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ABSTRACT 

 Each language has some means or system of referring to participants.  This system of 

reference includes a participant’s initial introduction, continuing reference to the participant, as well 

as reintroduction after some period of absence.  A number of morphological, syntactic and pragmatic 

issues impinge upon the kinds of encoding used to refer to participants in various contexts.  The 

primary concern of this study is to provide a cross-linguistic, discourse-functional description of the 

encoding of participants in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  Our description is based on the analysis of a 

preliminary test corpus of Exod 1-12, which is then applied to our dissertation corpus of Gen 12-25.  

In order to narrow the scope of the project, the data considered in this dissertation will be limited to 

the corpora of Exod 1-12 and Gen 12-25.  It will not consider embedded reported speeches, but 

instead focuses exclusively and exhaustively on the narrative proper of these two corpora. 

 Dooley and Levinsohn (2001:112) have identified three basic linguistic functions a 

participant reference system must be capable of accomplishing:  

• Semantic:  “identify the referents unambiguously, distinguishing them from other 
possible ones”.  In other words, the reader must be able to track ‘who did what to whom’, 

• Processing:  “overcome disruptions in the flow of information”, 
• Discourse-pragmatic:  “signal the activation status and prominence of the referents or the 

actions they perform”.                              

We propose that these three functions are not discrete categories, but represent a hierarchical 

entailment scheme.  In other words, overencoding a participant to accomplish the processing function 

at the same time accomplishes a semantic function of identifying the participant.  The study begins by 

providing a description of the default encoding based on the semantic and cognitive constraints 

present in various discourse contexts.  Our methodology is to develop a set of default encoding 

principles based on the semantic function of participant reference which can account for as much of 

the attested data as possible.  These default principles are also used to identify pragmatically-

motivated departures from the default norms.  The non-default encoding is construed as explicitly 

marking the presence of some linguistic feature.   

 The non-default encoding data are then grouped based on the pragmatic effects they achieve, 

and are described in light of attested cross-linguistic principles.  We claim that the processing function 

of participant reference is accomplished in Biblical Hebrew through the redundant relexicalization of 

agents.  These redundant NPs have the pragmatic effect of segmenting the discourse into distinct 

developments.  Next we describe the pragmatic use of referring expressions as accomplishing the 

discourse-pragmatic function of thematic highlighting.  Finally, we describe participant encoding 

which exceeds that necessary for the processing function as accomplishing a second discourse-

pragmatic function of cataphorically highlighting a following speech or event.  The above-mentioned 

model is ultimately applied to Gen 27 to demonstrate its explanatory value for exposition of Biblical 

Hebrew narrative. 
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OPSOMMING 

Elke taal het ’n manier of sisteem om na die deelnemers of partisipante in ’n verhaal te verwys, bv. 
hoe ’n partisipant bekend gestel word, hoe in die loop van ’n verhaal na hom of haar verwys word, 
asook hoe hy of sy na ’n periode van afwesigheid herbekend gestel word. ’n Aantal morfologiese, 
sintaktiese en pragmatiese oorwegings het ’n invloed op die manier van kodering wat gebruik word 
om na partisipante in verskillende kontekste te verwys. Hierdie studie wil graag ’n diskoers-
funksionele beskrywing gee van die enkodering van partisipante in Bybels-Hebreeuse verhale. 
Hierdie beskrywing berus op sisteme wat in verskillende tale gebruik word om na partisipante te 
verwys. Ons beskrywing is gebaseer op ’n voorlopige analise van Eksod 1-12 wat dan toegepas word 
op die primêre korpus van die verhandeling, nl. Gen 12-25. Daar word op die verhalende gedeeltes 
gefokus. Geen aandag word aan gedeeltes in die direkte rede gegee nie. 

Dooley en Levinsohn (2001:112) het drie basiese funksies geïdentifiseer wat ’n sisteem van 
partisipantverwysing moet kan uitvoer: 

• Semanties:  “identify the referents unambiguously, distinguishing them from other 
possible ones”.  In other words, the reader must be able to track ‘who did what to whom’, 

• Prosessering:  “overcome disruptions in the flow of information”, 
• Diskoers-pragmaties:  “signal the activation status and prominence of the referents or the 

actions they perform”.    

Ons stel voor dat hierdie drie funksies nie drie diskrete kategorieë is nie, maar dat dit ’n hierargiese 
skema verteenwoordig waarin een kategorie in die ander vervat kan word. Met ander woorde, die 
oorkodering van ’n partisipant ter wille van prosessering kan ook ’n semantiese funksie uitvoer, nl. 
om die partisipant te identifiseer. Die studie begin deur ’n beskrywing van die verstek-kodering. 
Hierdie beskrywing is gebaseer op semantiese en kognitiewe beperkings in verskillende 
diskoerskontekste. Ons poog om grond van so veel as moontlik empiriese data ’n stel verstek-
koderingsbeginsels formuleer. Die verstek-beginsels word dan gebruik om afwykings van hierdie 
norme te identifiseer Dié afwykings word dan op grond van pragmatiese oorwegings verklaar. Die 
nie-verstekkodering word verklaar as die eksplisiete aanduiding van een of ander linguistiese 
kenmerk. 
 Die nie-verstek gekodeerde data word dan gegroepeer op grond van die pragmatiese effekte 
wat hulle het, asook beskryf met behulp van beginsels wat in verskillende tale geld. Ons is van 
mening dat die prosesseringsfunkie in Bybelse Hebreeuse uitgevoer word deur die oënskynlike 
oorbodige releksikalisering van agente. Die oorbodige naamwoordelike frases het die pragmatiese 
effek dat dit ‘n diskoers opdeel in verskillende ontwikkelingsmomente. Vervolgens bespreek ons die 
pragmatiese gebruik van uitdrukkings wat na partisipante verwys om die diskoers-pragmatiese funksie 
van tematiese beklemtoning aan te dui. Ten slotte beskryf ons partisipantkodering wat nie nodig is ter 
wille van enige prosesseringsfunksie nie, maar wat ‘n tweede diskoers-pragmatiese funksie het, nl. die 
kataforiese beklemtoning van ‘n daaopvolgende uitspraak of gebeure. Die studie word afgesluit deur 
die model toe te pas op ’n beskrywing van Gen 27. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 The Problem 
  Each language has some means or system of referring to participants.  This system of 

reference includes a participant’s initial introduction, continuing reference to the participant, as well 

as reintroduction after some period of absence.  A number of morphological, syntactic and pragmatic 

issues impinge upon the kinds of encoding used to refer to participants in various contexts.  

Thankfully, there is a discrete set of cross-linguistic principles which describes the constraints and 

motivations for using various levels of referential encoding in different context (e.g., use of a clitic 

pronoun versus an independent personal pronoun, versus a full noun phrase).  The primary objective 

of this study is to provide a cross-linguistic, discourse-functional description of the encoding of 

participants in Biblical Hebrew narrative.   

 Grammatical descriptions of Biblical Hebrew have traditionally been based more on the 

translation of the grammatical phenomenon than on its linguistic function within the language.  As a 

result of this translation-focused description, the principles of linguistic typology (i.e. how other 

natural languages encode participants) have only occasionally been incorporated into older 

grammatical descriptions.  Furthermore, descriptions of Biblical Hebrew have tended to be more 

formal in nature than functional.  Such descriptions are often unable to accurately describe the 

discourse-pragmatic functions of grammatical structures.  This is particularly the case where the 

‘grammar’ of the particular structure or system operates above the level of the sentence or clause.  

The encoding of participants is just such a system.  It reflects consideration of higher-level discourse 

criteria to determine the level of encoding used in a particular context. 

 Numerous studies in the field of biblical poetics have been conducted on Biblical Hebrew 

narrative, describing the literary conventions used by the writers/editors to shape and structure their 

literary works (e.g. Alter 1982, Berlin 1983, Sternberg 1985, Bar-Efrat 1989).  These poetic studies 

are noteworthy in that they seek to describe the higher-level factors which influence the encoding 

used to refer to participants.  Berlin’s (1983) work in the area of characterization and point of view 

clearly presents evidence of a pragmatic use of referring expressions by the biblical writers.  

