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Joshua Blau, A~ AdveAb-i.a! ConotAucilon ln Heb~ew a~d ~able: Sente~ee AdveAblatb ln 
FM>rt:al PM-ilio~ SepMa:ted n~om :the Re.<>:t on :the Se~:te~ee (Proceedings of the Israel 
Academy of Sciences and Humanities, VI l). Jerusalem: TI1e Israel Academy of 
Sciences and Humanities, 1977. 
By RICHARD C. STEINER (Yeshiva University, New York) 

I
' 

e 

T11is book deals with sentence adverbials in initial position which are joined to (or, 
in B 1 s interpretation, separated from) the rest of the sentence by a conjlll1ction and/or 
presentative. Among the Hebrew adverbial -1 conjuncUon/presentativc phrases discussed 
are: Biblical gam .; Q,i.r hbtne., (;alia "~' fUt h..i..111H!.., _,ax ..; fU/hlnne.; tvlishnaic uv-ii..vad .; be, 
pocam-Un + .6r., m.Lb..han 1c; f\1edieval k.hnca{: + .6ei~a6r::ILIW'd, :.ui.ay + Zc, £.,,6-L daeaq X -1· X£:; 
Modern Literary be.n..:tay-i.m + wo, pU.?om -1 w~a, koyadua.c + he., .:.ax + .6e; Modern Colloquial 
be.tax. ·r- .6e, b-Uz.Un.u..,t + Ze, madua "1- be. Among the Arabic phrases dealt with are: 
Classical, post-Classical/Middle Standard U-ali.Uiw. + rna:~ .La.:.ycu1 + ma:, f.a.'=illa + mzi/.:.an, 
~aqqan •anna; Middle Substandard •-Laa~ + fia, UoiiU.Iw + 0a, b,C-(taqq~ + fia/•an.(na), 
bl-l-jumla:tl + £a(->l~na)!•an(na); Modern Standard riZ l-waql<l + >a~na/fia-•lnna, 
bl-kaLi.ma:tln °UX/l.a + fia, 6Z l-(taqZqa:tl •a,tna; Modern Colloquial till. U.-layl + w, lwll 
yiim 	 + w. 

Even this small sample suffices to show the remarkable scope of this book. It traces the 
development of a syntactic construction through every period of the history of two 
languages (Hebrew and Arabic), adducing examples from well over a hundred ancient, 
medieval, and modern primary sources. Tile examples are accompanied by very learned 
philological notes in which the views of earlier scholars are discussed and criticized. 
The level of erudition is quite astonishing. I personally would be happy if I were 
capable of dealing with even ONE language in this fashion. The sad truth, hm;ever, is 
that I am not, and I shall, therefore, confine my remarks to the one language (Hebrew) 
and the one period (Biblical) in which I feel sufficiently at home to offer suggestions 
to one of the leading Semitists of our day. 

My first suggestion is that, in a number of instances, the conjunction and/or presentative 
may 	 be governed not, as B asstune.s, hy the sentence adverbial lVhich precedes it, but rather 
by a verb which does not appear on the surface. Thus~ the expression bafwi.omi wofUnne. 
'in my dream and behold' (Gen 40:9,16), dealt with on pp. 21-2, might be analyzed as 
having the same deep structure as wa .:.e!LE: ba.~al.om-L w-vlt,-Lnne 'and I saw in my Jream Jlld 
behold', an expression 1vhich actually occurs in the follmvinr., chanter (Gen 41 :22). The 
advantage of this solution is that adverbials do not generally govern woiU1me. in Bll, n:-
B. himself notes (p. 21), \v"hereas the verb Jt.:.y 'see' always takes either woh.Lrme or{(.{ 

'that' as a complementizer. 


Similarly in Est 5:6 

ma. XXo.:.emoex, 	 wvy-Lmween tax 
wna 	 bbaqqcu.,aeex cao ~<L?l hammaJ'.xue, woeecca 

'What is your petition, • . . and it sl_mll be granted to you.
And what is your request costing up to half the kingdom, and it shall be. done.' 

the 	W<J of woeecca may be governed by a deep structure imperative like hagglal (cf. Gen 
29:15 hagglaa U ma mmcu.,lwJ!A:exa 'Tell me what your wages are' rather than by the adverbial 
<aa ~<L?l hammalxue, as B. holds (p. 24). This suggestion is based on two observations: 

a) 	 There is no adverbial in Est 5:6 which could explain the Wo of w-oy~naeen (cf. 
also the uro of wo_,ece:.6e: in Deut 12:30 _,e.xa yacavou haggoy1m ha.=.eJ:.l.e .:>eO .=.c£.ohe.ltem 
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to pass that anyone who finds me will kill me. 

