstract nouns. Coordination of any abstract nouns, let alone synonyms, hardly creates a
plural referent. On the other hand, in (42), silver and gold are concrete nouns. But they are
just different manifestations of wealth, so once again coordination of the two does not
necessarily yield a plural referent. Hence, semantics can play a role in verbal agreement, in
which case it would be illegitimate to explain HCA with a discourse element.

After bracketing off the data where the singular verb seems to be required by syntax or
semantics, there are two types of remaining HCA data that may have discourse relevance.
Here the conjuncts are non-synonymous concrete nouns, which refer to specific people in
(12),*! repeated below, but refer generically to kinds of people in (43).42 The first conjunct
appears to be the principal actor in (12) but not in (43).

(12) YW "I0K 977 POR WARIARM (2 Sam 20:10)

wa-y6'ab wa-'abisay ah-iw radap ‘aharé Seba

and-Joab and-Abishai brother-3MS chase.PFV.3MS after Sheba
Joab and Abishai his brother chased (sg) after Sheba.

(43) 23928 1T 2iAvM RV (Deut 12:22)
hat-tamé’ wa-hat-tahor yahdaw yo kal-ennii
ART-unclean and-ART-clean together eat.IPFV.3MS-3MS

“The unclean and the clean together shall eat (sg) it.”

Neither the clean or unclean party is prominent in (43); indeed, they are to eat fogether.
However, in (12), Joab is prominent. In response to the uprising of Sheba, David summons

Amasa, who was formerly Absalom’s general, to summon the army (2 Sam 20:4). When he

41 For other HCA examples with a narrative-prominent first conjunct, see Exod 21:4; Neh 6:12.

42 For other HCA examples without a narrative-prominent first conjunct, see Gen 35:11; Lev 7:24;
11:35; Deut 12:15; Jer 49:24.
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delays, David tasks Abishai with gathering men to pursue Sheba (v. 6). In the verses leading
up to (12), Joab finds Amasa and kills him (vv. 8-10), and in the subsequent verses that
recount the death of Sheba (vv. 11-26), Joab is mentioned by name twelve times while
Abishai is not referred to even once.

The singular verb in (12) contrasts with the default plural form in (44). The two form a
minimal pair, because the pre-verbal conjuncts are identical: Joab and Abishai his brother.

(44)  TI233 DIPMN ORAPYNR PRI TN 5D PIXY 1377 TIK YA IR
:AN9M3 (2 Sam 3:30)
wa-y6'ab wa-'abisay ‘ah-iw haragu lo-"abneéer ‘al ’aser
and-Joab and-Abishai brother-3Ms slay.PFV.3MP to-Abner on that

((((((

hemit ‘et ‘asa’el ‘ahi-hem ba-gib ‘on bam-milhamd
kill.PFV.3MS ACC Asahel brother-3MP in-Gibeon in.ART-battle

Joab and Abishai his brother slew (pl) Abner, because he had killed Asahel
their brother at Gibeon in battle.

Surprisingly, Joab is also uniquely prominent in the act of slaying Abner, but the verb is plural
by default in (44) due to the SV word order. In fact, Abishai is last mentioned in 2 Sam 2:24,
where he and Joab pursue Abner, but it is Joab alone who strikes Abner (3:26-28).
Nevertheless, David pronounces a curse on the whole house of Joab’s father, which would
include Abishai (3:29), and the narrator does call Asahel “their brother” (3:30). Thus, Joab
and Abishai had the same motivation (avenging their brother’s death), which is why they both
receive a curse. So the narrator says that they both slew Abner, even though technically Joab
was the lone actor in doing the actual slaying.

Looking again at the HCA data that have a prominent first conjunct, the nouns refer to
specific persons; moreover, the second conjunct is always bound to the first, solidifying the

saliency of the first conjunct, whether it is an R-expression in (12)*3 or a pronoun in (13).44

43 See also Exod 21:4.

44 See also 2 Kgs 4:7; Neh 5:14.
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(13) 12 DIXR ’DWDJ'I UR"D3  (Esth 4:16a)
gam ‘ani  wa-na ‘arot-ay ‘asim ken
also I.NOM and-young.women-1CP fast.IPFV.1CS thus
“Also I and my young women will fast (sg) in this way.”
Esther is prominent in the context, as it is her life alone that is in jeopardy if she enters to see
the king without being called: *"RTANR "NTANR IWRI “And if I perish, I perish” (Esth 4:16b).
Admittedly, the data are few,*> but the consistent pattern represented by (13)—(14) does
give some reason to doubt the singular verb in (45), because there is no conjunct binding.
Indeed, the form ¥72W could be re-pointed as 172W, a plural verb with a pro-drop

complement, as reflected in the Old Greek: éuicfdocavro.