However, due to her literary frame of reference, not much attention is given to a methodological 

framework for distinguishing semantically-required use of referring expressions from pragmatically-

marked usage.  Poetic methodologies have tended to be more driven by the analyst’s intuition and 

appreciation of the literary art than by an empirically-grounded, linguistically-informed 

methodological framework.  The work in the area of poetics illustrates well the exegetical fruitfulness 

of attention to the pragmatic use of participant reference in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  Unfortunately, 

poetics provides little in the way of a methodological framework for analysts not formally trained in 

comparative literature to pursue this kind of research. 
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 Conversely, a few monograph-length studies have been conducted on the specific topic of 

participant reference in Biblical Hebrew narrative (cf. De Regt 1999b; Revell 1996).  Still others have 

simply touched upon the subject in passing (cf. Andersen 1994; Heimerdinger 1999; Levinsohn 

2000b).  The two formal studies (i.e. De Regt 1999b and Revell 1996) on the subject make reference 

to both literary and linguistic principles.  However they do not comprehensively or systematically 

incorporate these principles into their description of participant reference.  The shorter studies 

(Andersen 1994; Levinsohn 2000b) make solid contributions to our knowledge of participant 

reference.  However, due to their limited scope they each leave a number of significant issues 

unresolved.   

 Thus, the current state of knowledge regarding participant reference is mixed.  Literary and 

poetic studies have demonstrated that attention to the pragmatic use of referring expressions can make 

a significant contribution to both exegetical and translational studies of narrative in the Hebrew Bible.  

Yet these methodologies lack an empirically-based framework for analysis.  This framework must be 

able to accurately identify marked forms and be able to accurately describe the pragmatic effects they 

achieve.   

 The formal studies which sought to describe participant reference have not strayed far from 

the traditional, translation-based descriptions typifying grammatical studies of the Hebrew Bible.  

These studies tend not to give sufficient attention to the cross-linguistic principles which govern and 

influence participant reference.  As a result, the description of attested encoding data in Biblical 

Hebrew narrative is incomplete, or at times even incorrect.  This is particularly true with respect to 

the pragmatic use of referring expressions.  Misunderstandings regarding the default encoding 

requirements in various discourse contexts have led to incorrect conclusions about what represents 

marked encoding.  Some significant contributions have indeed been made.  However, a 

comprehensive, empirically-based description of participant reference in Biblical Hebrew narrative is 

still lacking.  Such a description must be able to account for the default encoding constraints as well 

as the discourse-function of pragmatic departures from default encoding. 

1.2 The Purpose 
 In light of our current understanding regarding the use and function of participant reference in 

Biblical Hebrew narrative, the purpose of this study is to provide a description which: 

• is grounded and informed by cross-linguistic principles,  
• is empirically based, and  
• is able to account for non-formal, pragmatic functions of participant reference in 

discourse above the level of the sentence.   

Let us consider each of these aspects in turn. 

 First, this study requires a clear understanding of the cross-linguistic functions of participant 

reference in discourse.  Dooley and Levinsohn (2001:112-113) identify three linguistic tasks which a 

participant reference system must accomplish in a language:   

 10



• Semantic:  unambiguously identifying who is doing what to whom; 
• Processing:  overcoming disruptions in the flow of information by providing more 

encoding (e.g., a change in topic); and 
• Discourse-pragmatic:  signaling the activation status and relative prominence of the 

participants. 

The semantic task is prototypically accomplished using the minimum amount of encoding necessary 

to unambiguously communicate the discourse roles of participants (Givón 1983a:17-18).  We shall 

refer to this minimum amount of encoding as the default level.  The semantic constraints of various 

discourse contexts will require differing levels of morphological encoding to refer to the participants.  

The processing task and discourse-pragmatic task prototypically utilize non-default or marked 

encoding to indicate that something other than the default semantic function is being accomplished.   

Therefore, the accuracy of the default encoding values will in turn impact the accuracy of the 

identification and description of non-default, marked encoding values.  An error in the foundation 

will affect the entire structure. 

 Therefore, a second requirement for our study is that it must establish an empirically-sound 

description of default encoding constraints as a prerequisite for describing non-default encoding.  The 

literature survey of Chapters 2 and 3 illustrate the consequences of moving forward with an 

incomplete understanding of default encoding values.  Two common consequences which occur are: 

describing default encoding values as marked, or alternatively describing marked encoding values as 

default. 

There is significant evidence from other languages to support the premise that semantically-

redundant, overencoded references to participants are used to accomplish other, pragmatic functions 

in addition to their basic semantic function.  We shall refer to these as supra-semantic functions, in 

that a semantic purpose is still being accomplished, but something in addition to this semantic 

function is at the same time being accomplished.  Thus, a third requirement of this study is that it 

must take into account the discourse principles affecting grammar, and not just the traditional 

understanding of sentence-level grammar.  The majority of pragmatic functions utilizing participant 

reference are manifested above the sentence level.  A description of these functions will thus require a 

theoretical framework that can account for paragraph- and discourse-level phenomenon, levels not 

traditionally the focus of Biblical Hebrew grammar.   

 Not only must this study examine the functions of participant reference at various levels of 

discourse, it must also be able to describe the non-formal, pragmatic effects achieved by the use of 

non-default encoding values in discourse contexts where default encoding is expected.  We seek to 

propose a rationale for why a writer/editor would have chosen such a form as opposed to maintaining 

default encoding.  Here we will rely heavily on attested function in other languages to formulate our 

description of the pragmatic effects achieved by marked encoding.   

 We will also incorporate the findings of empirically-based, cognitive studies.  These studies 

describe how participant encoding affects the reader’s mental processing of the discourse.  Most 
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cognitive studies have been restricted to the processing of nominal versus pronominal encoding of 

active agents.  As a result, we were unable to find cognitive studies which considered the effects of 

default versus non-default encoding of patients.  Nor were there studies which considered the 

meaningful difference between simple versus complex lexical NPs to refer to active participants.  

Therefore, our study extrapolates a theoretical frame of reference from the conclusions of existing 

empirical studies.  It also draws heavily upon principles from pragmatics and relevance theory, and is 

informed by descriptions of comparable usage in other languages.  In light of these purposes, let us 

now discuss the scope of our study. 

1.3 The Scope 
 In order to provide thorough account of participant reference the scope of this study has been 

purposefully limited in several ways.  First, we have chosen to describe a limited but representative 

corpus of Gen 11:27-25:10.  The rationale behind this decision is to comprehensively account for all 

of the encoding data in the corpus, as opposed to selectively treating representative tokens from a 

larger corpus.   

 Second, since this study represents an initial description of participant reference, we have 

sought to describe what some consider being the most basic genre of literature:  narrative.  As a 

result, we are only attempting to give an account of narrative proper, and not the reported speeches 

embedded in the narrative.  We have excluded reported speeches on the basis that the encoding 

parameters there are quite different from those of narrative proper.  In reported speech one faces the 

added morphological complications of 1st and 2nd person minimal encoding as opposed to simply 3rd 

person.  It also utilizes features not observed in narrative proper such as vocatives, deferential speech, 

etc., that add numerous complicating constraints which would significantly expand the scope of this 

project.  In light of the dissertation guidelines and in order to provide a comprehensive and thorough 

description, certain choices needed to be made, and the exclusion of reported speeches was deemed 

appropriate. 

