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Abstract

In this paper we examine the function of fronting constructions in verbal clauses in Classical
Biblical Hebrew, i.e. constructions that involve the placement of a core argument of the clause
before the verb. We present a model that accommodates the vast majority of cases of fronting
in a sample corpus of 1 Samuel. A key feature of our model is the recognition that fronting
constructions include both categorical sentences, which make a predication about a base of
predication, and also thetic sentences, which present a unitary situation. We classify fronting
constructions into three types: (i) narrow constituent focus constructions, (ii) selecting topic
constructions, (iii) thetic constructions. An innovative idea that is developed in the paper is that
constructions (i) and (iii), although exhibiting different configurations of information structure,
nevertheless share various functional properties on the level of discourse organization. On
account of these shared properties, we argue that thetic constructions (iii) can be regarded as
functional extensions of narrow focus constructions (i). Recognition of these various types of

fronting and their interrelationship contributes to a better understanding of the phenomenon.

1. Introduction

Interpreting the linear order of constituents in Biblical Hebrew has received much attention in
the last few decades.? Many scholars argue that a large proportion of the instances where a non-

verbal clause constituent precedes the finite verb of a clause can be explained in terms of



information structure.® Others have offered explanations based also on discourse organization
and structure.*

Apart from differences in the metalanguage used to label the resulting X+verb
construction, viz. fronting, preposing, topicalization, most scholars tend to regard Biblical
Hebrew as a verb initial language. Since a discourse active subject in Biblical Hebrew is
encoded as part of the finite verb, and the verbal forms that are typically associated with the
sequentiality of events (wayyiqrol and weqaral) do not allow clause initial non-verbal
constituents, it is nearly inevitable that most verbal clauses in Biblical Hebrew are verb-initial.>
For this reason, we will regard the ‘dominant’ verb initial order as a statistical reality® and
clauses with a fronted construction as a marked construction.’

The aim of this pilot study, which is based on a corpus of finite verbal clauses in 1
Samuel, is to contribute towards a broader and more coherent theoretical model for the
explanation of fronting in Biblical Hebrew. Our corpus falls within the parts of the Hebrew
Bible that are written in what is generally known as Classical Biblical Hebrew. Our study,
therefore, is concerned, strictly speaking, only with this layer of Biblical Hebrew. The
distribution of fronting in other historical layers of Biblical Hebrew, in particular Late Biblical
Hebrew, which has an extensive corpus, requires a separate study.

In a recent critical survey of research on Biblical Hebrew word order Hornkohl?® states:
“In view of the semantic-functional polyvalence of XV structures, in some of which X is itself
marked for topic or focus, and in others of which the fronted X marks the entire clause, at least
two complementary pragmatic dimensions must be posited. On the relevance of one of these—
information structure—to Biblical Hebrew, there is broad consensus. The exact nature of the
other dimension is disputed.” We argue that the notions of categorical and thetic sentences,
developed in particular by Sasse,® may provide a framework for the understanding of this “other

dimension” in cases where fronting “marks the entire clause.” According to Sasse®®



“categorical sentences contain a predication base about which some state of affairs is
predicated, while thetic sentences are simple non-predicative assertions of states of affairs”.
Following Sasse we hold that the distinction between categorical and thetic sentences should
be regarded as a distinction in ‘communication perspective’ rather than a distinction in
information structure. It relates to the general shape a speaker/writer gives the state of affairs
expressed in a sentence. Categorical sentences are bipartite, with a predication base and a
predication about this, whereas thetic sentences present unitary situations. Thetic sentences, or
more generally the category of utterance that Kaltenbdck, Heine and Kuteva!! call theticals,
are typically used by a speaker/writer to manage the discourse in his/her interaction with the
reader/listener. We shall argue that subjective choices concerning discourse structure and
organization are the ultimate motivations for using thetic sentences. Subjective choices and
perspectives relating to discourse structure, moreover, determine the way information structure
is exploited in the linear ordering of clause components and so information structure is not the
primary motivation for this linear ordering. Furthermore, identifying discourse structuring as
the ultimate motivation for XV constructions reveals interrelationships between the various
types of these constructions, which brings us nearer to a comprehensive model for
understanding fronting in Biblical Hebrew.

After presenting some preliminary remarks and our basic assumptions, in the main body
of the paper we describe with reference to instances of marked word order in 1 Samuel each of
the categories of use that we believe should be distinguished. We start in section 3.1 and 3.2
with the two major types of categorical sentences. In section 4 we consider types of thetic

sentences.

2. Preliminary Remarks and Basic Assumptions

2.1 The conceptual world of humans exists at the most basic level out of a complex collection

of inter- and intra-related conceptualizations of entities, propositions and attitudes. Many of



these ‘collections’ are organised around scripts and frames, which can be exploited by a
speaker/writer to impose presuppositions concerning entities and propositions that are not

directly mentioned.

2.2 Human communication, in both spoken and written communication,*? entails the ongoing
alignment and modification of the common ground of the conceptual worlds of interlocutors.
This may be called the common ground management and takes place mainly in the short-term
memory. Interlocutors typically try to accomplish a shared common ground. The information

structure of sentences relates to the management of the common ground.*®

2.3 In addition to common ground management, communication involves also discourse
management, which relates to strategies for structuring discourse to achieve subjective
interactional goals of the speaker/writer.X* Constructions that function as mechanisms for the
management of the common ground on the level of the sentence, such as certain fronting
constructions, are exploited on a higher discourse level as strategies for structuring the

discourse.

2.4 A distinction can be made between categorical sentences and thetic sentences.*® Categorical
sentences are bipartite, consisting of a predication base and predication about this (83). Thetic

sentences present a situation as an undivided whole (84).

2.5 On the level of discourse structure and organization, thetic sentences are typically used in
a supportive role to manage the discourse. Categorical sentences play a wider range of
discourse functions, including sequential advancement of the foreground (82.8), marking of
boundaries (83.2), and support for the adjacent discourse (83.1). Categorical sentences of the

latter type (83.1) have the closest family resemblance to thetic sentences.



2.6 Common ground management presupposes that a common ground for a communicative
event—at least in time and space—has been established or exists between the interlocutors.
Common ground is typically established at the outset of a narrative by a description of the
profile of the actors—who were they?, where did the live?, which aspects of their situation and
behaviour will be relevant for the subsequent story?, etc. Thetic sentences are typically one of
the ways that are used to draw attention to situations that are needed for the common ground

of a communicative event.1®

2.7 In some cases the common ground is not explicitly established by components of the
preceding discourse, but the speaker/writer may make subjective choices to present part of the
contents of a sentence as if it were common ground in order to give prominence to a fronted

item.

2.8 As the main line of the narrative foreground unfolds along the time-line, predications are
made expressing the actions of the discourse-active participants, who have the status of topics
(either primary or secondary topics).!” These develop the common ground between the narrator
and the audience, as well as between the characters in their respective narrative spaces.'® Such
sentences with continuing topics are categorical sentences in which the predication bases are
the topic actors that have been established. In Biblical Hebrew, for events that enfold along the
time-line or in logical sequence, wayyigrol and weqasal forms are predominantly used in such
categorical sentences. The predication bases (topics) are encoded as lexical specified items

following the finite verbs or pronominal elements encoded in the verbal inflection, e.g.%°



1 | %y nnnbnb onwya nrapb R ke | The  Israelites  went out against  the

' Philistines and they encamped at Ebenezer.
O 13RT0Y
(1 Sam. 4:1)

2.9 The fronting of an entity before the verb may occur in a categorical sentence when the verb
is in the scope of the presupposition of the sentence. This applies to cases such as the sentence

in bold in (2):

2 ﬂJ..U@U'W 5;;«0’-5;3 MR TN ‘Who will go down with me into the camp

. to Saul?” Abishai said, ‘I will go down with
FTRY TR IR TR RN
you.’ (1 Sam. 26:6)

Here the verb is within the predication base and the fronted entity constitutes the informative
asserted component. This should be interpreted, therefore, as a categorical sentence, with a
bipartite structure. In such cases the predication base is a variable entity in the presupposed
common ground ‘the person who will go down with you into the camp to Saul’, i.e. the speaker
assumes that the hearer presupposes that somebody will go down with him into the camp to
Saul. The assertion about the variable identifies this as ‘I’. The predication consists of the act
of specifying the value of this variable. This, therefore, is a ‘specificational’ predication. In the
general theoretical literature on copula sentences a distinction is often made between
‘specificational’ copula sentences, which assign a value to a variable, as here, and
‘predicational’ sentences, which assign a property to an entity.?° It is important to note,
therefore, that by using the terminology of Sasse ‘base of predication’—‘predication’ to
describe the bipartite division of categorical sentences of this kind, we are using the term
‘predication’ in the broader sense of ‘making a statement about’ rather than ‘assigning a

property to’.



Constructions such as (2) are said to be cases of ‘narrow constituent focus’. Dik?!
classifies constituent focus into contrastive focus and non-contrastive focus. Contrastive focus
has various subdivisions?? in Dik’s classification, all of which involve a contrast with a
presupposed set of specific alternatives that the speaker assumes the hearer is entertaining for
the role in question.? The construction in example (2) is a case of a non-contrastive completive
focus, according to Dik’s terminology, in that it ‘completes’ the common ground by supplying
the identity of the variable without contrasting it with another entity (see §3.1). Krifka?* takes
the view that all types of focus indicate “the presence of alternatives that are relevant for the
interpretation of linguistic expressions” and the focus selects one of these alternatives.? This

would include also Dik’s completive focus that supplies the variable of question words, since

the focus selects from a set of possible alternatives. The question word ‘who’ (°*n) in (2),

moreover, limits this set to humans. Furthermore it may be said that the contextual use of the
question in this case limits the presupposed set to people present on the scene. The crucial
difference from contrastive focus is that the presupposed set in the common ground is more
open in that it does not contain specific referents that the hearer is assumed by the speaker to
be entertaining for the role in question.