(45) 112 ©H30) MATLY YL 13T IRIAID 7D INZW DTORRG MM 1IN

(Neh 6:12)

wa akkira wa-hinné 1o elohim Salah-6 ki
recognise.WCIPFV.1CS and-behold NEG God  send.PFVv.3MS-3MS because
han-nabu’a  dibber ‘al-ay  wa-tobiyyd wa-sanballat
ART-prophecy speak.PFV.3MS on-1CS and-Tobiah and-Sanballat

sokar-o

hire.PFV.3MS-3MS

“I recognised and, behold, God had not sent him, because he had spoken the

prophecy against me, and Tobiah and Sanballat had hired (sg) him.”
Nevertheless, there are some indicators in the context of (45) that point to the discourse
saliency of Tobiah. A singular pronoun refers back to the same repeated conjuncts two verses
later in the phrase YWPNI “according to his deeds” (6:14), and in the following narrative
only Tobiah is mentioned by name (6:17[x2], 19). Moreover, before this narrative, Sanballat

was always listed before Tobiah (2:10, 19; 4:1; 6:1), so it seems significant in (45) that Tobiah

is listed first, even if the verb should perhaps be repointed with plural agreement morphology.

45 Moreover, there is a possibility in all of these examples that the conjuncts form a left-dislocated
phrase that is outside of the clause (Holmstedt 2014), in which case they would not be sentential subjects.
However, the basic conundrum would still stand with the resumptive element not matching in number with the
dislocated phrase.
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We have seen that a singular verb in an SV clause can be required for syntactic or
semantic reasons. Considerations of discourse analysis should apply only when the conjuncts
are non-synonymous concrete nouns. Surprisingly, even within this limited purview, the only
pattern that emerges is that the initial conjunct in HCA constructions is discourse-prominent

when both conjuncts refer to specific people.

8.3.2.3 R-expression VS Clauses with a Plural Verb

There is limited significance regarding a singular verb in an SV clause, but there does not
seem to be any discourse significance regarding a plural verb in a VS clause. It is not possible
to sustain a view that the plural verb always marks the conjuncts as equal actors. In §8.3.1, we
saw two instances of a plural verb that is followed by a singular pro-drop verb, the referent of
pro being the first conjunct in Num 20:10 and the second conjunct in Exod 7:20.

Plural verbs in VS clauses do tend to occur when the conjuncts are both discourse-
active in the near previous context.*¢ Recalling previous data in a condensed version, the
laying on of hands with the first sacrifice is expressed with a singular verb (3), and once the
stage has been set, the same act with the same actors is expressed with a plural verb in the
second sacrifice (4).

(3)  :NRVAD 2 WNIOD DI TNR M2 08 TR0 (Lev 8:14)

Aaron and his sons laid (sg) their hands on the head of the bull of the sin
offering.

4) :57§§l W&j"?l_J DTN P21 10N 15[3(?7}_ (Lev 8:18)
Aaron and his sons laid (pl) their hands on the head of the ram.

Thus, repeated actions, or actions with already-established conjuncts, tend to be expressed
with a plural verb in a VS clause. Nevertheless, this tendency is not automatic, as pointed out

with these data in §8.3.1. While the three sacrifices in Leviticus are expressed with a singular

46 See Exod 5:1; 7:20; 15:23; 29:15; 34:31; Lev 6:9; 8:18, 22; Num 20:10; 31:13 Deut 21:19; Josh 8:15;
Judg 8:12; 1 Sam 31:7; 2 Sam 2:24, 32; 1 Kgs 8:63; 2 Kgs 3:12.
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(8:14), then plural (8:18), and then plural verb (8:22), the same three sacrifices in Exodus are
expressed with a singular (29:10), then plural (29:15), and then singular verb (29:19).
Moreover, there are a handful of examples like (46) where the conjuncts are not
discourse-active within the preceding near context, and yet the verb is plural.47
(46) :DIP9OFIIR DTTINN RN ™I IR WON  (Exod 30:19)
warahasi ‘aharon u-banay-w mim-mennii ‘et yadé-hem
wash.WCPFV.3MP Aaron and-sons-3MS from-3MS ACC hands-3MP
wa-‘et  raglé-hem

and-ACC feet-3MP
“And Aaron and his sons shall wash (pl) their hands and their feet from it.”

Regarding (46), Aaron was last mentioned nine verses earlier (Exod 30:10), and his sons are
not mentioned previously in the chapter at all, hardly qualifying for being discourse-active.

Another reported tendency is that if a constituent “occurs between the predicate and
the compound subject, the predicate often agrees with the compound subject” (BHRG §35.10;
cf. Levi 1987:50). This tendency is exemplified in (47) with the plural verb in a VS clause.

@47) ORI 127521 7900 NI 2R 1M (1 Kes 8:63)

wayyahnakii ‘et bet yvhwh  ham-melek wa-kol
dedicate.WCIPFV.3MP ACC house.GEN YHWH ART-king and-all. GEN
bané yisra'el

sons.GEN Israel
The king and all children of Israel dedicated (pl) the house of YHWH.