 Third, attention will primarily be given to the pragmatics of overencoded subjects/agents 

rather than to objects/patients.  Most of the empirical cognitive studies conducted in the area of 

participant reference have been restricted to agents.  Thus there is little solid footing upon which to 

make significant claims about patients without the supporting empirical data.  The use of complex 

referring expressions for thematic highlighting (cf. §6.2) does not appear to be bound or limited by 

grammatical role; therefore attention will be given to non-subjects in this area.  Our treatment of the 

overencoding of agents and patients for cataphoric highlighting represents a preliminary proposal in 

the absence of supporting studies to further bolster our arguments.  Thus, another limitation to the 

scope of this study is focusing primarily on the encoding of subjects. 

 Our methodology, discussed in §2.1, necessitates the analysis of encoding data from a 

discrete corpus as the basis for hypothesizing default encoding values for various discourse contexts.  
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After the defaults have been properly established, the remaining data which cannot be accounted for 

by these default principles are assumed to be non-default.  The non-default encoding is assumed to 

mark the presence of some describable feature of discourse.  In preparation for this dissertation, we 

undertook to write a preliminary description of Biblical Hebrew narrative participant reference for a 

workshop presented by the Summer Institute of Linguistics in 2003.  The corpus for this workshop 

was the narrative of Exod 1-12.  In order to test our proposed initial description, we chose to use a 

different corpus for the dissertation with the goal of testing and refining our description based on an 

expanded corpus.1   

 The narrative of Exod 1-12 has an unusual number of what appear to be emotionally-charged 

dialogues.  The narrative also has a limited cast of participants.  We decided upon the corpus of Gen 

12-25 based upon its focus on a single thematically-salient participant Abraham, and based on the fact 

that it manifested much more typical dialogues and many more participants coming and going from 

the discourse stage.  This decision has proven to be prudent.  Several of our defaults were shown to 

need revision in order to adequately account for the Genesis data.  Thus, while our corpus for this 

study is technically Gen 11:27-25:10, our principles are also able to account for the attested encoding 

data of Exod 1-12.  In order to narrow the scope of discussion, primary attention is placed on Gen 12-

25.  Only limited reference is made to the Exodus corpus.  The final chapter applies the description 

that we assemble in Chapters 2-6 to Gen 27.  This application further ensures that our description can 

provide a coherent account of attested participant reference usage in its discourse environment, and 

not just data from selected sentences in isolation. 

1.4 Hypotheses 
There are four basic hypotheses which form the basis of our study.   

1. The use of participant reference observed in Biblical Hebrew narrative follows attested, 

cross-linguistic principles that are both self-consistent and describable.  The usage is also 

consistent with attested usage in other languages.  The use of referring expressions in 

narrative may at face value appear to be a matter of stylistics or Ancient Near Eastern literary 

conventions.  Regardless of its origins, we propose that it nonetheless represents a describable 

system.  Many have hypothesized a complex literary history lying behind the development of 

the book of Genesis (e.g. Von Rad 1972:13).  However, it is our contention that even though 

many hands may possibly lie behind the composition and editing of the text we currently call 

‘Genesis’, these writers/editors nonetheless utilized natural language conventions which are 

consistent with principles of usage attested in languages other than Biblical Hebrew.  

Furthermore, these conventions form a self-consistent system which can be cogently 

described, given the correct theoretical framework.  The goal here is to avoid a translation-

                                                      
1 The default encoding principles have also been applied to Gen 1-11, the whole of Ruth and Jonah, and 
selections from Judges and 1 Samuel.  However, the data presented here are restricted primarily to Gen 12-25. 

 13



driven description participant reference which is at odds with attested and expected cross-

linguistic norms.  Only a typologically-informed description of participant reference will be 

of any value to Bible translators seeking to effectively render a specific function of 

participant reference in Biblical Hebrew narrative into its counterpart in the receptor 

language. 

2. Based on the pragmatic principle that ‘choice implies meaning’ (cf. Andrews 1990), we will 

construe departures from the expected default encoding values as being pragmatically 

motivated.  We also hypothesize that such usage forms a self-consistent, describable system, 

which is consistent with attested usage in other languages.  Levinsohn notes that often such 

choice is dismissed as representing ‘stylistic’ or ‘optional’ variations; however, such claims 

have no explanatory power, and often “are synonyms of ‘don’t know’!” (2000a:viii).  It is our 

hypothesis that departures from default encoding norms are indeed meaningful, based on the 

typologically-analogous attested use of participant reference systems in other languages.  We 

claim that non-default encoding is intended to accomplish some effect other than that 

achieved by use of a default encoding value.  Rather than summarily dismissing irregular 

encoding as a consequence of stylistic variation, we hypothesize that such ‘irregularities’ are 

pragmatically intended to accomplish a definable, describable effect. 

3. Our description of both default and marked encoding will be able to provide a reasonable 

account for the attested encoding data in a given representative corpus, viz. Gen 11:27-25:10, 

the Abraham narratives which will more generally be referred to as Gen 12-25.  If our study 

is indeed able to accurately describe the linguistic use of participant reference in Biblical 

Hebrew narrative as a natural language, a test of its efficacy will be its ability to account for 

usage in a given representative corpus.  Such a description will not have to predict usage, but 

instead describe it.  It must not only be able to account for the presence of a given encoding 

value in a context, but should also be able to account for the absence of alternative encoding 

values in that context.  For example, if the choice was made to use a marked form in a 

context, in our view it simultaneously represents the decision not to use a default or 

alternative marked form in order to accomplish some specific pragmatic effect. 

4. Our description will both account for shortcomings of past studies of this area, as well as 

make a positive contribution to both the exegesis and translation of Biblical Hebrew 

narrative.  Based on past studies of the pragmatic use of referring expressions conducted in 

the field of poetics, it seems apparent that an empirically-grounded description will make a 

significant contribution to the exegesis of narrative, whether in the area of unit delimitation, 

theme discovery, or narrative criticism and interpretation. 
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1.5 Assumptions and Presuppositions 

Assumption 1:  Literary Unity 
 Studies in the area of poetics and narrative criticism have demonstrated that many of the 

original ‘signs of redaction’ hypothesized by early Source critics to be evidence of underlying sources 

can be well accounted for as literary devices which actually add to the cohesion and flow of the text 

(cf. Berlin 1983:111ff)  Furthermore, recent critical studies in the areas historiography and source 

criticism have called into significant doubt long-held assumptions which form the very foundation of 

modern documentary hypotheses (cf. Van Setters 2006).  Rather than having an inept redactor editing 

a series of conflicting documents into a quilt-like composition, the final form of the Biblical Hebrew 

text is being held in much higher regard of late, especially with respect to the literary skill with which 

it was composed.  In light of this, we will regard the text of our Genesis corpus as a unified literary 

composition.  This is not to claim that it came from the hand of a single author.  By ‘unified’ we mean 

that the final form of the text represents a coherent and cohesive composition that utilizes a unified set 

of literary and linguistic conventions that are describable and self-consistent.  Thus, we will not 

appeal to disparate underlying sources to account for variations in encoding.  Instead, we will assume 

that the writers and editors were utilizing a common set of linguistic conventions manifested in 

Biblical Hebrew as a natural language. 

Assumption 2: Biblical Hebrew Represents Natural Language Usage. 
 A second assumption is that the Hebrew found in our corpus is representative of a natural 

language, and as such will conform to expected linguistic conventions and norms characteristic of 

natural languages.  We are aware of the issue of diachronic matters related to language development 

and change, and thus have sought to select a corpus that would reflect a common period of language 

usage so far as we are able to determine.  Therefore only limited appeal will be made to tokens 

outside of the Torah, and the assumption is made that the language of Genesis and Exodus, as 

received in the Masoretic Text, provides a representative corpus reflecting principles of natural 

language.2 

Assumption 3:  Markedness 
 We construe the participant reference system manifested in Biblical Hebrew narrative as 

being an asymmetrical system of marked and unmarked forms (cf. Andrews 1990).  Usage of a 

marked form explicitly indicates the presence of a particular feature.  Use of the unmarked form does 

not specify whether the feature is present or not.  It may or may not be present; the form is unmarked 

                                                      
2 We duly note that our assumption here has been questioned, cf. Ullendorff (1977) and Knauf (1990).  The 
participant reference encoding data seems to betray an underlying system, in our opinion.  Thus, while we 
acknowledge the alternative view, for the purposes of our study we shall nonetheless construe Biblical Hebrew 
as functioning like a natural language.   
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and thus does not explicitly specify one way or the other.  Thus, the marked form does not inherently 

mean the opposite of the unmarked.  It explicitly indicates that the feature in question is present. 