In a spoken language a constituent with narrow focus typically occurs within the same
intonation group as the presuppositional component and takes the nuclear stress within this
intonation group. A rendering of the sentence in spoken English would be: ‘I will go down with
youl” (where the nuclear stress is marked by an acute accent and the intonation group boundary
is marked by the symbol /). This prosodic feature of the construction is not directly recoverable
from the transmission of the biblical text.

It is important to note that the categorical profile (predication base—predication) of
constructions such as (2) with narrow constituent focus is less transparent on the

morphosyntactic level than the categorical profile of sentences such as those in (1). In (1) the



predication base is a nominal or pronominal element and the predication is the verb and its
complements. In (2), on the other hand, this is reversed. The predication base on the syntactic
level is the verb and its complements and the pronoun is the predication. We see, therefore,
that the term ‘categorical’ refers primarily to the semantic-pragmatic level of the sentence,
which is not always coded transparently in the morphosyntax. One may say that the fronting in
(2) is a configurational coding of the predicational status of the constituent, which would
correspond to the fronting of the predicational verb in categorical sentences such as those in
(1). In (2), however, there is no morphosyntactic coding of the base of the predication as

nominal and no explicit morphosyntactic coding of the focus constituent as predicational.

2.10 Another type of categorical sentence construction that involves fronting of a constituent
is one that changes the topic constituent. This applies, for example, to the sentence in bold in
(3), which changes the topic to ‘the Philistines’ after a sequence of sentences in which the topic

was ‘the Israelites’:

3 ;AN 90 oYY 1D 1aRn-Y ) They (i.e. the Israelites) encamped at
Ebenezer, and the Philistines encamped at

Aphek. (1 Sam. 4:1)

This type of construction has two clear components. First the topic of the construction is
identified (‘the Philistines’), then a statement about the topic is made (‘they camped at Aphek’).
The component that identifies the topic can be regarded as involving focus, i.e. the selection of
one of a set of alternatives. Unlike in constructions with narrow constituent focus such as (2),
here the scope of the focus does not involve a presupposition of any propositional content. In
(2) the presuppositional common ground is ‘somebody will go down with you’ and the scope

of the focus is the entire sentence. In (3) one may say that that the presupposition of the focus



on the initial item is ‘x is the topic’, i.e. the variable whose value is supplied by the focus relates
only to the selection of the topic. Here it can be identified as a type of selective contrastive
focus, according to the terminology of Dik,?® since it selects one rather than another of a
presupposed set of specific possible candidates for the role of topic that has been triggered by
the preceding context, i.e. {the Israelites, the Philistines}. In such constructions the candidates
for the initial topic are all accessible in some way. They are typically recoverable from or
anchored in some way to the preceding discourse, as in (3). In some cases they refer to a generic
class, and so accessible through their denotation alone. This newly established topic acts as the
base of predication of the sentence and the remainder of the sentence makes a predication about
this. As remarked, the scope of the topic focus includes only the initial constituent. The
remainder of the sentence is not fully presuppositional, as in narrow constituent focus
constructions, such as (2), but rather has its own focus. The scope of this second focus includes
the remaining part of the sentence, i.e. the predication about the base of predication, but not the
initial constituent. One may say that on a semantic-pragmatic level the sentence is a compound
of different focus domains. It is for this reason that such sentences can be appropriately
rendered into English with an intonation group boundary after the subject (‘And the Philistines!
camped at Aphék”) or paraphrased by a left dislocation construction (‘As for the Philistines,
they camped at Aphek’). This compound structure on the semantic-pragmatic level is not made
explicit in the Hebrew morphosyntax.

The second focus in the predication of these constructions can be narrow or broad. It is
narrow when some elements of the predication are presuppositional and the focus applies only
to the non-presuppositional component. This is how the predication in (3) can be interpreted.

The presuppositional background of the predication can be reconstructed as ‘They (= the

Philistines) encamped at x’. The verb and its subject argument ‘they encamped’ (1n) is,

therefore, in the presupposition. This would have arisen from the conceptual frame of military



10

operations which was triggered by the preceding statement that the Israelites encamped at a

particular place. According to the frame both armies would have been expected to encamp

somewhere. The place name ‘Aphek’ (paxR) would, therefore, be in narrow focus. In other

constructions of this type the focus in the predication is broad. For examples see 83.2.
The initial selected topic in such constructions may have a grammatical relation to the
verb other than subject, such as object, prepositional phrase complement, or adverbial. In (4),

for example, the initial item is the object of the verb:

4 -['7 TR :[;3'?3 TR '731 And all that is on your heart—I will tell

you. (1 Sam. 9:19)

Left dislocation constructions such as (5) have the same compound structure on the semantic-
pragmatic level as fronting constructions such as (3) and (4). The difference is that they make
this compound semantic-pragmatic structure more explicit in their morphosyntax by placing

the initial item in syntactic isolation:

5 Wb |-|"7n‘—| SE /400 uﬁz-ng w’v‘gn M The man who strikes him—the klng will

g enrich him with great riches. (1 Sam. 17.25)
T3

The choice to use left dislocation rather than object fronting relates to the level of discourse
structuring rather than information structure and common ground management (see §2.3, §2.5).
In broad terms a left dislocation construction such as (5) can be regarded as marking a greater
boundary in the discourse than a construction with a fronted object with the same compound

semantic-pragmatic structure such as (4).2’
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2.11 We argue that many sentences with a fronted item in Biblical Hebrew are thetic sentences.

An example of a thetic sentence with a fronted constituent is (6):

1173pM HRIWTH3 IH-r7807 NH HRINWs And Samuel had died, and all Israel had

mourned for him and buried him in Ramah,
Pr3 A
his own city. (1 Sam. 28:3)

Such a thetic sentence expresses a unitary situation (‘The situation was that Samuel had died’).
They are not bipartite categorical sentences in the senses described above for examples (2) and
(3), i.e. it would be infelicitous to render them in English ‘Samuel died’ or As for Samuel,' he
died’ (with the acute accent indicating the place of the nuclear stress and ! indicating an
intonation group boundary). A thetic sentence such as (6) has broad focus across all its parts.
It may be said to be completive focus in that it supplies the variable in a presupposition that
can be formulated thus: ‘The situation is x’, without contrasting it with any presupposed
specific alternative. Some linguists refer to this type of focus as ‘presentational focus’ (Drubig
and Schaffar?®), but as Krifka® argues, this still falls into the basic function of focus to select
from an open set of presupposed possible alternatives triggered by an implicit question such as
‘What is the situation?’

This differs from categorical constructions that have an internal bipartite focus structure
consisting of one domain of focus involving a focus and a presuppostion in the case of examples
(1) and (2) or two domains of focus as in (3). In (6) there is one domain of focus and no
presuppositional component.

In the theoretical literature it is normally stated that a thetic sentence has a specific spatio-
temporal deixis.®® Erteschik-Shir® claims, following Gundel,*? that a thetic sentence takes this
spatio-temporal deixis as its topic (‘stage-topic’ according to her terminlogy), i.e. the sentence

is about the contextually specified space/time at which the reported situation holds. Likewise
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K.E. Kiss®® regards thetic sentences as “predication structures predicating about a
phonologically empty, but deictically or anaphorically bound event argument.” We shall see
(84.0) that thetic sentences in Biblical Hebrew can also be habitual and deontic.

Unlike (3), the initial constituent in (6) does not set up a topic, about which a statement
iIs made by the rest of the clause. Rather it is integrated into the clause on the semantic-
pragmatic level. It would not be appropriate to render them in English with an intonation group
boundary after the subject (*And Samuel' had died') or with a left dislocation construction (*As
for Samuel, he had died). In this respect it is analogous to narrow constituent focus
constructions such as (2), in which the fronted item is integrated into the clause on the semantic-
pragmatic level. Constituents in narrow focus in English cannot be separated from the
presuppositional content of the clause by an intonation group bondary (*il will go déwn with
youl). Unlike (2), however, the content of the clause after the fronted item in thetic sentences
such as (6) is not presuppositional, but rather the entire sentence is in focus. A thetic sentence
such as (6), in fact, can be regarded as the extension of a narrow constituent focus construction
such as (2) to usages where there is no presuppositional component, with the result that there
is no internal component to act as base of predication. The verb still, however, has a defocalized
profile, as does the presuppositional content of a narrow focus construction. As a result the
predicational function of the verb is deranked and the bipartiteness of the construction is
eliminated.

Although such thetic sentences present non-predicative situations, the fronted item,
nevertheless, has a particular prominence in the clause due to its initial position. One may say
that it is profiled as a pivot within the rest of the situation or, in cognitive terms, a figure against
the ground of the rest of the situation. This is not the same as a topical referent acting as a base
of predication about which a statement is made in a categorical sentence. The fronted pivot in

a thetic construction, although not acting as the topical base of predication of the sentence in
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which it occurs, typically establishes a referent as topical or relevant in some way in the ensuing
discourse. This can be seen in (6), in which the referent ‘Samuel’ has topic status in the clauses
following the thetic construction. A thetic fronting construction such as (6), therefore, differs
crucially from a bipartite fronting construction such as (3) in which a topic is established by
the fronted item for the ensuing remainder of the same sentence.

As remarked, in such thetic sentences the verb is deranked in prominence by giving an
enhanced degree of prominence to another component of the sentence by fronting it. This is a
reflection of the non-predicative nature of the construction. Some languages achieve this by
constructing thetic utterances in the form of cleft sentences, in which the verb component is
deranked in prominence by putting it into a subordinate clause and enhancing the prominence
of a fronted item by making it the complement of a copula. Sasse®* cites the following example
from colloquial French. The acute accent indicates the place of the main sentence stress, i.e.
the nuclear stress of the intonation group. Intonation group boundaries are indicated by the

symbol
(7)  Qu’est-ce qu’il y 4?—C’est maman qui me bat.
‘What’s the matter>—Mum’s hitting me.” %

Cleft constructions are prototypically used to express narrow contrastive focus on the
complement of the copula with the presuppositional background being contained in the
subordinate clause component. In such cases the main nuclear stress is placed on the

complement of the copula:
(8)  C’est maman qui me bat.!