Whether the compound subject is contiguous to the verb does seem to affect number
agreement on the verb. When the compound subject is contiguous to the verb in a VS clause,
the verb is rarely plural (9%); however, if the conjuncts are non-contiguous to the verb in a

VS clause, the verb actually tends to be plural (55.6%).48

47 Cf. Gen 40:1; Exod 40:31; Josh 14:1; 19:51.
48 There are 8 examples where the verb is still singular (Gen 35:27; Exod 15:16; 27:21; Num 26:60;

Judg 14:3; 1 Sam 22:3; 1 Kgs 1:34; 2 Kgs 18:18), but there are 10 examples where the verb is plural (Exod 7:20;
14:9, 23; 34:31; 40:31; Deut 21:19; Josh 14:1; 2 Sam 2:32; 1 Kgs 8:63; 2 Kgs 3:12).
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Another way to describe the above tendency is as an adjacency effect, which has
cross-linguistic attestation. Benmamoun et al. (2009:21-22) report that strict adjacency is
required for FCA in Tsez, and while it is not required in Hindi, full agreement is more
preferable when any material intervenes between the verb and compound subject, and FCA
becomes less and less likely as more material intervenes.

We have seen that although the verb is usually singular in VS clauses (86.5%), there
are two factors that can increase the likelihood of full agreement. The first can be described as
a discourse factor, as plural verbs more frequently occur in VS clauses when the conjuncts are
already discourse-active. The second is a syntactic factor, as full agreement is more likely
than partial agreement in VS clauses when material intervenes between the verb and
compound subject. Nevertheless, while these observations give a fuller understanding of
number agreement in VS clauses and what may be motivating the plural-verb examples, there

1s nothing that points to exegetical significance of the verb being plural in any of these cases.

8.3.2.4 Post-Verbal Compounds with an Initial Pronoun

There is a distinction between coordinate structures with an initial R-expression, which
function as subjects, and those with an initial pronoun in a post-verbal position, which
function as adjunct quantification phrase (QPs) (see §8.2.3). When the compound is a QP, the
subject of the clause is usually pro. When pro is singular, it is coindexed with and resumed by
the initial singular pronoun (17); however, when pro is plural, it is coindexed with and
resumed by the entire coordinate complex (18).

(17)  PTa0 RI0 A29 10790 PN (Gen 14:15)
wayyéehaleq ‘alé-hem layla hu’ wa- ‘abaday-w

divided.WCIPFV.3MS on-3MP night he.NOM and-servants-3MS
He was divided against them at night, he and his servants.
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(18)  iNY™ WK DWIRD RIDIAWN 1928 (Gen 24:54)
wayyo kalii wayyisti hi’ wa-ha-'anasim ‘dser ‘imm-0
eat.WCIPFV.3MP drink.WCIPFV.3MP he.NOM and-ART-men which with-3MP
They ate and drank, he and the men who were with him.

While there has proven to be little discourse significance to the number of a verb with the R-
expression data (§8.3.2.1-3), the pronoun data in this section present a different situation.

This syntactic distinction has not been properly incorporated into previous discourse
analyses. It has already been shown in §8.3.1 that although Revell (1993) distinguishes
between different syntactic constructions, it does not impact his analysis. Similarly, Shepherd
recognises various constructions with a singular verb (2011:109-111), yet he maintains one
undifferentiated conclusion: “These constructions serve to set the major characters apart from
the minor ones” (2011:111). This interpretation simply does not fit with the R-expression data,
but it is apt for describing the pronoun data.

A coordinate compound headed by a pronoun is not the subject; rather, it is a phrase
that quantifies the true subject. In these instances, a singular verb is actually significant,
because it signals that the subject is singular, which is coindexed with the initial singular
pronoun. Other actors are included in the action, but they are not upgraded to the status of
subject (48).

(48) 185 PUTY MR TORTD MANATON TIY norNa niY i N

MANT2 (Gen 7:1)

wayyo ‘mer vhwh  lo-noah bo’ attd wa-kol
say.WCIPFV.3MS YHWH to-Noah come-IMP.2MS you.NOM.MS and-all.GEN
béto-ka ‘el hat-teba ki ‘oto-ka  ra’itt saddiq  lapan-ay
house-2MS to ART-ark because ACC-2MS see.PFV.1CS righteous before-1CS
bad-dor haz-zé

In.ART-generation ART-this

YHWH said to Noah, “Come (sg), you and all of your house, into the ark,
because I have seen that you are righteous before me in this generation.”

The entire flood account hinges on the verse, “But Noah found favour in the eyes of

YHWH” (Gen 6:8). The reason for Noah’s favourable standing is given in the next verse,
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“Noah was a righteous man” (6:9). Example (48) occurs in the following chapter to
communicate the same sentiment. Noah’s whole house may enter the safety of the ark as
beneficiaries of Noah’s righteousness. (Note NN, which is fronted for contrastive Focus in
the ground clause.)

Since the pronoun indicates the primary actor of the singular verb, it is not surprising
that examples of a subsequent pro-drop verb are usually likewise singular (73.5%), as in
(49).% This is in sharp contrast to FCA examples, where the subsequent verb is plural 89.7%
of the time (see footnote 26).