1.6 Methodology 
 The methodology of this study entails four steps.  The first step is to develop a discourse-

functional and cognitive theoretical frame of reference, accomplished by a survey of studies in the 

following areas: 

 information structure and the cognitive processing of discourse,  
 language typology and its application to participant reference,  
 pragmatics and the processing of marked forms, and 
 anaphora resolution.   

 
The insights and principles realized from this survey will then be used to construct a theoretical 

framework for evaluating the current status of participant reference studies.   

 Next we will survey studies in the area of participant reference, first in linguistics proper 

(Chapter 2), and then specifically in the description of Biblical Hebrew narrative (Chapter 3).  This is 

intended to identify the questions left unanswered by previous descriptions of participant reference.  

The goal is also to verify that our theoretical framework is sufficiently constructed to resolve these 

questions.  Our framework will also be used to select a suitable methodology which is flexible and 

comprehensive enough to identify and describe marked forms against a canon of default forms. 

 Next, we apply this methodology within our theoretical framework to the Genesis corpus to 

describe default encoding of participants in the various discourse contexts of narrative (Chapter 4).  

This description of default encoding will then be used to isolate and describe the non-default 

encoding data, which we will construe as marking the presence of some discourse feature.  We will 

describe the discourse function played by these marked forms based on:  

• the cross-linguistic functions of participant reference,  
• the conclusions reached by empirical studies on the cognitive processing of overencoding, 

and 
• the comparable function of such encoding in other languages.   

Finally, we will apply our completed description of participant reference in the narrative of our 

corpus to the text of Gen 27, both to test and to illustrate the explanatory value of our conclusions for 

exegesis and translation. 

1.7 Relevance  

1.7.1 Implications for Exegesis 
 This study builds on the work of scholars from the disciplines of poetics, pragmatics, 

anaphora resolution, cognitive linguistics, discourse analysis and Old Testament narrative criticism.  

The methodology utilized will be relevant to poetics scholars as a means of systematizing literary 

analysis; this will help to provide more objective results, and to make the methodology more 

transferable to students.  Current methods in this field rely heavily upon reader-response and reader-
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intuition.  This study contributes to the description of point of view, characterization, center of 

attention, and embedded evaluation. 

 Our discussion of prominence will be of relevance to those working in the area of pragmatics 

and cognitive linguistics in that we propose a cognitive account of how prominence markers are both 

discerned and processed.  Description of marked forms too often results in nebulous appeals to 

‘emphasis’ that do not have much explanatory value in and of themselves.  Our proposed model—

which describes the cognitive processing of prominence—will add clarity to our description of the 

pragmatic effects of marked encodings.   

 Linguists working in the area of anaphora resolution will also find this study relevant in that 

Biblical Hebrew heavily utilizes what we will refer to as ‘thematic highlighting,’ a task which is 

accomplished through the substitution or supplementation of proper names with thematically-salient 

referring expressions.  This area is hardly addressed in the general linguistic literature, most likely 

due to the fact that this convention is not as heavily manifested in modern European languages.  

Therefore our description of this device represents a contribution to the description of discourse 

anaphora above the level of lexical NPs. 

 This study will also provide relevant insight into discourse analysis, particularly in the area of 

delimitation criticism.  Participant reference is used in many languages to aid readers in segmenting 

the text into discrete chunks for easier processing.  Our discussion on the use of overencoding of 

active participants provides a framework for analysts to test current methods of unit delimitation 

against the linguistic evidence for segmentation, viz. overencoding of active participants (cf. Chapter 

5).  We also make reference to the correlation of Masoretic parashiyyot accents with formal and 

pragmatic markers of discontinuity found at these textual boundaries. 

 The final area of relevance for this study is the exposition of Biblical Hebrew narrative.  The 

pragmatic use of overencoding for thematic and cataphoric highlighting (cf. Chapters 6 and 7) will 

give exegetes insight into the writer/editor’s conception of the relative prominence of different parts 

of a narrative.  These devices are used to pragmatically add prominence to narrative elements, 

prominence that they would not otherwise have naturally received.  The pragmatic use of prominence 

markers is a key indicator for determining the communicative intent that the writer/editor is seeking 

to convey.  The description of prominence markers in Biblical Hebrew is still being developed.  Our 

description of the use of participant reference to mark prominence represents only a small part of the 

larger endeavor of determining how such devices interact with other known prominence markers 

attested in Biblical Hebrew narrative. 

1.7.2 Implications for Bible translation 
 People working in the area of Bible translation and language consultation will find our study 

relevant for its description of discourse features based on cross-linguistic principles and examples, 

rather than primarily upon the translation of the feature into English or German.  For those unfamiliar 
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with a functional approach to language, this study will hopefully add to their appreciation and 

understanding of how languages use devices such as the participant reference system to accomplish a 

variety of semantic and pragmatic tasks.  We will strive to maintain a distinction between the formal 

semantic meaning of a construction and the pragmatic effects achieved by its use in a given context. 

1.8 Outline 
 Chapter 2 provides an introduction to the building blocks of our theoretical frame of 

reference.  This frame of reference is introduced through a review of the literature from which it is 

derived.  This framework is then applied to a survey of linguistic studies of participant reference and 

anaphora.  One goal of this literature survey is to ensure that the theoretical framework is sufficient to 

tackle the remaining questions left by previous studies.  Another goal of this survey is to compare the 

explanatory power of various methods for describing participant reference, with a view to selecting 

the one that provides the most elegant and useful description. 

 Chapter 3 will apply the theoretical framework and methodology developed to evaluate and 

learn from past studies of participant reference in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  It will also set an 

agenda of the issues that will need to be resolved in order to build upon previous participant reference 

studies in Biblical Hebrew narrative. 

 Chapter 4 provides a description of default encoding values for participants beginning with 

their initial introduction into the discourse.  The description will also cover continuing reference to 

these participants, as well as their reactivation after a period of inactivity.  Issues which constrain 

encoding decisions will also be discussed, including syntax, Biblical Hebrew verb morphology, and 

the discourse context.  The goal is to ensure that default constraints are not construed as marked, and 

vice versa.  As we will see, the default principles of participant encoding are only able to account for 

a portion of the encoding data from our corpus.  The residual data will be discussed in the remaining 

chapters. 

 Chapter 5 describes one of the functions of overencoding the subjects/agents in contexts of 

relative continuity.  It will be argued that the use of redundant subject NPs referring to active 

participants serves a processing function to pragmatically segment the text into discrete units, 

following Andersen (1994) and Levinsohn (2000b).  This claim is grounded in evidence from 

empirical cognitive studies on anaphora resolution combined with the linguistic evidence from a large 

number of unrelated languages.  While our description of the processing function of referential 

encoding does account for a large portion of the residual overencoding data, still more remains to be 

accounted for. 

 Chapter 6 provides a description of the remaining encoding tokens left unexplained from the 

previous two chapters.  The remaining data are separated into two groups.  The first group of data 

exhibits morphological overencoding that is in excess of what is prototypically associated with the 

processing function, i.e. an overencoded development unit.  The second group exhibits manipulation 
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of participants’ default referring expressions.  This involves either the supplementation of a default 

expression with an appositive or some other descriptive expression, or the substitution of an 

alternative referring expression for a participant’s primary referring expression.  We argue that the 

morphological overencoding has the pragmatic effect of cataphorically highlighting a following 

speech or event.  Additionally we claim that the supplementation or substitution of referring 

expressions has the pragmatic effect of thematically highlighting the information contained in the 

non-default expression. 