II K 8:21, 20:4, Is 22:7), or a nominal clause 
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wv.;>ece.6e ke.n gam .:~aM 'How do these nations \vorship their gods and I will also 
do so'). 

b) 	 The sequence WJ + jussive (like WJ + cohortative and Wo + imperative) is almost 
always governed by a preceding imperative, jussive, or cohortative in Ell. An 
example of imperative + Wo + cohortative whose theme closely parallels that of 
Est 5:6 is Ps 2:8 hii 0 a£ mmmeniU Wo"d:t;ma ... 'Ask of me and I will give/make 

On the other hand, I agree with B's tacit assumption (p. 23) that no deep-structure im
perative has been deleted in Ju 16:2 

cac; 	 0 011. habboqeh. wahMaynuhu 

pace the exegetes (e.g. Septuagint, Isaiah of Trani, Altschuler,and S.R. Driver in BDB and 
Ten;.,u) who have interpreted this sentence to mean 'Let us I We will wait until morning 
and kill him.' All of these exegetes assumed, no doubt, that BH <ail always means 'until' 
and hence can modify only atelic verbs. In actual fact, BH <ail can also modify telic 
(also called "accomplishment''_, 11achievernent", "wholistic'', or "nonsubinterval'') verbs, 
in which case it means 'by (the time of)' (cf. Rashi on Nu 10:21, II K 16:ll, Ez 33:22), 
and that is clearly the meaning of caa in our verse, as Yechezkel Kaufmann points out in 
his commentary. B. renders cao here as 'in' rather than 'by', but since Israeli Hebrew 
<ad (like Yiddish b-U) has the same ambiguity as its BH counterpart, it is likely that B's 
understanding of the sentence is the same as mine. 

Another suggestion whid1 I would like to offer concerns B's assertion (p. 22) that "the use 
of waw eon.iunct.i.vum;eon;.,ecu;tivum separating a sentence adverbial from the rest of the 
sentence is comparatively frequent, especially after temporal adverbs " It is clear 
from the qualifier "comparatively" and from the examples which follow that B. is dealing 
here only with cases in which the sentence adverbial is not preceded by wayfU;w<ohaya 'and 
it was/will be'. The extremely (not comparatively) frequent use of these verbs with 
temporal adverbials followed by Wo is dealt l<ith in a different section (pp. 7-8), 
apparently because B. asswnes that they have a different structure. 

This assumption is also revealed by B's translations on pp. 7-8. For example, Gen 8:6 

wayfU n~qq~ 0 Mba<m yam wayy~6ta~ noa~ 0 £8 ~alton hatteva ... 

is rendered 'And it came to pass at the end of forty days that Noah opened the window 
of the ark' (the adverbial modifies wayh-i.) rather than 'And it came to pass that, at the 
end 	of forty days, Noah opened the window of the ark' (the adverbial modifies wayy~6ta~ 
noa~ etc.). The former rendering has the weight of tradition behind it, but I believe 
that the latter rendering is shown to be correct by the many instances in which an un
modified wayfU!wuhaya takes a clause as its subject. 

This structure is seen most clearly when wayfU/w·Jhaya is followed by either a non-temporal 
subordinate clause, e.g. Gen 41:13 

way{U ka,aXoh. pa8a11. tanu ke~ hay~ 
'And it came to pass that as he interpreted to us, so it was.' 

(also Nu 15:24, Dt 21:14, Ju 4:20, and many others), or a verbal clause, e.g. Gen 4:14 

WJhaya kot mo~,:,~ yahMyeiU 
'And it shall come 

(also lox 18:22, 33:7, Jos 7:15, I K 17:4, 
with a pronominal subject, e.g. Gen 42:35 
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waylu hem molUq.un !.aqqehom ... 