(49) TRV VR oo BAYHRa TN PO 87 1770 T DRh
7223 IANNNY T287 DI DIPIWNR (1 Sam 18:27)

wayyaqom dawid wayyélek hi’ wa- anasay-w

arise. WCIPFV.3MS David walk.WCIPFV.3MS he.NOM and-men-3MS
wayyak bap-palistim ma tayim s wayyabé’
strike.WCIPFV.3MS in.ART-Philistines two.hundred man bring.WCIPFV.3MS
dawid ‘et ‘orloté-hem  wayamal li-m lam-melek

David Acc foreskins-3MP fill. WCIPFV.3MP-3MP to.ART-king

lo-hithattén bam-melek

to-be.son.in.law.INF in.ART-king
David arose and went (sg), he and his men, and struck (sg) two hundred men
among the Philistines, and David brought their foreskins and they were given
in full number to become the king’s son-in-law.
Regarding (49), Saul tries to get David killed by requiring a bride-price of one hundred
Philistine foreskins (1 Sam 18:25). When David is successful, Saul gives Michal in marriage
(18:27). Michal loves David (18:28), while Saul grows hardened as David’s enemy (18:29).

The fact that David had men accompanying him on the Philistine raid is stated as an

incidental fact.

49 There are 25 examples with a subsequent singular pro-drop verb (Gen 6:18; 8:16; 14:15; 31:21; 35:6;
Exod 12:30; Lev 25:41; Num 31:26; Deut 12:18; 14:26; 15:20; 16:11, 14; Josh 1:2; 7:10; Judg 8:4; 9:32; 11:38;
12:2; 1 Sam 18:27; 20:31; 2 Sam 9:10; 1 Kgs 20:12; 2 Kgs 5:15; 8:2), and there are just 9 examples with a
subsequent plural pro-drop verb (Gen 17:9; Exod 3:18; 24:1; Lev 10:9; Num 20:8; Josh 7:6; 1 Sam 19:18; 28:8;
30:9).
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The subsequent pro-drop verb is not always singular, however. When it is plural, the
coordinate QP functions to shift the focus from the individual onto the group. Recalling a
condensed version of (20), Joshua alone tears his garments, and he is the focus of falling on
his face. But by mentioning the elders within the coordinate QP, the author is able to

incorporate them within the communal expression of lament in lifting dust on their heads.

(20) R 2WNTY A 1IN 2307 MR ieHp DN vinY v yipn
:DWNTOD 18D 150m SR 1N (Josh 7:6)
Joshua tore his garments and fell (sg) on his face to the ground before the ark

of YHWH until the evening, he and the elders of Israel, and lifted (pl) dust on
their heads.

Joshua continues to be narrative-prominent in the subsequent verses, conversing with God
(Josh 7:7-15). By adding a reference to the elders in the coordinate QP, the author is able to
portray the existential crisis of a communal lament after losing thirty-six men in war, yet also
maintain Joshua as the human focal point of the narrative.

An initial plural verb does not necessarily mark the conjuncts as equal actors. In (50),
which is a longer version of (18), the QP functions to explicate the plural pro reference.
Abraham’s servant is not the exclusive subject referent, but he is prominent, since the men are
qualified as those “who were with him,” and he is the sole referent of the later singular pro-
drop verb IR and of the object pronoun in ’Jﬂ5W

(50) M7 IR IPIT NP W IIDTIVN DWIRM R AN 173N
2IRYG  (Gen 24:54)
wayyo kalii wayyisti hii’ wa-ha- ‘anasim ‘aser ‘imm-0
eat.WCIPFV.3MP drink.WCIPFV.3MP he.NOM and-ART-men which with-3MP
wayyalini wayydaqumil bab-boger wayyo ‘'mer
spend.night. WCIPFV.3MP arise.WCIPFV.3MP in.ART-morning say.WCIPFV.3MS
Sallohii-nt la-"don-1
send.IMP.2MP-1CS to-lord-1CS
They ate and drank (pl), he and the men who were with him, and spent (pl) the
night. They got up in the morning, and he said, “Send me to my lord.”
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Moreover, it is not necessarily the case that both conjuncts with a plural verb are discourse-
active (cf. Gen 37:10; Lev 10:14 Num 3:1; 20:19; 1 Sam 22:13; Josh 3:1). Regarding (50), the
second conjunct, “the men who were with him,” seems to refer to some of Abraham’s other
servants (Gen 24:10, 23), who were last mentioned in Gen 24:32, which was 22 verses earlier.