 In Chapter 7 we apply our description of participant reference to an analysis of Gen 27.  This 

analysis serves not only to summarize the conclusions we have reached in the study, but also to 

demonstrate the exegetical value of our discourse-functional description to the exposition and 

interpretation of the Biblical text.  This chapter also describes the interaction of the pragmatic use of 

participant reference with other prominence markers attested in Biblical Hebrew.  Chapter 8 

concludes our study, reviewing our hypotheses and discussing areas for further research. 
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2. Linguistic and Theoretical Framework 
 Several major studies in the area of participant reference have been conducted over the years, 

both in linguistics proper and in biblical studies.  One common characteristic of these studies is that 

the analysts seemed to focus on only one aspect of participant reference, e.g. the processing function.  

Based on attention to the chosen aspect, the scholars were able to describe a bit more of the data than 

previous studies, yet still end up leaving a portion of the data unexplained.  There are very few 

comprehensive studies which consider all three typological functions of participant reference: 

semantic, processing and pragmatic.  The primary factor influencing the efficacy of a study’s 

explanatory power is its theoretical frame of reference.  The limitations of the theoretical framework 

seem to be directly proportional to the amount of data that is left unexplained. 

 The purpose of this chapter is to formulate a theoretical frame of reference which is capable 

of supporting a coherent description of participant reference in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  We begin 

by discussing the rationale for selecting a functional, discourse-pragmatic approach.  Next we outline 

the cognitive issues which impact a reader’s processing of participant reference in order to 

incorporate these constraints into our description.  The cognitive framework is followed by a 

discussion of syntactic issues which place certain constraints on the encoding of participants.  The 

survey of cognitive and syntactic issues will allow us to understand how these factors influence 

default encoding values.  It will also allow these constraints to be adequately incorporated into our 

description.   

 Next we consider the cross-linguistic functions of participant reference.  These functions 

provide guidance in determining the function of both default and non-default encoding. This is 

followed by a brief discussion of pragmatic implicatures and how they influence the processing of 

discourse.  Our goal for this theoretical frame of reference is that it be able to account the pragmatic 

functions of participant reference. It must also take into account cognitive principles of language 

processing, as well as cross-linguistic and typological principles of referential encoding. Finally we 

will evaluate the relevant linguistic studies on participant reference using our theoretical framework 

to verify that it is able to account for attested encoding. 

2.1 Methodological Framework:  Levinsohn’s Default/Marked Framework 
 In this section we introduce Levinsohn’s methodology for identifying and describing marked 

forms on the basis of a proposed default canonical form.  This methodology is also used as an 

evaluative tool in this chapter and the next to critique studies in the field. 

2.1.1 Introduction  
 The methodological framework for this study is that developed by Levinsohn (1978, 1990, 

1994, 2000a, 2000b, 2003), Dooley and Levinsohn (2001), and Bailey and Levinsohn (1992).  It has 

been referred to as the default/marked method by Clark (2000).  The default/marked concept is not 
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so much a method as a methodological framework for both developing and adapting methods of 

linguistic description to fit a particular language or language feature.  Levinsohn’s approach combines 

three concepts into an eclectic, yet very adaptable framework for linguistic studies.  His approach is a 

functional, descriptive application of markedness theory.3  Let us consider each of these ideas in turn. 

Functional:   
A functional approach according to Dooley is “an attempt to discover and describe what 

linguistic structures are used for:  the functions they serve, the factors that condition their use” 

(1989:1).  A structural approach to grammar prototypically describes how the possible encoding 

options are used; yet it rarely explains why one form is used in a particular context as opposed to 

another.  In contrast, a functional approach is concerned with understanding why a particular form is 

used as opposed to simply how the form is used (Van Wolde 1997:21).    

 A functional approach to linguistics is grounded in the assumption that ‘choice implies 

meaning’ (Andrews 1990).  In instances where there is more than one option for grammaticalizing an 

utterance, there is likely some kind of pragmatic choice which guides the speaker to choose one 

encoding option over another.  Each choice is assumed to have a unique, pragmatic implicature 

associated with it, i.e. a meaningful difference.  Rather than simply listing the options available to the 

speaker, this study will attempt to provide a description of the pragmatic effect or ‘meaning’ 

underlying each choice.   

The corollary of ‘choice implies meaning’ holds true as well: ‘no choice implies no meaning’.  

It will be demonstrated that certain Biblical Hebrew constructions which have been viewed by some 

as ‘marked’ or ‘emphatic’ in fact represent a default encoding constraint.  If there is no choice 

associated with the particular use of the form in a context, it is inappropriate to assign any pragmatic 

‘meaning’ to its use.  Assuredly stylistic differences between speakers account for some differences in 

usage.  All too frequently though, such an explanation is cited when a grammarian is unable to 

explain the meaning underlying the variation.  As Levinsohn has stated, “too often, the terms 

‘optional’ and ‘stylistic variation’ are synonyms of ‘don’t know’!” (2000a:viii).   

 The study of Fox (1983) on topic continuity in Biblical Hebrew provides a representative 

illustration of the limits of structural studies as a heuristic tool.  He found that the referential distance 

(number of clauses since the last mention of a referent) is virtually identical for three different levels 

of morphological encoding:  clitic pronouns, independent pronouns, and ‘Y-movement’ (ibid:242).  

While Fox was able to empirically document the various options, he was unable to explain why one 

form was used and not another.  While his study provided a useful description, it is of little heuristic 

value in helping the analyst determine the implicatures of using one form instead of another. 

                                                      
3 For a thorough, theoretical introduction to an asymmetrical view of markedness theory as applied here, cf. 
Andrews (1990). 
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 To illustrate the principle of ‘no choice implies no meaning’, let us consider Fox’s description 

of independent pronouns in Biblical Hebrew.  He claims that clitic pronouns are the default level of 

encoding for all Biblical Hebrew verbal forms.  However, non-finite verbal forms (e.g., participles 

and infinitives absolute) do not grammaticalize subject agreement, nor do verbless clauses.  Thus, 

non-finite verbal and verbless clauses require use of at least an independent personal pronoun to 

encode the subject.  However, Fox fails to factor this into his account of Biblical Hebrew 

morphology.  This leads him to observe: “In non-verbal clauses in EBH [Early Biblical Hebrew], 

unstressed, non-contrastive independent pronouns are almost obligatory, used much like subject 

agreement in verbal clauses” (ibid:252). It would seem more accurate to describe the use of 

independent personal pronouns as required for non-finite clauses, i.e. the default form.  Such a view 

would bolster his claim that subject agreement is obligatory, a claim which we would agree with.  

Descriptive: 
 A descriptive study seeks to move beyond cataloging the optional uses of a linguistic feature 

to describing the ‘meaning’ associated with each of the choices available.  Such a description neither 

seeks to predict usage, nor prescribes how conventions should be used.  A functional description 

analyzes actual usage.  It develops a unified explanation which is not only able to account for the 

presence of a feature in a context, but which is able to account for its absence in a different context 

(Levinsohn 2000a:ix).  The key to developing such a description lies in understanding what 

grammatical or pragmatic feature each choice specifically ‘marks’ as being present. 

Markedness:   
 Markedness theory, as described by Andrews (1990), presupposes that asymmetrical sets of 

linguistic oppositions exist which function as markers for the presence or absence of a particular 

feature.4  The sets are said to be asymmetrical in that one member of the set indicates the presence of 

a particular feature (called the ‘marked’ form), while some other member of the set (the ‘default’ 

form) is considered to be unmarked for the feature.  The recognition of asymmetry to this view of 

markedness is crucial, in that the default form does not signal the opposite of the marked form.  

Instead, the feature in question may or may not be present; the default form is not explicitly marked 

for the feature.   