‘It is Mum (and not somebody else) who is hitting me.’
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(i.e. we share the presuppositional common ground that somebody is hitting me, but 1
assert that you should select ‘Mum’ rather than the referent you were entertaining for

this role).

2.12 As Sasse®® points out, the thetic—categorical distinction relates to “the general shape a
speaker gives the state of affairs” and so is not primarily conditioned by information structure.
It is not the case that all components of a thetic sentence are necessarily newly introduced.

Some components may be contextually bound.

2.13 We acknowledge that thetic sentences may be expressed by constructions other than

constituent fronting and have different contours. A construction such as (9), for example, with

the initial particle nin followed by a verb and subject constituent can also be interpreted as

thetic, i.e. it presents a unitary situation rather than makes a statement about a predication base:

9 | 99 innbw nrronb 7Y% Siar xa-nan | Look Abner came to you. Why is it that

you have sent him away and he has gone?
7170
(2 Sam. 3:24)

Following the terminology of Sasse®” we may distinguish between entity-central thetic
sentences and event-central thetic sentences. The thetic constructions with initial fronted
constituents, such as (6), would be entity-central, whereas constructions such as (9) can be

interpreted as event-central.

2.14 We acknowledge that Biblical Hebrew is an ancient language with a relatively limited and
diverse corpus of texts. The corpus also has a complex transmission history. Nevertheless, we

assume that Biblical Hebrew will reflect the reality of language as a dynamic and complex
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system and fronting constructions can be explained in terms of communicative functions of
use.

In the spoken language lying behind the written language the distinction between the
three types of fronting listed above would have been doubtless made more transparent on the
prosodic level by the position of the nuclear stress and the placement of intonation group
boundaries. The tradition of Masoretic accentuation with its prosodic divisions within verses
reflected by disjunctive accents may give us some insight into how the syntax of verses were
interpreted in the oral reception of the text. It is now widely recognized that accent signs reflect
a reading that has its roots in antiquity and that it has its origin in the prosodic patterns of
spoken language. Evidence for the reading of the Biblical text can be traced to as early as the
Second Temple period.® The occurrences of disjunctive accents, however, are conditioned not
only by syntactic structure but also by the length of verses and the length of constituents.® In
general it must be concluded that the written biblical text and its oral reception reflected in the
accents and vowels do not give us full access to the prosodic signals of the spoken language.
The interpretation of some fronting constructions in Biblical Hebrew must, therefore, remain
ambiguous. It is for this reason that possible alternative interpretations are offered for some of

the examples discussed below.

We will commence with those instances of fronting that occur in categorical sentences, i.e.
where a predication base and a predication can be identified. Next we will consider instances

where the use of thetic sentences can be postulated.

3. Categorical Sentences

As stated above, we distinguish two major classes of categorical sentences containing fronting:

(i) Those where there is narrow focus on the fronted entity (83.1)
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(if) Those where the fronted entity is selected as the topic and this serves as the predication

base of the ensuing sentence (83.2)

In both cases the fronting of the constituent is a strategy for marking the constituent as a focus

of the utterance.

3.1 Narrow Constituent Focus

As remarked in §2.9, a construction with a fronted constituent in narrow focus is used where
the speaker/writer informs the reader of the identity of a variable in a presupposition in the
common ground. The variable in the common ground can be regarded as the predication base
on the semantic-pragmatic level of the sentence and the focus would be a specificational
statement about this variable. Some narrow focus constructions can felicitously be rendered
into English by cleft sentences, which reflect this semantic-pragmatic structure syntactically.
Cleft sentences are given as alternative translations of the examples where appropriate.
Narrow focus may be classified into various types. We shall follow here the classification

of Dik,*® with some modifications.

3.1.1 Fronted Item in Non-exhaustive Completive Focus

Non-exhaustive completive focus is, according to Dik,** non-contrastive. It specifies a variable
in a presupposition triggered by a constituent question word without contrasting it with any
other specific candidates that the speaker assumes the hearer may be entertaining for the role
in question. As discussed above (82.9), an example of completive narrow focus is (10). The

presupposition triggered by the question is ‘somebody will go down with me’.
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10 nInRAoR DIvw-ox 'Ar 70 | “Who will go down with me into the camp

_ to Saul?” Abishai said, ‘I will go down
STRD TR I VIR KT
with you.” (1 Sam. 26:6)

As remarked in §2.9, completive focus can be regarded as involving selection from an open set

of alternatives. In this case the open set of possible alternatives is not completely unspecified.

The question word ‘who’ (*n) limits this set to humans and the contextual use of the question

here limits the presupposed set to people present on the scene. One may say that the properties
of the alternatives in the presupposed set have some specification, but there are no specific
referents in the set. Contrastive focus involves the selection of one of a presupposed set of
specific alternatives. Here we have partial specification. We may say, therefore, that the focus
has a low level of contrastiveness.*?

In an example such as (10) the focus is not exhaustive. Exhaustive narrow focus indicates
that the selection of the item in focus is the only one that leads to a true proposition Krifka.*®
In principle the item in focus in (10) could be replaced by another item and the proposition
would still be true.

The fronted item ‘for this boy” in (11) followed by a presuppositional component can be
interpreted as a type of completive focus. In this case there is no explicit question in the
preceding discourse but the statement that ‘I am the woman who was standing here in your
presence, praying to the Lord’ could have triggered the presupposition that ‘I was praying for
x’, which involves an implicit question concerning the identity of the variable ‘what were you

praying for?’** The fronting focus construction completes the variable in this implicit question.
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11 | -5x SHanmd nfa honp nagan owsn e | | am the woman who was standing here in

your presence, praying to the Lord. For this
"M72200 NN WK S
boy I prayed. (1 Sam. 1:26-27)

The fronting of the predicate of the verb 7> in (12) can also be interpreted as a completive

focus that supplies the variable in an implicit question. The statement ‘we suffered no harm,
and we did not miss anything when we were in the fields, as long as we went with them’ could
have triggered a presupposition such as ‘they were x for us’, involving an implicit question

about the identity of the variable.

12 -89 laban 89 TR 1Y Db owIRm The men were very good to us, and we

. . suffered no harm, and we did not miss
unPa DOR PONA RO IIRD BTRD
anything when we were in the fields, as

w3 long as we went with them; (1 Sam. 25:15)

by day, all the while we were with them
[INRP D9 DRY NN

Jor | er

keeping the sheep. (1 Sam. 25:15-16)%

On the level of discourse structuring and management, the constructions are all supportive in
some way of what precedes. Example (10) has the function of a response to support the specific
articulated question of the interlocutor by supplying the requested information. Example (11)
has the discourse function of an explanation for the speaker’s actions. Here we see that the
sentence with the fronting is not primarily motivated by information structure in the common
ground. Rather the subjective strategy of discourse structuring adopted by the speaker exploits

the pragmatic context by imposing the presupposition of an implicit question, which can
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potentially be accommodated as a presupposition arising from what precedes. In (12) a similar
process has taken place. The sentence with the fronting has the discourse function of an
explanation of the actions of the men concerned. Its structure arises, as in (11), by imposing
the presupposition of an implicit question, which can potentially be accommodated in the

context, and this gives prominence to the fronted item.

3.1.2 Fronted Item in Exhaustive Completive Focus

The fronted demonstrative in (13) can be interpreted as being in narrow completive focus.
There is a presupposition that somebody will rule over the people from an open set of possible
candidates, without the hearer entertaining any specific candidates for the role in question.
Unlike in (10)—(12), however, this can be interpreted as exhaustive focus, i.e. the selection of
this candidate is the only one that leads to a true proposition. The sentence, therefore, can be

rendered in English with a cleft construction, which requires an exhaustive reading:

13 | yaip MM IRWTIR AR SR When Samuel saw Saul, the Lord told him,
. ‘Here is the man of whom | spoke to you.
PRV 2R AL TIR IR WK DR M
He shall rule over my people/It is he who

shall rule over my people.” (1 Sam. 9:17)*

From the point of view of discourse structure, the fronting construction in (13) is used to

express a command, which lays the ground for what follows.

3.1.3 Fronted Item in Restricting Focus

When the presupposition contains an open set of candidates for the role of the item in focus,
the focus can have a restrictive sense. This applies to (14). The sacrificing frame invokes the
presupposition that somebody will bless the sacrificial meal. With the fronting of the pronoun

referring to Samuel, the focus construction signals that only Samuel can bless the sacrifice.
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That is why the people did not eat before he arrived. This is restricting focus, since it selects

the only possible candidate for the role from the presupposed open set. Such a type of focus is

closely related to exhaustive completive focus (83.1.2):

14| A bpa iR pRYDR 12 YRR DINAD

RI77"2 iRA-TY Dyn HaN™NY *3 HIRY Nnnan

D'RIP 1728 120K N30 T

As soon as you enter the town, you will find
him, before he goes up to the shrine to eat.
For the people will not eat until he comes,
since only he can bless the sacrifice/it is
only he who can bless the sacrifice;
afterward those who are invited eat. (1 Sam.

9:13)%

In (15) there is restricting focus on a fronted adverbial phrase:

15 IRy PRT92 D37 7R3 0D nok haa

Only on this (condition)/It is only on this
condition that | will make a treaty with you,
that | gouge out all your right eyes. (1 Sam.

11:2)

Within the discourse structure, the fronting construction in (14) has an explanatory role. The

construction in (15) lays the ground for what follows.

3.1.4 Fronted Item in Selective Focus

Selective focus, according to the terminology of Dik,*® involves specifying a member of a

presupposed set of possible specific alternatives as the variable within a proposition in the

common ground. It is contrastive, in that it contrasts with the other specific members of the
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presupposed set, but not corrective, since the speaker does not assume that the hearer is
entertaining one specific candidate for the role.