'And it came to pass that they were emptying their sacks 


(also II Sam 13:30, I K 12:20, II K 2:11, 8:5, 13:21, 19:37, Jer 37:13). There are even 
cases where the sentence following waylu/w,;haya has a pronoun for a subject and hyy for a 
verb, e. g. 

wohaya hu yihyo bxa lafio (Ex 4:16) 

'And it shall come to pass that he will be as a mouth to you' 


~i!haya hu uOmu1taOo yihyo qqoaol (Lev 27:10,33) 
And it shall come to pass that it and its substitute will be holy' 

In all of these cases, it is clear that we must translate 'And it came/shall come to pass 
that S' , and I see no reason why this rendering should change simply because S happens to 
begin with a temporal adverbial. 

My third suggestion concerns B's attempt (p. 27) to determine which constituent of hccto 
(i.e. ha or .to) governs IU in the phrase hccEo IU (I Sam 10:1). I suggest that we must dis
tinguish between hal.o used in its literal sense, 'nonne?', and the idiomatic, i.e. 
semantically unanalyzable, hccEo in this verse. 

Used literally, hcceo introduces a question, particularly when it is feared that the answer 
will be negative, e.g. 

hcceo ,<14>aUa lli bJJtaxa (Gen 27:36) 
'Didn't you set aside a blessing for me?!' 

hccEo Oa<cc!,c (II K 5: 13) 
'Won't you do it?!' 

Used idiomatically (and preswnably with a different inflection), hccEo introduces an assertion. 
This usage is particularly clear (the Je\vish custom of answering a question with a 
question not~<ithstanding) when the assertion introduced bv hw happens to be the answer 
to a question, e.g. 

hccEa zo Vaw-i.o "ovoa Sa,u! mo!ex Yu~ae.t (I Sam 29:3) 
'Why that is David, the servrmt of Saul, King of Israel 1 

hccEo zoe BccO-~ova< baO "oU<am >e);ee >UJt-i.yycc ha(ut:t.i. 
'Why that is Bathsheba, the daughter of Eli am, wife of Urial1 the Hittite' 

The hccEo which introduces assertions is not exactly equivalent to fUnne/hen, since the 
former, unlike the latter (but like Swedish ju) is used only with propositions whose 
content the speaker assumes the addressee is already aware of; but, aside from this 
difference, the two particles are remarkably alike. Both serve as a rule to introduce 
premises, i.e. assertions which serve as the basis for a logical conclusion, a conunand, or 
a question. Accordingly, I suggest tbat the semantic similarity between hccEo and fUMe be 
given at least as much weight as the fonnal similarity between haLo and ha in detennining 
the reason for the use of /u after hccEo. 

I turn now to the theoretical aspects of the book. Having uncovered a striking similarity 
bet\veen Hebrew and Arabic (and, with less documentation, Ugaritic, Amama Canaanite, and 
Aramaic) in their treatment of sentence adverbials in initial position, B. sets himself the 
fonnidable task of trying to eJqJlain this treatment. The question he poses is indeed a 
puzzling one: Why do these languages insert a conjw1ction and/or presentative between the 
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sentence adverbial and the rest of the sentence? 

B's answer is that the conjunction and/or presentative serves to ren1ove the contrast 
between grannnatical and "psychological'' structure which characterizes sentences which have 
sentence adverbials in initial position. For example 

,.... in the Hebrew sentence modelled on Gen. xli: 17, ,·,ba-hKtomZ >anA: 

•omed •a£ ~ophtrt ha-y>oJt 'in my dream, I 1;as standing on' the bank of 

the river', •omed is ti1e grammatical predicate, >a.U the grmrnnatical 

subject, ba-h'iUomZ adverbial. Psychologically, however, ba-!tli.tomZ 

'in my dream' is the subject, as it is the tenn lmown from the context, 
Pharaoh's dream being the theme of the whole chapter; accordingly, the 

rest of the sentence, exhibiting novelty, serves as the psychological 

predicate. In order to remove the contrast between the psychological 

and grammatical structure, the psychological subject, the adverbial, 

is separated by a presentative (or a conjunction) from the rest of the 

sentence, the psychological predicate. This occurs in Gen. xli:l7, 

ba-~~omZ hin-a.U •omed •a£ topha:t ha-y,o/t 'in my dream, behold, I was 

standing on the bank of the river', where the adverbial is separated 

from the rest of the sentence by hinoYlZ." (p. 6) 


This answer is not entirely clear. In what sense is the contrast removed? Has the addition 
of a conjunction somehow changed the grammatical or psychological function of babif.tam.i.? No 
such change is apparent. Then does "removal of contrast" have some well-lmown technical 
meaning? To answer this question, I went back to Hermann Paul's P!Unz-ip-ie.n de.Jt Sp1taeh
ge.6ehieh:te., a book which B. cites several times in discussing this concept. 