 The novelty of Levinsohn’s application of markedness theory lies in the identification and 

utilization of default forms.  Traditionally, defaults are identified statistically:  the most frequently 

occurring form is assumed to be the default.5  An ancillary implication of such a statistically-based 

                                                      
4 Cf. van Wolde (1997:25ff) for a summary of markedness theory and an application of it to Biblical Hebrew 
syntax. 
5 Cf. Andrews’ (1990:136ff) very insightful chapter entitled “Myths about Markedness” which debunks some 
commonly held notions regarding the use of statistics in distinguishing default and marked forms. 

 22



selection is to view frequency of use as inversely proportional to semantic significance.6  Such a 

framework does not describe the asymmetrical presence or absence of a feature, but instead results in 

a statistically-based semantic hierarchy, with the least frequently occurring forms conveying the most 

semantic meaning.  Such a framework often turns out to have little heuristic value in differentiating 

the meaningful difference of using one form over against another other than to say it is somehow 

‘more marked’. 

 Levinsohn’s approach is to organize descriptions based on the feature that is marked by each 

member of the set.  Rather than selecting a default based on frequency, Levinsohn advocates selecting 

a provisional default based on identifying the most basic or simplex form of the feature in question 

through a preliminary study.  The most unmarked form serves as the canonical baseline for the 

description of each marked form.  This process of identifying the default might require that 

modifications be made to the proposal.7  Since the default form is the least marked, its use does not 

need to be explained.  The default is used when the speaker has chosen not to mark the presence of 

any feature.  The most basic form sometimes turns out to indeed be the most frequently occurring, but 

this is not always the case.  The efficacy of the proposed default will directly affect the quality of the 

final description. 

 This preliminary study to isolate the least-marked member of a set has several objectives.  

First, the analyst must inventory the linguistic choices available for encoding a particular feature.  

Second, he or she must also identify the different contextual constraints which influence the selection 

of one encoding option as opposed to another.  For example, to begin a study of participant reference, 

one would begin by cataloguing the various morphological encoding options available in the 

language.  Many contextual constraints affect encoding decisions.  Examples of these constraints 

include whether a participant is brand new or already established in the discourse, whether a 

participant is a major or minor one, the kind of participant he or she is interacting with, and the genre 

of the discourse. 

 Finally, the analyst proposes a least-marked encoding option as the ‘default’ based upon the 

results of the preliminary empirical analysis of the data.8  This default option then becomes the foil 

against which proposed marked options are described.  For instance, the preterite verb in Biblical 

Hebrew is widely accepted as being the default narrative verb form, signaling +continuity and 

+perfective aspect (Buth 1995:99; cf. Longacre 1983:65f and Levinsohn 2002:128).  With this default 

                                                      
6 E.g. Porter’s description of verbal aspect in Koine Greek is based on a symmetrical view, and is largely based 
on discourse frequency: “The perfective (aorist) aspect is least heavily weighted of the Greek verbal aspects, and 
hence carries the least significant meaning attached to use of the form…  The imperfective (present/imperfect) 
aspect is more heavily weighted, and to use it in opposition to the perfective (aorist) implies greater semantic 
significance” (1992:22). 
7 Cf. Dooley and Levinsohn (2001: 127ff) for a more complete description of the process. 
8 The application of typological principles here is crucial.  By respecting the demonstrable patterns to which 
certain language-types tend to adhere, the analyst may prevent many errors before they occur.  The analyst may 
also glean clues about how comparable linguistic tasks are accomplished in other languages. (cf. Chapter 3). 
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as the baseline, the analyst would then describe the other forms—such as w-x-qtl or participial 

forms—based on what feature(s) their presence explicitly signals that the default does not explicitly 

signal.  Such a method can be adapted and applied to virtually any feature, context, or language.   

 The default/marked methodology is exemplified in Li’s (1997) study of zero anaphora in Late 

Archaic Chinese.  He observes that very little of this language’s grammar is based on morpho-

syntactic rules, but instead on discourse-pragmatic ones.  He further notes that many Western 

linguists have sought to account for the zero-slot in Chinese based on the fact that Western languages 

must ‘drop’ a pronoun in order to achieve zero anaphora.  In Li’s view, Chinese speakers begin with 

zero anaphora as a default, and use higher levels of encoding for pragmatic purposes (ibid:278).  

Previous studies of Chinese had characterized zero anaphora as a so-called ‘reduced’ form.  Thus by 

hypothesizing that zero anaphora is the default encoding form for active participants, his goal is no 

longer to explain the presence of ‘default’ zero anaphora, but instead to describe the motivations and 

factors influencing departures from this default (ibid:275). 

 Claiming a certain form is the default is not to claim that it is used more frequently than any 

other form, or that it has less significance than any other form.  A default is simply the most basic, 

encoding option available for a particular feature.  It provides a heuristic canon against which to 

describe the explicitly-marked options.  If one finds that the chosen form is not the least marked, there 

is freedom to reorganize the descriptions.  Chapter 4 will provide a description of default encoding of 

participants for the narrative of our corpus, and will form the basis for our description of marked 

forms and usage in Chapters 5-7. 

 The so-called ‘default/marked’ methodology has been applied to participant reference studies 

in a variety of typologically-diverse languages.  Levinsohn first applied the approach to the Inga 

(Quechuan) language of Columbia (1978), to Koine Greek (1992, revised as 2000a) and then to 

Biblical Hebrew (Levinsohn 2000b). He has also supervised its application to a wide variety of 

languages through workshops for Bible translators (cf. Levinsohn 1994, Dooley and Levinsohn 

2001).  Clark (2000) conducted a comparative study of three different methods for describing 

participant reference (Givón 1983a, Tomlin 1987, and Levinsohn 2000a) to the Sio language of Papua 

New Guinea.  He concluded that Levinsohn’s framework provided the most adaptable and accurate 

description of the three. 

2.1.2 Benefits of a Default/Marked Framework 

Adaptable 
 This framework has been used successfully to describe linguistic features of very diverse, 

non-Western, minority languages, including the description of participant reference.  These languages 

utilize a variety of referential encoding systems (e.g. switch-reference systems, gender-based systems, 
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etc.9) and different anaphoric strategies (e.g. look-back strategies, VIP strategies10).  Levinsohn’s 

framework has also proven to be sufficiently flexible to allow for adaptation to the various constraints 

of diverse languages.  Its application to studies of participant reference will be reviewed in more 

detail in §2.4.4. 

Empirically-based 
 The importance of establishing an empirically defensible default cannot be underscored 

enough.  Numerous problems arise and compound in the absence of a properly established default.  

First, a flawed default can lead an analyst to misidentify truly marked forms as ‘default’, or vice 

versa.  Second, if the default has not been discretely isolated, one may end up describing what turns 

out to be two discrete features as a single feature, or worse yet classifying the anomaly as an 

exception.  If the baseline is flawed, the initial error tends to be compounded in the description and 

classification of non-default usage. 

Heuristic 
 The method provides a functional framework which allows the analyst not only to account for 

the presence of a feature via participant reference encoding, but also to account for its absence 

elsewhere. 

2.1.3 Semantic Meaning versus Pragmatic Effect 
 Languages tend to be very efficient.  They will frequently exploit the non-typical use of a 

grammatical feature to achieve a certain pragmatic effect.  Some languages track participants using 

switch reference markers, whereby “the verb of a dependent clause is morphologically marked to 

indicate whether or not the subject of that clause is the same as the subject of its linearly adjacent, 

structurally related independent clause.  If both subjects are coreferential, a SS [i.e. same subject] 

marker is used; otherwise, a DS [i.e. different subject] marker is employed” (Huang 2000:11).  In 

spite of this default principle, Huang notes the non-referential, pragmatic use of the DS marker in the 

Amele language in certain SS contexts: “In this language, a change of place and/or time warrants the 

use of a DS marker even if the subjects in question remain the same…  But typically the secondary 

functions of the switch-reference system are in addition to its primary function and are related to the 

encoding of some non-referential meanings” (2000:293, italics mine).  Hence the pragmatic effect of 

the DS marker in a SS context is to signal something in addition to its basic semantic meaning.  