In (16) the focus of the fronted subject pronoun ‘he’ is uttered against the background of
a presupposition by the speaker that the hearers are entertaining a closed set of specific possible

candidates (‘the Lord’ and ‘chance’) for the role of cause or reason for the great harm that has

been done. The focus signals that the referent ‘the Lord’ (referred to by the pronoun &377) should

be selected from this set. The variable in the presupposition ‘‘x has done us this great harm’ is
the base of predication, i.e. the semantic-pragmatic structure can be represented informally as
“The one who has done us great harm (base of predication) is him (predication).” Selective

narrow focus of this type is exhaustive and so can be rendered by an English cleft construction:

16 RIn W nva A 9133 TIT-OXR DIPRT And watch; if it goes up on the way to its
_ own land, to Beth-shemesh, then he has
n¥ra NN Doy 1% Ny
done us this great harm/it is he who has

done us this great harm (1 Sam. 6:9).

With regard to the role of (16) on the level of discourse structure, one can identify this as having

the function of an explanation for events in the adjacent discourse.*

3.1.5 Fronted Item in Replacing Focus

In (17) the speaker (the Lord) utters the constructions with fronting against the background of

a presupposition that Samuel, the hearer, believes that the people have rejected him. The focus

construction 1o8n 'nik signals that the object argument in the presupposition should be

replaced. This is a type of corrective contrastive focus and is exhaustive, so can be rendered by

an English cleft. The categorical bipartite structure on the semantic-pragmatic level can be
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represented informally as ‘the one they have rejected’ (base of predication) ‘is me’

(predication). The construction is preceded by a negative sentence 1o&n Jni &9, in which the

item in focus is negated. This is also a type of replacing focus, in that it denies that the object
argument in the presupposition is the correct one and replaces the polarity. The scope of the

negation includes only the item in focus.>

17 & o) :lw'n.g PNNTIYR 935 Do ‘71p3 Ynw Listen to the voice of the people in all that
_ they say to you; for not you have they
D28 T2 PR R I0RR 0K
rejected/it is not you that they have
rejected, but me have they rejected from
being king over them/ it is me that they

have rejected from being king over them

(1 Sam. 8:7).

In (18) there is narrow replacing focus on the fronted manner adverb 111°. The presupposition

of the hearers is that they will divide the spoil unequally only among those who go down into

battle.>!

18 IPYM2 "3 M1 137 03b ywr i | Who would listen to you in this matter? For
the share of the one who goes down into the

VI ©°7270790 290 PYnot ndnYna T
battle shall be the same as the share of the

AP one who stays by the baggage; together
they shall divide it/It is together that they

shall divide it” (1 Sam. 30:24).
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From the point of view of discourse structure, (17) functions as an explanation for the events
in the surrounding discourse. The construction in (18) functions as a command that lays the

ground for subsequent actions reported by the narrator.”

3.1.6 Fronted Item in Expanding Focus

The second sentence in (19) can be interpreted as expressing expanding focus on the fronted
constituent. This is used against the background of the presupposition triggered by the first
sentence. The focus construction signals that the object in the presuppostion ‘He rescued
everything that the Amalekites had taken’ should be expanded to include ‘his two wives’. The
verb in the focus construction is presuppositional in the common ground. In English this type
of focus is expressed by the additive focus particle ‘also’. It is not appropriate to translate with

an English cleft construction:

19 NY NN pbnp qnpb TWR-5 nR 717 5%n He rescued everything that the Amalekites

had taken. Also his two wives David
ST RN Y
rescued (1 Sam. 30:18).

The construction in (19) has the discourse function of elaborating on the statement in the

preceding sentence.>?

3.1.7 Fronted Item in Scalar Focus
The fronting construction in (20) with the initial constituent ‘his daughter’ (ina) may be a case

of scalar focus. The speaker assumes that the first statement triggers a presupposition ‘he (the
king) will give him x’, where x is a set of possible gifts. The focus on the fronted object
expresses that ‘his daughter’ is an extreme case in this set, and therefore not expected. In

English such scalar focus is normally expressed by the focus particle ‘even’:
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20 Wb |-|-77;3t| PR u;{,z--uy’g w‘v‘xn nﬁnf The man who strikes him—the king will

. enrich him with great riches (Even) his
1 ina N 53
daughter he will give him. (1 Sam. 17:25)

The fronted quantifier in (21) can be interpreted as being in scalar focus:

21 -1 Hit3n-Tw1 fopamn ong-Tpa &b | Nothing was missing, whether small or
great, sons or daughters, spoil or anything

D7 MR WK 92 TR YHwm i o3
that had been taken. David brought back

R ARED (absolutely) everything. (1 Sam. 30:19)%

3.2 Selecting a Topic

In categorical sentences with a fronted constituent that fall into this category both the fronted
constituent and the following predication contain a focus. The focused fronted entity
establishes the topic that acts as the base of predication. The remainder of the sentence serves
as the predication about this. As remarked in §2.10, each of these two foci have their own
separate scope. The scope of the first focus is the initial constituent, which sets up the topic
that acts as the base of predication, and the scope of the second focus is the remainder of the
sentence, which expresses the predication. The nature of each of these two instances of focus
differs across the various examples. These can, again, be classified according to the
classification of Dik.>* Another way in which the extant examples differ is that the second
focus, in the predication, may be narrow or broad. In the translations of the examples below
the components in focus are marked with italics and the division between the two focus

domains is indicated by a horizontal slash.
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3.2.1 Predication with Broad Focus

In examples in bold in (22)—(29) the predication has broad focus, i.e. the entire predication is
in focus. In (22) this is most easily identified as completive focus, according to Dik’s
classification, since it answers the broad implicit question ‘What about the topic all that is in
my heart’?’. The presupposition involved is ‘As for the topic all that is in my heart, x” and the
focus supplies the value of the variable x, i.e. the entire content of the predication about the
topic. So long as there is not a presupposed set of specific alternatives triggered by the
preceding context the focus must be a completive non-contrastive focus. One may say that the
focus communicates an item from an open set of unspecified alternatives. With regard to the
topic focus on the initial constituent in (22), this can also be regarded as a type of completive
focus, since it selects from an open set of possible candidates for the role of topic, it being a
condition for membership of this set of possible topics that the item is in some way accessible

(82.10).

22 NRA7 M2IR DX DIRY-NR HRanw oy | Samuel answered Saul, “I am the seer; go

. up before me to the shrine, for today you
THNZY DR "HY DRZINI NH3D 197 MY
shall eat with me, and in the morning I will

T2 TI 3373 WK 51 paa let you go and all that is on your heart—I

will tell you. (1 Sam. 9:19)

The fronting construction in bold in (23) can also be interpreted as a topic selecting construction
with a predication in broad focus. The topic, again, has completive focus in that it is selected
from an open set of unspecified items inferrable from the preceding context. The predication
also has completive focus (for the fronting construction with the initial constituent ‘his

daughter’ see §3.1.7).
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23 WL (7900 WYY AWK WRD Y The man who strikes him—the king will
' . enrich him with great riches Even his own
Ay Pag g hyy O inatng 5
daughter he will give him and his family—

SoRwa wan he will make free in Israel. (1 Sam. 17:25)

In (24) the construction marks a shift in topic to a section about David. The focus on the fronted
constituent is selective, and so contrastive, since there is a presupposed set of alternatives

consisting of two specific candidates, viz. Saul and David.>®

24 Svam PP TITa hrana niond MHIRY wpan Saul sought to pin David to the wall with
. the spear; but he eluded Saul, so that he
D1 TITI TR2 MINATNR T MRY a0
struck the spear into the wall. David—fled

RIT 12723 0207 | ang escaped that night. (1 Sam. 19:10)%

In (25) the focus on the predication is broad. Unlike in the aforementioned examples, however,
the sentence in the preceding context in this example could be interpreted as triggering a
presupposed set of alternatives for the predication that is not entirely unspecified. The
statement that David went away could be interpreted as triggering a presupposed set of possible
movement activities that would be expected to be predicated of Jonathan, including the same
movement activity that has been predicated of David. The members of the set would, therefore,
be specified with regard to this property, but not fully specified denotations. The focus can be
identified as non-exhaustive completive, according to Dik’s terminology, but with a low level
of contrastiveness due to the partial specification of the presupposed set of alternative actions
(see the remarks on partial specification in 83.1.1.). The topic focus, as in (24), is selective

contrastive, according to Dik’s terminology, since it selects one rather than another of a
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presupposed set of specific possible candidates for the role of topic. In this case the set is binary,

consisting of David and Jonathan.

25 PO N DT -[’7_71 opn He got up and left; but Jonathan—went

into the city. (1 Sam. 21:1)*’

In (26) two topic selecting constructions with fronted objects are used to present two parallel
events. In the first construction the focus on the topic (‘your sons’) can be interpreted as
completive, since no specific set has been invoked in what precedes. In the second construction,
however, the focus can be read as selective, and therefore contrastive, since the first
construction is assumed to trigger a set of specific close family members. In both cases the

topic is accessible. The predication in the first construction is continued over several clauses:>®

26 | pyhy THmr qwx THAN vawn Frar af s | He said, “These will be the ways of the king

_ who will reign over you: your sons—he
MPam in1272 0 o) N oiaty
will take and appoint them to his chariots

Richkk ] : .
ARaR 59‘7 W | and to be his horsemen, and to run before

his chariots. (1 Sam. 8:11) ...
Your daughters—he will take to be
:niak ninavs ninpab npr oynia-ny

perfumers and cooks and bakers. (1 Sam.