Paul illustrates the conflict between grammatical structure and psychological structure 
using the German equivalent of 'Karl will travel to Berlin tomorrow'. The psychological 
predicate of this sentence, i.e. the part which the addressee is assumed to be ignorant 
of, will, of course, vary depending on the situational or linguistic context; the 
grammatical predicate will not. It is clear, therefore, that in some contexto there will 
be a contrast between the two, e.g. following questions like: 

WhVte will Kall)_ :tJLavel :tamDilJwW? 

Who will :tJLavel :to BeJtLiJ1 :tomoJUtow? 


When will KaJtl :tJLavel :to Bell-Un? 


Paul goes on to point out (p. 285) that many languages have constructions (today we would 
speak of "transfonnations") which serve to eliminate this contrast, e.g. clefting and 
pseudo-clefting: 

I:t .U :to Be.Jtli11 :tha-t Kall)_ will :tJLave.l :tomoJUtow. 

The one who will :tJLavel :to Bell-Un :tomaMow .U Kall)_. 

These transfonnations eliminate the contr'l.St by turning the psychological predicate into the 
granmmtical predicate. Is this what B. means by 11 removal of contrast 11 ? If so, how does 
the mere insertion of a conjunction between the psychological subject and its predicate 
bring this about? B. doesn't tell us.' 

1 In commenting on a pre-print of this review, B. writes that the main fllilction of 
wuh-tnne, etc.... is to serve as a marker of a psychological structure which is out of 
the ordinary. 11 It is not clear to me 1.vhether this statement is meant as an interpreta
tion of the statement quoted above (viz. " ... to remove the contrast between the 
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There is another aspect of B's theory which I find difficult to understand. It is the 
assLIDiption, borrowed from Paul (p. 287), that sentence adverbials usually play the role 
of psychological subjects. B. writes (p. 11): 

"Such a :function is natural for conjunctional adverbials, which refer to 
something already known from the context. TI1is is found, for el!ample, 
in Biblical Hebrew, Gen. xxxii:21, gam h1nne <abhdo.''ha: ya"iiqobh "ah/Vcenu 
'moreover Li.e., in addition to what was mentioned before-the psychologi
cal subjectj, behold, your servant Jacob is behind us [the psychological
predicateJ ' .... ,. 

No-one will deny that conjunctive adverbials hark back to the preceding sentence in the 
sense that their truth conditions must be stated partly in terms of the truth conditions 
of that sentence; but that is not the same as saying that they are knmm from the context. 
Paraphrases like 'moreover' = 'in addition to "'hat was mentioned before' don't really 
help, because only PART of each paraphrase will tum out to be known from the context. 
Moreover, such paraphrases usually take the form of prepositional phrases, which do not, 
in general, conform to traditional notions of subjecthood; it makes no sense to ask 
what lcrwwledge the speaker intended to impart about 'in addition to what was mentioned 
before'. 

This aspect of B's theory is more intelligible when applied to adverbials which are more 
noun-like, e.g., temporal adverbials, but even there it is difficult to accept. It seems 
to me that sentence-initial temporal adverbials are used in BH to introduce a NE<V temporal 
frame of reference--not to refer to an old one. 