Language strategies like this use of the DS marker serve to economize the number of different 

devices a language requires to meet the needs of its speakers.  Grammatical devices often play 

                                                      
9 Cf. Huang 2000:8ff for a typological description of each. 
10 Cf. Dooley and Levinsohn (2001:117ff) for a description of these strategies. 
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double-duty, pragmatically marking the presence of a feature in (non-default) contexts where such a 

device is semantically unexpected or unnecessary.11    

 Another example of the non-default use of a device to achieve a pragmatic effect is the non-

spatial use of spatial-deictic markers, e.g. demonstrative pronouns, to encode the relative salience of 

discourse referents.12  From a semantic perspective, the demonstrative pronouns this and that in 

English encode near and far spatial proximity, respectively, from the speaker’s point of view.  

However, when these demonstrative pronouns are applied to non-spatial referents, particularly in a 

comparative context, the near demonstrative has the pragmatic effect of marking the proximate 

referent as more salient than the distal referent (cf. Levinsohn 2003).  This ‘feature’ of marking 

relative salience is not a semantic component of the pronoun.  Instead, it is a pragmatic effect of its 

use in a particular context.  It will be argued that Biblical Hebrew narrative exploits overspecified or 

redundant NPs to accomplish several different pragmatic effects beyond their basic semantic function, 

depending upon the discourse context. 

2.2 Cognitive Framework 

2.2.1 Mental Representations   
 Understanding how humans process texts or discourse is foundational to understanding 

participant reference.  Andersen et al. (1983) suggest the following model:  “One way of looking at 

comprehension is to view it as a process of mapping elements in the sentence currently being 

interpreted into a [mental] representation established on the basis of the prior discourse.  According to 

such a view a single integrated representation of the discourse is constantly being updated as new 

information is encountered” (1983:427).  Information communicated via the discourse is then added 

to the hearer’s developing mental representation.  Lambrecht elaborates on this idea stating, “This 

representation is formed by the sum of ‘propositions’ which the hearer knows or believes or considers 

uncontroversial at the time of speech” (1994:43).  The mental representation is built either by 

contributing new information to the ‘files’ of existing discourse referents,13 or by ‘activating’ new 

referents.  

2.2.2 Identifiability 
  Before a speaker can add information about a referent, he or she must ensure that the hearer is 

able to uniquely identify the intended referent in his or her mental representation.  Lambrecht defines 
                                                      
11 Cf. §2.5 for a discussion of Huang’s (2000) M-principle, which explains the cognitive processing of such 
devices by a hearer or reader. 
12 Cf. Levinsohn 2003 and Linde 1979. 
13 Lambrecht notes, “Discourse referents are syntactically expressed in ARGUMENT (including adjunct) 
categories, such as noun phrases, pronouns, various kinds of tensed or non-tensed subordinate clauses, and 
certain adverbial phrases (those that can be said to refer to the circumstances of a predication).  They cannot 
normally be expressed in phrases which serve as PREDICATES.  Predicates by definition do not denote 
discourse referents but attributes of, or relations between, arguments” (1994:75).  
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this constraint of identifiability as “a speaker’s assessment of whether a discourse representation of a 

particular referent is already stored in a hearer’s mind or not” (ibid:76).  A referent is considered 

identifiable either if it is represented in the addressee’s mind, or if it can be referred to deictically or 

anaphorically (ibid:77).  Lambrecht likens the creation of a new discourse representation in the 

hearer’s mind “to establishing a unique information ‘file’ in the hearer’s mental representation, in 

which new information about the referent is stored throughout the discourse, and which can be 

retrieved in future discourses” (ibid:77).  This process of establishing a new referent in a discourse is 

referred to as activation (cf. §2.2.4). 

2.2.3 Discourse Register 
 As speakers and hearers begin a dialogue or discourse, both start with a certain amount of 

common knowledge about the world around them.  This knowledge forms the basic framework of 

what is called a ‘discourse register’.  Lambrecht defines the discourse register as “the set of 

representations which a speaker and hearer may be assumed to share in a given discourse” (ibid:47).  

As new participants and referents are introduced into the discourse, they are simultaneously added to 

the register.  Information gathered about the discourse referents is cognitively utilized to build the 

‘mental representation’ of both the referent and the discourse as a whole. 

2.2.4 Chafe’s Activation States  
 The prominence of a discourse referent in a hearer’s mental representation does not remain 

static throughout a discourse.  While it may figure prominently when first activated, a referent tends 

to lapse in its degree of ‘activation’ with each passing clause which does not make explicit or implicit 

reference to it.  Chafe has identified the following potential activation states a discourse referent can 

have at any one point in time as a means of describing this process of deactivation:  

• Active:  A concept “that is currently lit up, a concept in a person’s focus of consciousness 
at a particular moment”. 

• Semi-active: It is accessible, a concept “that is in a person’s peripheral consciousness, a 
concept of which a person has a background awareness, but one that is not being directly 
focused on”.   

• Inactive:  A concept “that is currently in a person’s long-term memory, neither focally nor 
peripherally active” (1987:22ff). 

The cognitive status of a participant undergoes a process of decay in the absence of continued 

reference to it in the discourse, moving quickly to a semi-active state, and eventually to an inactive 

state.  The second stage of decay, from semi-active to inactive, is much slower and is generally 

directly proportional to the participant’s salience and level of activity in the preceding discourse.  

Eventually, the participant is said to be ‘inactive’, stored in the reader’s long-term memory, and 

requiring more mental energy to reactivate than a semi-active participant. 

 27



2.2.5 Activation Potential and Participant Encoding 
 Lambrecht rightly notes that the issues of accessibility and activation are less a matter of 

discrete states, and more matters of degree.  “I suggest, then, that we think of cognitive accessibility 

as a POTENTIAL FOR ACTIVATION rather than as the STATE OF A REFERENT in a person’s mind…  I 

believe that the main criterion in manipulating the pragmatic states of referents in a discourse is not 

whether some referent is ‘objectively’ active or inactive in a hearer’s mind but whether a speaker 

assumes that a hearer is willing and able, on the basis of grammatical forms with particular 

presuppositional structures, to draw certain inferences which are necessary to arrive at the correct 

interpretation of a referent” (1994:104-105).  Based on Chafe’s (1987) definitions of activation states, 

and Givón’s (1983a:18) Iconicity Principle, it is possible to sketch the expected morphological forms 

used to encode referents with different potentials for activation. 

 Active participants are normally encoded using the minimal morphological form available in 

a language (cf. Grice’s ‘Maxim of Quantity’, 1975:45-46; Givón 1983a:17-18; Gundel et al. 

1993:278; Lambrecht 1994:96; Huang 2000:220-221).  Language-specific examples of minimum 

encoding for subjects are: zero anaphora in Chinese, Japanese and Korean; clitic or bound pronouns14 

in Biblical Hebrew, Koine Greek and Arabic; and independent pronouns in English, French and 

German.  Though use of more encoding is frequently used to refer to active participants (e.g. a lexical 

NP or a demonstrative pronoun), such encoding is often pragmatically motivated to accomplish non-

default purposes, as was illustrated from Huang (2000:11) in §2.1.2. 

 Givón (2001:175) describes the challenge of reactivation as follows:  “In the grammar of 

referential coherence, a referent is coded as definite when the speaker assumes that it is accessible to 

the hearer but is not currently activated (in working memory/attention).  The hearer’s task is then to 

ground (connect) the referent, either to its previous anaphoric trace in episodic memory or to some 

other accessible trace, and then to reactivate it in working memory”.  Thus the re-establishment of the 

referent and the ‘ground’ (what we will call the discourse anchor or anchoring relation) is the 

primary task accomplished through reactivation from inactivity.  Differences in activation potential 

require different levels of morphological encoding.  