We have seen that in sentences with a post-verbal coordinate structure headed by a
pronoun, the number of the verb is noteworthy. The compound is not the subject, but
functions as a QP that modifies the subject. A singular verb, thus, has discourse significance,
because the subject is singular, which is coreferential with the pronoun conjunct. In this way,
the pronoun referent is the principal actor because, syntactically, it is the only actor in terms
of subjecthood. The prominence of the pronoun is often highlighted further with conjunct
binding and with a subsequent singular pro-drop verb. Conversely, a plural verb does not
mark the conjuncts as equally-prominent actors. While both conjuncts in the QP explicate the
plural pro subject reference, the initial conjunct in the QP can still be discourse-prominent,
much like how the first conjunct in a compound subject can be the principal actor, whether the

verb is singular or plural.

8.3.3 Summary
Proper discourse analysis must be conducted in specific syntactic environments. Previous
discourse analyses have suffered from making no meaningful distinction between coordinate
compounds with an initial R-expression and those with an initial pronoun (§8.3.1). Moreover,
there is a counter-productive impulse that sees every verbal choice as marked, but §8.2
showed that the default verb is singular in a VS clause but plural in an SV clause.

As part of the default pattern, a singular verb in a VS clause is not significant, but

conjunct word order may mark prominence, which can be highlighted by conjunct binding
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and a subsequent singular pro-drop verb (§8.3.2.1). A non-default, singular verb in an SV
clause has discourse significance only when the conjuncts refer to specific people (§8.3.2.2).
And a non-default, plural verb in a VS clause has no discourse significance; full agreement is
always viable, and becomes more likely if the conjuncts are discourse-active and non-
contiguous to the verb (§8.3.2.3). Finally, unlike FCA with an R-expression compound, a
singular verb with a pronoun compound does signal that the pronoun referent is the principal

actor (§8.3.2.4). It is the last construction that holds true discourse significance.

8.4 Summary

The focus of this chapter has been the intersection between verbal agreement and phrasal
coordination. Syntax and discourse analysis complement each other, but primacy must be
given to syntax. Consequently, discourse analysis is relegated to a more limited role in
explaining the agreement asymmetries in BH.

A coordinate compound headed by an R-expression is a subject, while a post-verbal
compound headed by a pronoun is a QP that modifies the subject (§8.2.3). The syntactic
framework proposed here (§8.2.4) is able to generate the BH pattern of optional partial
agreement in SV and VS clauses (§8.2.2), which is a welcome addition to the cross-linguistic
typology of partial agreement (§8.2.1).

The section on discourse analysis revealed that a consideration of only number
agreement on the verb is reductionistic (§8.3.1). Instead, paying attention to conjunct word
order, conjunct binding, and subsequent singular pro-drop verbs is a more fruitful enterprise
(§8.3.2.1). When there is a compound subject, the only situation in which a singular verb
signals discourse primacy of the first conjunct is when both conjuncts refer to specific people

in an SV clause (§8.3.2.2). However, when there is a post-verbal compound headed by a
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pronoun, a singular verb always signals that the first conjunct is discourse-prominent
(§8.3.2.4). In sum, we see that complex considerations from both syntax and discourse

analysis must be incorporated into a single account in order to explain the significance of

optional partial agreement in BH.
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CHAPTER 9: CONCLUSIONS

9.1 Summary

In this thesis, I have presented a syntactic analysis of phrasal coordination in BH. Chapter 1
introduced the three main research questions. Does waw have one function or multiple
functions? What determines when waw occurs overtly? And how does waw interact with
prosody, linear order, syntactic categories, scope-taking elements, and verbal agreement? The
aim of this thesis has been to describe the phrase-level distribution of waw and better motivate
its occurrences.

In chapter 2, I reviewed the previous literature on waw in BH, focusing on topics such
as the semantics and syntactic distribution of waw, the structure of coordination, the function
of the coordinator, and how coordination relates to subordination and apposition. Hebraists
focus almost exclusively on the semantics of clausal coordination, being preoccupied with the
following questions: Should one always translate waw and, if so, how? What meanings are
associated with waw, and how many uses does it have? As a result, there is an extraordinary
amount of variation across the field in describing coordination, and it has become unclear
exactly how coordination is syntactically distinct from subordination and apposition.

In chapter 3, I interacted with the linguistics literature, and in the first half of the chapter
I established four fundamental points regarding the basic syntax of coordination. First, the
structure of coordination is hierarchical. Second, the conjuncts function as specifier and
complement. Third, the coordinator is the head of its phrase. Fourth, the coordinator does not
project an independent functional category, but only the function of the external conjunct. I

later condensed these last two points by establishing that the coordinator is a defective head. I
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used the resulting three features of coordination as the next three chapter headings, wherein 1
applied this theoretical framework to an analysis of phrasal coordination in the Pentateuch.

In the second half of chapter 3, I argued that the asymmetries of coordination stem from
the hierarchical structure of coordination and the fact that the coordinator head projects only
the category of the external conjunct, leaving the internal conjunct syntactically invisible.
Thus, conjuncts may consist of different syntactic categories. Nevertheless, there are
symmetries within coordination, which are best captured by Zhang’s (2010) Relativized
Parallelism Requirement (RPR), a semantic filter for a coordinate structure already built. The
RPR ensures coherence between the conjuncts either in terms of relatedness (i.e. natural
coordination) or resemblance in their semantic type. Finally, I argued that coordination is a
complementation relationship, whereas subordination is an adjunction relationship. In
addition, the subordinator is a clausal head that creates its own syntactic domain and has
scope over the subordinate clause, while the coordinator is a defective head that projects no
new domain and allows other elements to take wide or narrow scope over the conjuncts.