8:13)

In (27) two topic selecting constructions are juxtaposed. The two topics refer to generic classes,
so are accessible through general knowledge of the description of the classes. The predications
are in partially contrastive completive focus, since they come from a presupposed set of verbs

sharing some property, in that they both express states of affairs associated with social status:



28

27 TR "1 732K 132073

For those who honor me—I will honor,
and those who despise me—shall be lightly

esteemed. (1 Sam. 2:30)%°

In (28) there is a series of three topic selecting constructions. In each case the selected topic

constituent is in some way accessible. In the first construction ‘these ten cheeses’ would have

been identifiable from the speech situation. In the second construction ‘your brothers’ has been

directly invoked in the preceding discourse. In the third construction ‘their token’ is anchored

referentially to ‘your brothers’:

28 na'R )?I"i'ltjls KRIMp U:l 7]‘1’7 wr 7@&51
NINRN PIM M onY Mivm nin Ropn

IR

!

Y Xan nYRA 2900 xn ndy Ny

OR2W NKY DIW7 Than THR IR 780

PR

And Jesse said to David his son, “Take for
your brothers an ephah of this parched
grain, and these ten loaves, and carry them
quickly to the camp to your brothers;

(1 Sam. 17:17)

and these ten cheeses—take to the
commander of their thousand; and your
brothers—observe how they fare; and their
token—take.”

(1 Sam. 17:18)

Topic selection constructions with initial independent subject pronouns are found in (29):
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29 Snpa naWM Ipaa R3nwn hpw | Now take heed to yourself in the morning,
stay in a secret place and hide yourself. (1

:QRang
Sam. 19:2)

w5 I—will go out and stand beside my father in
A0 AN YINCOR 73 3T i DY AnN the field where you are, and I—will speak to
my father about you; and | will see what

T2 BT
(happens) and I will tell you. (1 Sam. 19:3)

The second of the constructions in (29) with a fronted 1s independent pronoun continues the
1s topic from what precedes. The topic is, nevertheless, reindentified by a process of selective
focus on the fronted pronoun.°

With regard to the function of these constructions in the structuring of the discourse, it is
clear that the fronting of the initial topic is a strategy for setting up a topic, which in turn has
the purpose of marking a boundary of some kind in the discourse. In principle this item in
(22)—(28) need not have been fronted or the initial independent subject pronoun need not have
been used in (29). The fronting is not primarily conditioned by information structure of the
common ground, but rather is the outcome of the subjective strategy of discourse structuring
of the narrator. The narrator exploits the information structure of the context to select a
pragmatically appropriate topic. The discourse boundary in the case of (25) breaks the
sequentiality of events and so presents the event of Jonathan’s entering the town as parallel to
the departure of David. In (22) the boundary packages the telling ‘all that is in your heart’ as
an independent event in order to give it heightened salience. In (23) the boundary packages the
‘freeing of his family’ as discreet, and therefore, prominent event. In (27) the use of two

juxtaposed topic-selecting constructions has the function of marking each as two discreet poles
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of a contrastive statement. In (28) the series of three fronting constructions presents the
commands as three clearly discreet instructions, arranged in a list, thus, doubtless, facilitating
memorization. In (26), likewise, the listing effect increases salience and clearly profiles the
implications of what appointing a king will have for the addressees. The first sentence with the
independent subject pronoun in (29) marks a shift in topic and presents the event as parallel to
what precedes. The fronting of the pronoun in the second sentence does not mark a shift in
topic, but it marks a boundary between the events, presenting ‘the going out’ and the ‘speaking
to my father’ as two discreet and not necessarily sequential events.5!

With regard to the predication component, again this is not primarily motivated by the
information structure of the common ground. In (25), for example, the predication about
Jonathan is not inevitably restricted by the context to a verb of movement. The selection of the
verb of movement is the result of the subjective discourse structuring strategy of the narrator.
One may say that the predication of a verb of movement to Jonathan after the predication of a
verb of movement to David imposes the presupposition of a set of verb denotations with shared
specified properties of movement. This, in turn, results in a degree of contrast being expressed
by the predication of the construction with what precedes, and so further serves the discourse
strategy of presenting the two events as occurring in parallel. The information structure of the
construction is, therefore, in this case an epiphenomenon of the subjective structuring of the

discourse.5?

3.2.2 Predication with Narrow Focus

In (30) below, which has been discussed already above (82.0), the predication contains
presuppositional material. It is expressed against the background of the presupposition ‘They

(= the Philistines) encamped at x’, which was triggered by the preceding statement that the

Israelites encamped at Ebenezer. The verb and its subject argument ‘they encamped’ (111) is,



31

therefore, in the presupposition and there is narrow focus on the place name ‘Aphek’. This can
be regarded as a type of completive partially contrastive focus, since it is not selected from a
completely unspecified set. Rather the presupposed set consists of items with the property of
being geographical locations, which has been triggered by the statement that the Israelites
encamped at Ebenezer. The set would be further limited, moreover, to locations in the same

geographical area.

30 :PARI NN D’IJW‘?B% jT_UD ij?g,j-'n__y fuqn They (i.e. the Israelites) encamped at
Ebenezer, and the Philistines—encamped

at Aphek (1 Sam. 4:1).%3

With regard to the discourse function of (30), similar remarks can be made as those made in
connection with (22)—(29) in 83.2.1. The fronting of the initial component has the function of
marking a discourse boundary with a new topic entity. This breaks the event sequence and
presents the event as parallel to what precedes. The distribution of information structure in the
predicate, with a verb as the same denotation as the one in the preceding clause and a set
relationship between the locative adjuncts has the function of reinforcing the parallelism of the
events. Again, the subjective choice regarding the structuring of the discourse in this way is
the primary motivation for the construction and the information structure in the common
ground with its potential for imposing presuppositions is exploited to achieve these goals.
Another case where the predication has narrow focus is (31). This can be identified as
expanding focus. The presuppositional background for this is triggered by the content of the
relative phrase that is set up as the topic. The object of ‘seek’ in the presupposition is expanded
to include ‘also your life’. Expanding focus is a type of corrective contrastive focus and

felicitously rendered into English by the inclusive focus particle ‘also’:
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31| worny wprwK 2 X PDOR N8 MY

TWINR WP

Stay with me, and do not be afraid, for the
one who seeks my life—seeks also your

life. (1 Sam. 22:23).

A particular type of narrow focus in the predication is one associated with negation. This is

illustrated by examples (32—34). In (32) the statement that ‘Elkanah and all his household

went up to offer to the Lord’ triggers the presupposition that ‘Hannah went up’. The verb nn5y

in the predication is, therefore, presuppositional. There is narrow focus on the negator (&%),

which changes the polarity of the predication from positive to negative. This can be classified

as contrastive replacing focus according to Dik’s terminology, as it replaces a specific element

in the presupposition. A similar analysis can be applied to the negated predications in (33) and

(34), in which the negator in narrow focus replaces the positive polarity in the presupposition.

32 | .. 'y gty iab) g v B

. MY N7 am

The man Elkanah and all his household
went up to offer to the Lord ... (1 Sam.
1:21).

But Hannah—did not go up. (1 Sam.

1:22).

33 2 0Y TN TH ITITOR IRV KD
5 gy h2vmn TR NihRg Ry

RV DR TR

Saul said to his uncle ‘He told us that the
donkeys had been found.’ But the matter of
the kingship—nhe did not tell him, of which

Samuel had spoken. (1 Sam. 10:16)
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34 S5p%5a0 WR-HR 135 IR TR DR RIOR My lord, do not take seriously this ill-
_ ' natured fellow, Nabal; for as his name is, so
N2 1AW 923 83712 nwa v2 A5 nin
is he; Nabal is his name, and folly is with

T FT IRIRR IR 87 I0RK KLY | pi- byt 1, your servant—did not see the

.anow | Young men of my lord, whom you sent (1

TIITT

Sam. 25:25).%4

The discourse function of negated constructions such as (32)—(34) is broadly analogous to
that of other topic selecting constructions. It sets up a topic shift to mark a boundary in the
discourse to break the sequence. This presents the sentence in parallel to what precedes, which

reinforces the contrast of the negation.

4. Thetic Sentences

A large number of cases of fronting in the corpus fall into this category. The fronted item in
the available examples is generally a subject, though a few examples have a fronted object. In
such constructions the whole sentence is in broad focus with no presuppositional component.
They involve only one domain of focus. They present the proposition of the clause as a unitary
situation. The fronted item does not serve as the base of predication about which a predication
is made. This item, nevertheless, has a particular prominence in the clause due to its initial
position. One may say that it is the cognitive figure within a unitary situation (82.11). For this
reason a thetic sentence can divert attention from a topic referent in the preceding context and
so break the sequentiality of the discourse. Unlike fronting constructions that select a topic
(83.2), however, thetic sentences do not shift attention to a new sentence topic about which a
predication is made in the rest of the sentence. Rather they divert attention to a situation that

supports the surrounding discourse by presenting circumstances, explanations or grounds for
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the main line of the discourse. A thetic sentence may also support the following discourse, by
presenting circumstances, grounds etc.®® In such cases, the prominent fronted item may serve
as the topic in ensuing categorical sentences, which make predications about it, but crucially
the thetic sentence itself is not bipartite and the fronted item is only a pivot or figure within a

unitary situation.