Finally, it should be noted that contrast between grammatical and psychological structure 
is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for the insertion of a conjunction. That 
it is not necessary is shm...n by the presence of w in examples like 

IU.nne ha<am hayyoJ.oe. m.i.mm.L61l.ay.i.m wayxa6 "o8 <e.n h.a"aJtoo (Nu 22 :11) 

'"Lo, the peopie which. has come out of Egypt (and).has covered the earth from view' 


woha~ay.i.t hayyo~e. "ct hamma <aJtaxa WahVte. <u bamm.U(1ama (I Sam 17: 20) 
'And the anny going out to the lines (and) shouted in battle' 

<mJI.y mtk yZJr."t wy<nw ".t m"b ymn Jr.bn (Mesha 4-5) 
'Omri, king of lsrael,(and) oppressed Moab many days' 

in which the portion of the sentence preceding w is both the grammatical and psychological 
subject, and the portion following w is the grammatical and psychological predicate. 
That it is not sufficient is shown by the regular absence of w in examples like 

[•aXoJr. yooabbe.Jr. hannav.L ••• ) bozaoon dibboJr.o hannavi (Deut 18:22) 

'(If the prophet speaks ... ) the prophet has spoken it maliciously' 


[wohamminhay kominhay Ye.hu bon Nimbi) ~ baX1gga<on yinhay (II K 9:20) 
'(And the driving is like the driving of Jehu son of Nimshi) because he drives crazily' 

and examples like 

psychological and grammatical structure") or as an alternative to it. In any -::ase, it 
seems that the interpretation which I have given to B. 's statement is not the one which 
he intended. 
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lma Ltovaqqel?) ••. >oe >a~ay >anoxi mavaqqel (Gen 37:(16-)17) 
'(lvhat are you looking for?) . . . I am looking for my brothers ' 

lma na>u baveeoxa?) •.• ,oe kol >aXok bavee~ na>u (II K 20:15) 
'(What did they see in your house?) ... They saw everything in my house' 

lma ,~ M,o, V~yahu?) •.. maqqu Zaqe.a >an~ M,o (Jer l: 11) 
'(What do you see, Jeremiah?) ... I see an almond rod' 

and examples 	like 

IYahuaa:) 'CLt;ta, yoauxa 'altoxa (Gen 49: 8) 

'(Judru1:) You, your brothers shall praise you' 


I . . . M<.xayhu . I woha'.a mha, to bee 'elo!Um (Ju 17:(4-)5) 
' ( ... Micaihu.) And the man Micah, he had a temple' 

I 'Aaona.y ... ) 'Aooltay, ba:6:6amay~ kM'o (Ps 11:4) 
' (the Lord ... ) The Lord, His throne is in the heavens' 

Though there 	are differences between these examples (the first set has manner adverbials 
in initial position serving as psychological predicate; the second set has direct objects 
in initial position serving as psychological predicate; the third set has (pro)n01ms in 
initial position serving as psychological SUBJECT), they all have a psychological 
structure (defined in terms of the preceding context, given in parentheses) which differs 
from their grammatical structure. And yet w is not present in these examples or in the 
other examples of these types which I have seen. 

B's treatment of 11 adverbials which express judgment on the rest of the sentence 11 as 
LOGICAL (rather than PSYCHOlogical) predicates (pp. 15-8) is much easier to understand, 
particularly if read in conjunction with Irena Bellert 's excellent article (in U.nguM,:t.lc 
Inq~y, 8 (1977), 337-51) on the semantics of sentence adverbs in English. Nevertheless, 
in view of the ambiguity of the term "logical predicate", a definition should have been 
provided, rather than a mere list of references (p. 5, n. ll). B. probably has in mind 

~I' something similar to the generative semanticists' logical-structure predicate, but I, for 
"l 	 one, did not realize this at first. So I checked one of the references on B' s list 

(Jespersen's PhloMph11 ot) GitammM), only to be confronted by a bewildering array of 
definitions and a suggestion that the te1111 be scrapped: 

While on the subject of terminology, 1 might note that B's term "adverbials which express 
judgment on the rest of the sentence" is a bit misleading. The examples adduced by B. 
(especially p. 17) show that this term covers not only evaluative and modal adverbials, but 
also frequency adverbials. 

One final point. B. believes that the function of the conjunctions (Hebrew .6o, Arabic 
'an, mii, Aramaic do, Geman daM) which follow evaluative, modal, and frequency adverbials 
is to separate these adverbials from the rest of the sentence (p. 15). TI1e traditional 
view, if I am not mistaken, is that thest... conjtmctions are complementizers, whose ftmction 
is to indicate that the following clause (or its truth, or the fact, event, or state of 
affairs which it denotes) is an argument of the adverbial. I, for one, find the traditional 
view very attractive, and I would like to know B's reasons for rejecting it. 
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