In chapter 4, I showed two results of coordination being a hierarchical, rather than a flat,
structure. First, the coordinator forms a sub-constituent with the internal conjunct. As a
proclitic, waw can take one of seven different allophonic manifestations, depending on the
initial phonological shape of the internal conjunct. Moreover, an eighth allophone, 1, occurs
only when the internal conjunct is an initial-accent word that aligns with a prosodic break (1).

() N2 08 I PIR1 BM D YR (Gen 8:22)
zera' wa-qasir - wa-qor  wa-hom wa-qayis wa-horep
seed and-harvest and-cold and-heat and-summer and-winter
wa-yom wa-layld

and-day and-night
“seed and harvest, cold and heat, summer and winter, day and night”
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Second, this chapter showed that the hierarchical structure of coordination is also manifest in

conjunct binding, since in all the cases of conjunct binding, a pronoun binds the second

conjunct to the first.

In chapter 5, I demonstrated the results of the conjuncts functioning as specifier and

complement. The main result is that no conjunct can move. Therefore, any example of “split

coordination” results from ellipsis: gapping (2), stripping (3), or right node raising (4).

2)

€)

(4)

O DR AaRTOY DI DWRY  (Gen 24:47)

wa’'asim han-nezem ‘al ‘app-ah wa-has-somidim  ‘al yadé-ha
put.WCIPFV.1CS ART-ring  on nose-3FS and-ART-bracelets on arms-3FS
“I put the ring on her nose, and [/ put] the bracelets on her arms.”

[1aana] o732 Pk AR NIV (Gen 43:15)

u-misné kesep lagahii ba-yad-am wa-‘et  binyamin
and-double.GEN silver take.PFV.3CP in-hand-3MP and-ACC Benjamin
Double the money they took in their hand, [and Benjamin; theyteek i
their-hand|.

Apn RS o7y W 8% orfivy nYOW (Num 28:20)

Salosa ‘esronim lap-par u-soné ‘esronim la-"ayil ta‘asu

three tenths to.ART-bull and-two.GEN tenths  to.ART-ram do.IPFV.2MP
“Three tenths for the bull <yeu-shalleffer>, and two tenths for the ram — you
shall offer.”

Similarly, purported cases of conjunct drop (5) and “comitative waw” (6) are better analysed

as deriving from ellipsis or, as in the examples below, comprising a verbless clause.

)

(6)

A PNI2 AW 992 2WN (Gen 19:30a)

wayyéseb ba-har u-sotté banotay-w ‘imm-6
dwell. WCIPFV.3MS in.ART-mountain and-two.GEN daughters-3MS with-3MS
And he dwelt in the mountain, and his two daughters were with him.

DAY IWRN YT 0 1571121 1720 (Gen 11:4)

haba nibné la-nu  ir u-migdal wa-ro’s-o
come.IMP.2MP build.COH.1CP to-1CP city and-tower and-head-3MS
bas-samayim

in.ART-heavens

“Come, let us build ourselves a city and a tower, and its top shall be in the
heavens.”

265



There are a few attested cases of initial coordination (7), but I argued that the waw before the

first conjunct is not a true coordinator, but functions as a parasitic Focus particle.

(7)

M TR 1D NN (Gen 36:24)

wa-éllé  bané sib‘on wa-"ayyd wa-‘and

and-these sons.GEN Zibeon and-Aiah and-Anah

These are the sons of Zibeon: both (lit. and) Aiah and Anah.

Finally, I argued that final coordination, in which only the final conjunct has a coordinator,

does not employ null coordinators (8), and is thus a different syntactic construction than

multiple coordination, in which a coordinator separates each conjunct (9).

(8)

©)

naMonow  (Gen10:1)
sém  ham wa-yapet
Shem Ham and-Japheth
Shem, Ham, and Japheth

N omow  (Gen9:18)
sem  wa-ham wa-yapet
Shem and-Ham and-Japheth
Shem and Ham and Japheth

Multiple coordination (9) consists of multiple heads and allows for sub-constituency, but final

coordination (8) consists of multiple specifiers and does not allow for sub-constituency.

In chapter 6, I established the results of waw being a defective head. Asymmetric syntax

at the phrase level has not been fully recognised, since conjuncts can be of different

categories, as (10) consists of an NP conjoined to partitive PPs.

(10)

ANIANTY WK 1270792 DX AIWY inen n7n Wnpa whn o
(Lev 6:8)

waherim mimme-nnii ba-qums-o mis-solet ham-minha

lift WCPFV.3MS from-3MS  in-handful-3MS from-flour-GEN ART-offering
u-mis-Samn-ah  wo-ét kol hal-lobona ‘aser ‘al ham-minhad
and-from-oil-3FS and-ACC all-GEN ART-frankincense that on ART-offering
“And from it he shall take up a handful from the flour of the offering and from
its oil, and all of the frankincense that is on the offering.”