4.1 Thetic Constructions with Fronted Subjects

4.1.1 Supporting Mainline Narrative

In narrative, thetic sentences frequently present the circumstances in which a mainline event
took place. This typically involves presenting the situation that resulted from an earlier event.
In such cases a past gazal form verb is used with a resultative sense. Constructions of this type
are in principle idiomatically rendered by an English perfect or pluperfect verb. The resultative
meaning arises from the fact that the construction expresses a situation rather than directly
asserting an event. Indeed, the characteristic resultative meaning of thetic S-garal (i.e. Subject-
garal) constructions can be regarded as a heuristic to distinguish them from topic selecting S-
gazal constructions, which express events and typically have a perfective meaning.%®

In cases where thetic S-garal sentences present circumstances that set the frame for the
following narrative, it is often appropriate to render the sentence with an English when-clause
with a pluperfect verb, or, less idiomatically, with a perfect gerund (‘so-and-so having done

such-and-such’), as in (35):

35 RN D’T_l't7§ﬂ 1IN NN 1|-|p'7 bvnw'pgn (When) the Philistines had captured the
ark of God/ the Philistines having
FTTITOR 00 1380
captured the ark [thetic], they brought it
from Ebenezer to Ashdod [categorical,

main foreground]. (1 Sam. 5:1)%’
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In (36) an introductory situation is presented with a series of two thetic S-gazal sentences,

which lay the ground for a foreground event expressed by a wayyigrol construction:

36 Mg PIN2 T R UK nyg‘? NN '71;:;\?1 (When) they had come to the land of
Zuph [thetic] and (when) Saul had said
IRTY NIDRTTD 38 TITe nwn 1YY inw
to the boy who was with him [thetic], ‘Let

. 5 99 YNV =y 55 3
117 DRI TP BTORTDR 83 5 oM us turn back, lest my father cease to care
about the asses and become anxious about
us.” He said to him [categorical, main

foreground] ‘Behold, there is a man of

God in this city.” (1 Sam. 9:5)

In (37) a thetic S-garal clause is used in parallel with a clause consisting of a subject constituent
and participle (S-qorel), which has a similar thetic function. Both express situations. The S-
gorel clause denotes an imperfective situation, whereas the S-gazal clause denotes a resultative

situation:

37 nivpy wen bk 90 Abona bYY nna (When) they were going up the hill to the
town [thetic] and (when) they had met
...... (they having met) some girls coming out
to draw water [thetic], they said to them

[categorical, foreground] ‘Is the seer

here?” (1 Sam. 9:11)%8
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Thetic sentences may provide the circumstances of events that have been narrated in the

preceding discourse. In (38) a cluster of three thetic subject initial sentences express the

background of the preceding event of Samuel meeting Saul. The resultative function of the first

thetic sentence is reflected clearly by the anterior adverbial phrase ‘the day before Saul came’:

38 | mm wbp Tina bea opd vpn

:7n2n nivpY DNRIPH RY HRINY

"Ni3 0% TR OF S0V 11Nk g3 ni

MR DIRY

nan i M SRwTnR NRY ORI

TR IRR WK VR

They went up to the city. As they were
entering the city, (they saw) Samuel coming
out toward them on his way up to the high
place. (1 Sam. 9:14)

Now the Lord had revealed to Samuel the
day before Saul came the following words:

... (1 Sam. 9:15)

Samuel had seen Saul and the Lord had
told him ‘Here is the man of whom | spoke

to you.” (1 Sam. 9:17)

In (39) the resultative thetic sentence with a fronted independent pronoun presents the general

biographical circumstances of the activities of Eli, whose death is narrated in the preceding

discourse.

391 bun Sem ovibR7 ThsnR (17312 v

13Wm WWa T T3 iR xea

As soon as he mentioned the ark of God, Eli
fell over backward from his seat by the side

of the gate, and his neck was broken and he
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TA WA P12 NN iRpaon

7Y DPI SRR LIV )

died, for the man was old and heavy. He
had judged Israel forty years. (1 Sam.

4:18)

In (40) the resultative thetic S-qaral clause is preceded by the causal conjunctive particle *3 and

presents the explanatory circumstances of the preceding events:

40 brhn nnay-ngy mina-ng 717 hpn
U PR IRY PRI DAY 197 DIRY YRR
NI NRTIR *2 0IY) 072 °2 PRR PR

:DYoR NPD)

So David took the spear that was at

Saul’s head and the water jar, and they

went away. No one saw it, or knew it,

nor did anyone awake; for they were

all asleep, because a deep sleep from

the Lord had fallen upon them. (1

Sam. 26:12)"°

A thetic S-garal clause that presents the resultative situation of a prior event as the

circumstances of the main narrative line is in some cases followed by a series of wayyigyol

categorical clauses that do not continue the main narrative line but rather express actions that

were sequential to the prior event. This is the case in (41) and (42). The thetic S-garal both

presents the circumstances of the main line narrative and also the circumstances of a section of

background narrative. This can be regarded as arising through a process of embedding of

background clauses dependent on the thetic clause (indicated by square brackets).
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In (41) the embedded sequence after the thetic clause ‘Samuel had died’ is followed by

another thetic clause, which then is followed by main line wayyigrol clauses:

41 177apN ‘7&1\2;7473 ﬁ%-qqspn nn 178,'10'@'4 Samuel had died. [A” Israel mourned for

him and buried him in Ramah, his own
“NRY IR 0D MRYT 1P RT3
city.] Saul had expelled the mediums and

N YTy .
PRI DT | the wizards from the land.
(1 Sam. 28:3)

DA 13T ININ D RWHD 18N The Philistines assembled, and came and

encamped at Shunem.

(1 Sam. 28: 4)

In (42) the thetic S-garal construction that presents a setting is combined with a prepositional
phrase with an infinitive. The situation resulting from the raid of the Amelekites is perceived
by David and his men, although there is no explicit verb of perception. The following sentences
with wayyigrol forms are an embedded background sequence dependent on the thetic clause.
This embedded background sequence extends from 1 Sam. 30:1 through 1 Sam. 30:2. It is only

in 1 Sam. 30:3 that the main line narrative is resumed:

42 wwrhwn oiva 3Py rwIRy 717 823 5m | Now when David and his men came to
Ziklag on the third day, (they saw that) the

IR 3271 33pETORY 233708 10WE R0
Amalekites had made a raid on the Negeb

TWRI ADR 1970 39p% and on Ziklag [They overcame Ziklag, and
burned it with fire.] (1 Sam. 30:1).

David and his men came to the city, and they

found it burned with fire (1 Sam. 30:3)
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MY I TRION PWINY TIT KN

In (43) the thetic resultative S-garal clause with a fronted independent subject pronoun presents
the circumstances of the events told in the previous clauses. It is followed by another fronting
construction ‘and Ziklag we burnt down’. This appears to be embedded as a discourse
component that is dependent on the thetic sentence, and elaborates upon it. Here the embedded
component is best interpreted as a topic selecting construction, which presents the event as

parallel to what precedes:

43 A1 '8 APR-MY 17 19 Anad | Then David said to him “To whom do you
belong? Where are you from?’ He said ‘I

PIRD WK TIY IR I8N T3 N 0N
am a young man of Egypt, servant to an

WY BRI TN 2 FTR I | Amalekite. My master left me behind
because | fell sick three days ago. (1 Sam.
30:13)

I TWRRY 090 233 W0Ys 1Ny
We had made a raid on the Negeb of the
TWRI BOTW 3ZPY NN 322 233OV | Cherethites and on that which belongs to
Judah and on the Negeb of Caleb; and

Ziklag—we burnt down.” (1 Sam. 30:14).

In (44) the S-qaral clause is preceded by the particle n3n and can be interpreted as thetic. The

particle draws attention to a newsworthy (and probably unexpected) situation. In conformity

with other thetic S-garal clauses discussed above, here also we can assume that it has a
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resultative meaning, as it draws attention to a resultative situation that lays the ground for what

follows and not to the event itself.

44 7990 nibwnab inbaa *7m | As soon as he had finished offering the
burnt offering, behold Samuel had arrived
112727 INRIPY DR R¥n K3 DRIDY 73
and Saul went out to meet him and salute

him (1 Sam. 13:10).

In (45) a thetic subject initial construction has a yigrol verb, which has a habitual aspect.

45 YR PR D93 RYD KD WM A smith was not found throughout all the

land of Israel. (1 Sam. 13:19)"

Within our corpus there is some uncertainty concerning the interpretation of several S-qaral
constructions, in that they could be read as either thetic resultatives or topic selecting

perfectives. This applies, for example, to the two clauses with the fronting of the subject

constituent v ‘the man’ in passage in (46).

46 Oiva oW N37 A3NRRND TIRTYR PAn 12 A man of Benjamin ran from the battle

. line, and came to Shiloh the same day, with
AWNITHD ANTRY D0R YT RID

his clothes rent and with earth upon his
n9Yn 777 T ROIFHY 2 HY NI RN | poag

. o . H 2 13 i 1 i i i i
K3 WM D"?.s%i",‘ 18 z?g T4n jab A He arrived, while Eli was sitting upon his
seat by the road watching, for his heart was
RT3 pm vH3 TNy

trembling for the ark of God. (When) the

man had come into the city to tell the news
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Sip nn K" npYen Yiptnr O ypwn | [thetic], all the city cried out. / (As for) the
' man, he came into the city to tell the news
PDY TR NI VAR WM M 10D
[topic selecting] and the city cried out.
14 Eli heard the sound of the outcry and
said, “What is the sound of this uproar?”
The man having made haste [thetic], he
came and told Eli. / (As for) the man, he

made haste (topic selecting) and came and

told Eli. (1 Sam. 4:12-14)

4.1.2 In Dialogue

In dialogue, as in narrative, resultative S-garal thetic clauses are used to present the

circumstances of actions, e.g. (47).

47 :PV?:‘TJD 2D M v;?gwn npt?] ’nunw NN Samuel said ‘Why then do you ask me,

(since) the Lord has turned from you and
ST
become your enemy?’ (1 Sam. 28:16)"2

In (48) the S-garal, which has an independent subject pronoun, can be read as a thetic clause

with resultative stative meaning that supplies the grounds for the following question:

48 N hYT nRR A0 TH8 Awaa anskr | The woman said to him “You have come to

know [= you know] what Saul has done,

that he has cut off the mediums and the

ye - =y YT .
WRINR ADK ARZY IR WTINN] wizards from the land. Why then are you

s3rnny Wwosa laying a snare for my life to bring about my

death?’ (1 Sam. 28:9)"®
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It is also possible to interpret the fronting construction in (48) as a clause expressing narrow

expanding focus (§3.1.6) on the initial pronoun: ‘Also you know ..’

The S-garal construction in (49) with an independent subject pronoun can be interpreted

as a thetic resultative presenting an explanatory response to the preceding question, indicating

the circumstances of the speaker’s letting David escape.