Further, since the coordinator does not create its own syntactic domain, it allows other

elements to take narrow or wide scope over the conjuncts. Narrow scope is the unmarked
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option and can occur with distributive or collective readings of the conjuncts, but wide scope
of the object marker (11) or preposition (12) specifically marks a collective reading.

(11) 3791 PRRNRY IDWRTIRY 770 ARTIR DAOR R (Gen 20:17)

wayyirpa’ ‘elohim ‘et ‘abimelek wa-‘et  isSt-0
heal.wCIPFV.3MS God ACC Abimelech and-AccC wife-3MS
wa-"amhot-ayw wayyeélédi

and-maidservants-3MS give.birth. WCIPFV.3MP
God healed Abimelech, and his wife and his maidservants, and they gave birth.

(12) 0w 01 ORin91 hRRG 701 (Gen 1:14)
wahayii [o-"0tot 1i-lo-mo ‘adim u-lo-yamim wa-sanim
be.wcpfv.3cp to-signs and-to-appointed.times and-to-days and-years
“And let them be for signs and for appointed times and for days and years.”

Similarly, when coordination occurs in a downward-entailing environment like negation (13),

the conjuncts take a distributive “neither” reading ([~P]A[—Q]).

(13) 228 IR NNAPRHYI Pn~HY N2%9 NNy (2 Sam 2:19)
wo-lo°  natd la-leket ‘al hay-yamin wa-'‘al has-Samo’l
and-NEG turn.PFV.3MS to-walk.INF on ART-right and-on ART-left
me-"aharé ‘abnér
from-after Abner
He did not turn by going to the right or (lit. and) to the left from behind Abner.

Finally, as a syntactic head, conjunction waw can be a null constituent in a multiple-
coordination structure with a particular function (14)—(15).

(14)  :RORNRT MWORNIR RIARTIRY AT NR 19 79M (Exod 6:23)
wattéled l-6 ‘et nadab woa-’et ‘abthii’ et el ‘azar
birth.WCIPFV.3FS to-3MS ACC Nadab and-AcC Abihu Acc FEleazar
wa-et ltamar
and-AcC Ithamar
She bore him [Nadab and Abihu], @ [Eleazar and Ithamar].

(15)  nyy33 o33 YRR oTINY MYnn 028 DY 1p3 BR7wn nap
wnan (Num 7:17)

u-lo-zebah has-salamim bagar Sanayim ‘élim hamissa ‘attudim
and-to-sacrifice. GEN ART-peace  cattle two rams five goats
hamissa kobasim boné Sand hamissa

five sheep  sons.GEN year five

And for the sacrifice of the peace offerings: two oxen, @ five rams, @ five
goats, @ five one-year-old sheep.
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When one coordinator is null (14), it marks the left edge of a sub-constituent structure. When
all of the coordinators are null (15), any reading of sub-constituency is blocked.

In chapter 7, I established that apposition is an adjunction relationship, which means
that the appositive is outside the scope of negation (16), and the anchor can be fronted (17).

(16) T NXR TIANR NOWN Nt?'l (Gen 22:16)
wo-l0"  hasakta ‘et bino-ka ‘et yohide-ka
and-NEG withhold.PFV.2MS ACC son-2MS ACC only-2MS
“And you did not withhold your son, your only.”

(17) ‘erj‘W"R NI UNIR [ONR - (Gen 42:13)
‘ahim ‘anahnii bané s ehad
brothers we.NOM sons.GEN man one

“Brothers; we are i, the sons of one man.”
Multiple co-referential appositives can be iterated into the structure without waw (18), and are
only coordinated (19) to prevent reading them as embedded appositives.

(18)  ™n Wy bnavn ap nP1e oo Howin P (Gen 39:1)
wayyigné-hii potipar  soris par'o  sar
buy.WCIPFV.3MS-3MS Potiphar officer.GEN Pharaoh commander.GEN
hat-tabbahim is  misri
ART-guard ~ man Egyptian
And Potiphar, Pharaoh’s official, the commander of the guard, an Egyptian
man, bought him.

(19)  :71207 7AR1 NAYNRTAR INTN2 N2 NINITNWR DY (Gen 11:29)

wa-sem ‘eset nahor milkd  bat haran ‘abi
and-name.GEN wife.GEN Nahor Milcah daughter.GEN Haran father.GEN
milkd wa-"abi yiska

Milcah and-father.GEN Iscah
And the name of Nahor’s wife was Milcah, the daughter of Haran, the father of
Milcah and the father of Iscah.