49

)

PR N2 ﬂfﬁ 52058 51&&7 glaly}
-HR D2 MNM VAN VRN NHVM

STIRY NR7 A7 28 PRI SRY

Saul said to Michal ‘Why have you
deceived me like this, and let my enemy go,
so that he has escaped?’ Michal answered
Saul ‘He had said to me “Let me go; why

should I kill you?”” (1 Sam. 19:17)"

In (50) a thetic resultative S-qasal construction is used to announce at the onset of speech a

situation that constitutes the circumstances and explanatory background of the servants’ visit.

50

AT NPR12T 7 PINR TIT T WA
i TpnRY T8 unYw M IBKG N

TIWRY

When the servants of David came to
Abigail in Carmel, they said to her ‘David
has sent us to you to take you to become

his wife.” (1 Sam. 25:40)"

Performative S-qaral clauses can also be interpreted as thetic constructions expressing

situations holding in speech time, as in (51), where the subject constituent is an independent

subject pronoun:
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o1 NIWN-NR RN IR THWYAN SNKY And the Philistine said ‘I have hereby

defied today the ranks of Israel.” (1 Sam.
A oia R
17:10).

The performative can be interpreted as a resultative ‘I have (by this utterance) defied’ rather
than perfective ‘I defied’, which would not be expected in a thetic S-gagal construction.
In (52) a thetic subject-initial construction has a yigrol verb, which has a habitual aspect.

This prepares the ground for the wish expressed in 1 Sam. 26.24:

52 TNR TaPM -['7;33 nuﬁn man jDNﬂl ‘-n-l- ol 22 David replied ‘Here is the spear, O klng'

Let one of the young men come over and
TR DTIRIIN
get it. (1 Sam. 26:22)

WK NIRRT NPTV IR WK W) g The Lord rewards everyone for his

1 WY AR N9 T B | an) righteousness and his faithfulness; for the

Lord gave you into my hand today, but I

AAAAA

would not raise my hand against the Lord’s

anointed.” (1 Sam. 26:23)

Similarly in (53) the S-yigrol clause can be interpeted as a habitual thetic construction
presenting an explanation for why Samuel has rejected the request by Saul to accompany him

to go and worship the Lord.

53 85 '3 DN N9 IpWr &Y R ney by | What is more, the Glory of Israel [i.e. the

Lord] does not deal falsely and does not
:ONINY NI DTN
change his mind, for he is not a human
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being who would change his mind. (1 Sam.

15:29)"®

4.1.3 Prayers and Commands

Prayers and commands are thetic when they express a wish for a situation and do not express
a deontic predication about an individual. Examples of entity-central thetic prayers expressed

by S-yigrol clauses are (54)—(56):

54 1AW WK oYY 79 T1TH 1N3in anan | Then Jonathan said to David ‘Go in peace,

. since both of us have sworn in the name of
I nfm BRY M owa unis iy

the Lord, saying “May the Lord be between
oI Y PPN B TP PR | e ang you, and between my descendants
and your descendants, forever.”” (1 Sam.

20:42)

55 T R T by AR NI T NN David said ‘The Lord, who saved me from
the paw of the lion and from the paw of the
..... bear, it is he that will save me from the hand
TRY T AYLT2 TR YWY | of this Philistine.” So Saul said to David

‘Go, and may the Lord be with you!” (1

Sam. 17:37)

56 naiv 7772 MW iAR-nk W ey | For who has ever found an enemy, and sent
' ' the enemy safely away? So may the Lord
W nfn ofd nnR N3 IR
reward you with good for what you have

M2V | Gone to me this day. (1 Sam. 24:20)77
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The S-yigrol construction in (57) is a command for a habitual situation to hold. It is not a
predication about a razor. The initial constituent, moreover, is non-referential, which makes it

difficult to construe it as a base of predication:

S7 =5y ndHY=N5 Nt Y0 nvHa Y vann And | will give him to the Lord all the days

of his life, and a razor shall not go over his
UKD
head. (1 Sam. 1:11)

4.1.4 Perceived Situation
In some cases a thetic clause expressing a situation is the complement of a verb of perception.

In (58) this complement is introduced by *a and in (59) by n3:. In both cases the clause is a S-

garal thetic resultative. In (59) the situation is elaborated by an embedded wayyigzol in the

manner described above (84.1.1).

58 DYY K3 finp=1a Ton WAITD IRMm And you saw that Nahash the king of the

.....

Ammonites had come against you. (1 Sam.

12:12)

59 173 npasa MR brakn akan | Saul’s lookouts in Gibeah of Benjamin saw

behold the multitude had melted away
o7 T2 303 T M

hither and thither! (1 Sam. 14:16)®

4.2 Thetic Constructions with Fronted Objects

A number of constructions with fronted direct objects in our corpus can be interpreted as thetic
sentences. They express unitary situations in which the object referent is the pivot or figure.

This referent typically has relevance in what follows. Their interpretation is sometimes
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ambiguous, in that a case could be made to read some of them also as narrow focus

constructions.

The O-garal clause in (60) expresses the resultative circumstances of the predicted event

referred to in the preceding clause:

60 1183 53530 Yor opwhs 11 npw nRy | | said ‘Now the Philistines will come down

. upon me at Gilgal, and | have not entreated
79D MPDN] PARDRY TN &9 M,
the favour of the Lord’. So | took it upon
myself to offer the burnt offering. (1 Sam.

13:12)

A possible case of a thetic O-yigrol construction is (61). It is difficult to reconstruct a clear

presuppositional background to this that would allow reading it as having narrow focus on the

initial constituent ‘a heifer’ (Apa n23v). Rather it has the function of a command that lays the

ground for the instructions in what follows. The command itself relates to an event, but this
establishes the background situation for what follows. It is this status on the level of discourse
structure that is crucial. The heifer is relevant for this following discourse, and doubtless for

this reason has been made the pivot or figure in the situation by fronting it:

61 LIRY YWY TOR TR HxInw nxn | Samuel said ‘How can | go? If Saul hears of
it, he will kill me.” And the Lord said ‘Take
MR 9R3 N2 i BRI © 3m
a heifer with you, and say “I have come to
TTAONNG M2 NAT? DR sacrifice to the Lord.” (1 Sam. 16:2).

And invite Jesse to the sacrifice, and | will

show you what you shall do; and you shall
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nR JUTiN 73381 nara wd nxapy | anoint for me him whom I name to you.” (1

. . Sam. 16:3)
IRRTIYY DR Y ANW APYRTIYR

OR

One could perhaps read it as having expanding narrow focus on the ‘heifer’: ‘Take also a heifer
with your’, which would have been said based on an assumed presupposition by the hearer that
he will take other items with him and the speaker asserts that this set should be expanded to
include a heifer.

Whether it is read as thetic or narrow focus, however, its function on the level of
discourse structure is the same, i.e. it lays the ground for the instructions that follow. This
shows the close functional relationship between thetic fronting constructions and fronting
constructions with narrow focus on the level of discourse, although they differ on the level of
information structure.

Another possible thetic construction with a fronted object is the first sentence in the
speech in (62). This could be read as a thetic sentence that presents the grounds for the
following instructions. The 1% person pronoun is the pivot, i.e. the figure in the situation, since
it is the agent of the following infinitive construction and also the implicit source of the speech

of the Lord that will be uttered in what follows:

62 HIY NYY TRk HIRW-HR Hranw ansn | Samuel said to Saul “The Lord has sent me
_ A to anoint you king over his people Israel;
YRV ARY) YRITOD 10070 1207 JHYn?
now therefore listen to the words of the

MM 3T 90?7 | Lord.” (1 Sam. 15:1)
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Alternatively it could be read as a restricting or replacing narrow focus ‘the Lord sent only
me/me and not another’, which would be based on the assumed presupposition that the hearer
had other candidates in mind for the role in question. Another possibility is that it is narrow
restricting focus that confirms the shared common ground between speaker and the hearer, viz.
‘He, i.e. Samuel, is the one (restricting focus) that the Lord sent to anoint Saul as king.” Again,
the construction with any of these readings has the same function of laying the grounds for
what follows on the level discourse structure.”

Such different readings would, doubtless, have been disambiguated by the natural

prosody of the language, which is not accessible to us.

5. Conclusions

In this paper we have proposed a model for interpreting fronting constructions in Classical
Biblical Hebrew that accommodates all types of fronting. We have distinguished three main
types of fronting:
(i) Narrow constituent focus constructions
(ii) Selecting topic constructions
(iii) Thetic constructions
In previous studies of fronting, the constructions have been analysed mainly in terms of
information structure. We attempt here to offer a more nuanced analysis by identifying
differences in communicative perspectives, crucially between categorical and thetic sentences.
We also attempt to identify motivations for the use of the constructions in subjective discourse
structuring, which helps to establish interrelationships between the constructions.
Constructions (i) and (iii) share various properties. Both involve one domain of focus.

On the level of discourse structure, furthermore, they play similar supporting roles, such as



49

presenting the grounds, explanation, elaboration or completion of what occurs in the adjacent
discourse. Information structure does not seem to be the primary motivation for the use of these
constructions. Rather information structure and management of the common ground are
exploited to achieve the subjective goals of discourse organization and interaction. This family
resemblance between narrow focus and thetic constructions explains why in some languages,
such as colloquial French (82.11), cleft constructions are used for both. Thetic constructions
can, therefore, be regarded as functional extensions of narrow focus constructions, and both
can be represented schematically as XVx (where x represents optional items in the post-verbal
field).

Construction (ii) differs from (i) and (iii) in that it has two domains of focus. It also has
a distinct function on the level of discourse structure, namely the marking of boundaries in the
discourse and the breaking of continuity. In both these properties construction (ii) has a close
family relationship with left dislocation constructions, which likewise have two domains of
focus and mark discourse boundaries. Construction (ii) can be regarded as the outcome of a
greater morphosyntactic integration of the two domains of focus than in left dislocation
constructions. Both constructions can be represented schematically as X—Vx.

Verb-initial sequential constructions in the main line of narrative such as clauses with
wayyiqzol verb forms can be represented schematically as Vx.

X—Vx constructions can be regarded as having a family relationship with XVx—Vx
sequences in discourse. In both of these the initial component has its own focus domain and
has the function of supporting and delimiting the second component.

Identifying these interrelationships between word order patterns brings us nearer to a

comprehensive model for understanding fronting in Biblical Hebrew.

! Also Extraordinary Professor at the University of Stellenbosch.
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40 Dik, ‘On the Typology’, 60.
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42 Similar cases of completive focus in responses to explicit constituent questions include: 1 Sam. 28:11, 28:13;
on an adverbial of direction: 1 Sam. 5:8; on an infinitive phrase expressing purpose: 1 Sam. 17:28. Constituent
question words themselves are by definition narrow focus elements that invite completion from an open set, see
1 Sam. 12:3 (4x).
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with fronted prepositional phrases: 1 Sam. 1:20, 2:34, 6:12, 14:45bh, 15:15, 20:8, 25:8, 28:1; on an adverbial
expressing duration in time: 1 Sam. 10:8b; on infinitive phrase expressing purpose: 1 Sam. 16:2, 5, 17:25. In 1

Sam. 20:17 the quality of an affection is focused in this way, in 1 Sam. 2:35 the manner of behaviour and 18:24 a
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manner of speaking. We may include here also constructions with fronted demonstratives such as vawn nw i
7o 3wk 7951°This will be the way of the king who will reign over you’ (1 Sam. 8:11), which responds to the
implicit question “What will be the way of the king?” Since it is possible that the cataphoric use of 13, could be

part of a conventionalized construction, these fronted adjuncts of manner are not considered as marked
constructions. See 1 Sam. 2:27; 3:17 (2x); 10:18; 11:9; 14:9, 10; 44 (2x); 15:2; 17:27; 18:25.

46 Exhaustive focus of this type can be identified in 1 Sam. 22:22 (‘It is | who is responsible for the lives of your
father’s house”).

47 Cases where the consituent in narrow restricting focus is accompanied by an explicit restricting particle include

1 Sam. 5:4 (), 20:39 (TR).

48 Dik, ‘On the Typology’, 60.

49 Another example of selective focus on a fronted constituent is 1 Sam. 4:20. It can be argued that giving birth to
a boy was crucial in a situation where a mother may die. The assertion is, therefore, about the gender of the child
that was given birth to. The addressee is told not to fear, for she has given birth to a son and not a daughter, i.e.
the focus asserts that ‘son’ should be selected from the presupposed binary set of specific alternatives {son,

daughter}. An example of selective focus in the the protasis of conditional constructions is 1 Sam. 26:19. Selective

focus on time adverbial: 1 Sam. 9:12 (=% &3 bi*n ‘it is today that he has come”).

%0 A negated item in replacing focus is found also in 1 Sam. 6.9, 17:47 (prepositional phrase). Replacing focus on
a fronted item after a subordinating particle: 1 Sam. 2:25, 10:19, 17:9; in a clause introduced by an adversative
particle: 1 Sam. 8:19, 12:12.

51 Replacing focus on adverbial prepositional phrases is found in 1 Sam. 1:16, 2:35. Replacing focus on a time
adverbial: 1 Sam. 2:16b.

52 Other cases where a fronted item can be interpreted as being in expanding focus: 1 Sam. 7:14 (‘and also their
territory’), 25:43 (‘and also Ahinoam’), 30:5 (‘also the two wives of David’), on a locative adverbial: 1 Sam.
7:17 (‘and also there’). In some cases the additive focus particle o3 is used in such consructions, e.g. 1 Sam.
16:8, 9, 28:19. When a constituent consists of two members in a context where there is an assumed
presupposition by the hearer that it contains less, both members are in expanding focus and are both preceded by
the additive focus particle o3, see 1 Sam. 12:25, 17:36, 21:9.

53 Scalar focus could be identified in 1 Sam. 26:10, where the sense could be interpreted ‘The Lord himself will

strike him’. It can also be identified in the negative clause in 1 Sam. 27:11 (‘not even one man or one woman did
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he save’). In 1 Sam. 22:7 the use of the additive focus particle o3 is used to express extreme (and unlikely) selection
of all in the set (‘every single one of you”). See also A.G. Auld, | & Il Samuel: A Commentary (The Old Testament
Library, Louisville, KY 2012), 265.

54 Dik, ‘On the Typology’, 60.

% D, Tsumura, The First Book of Samuel (The New International Commentary on the Old Testament, Grand
Rapids, M1 2007), 492, interprets it as a type of left dislocation (‘As for David, he fled’), but, as remarked, all
topic selecting constructions are equivalent to left dislocation in their semantic-pragmatic structure with two
domains of focus. The LXX treats the temporal adjunct at the end of 8b, as the temporal frame of the events of
19:11. See P.K. McCarter, Jr., | Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes and Commentary (Anchor
Yale Bible 8, New Haven, CT 2008), 324, and Common English Bible (Nashville, TN 2011); The New Jerusalem
Bible (New York 1985); and Tanach: The Holy Scriptures (Philadelphia 1997 [electronic edition of 1985
version]).

%6 Similar examples with broad focus on the predication include 1 Sam. 5:12, 13:16, 14:41, 19:1, 23:18. In 1 Sam.
18:12 the constituent in the topic selecting position is a prepositional phrase. Such cases, as well as cases where
the topic constituent has the object marker, reflect morpho-syntactic integration of the topic and predication
domains. This differs from left dislocation constructions, in which the syntax clearly separates the two domains.
57 Cf. 1 Sam. 14:46, 15:8, 15:34, 24:23, 26:25, 29:11, which exhibit a similar partial contrastiveness between two
verbs in the predication.

%81 Sam. 8:11 (2x), 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17 (2x)

59 Other cases of two juxtaposed topic selecting constructions, in some cases expressing with contrasting

predications, include: 1 Sam. 8:5; 10:18-19, 14:40; 20:36; 23:17.

% See also 1 Sam. 12:2.

61 Cf. the use of the fronted independent pronoun in 1 Sam. 16:3 and 20:5, which marks off the sentence as a
separate, corresponding action, distinct from the actions of the present speech situation. In 1 Sam. 1:28 a fronted
pronoun marking a distinct, corresponding event is preceded by o3, which is a clause-level conjunction here (‘and
inturn ...”).

52 See Ozerov, ‘Tracing the Sources’, who argues that information structure is an epiphenomenon in discourse.
Further cases of topic selection constructions in the corpus with broad focus on their predications include: 1 Sam.

2:11, 14:41, 16:3, 23:18, 24:23, 26:25, 29:11 (subject); 6:10, 6:14, 14:36 (object); 18:5 (prepositional phrase).
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83 Cf. 1 Sam. 16:7, 17:2, 24:18, 1.5 (fronted prepositional phrase), 9:9 (fronted prepositional phrase), 18:8 (fronted
prepositional phrase), in which part of the predication is likewise presuppositional. In 1 Sam. 13:18, 16:7 and
24:18 consisted of two juxtaposed topic selecting constructions.

64 Other examples of narrow focus on negative polarity include: 1 Sam. 1:13, 15, 24:13, 14, 14:1 (fronted
prepositional phrase), 25:19 (fronted prepositional phrase).

8 This parallels in some respects a broader category of contruction termed ‘parenthetical clauses’ in the study of
T. Zewi (Parenthesis in Biblical Hebrew, Leiden 2007). The association of thetic expressions with parenthesis
was pointed out by Kaltenbock, Heine and Kuteva ‘On Thetical Grammar’. The authors are grateful to the
anonymous reviewer for pointing this out.

8 Event-central thetic sentences that begin with gazal verb (see §2.14), on the other hand, are most appropriately
rendered into English as perfective.

57 Further examples include 1 Sam. 16:14 (‘The spirit of the Lord having departed from Saul’), 19:18 (‘David
not yet know] the Lord”).

88 1 Sam. 9:27 can be interpreted in a similar way: ‘(When) they were going down on the outskirts of the town
and Samuel having said to Saul [thetic S-qasal clause] “Tell the servant to pass on before us”, he (the servant)

passed on.’

8 Further examples of this type include 1 Sam. 14:3 (y7* 87 bum ‘and the people had not come to know [= did

not know, imperfective]’, i.e. the situation was that the people did not know), 15:35 (‘the Lord had repented’),

25:44. The verb i is used imperfectively in the past suffix conjugation, so its reading is not resultative in thetic

constructions, e.g. 1 Sam. 1:18 (7iv A-r~&5 77191 ‘and she no longer had her [disconsolate] countenance’), 3:1

(‘the word of the Lord was rare’), 3:19 (‘and Lord was with him’), 28:20 (‘moreover strength was not in him”).
0 A further example is 1 Sam. 1:5 (‘for ... the Lord had closed her womb”).

In 1 Sam. 3:3 a S-yiqgrol thetic clause expressing a background state has the particle o9 (7227 07p D8 )
‘The candle of God was not yet in a state of being extinguished [was not yet extinguised]).’

2 A similar thetic construction is 1 Sam. 16:1, 21:3 (‘The king has charged me with a matter’).

3 A further thetic construction with p17 is 1 Sam. 17:28.

74 Cf. also 1 Sam. 20:29.

5 Cf. also 1 Sam. 21:3.
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6 Cf. 1 Sam. 25:28 (“‘Evil is not found in you’).
7 Cf. also 1 Sam. 1:17, 21:3 (‘Let nobody know”).

8 See also 1 Sam. 4:6.

" Cf. 1 Sam. 1:5 Anpn 2p0 M 28 Nan-nk 3, where both fronting constructions could be read as thetic,

presenting an explanation for Eli’s actions (‘for he had come to love [i.e. he loved, imperfective] Hannah but the

Lord had closed her womb”).