When waw joins two conjuncts, together they form a semantically richer constituent than they

would on their own. Under this framework, I argue against the prevailing view that waw has

an explicative function. It is always conjunctive, even when it joins co-referential phrases.
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In chapter 8, 1 address verbal agreement with conjoined singular subjects. Partial
agreement is the default pattern in VS clauses (20), and is attested even in SV clauses (21).
(20) NWHA MR OMNNATM (Num 12:1)
wattadabbér miryam wa- aharon ba-mosé
speak.WCIPFV.3FS Miriam and-Aaron in-Moses
Miriam and Aaron spoke (sg) against Moses.
(21)  PIY MINKR 77 PR WIARI ARM (2 Sam 20:10)
wa-y6'ab wa-'abisay ah-iw radap ‘aharé Seba -
and-Joab and-Abishai brother-3MsS chase.PFv.3MS after Sheba
Joab and Abishai his brother chased (sg) after Sheba.
BH is the only reported language that consistently favours the higher conjunct rather than the
closer conjunct when agreement is partial. I was able to account for the BH pattern of optional
partial agreement by splitting Agree into two steps. When the first conjunct is an R-
expression, the compound functions as the subject; but when the first conjunct is a pronoun
(22), the compound is a quantifier phrase (QP) that modifies the true subject.
(22)  T7A NID A7 10090 PYTIM (Gen 14:15)
wayyéhaleq ‘alé-hem layla hi’ wa- ‘abaday-w
divided.WCIPFV.3MS on-3MP night he.NOM and-servants-3MS
He was divided against them at night, he and his servants.

I also incorporated considerations from discourse analysis and developed a complexity

approach for interpreting the patterns of optional partial agreement in BH.

9.2  Conclusions

I believe I have provided satisfactory answers to my three research questions regarding waw.
First, I have shown that waw maintains one syntactic function as a conjunctive coordinator.
Second, I established that there are two coordination structures in examples with three or
more conjuncts: a multi-headed structure, which has a waw between each conjunct, and a
multiple-spec structure, which has a waw before the last conjunct only. Third, I have

demonstrated that prosodic effects on waw reflect the hierarchical syntactic structure of
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coordination, that non-contiguous “conjuncts” are the result of ellipsis, that non-matching
syntactic categories can be conjoined, that waw allows other elements to take wide or narrow
scope over the conjuncts, and that a verb can agree with the compound subject or with a
singular conjunct only.

This thesis has provided new knowledge in six ways. First, I showed that waw takes a
qamets as a reflex of prosodic end-weight that is attracted to a pretonic stress position at a
prosodic break. Second, I demonstrated that multiple coordination, as a multiple-head
construction, is distinct from final coordination, a multiple-spec structure that does not allow
for sub-constituency.

Third, I established examples of privative markedness. While multiple coordination is
unmarked for sub-constituency, a null coordinator marks the left edge of a sub-constituent
phrase. Also, narrow scope of the object marker and preposition can occur with a distributive
or collective reading of the conjuncts, but wide scope marks a collective reading.

Fourth, I determined that the “disjunctive” use of waw in negated coordination is not a
result of ellipsis; rather, negation creates a downward-entailing environment, similar to a
protasis, a generic NP, and a quantified NP—that licenses the scalar alternative of the second
conjunct, which receives prosodic stress. The conjunction spreads this interpretation to the
other conjunct, which produces the distributive “neither” reading of the conjuncts.

Fifth, I distinguished between four apposition structures: stacked appositives,
embedded appositives, coordinate-complex appositives, and coordinated appositives. The
final category provides both a motivation and a limitation for coordinating co-referential
phrases in BH, maintaining a distinction between coordination and apposition.

Sixth, I accounted for BH optional partial agreement in VS and SV clauses by splitting

Agree into two steps. BH is the only reported language that consistently favours the higher
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conjunct rather than the closer conjunct when agreement is partial, which is a welcome
addition to the cross-linguistic typology of partial agreement. Finally, I interpreted the

significance of the pattern of optional agreement using a complexity approach.

9.2 Future Research

Further studies can make advancements on this thesis by studying diachronic change and
clausal coordination in BH. Regarding diachronic change, I have already recorded significant
variation in the Pentateuch for multiple- and final-coordination structures, for narrow- and
wide-scope uses of the object marker and prepositions, and for optional patterns of partial
agreement with conjoined subjects. In future research, I will analyse the data from books
conventionally identified as Late Biblical Hebrew and investigate whether the patterns of
variation are significantly different than those attested in the Pentateuch.

Regarding clausal coordination, I have already established a theoretical and empirical
account of asymmetric phrasal coordination that can form the basis for the study of clausal
coordination. Based upon what is currently known about the complexities of clausal
coordination in BH, I expect that future research will demonstrate that asymmetries are even
more pronounced at the clause level. A thorough investigation of clausal coordination in BH
should prove to be very fruitful, as it has already been shown that study of phrasal
coordination is very profitable. A comprehensive, integrated account of phrasal and clausal
coordination in BH from the perspective of a sophisticated, informed linguistic theory will
provide even more insight into the structure of coordination and the function of waw in

Biblical Hebrew.
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