 Semi-active participants require definite lexical NPs for reactivation since they are only 

peripherally conscious in the reader’s mental representation.  These referents are not ‘lit up’, thus a 

lexically-specific form is needed to specify the intended referent and thus reactivate it.  The cognitive 

task is to select the intended participant from among the possible candidates in the reader’s peripheral 

consciousness.  As was the case with active participants, semi-active referents are also overencoded at 

times using anchored definite NPs.  It will be shown that such encoding is pragmatically—and not 

simply semantically—motivated.   

                                                      
14 Givón (1983a:17) refers to such pronouns as ‘agreement markers’. 
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 Inactive referents—those which have previously been discourse active but have passed into 

long-term memory due to disuse—have a higher semantic threshold to be met for reactivation.  As a 

result, and based on Givón’s (1983a:18) Iconicity Principle, we can expect that inactive participants 

will require more morphological encoding than semi-active participants.15  Not only must the inactive 

participant be specified using a definite lexical NP, but the anchoring relation which grounds the 

participant to the discourse must also be reestablished.  The anchoring relation can take the form of 

an attributive modifier, a restrictive relative clause, or an appositive.  We propose the following table 

to describe default encoding of the three activation states: 

Table 1. Anticipated Encoding Based on Activation Potential 

ACTIVATION STATES REACTIVATION CONTINUING REFERENCE 
ACTIVE -- CL. OR Ø 
SEMI-ACTIVE SIMPLE NP -- 
INACTIVE ANCHORED NP -- 

 
It stands to reason that there should be a difference in encoding required for reactivation between 

each activation state.  While we may not know definitively the specific activation state of a 

participant in a reader’s mental representation at any one time, we can observe the assessments that 

speakers make about activation status based on how they encode participants in various discourse 

contexts.  Such a working distinction is imperative in order for analysts to make informed judgments 

regarding whether a participant’s encoding is default or marked. 

 Lambrecht’s (1994) regarding the reactivation of inactive referents requires further 

discussion.  Reactivation of a participant from the discourse register essentially requires a shift by the 

reader from knowing about the participant to thinking about the participant as the center of attention.  

Lambrecht claims that the required encoding for reactivating an inactive participant is 

“ACCENTUATION of the referential expression and FULL LEXICAL coding” (1994:96).  His claim 

appears to be based on a corollary assumed from Chafe’s observation that active participants are 

usually “spoken with an attenuated pronunciation” (Chafe 1987:26).  Lambrecht (1994:98) makes the 

assumption that prosody is a marking component of the morphological encoding hierarchy, forming a 

set of contrastive oppositions regarding the encoding of activation states.  The following is 

extrapolated from his discussion: 

• Active: -prosodic prominence, +pronominal encoding 
• Semi-active: +/-prosodic prominence, -pronominal encoding16 
• Inactive (and accessible?):  +prosodic prominence, -pronominal encoding 

                                                      
15 Cf. Givón (1983a:19), where he notes “at least some studies in this volume demonstrate that NPs modified by 
restrictive modifiers code more discontinuous/less accessible topics than unmodified NP’s.  This must be a 
reflection of the phonological size scale, since obviously a modification increases the size of the NP”.  Cf. 
Givón (2001:175ff) for use of restrictive relative clauses to reestablish the ‘grounding’ relation of inactive 
referents. 
16 Our construction of his semi-active position is just that.  It appears that he claims that ‘activation accent’ is 
necessary for the promotion of both inactive and accessible referents (cf. 1994:270). 
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Lambrecht’s conclusion regarding the function of prosody in the reactivation of inactive participants 

overlooks several very significant aspects of attested encoding data.   

 To begin with, prosody is not a recognized morphological marker in language typology.  The 

nearest thing to the use of prosody in any morphological encoding scale concerns use of independent 

pronouns, never NPs (cf. Givón’s ‘Scale of phonological size’, 1983a:18; or Ariel’s ‘Accessibility 

marking scale’, 1990).17  Both of these scales, as well as the work of Chafe (1976, 1980, 1987), are all 

‘pre-Lambrecht’.  In other words, Lambrecht’s work on information structure significantly influenced 

subsequent discussion on everything from contrastiveness to word order.  Subsequent study of 

prosody has placed its role squarely within the realm of pragmatics, not semantics.18  Within 

pragmatics, prosody is found to be a significant component of information structure, especially in 

languages with rigid word order.  There is indeed a relation between activation state and prosody.  

However we would argue that it concerns the difference between topical and focal information, not 

activation states. 

 By definition, topical entities must be identifiable NPs, either active or accessible to the 

hearer.  Default encoding of topical entities is characterized by attenuated pronunciation (i.e. 

unaccented).  If one correlates topicality with activation state, one finds that by definition only active 

and semi-active participants can be topical.  This would account for their lack of prosodic prominence 

in unmarked information-structure contexts (cf. §2.3).  Thus, ‘prosodic accent’ serves as a distinctive 

marker of information status: a constituent is either topical or focal.  We argue here that the case 

cannot be made typologically for its application as a distinctive marker of activation state.  Consider 

the distinction between ‘stressed pronoun’ and ‘unstressed pronoun’ in Ariel’s scale.  From a 

pragmatic standpoint, the distinction between the two is marked topic versus default topic, 

respectively, since pronominal referents must be discourse-active by definition.19 

 Next, consider Lambrecht’s definition of focal constituents.  He defines the focus of an 

utterance as the difference between what is presupposed at the time of the utterance, and what is 

                                                      
17 Givón uses the term ‘unstressed pronoun’ as a synonym for a clitic or bound pronoun.  He correspondingly 
links stressed pronouns with independent pronouns, presumably to differentiate languages like English (which 
do not use clitic pronouns) from languages such as Hebrew (which do).  Ariel’s scale seems to list all 
possibilities for all languages: 

Ariel’s accessibility marking scale (from Huang 2000:254) 
Zero > reflexive > agreement marker > cliticized pronoun > unstressed pronoun > stressed pronoun > 
stressed pronoun+gesture > proximal demonstrative (+NP) > distal demonstrative (+NP) > … > first 
name > last name >short definite description > long definite description > full name 

Though she may indeed see a scalar function of prosody with respect to pronouns, no scale uses ‘stressed NP’ as 
a morphological class relating to activation. 
18 Cf. Hedberg (2002), and Hedberg and Sosa (2001). 
19 A technical exception to pronouns being topical is the prospective or cataphoric use of demonstrative 
pronouns to highlight the introduction of a new proposition.  E.g., “Know this, that you will never pass the 
course without studying”.  In this example, the referent of ‘this’ is the proposition “that you…”  So far as we 
have been able to determine, such prospective uses of pronouns are resolved in the immediate context, and thus 
still follow the general principle claimed here regarding use of pronouns. 
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asserted in the utterance.  By definition, inactive participants from the discourse register are construed 

as non-topical, and therefore are considered part of the focal domain at their reactivation.  Lambrecht 

himself makes this point several times: 

Different syntactic constraints on the coding of inactive and accessible referents have been 
observed by Prince (1981a)20 and Chafe (1987), who both conclude on the basis of text 
counts that the vast majority of subjects in spoken English have active or accessible but not 
inactive referents (1994:100-101). 
 
It is clear that any claim concerning a correlation between focus and cognitive state ‘inactive’ 
can be made only for focus constituents to which the activation parameter can be applied, i.e. 
to referential constituents in the sense of Section 3.1 (ibid:260). 
 
Focus and inactiveness are independent information-structure parameters and their 
grammatical manifestations must be carefully distinguished (ibid:261). 
 
The theoretical observation that pragmatically inaccessible discourse referents are most likely 
to be coded as focal constituents is strongly confirmed by statistical observations concerning 
the distribution of topic and focus constituents in texts.  For example the text counts from 
spoken French presented in Lambrecht 1986b (Chapter 6) reveal that subjects 
overwhelmingly tend to be pronouns while objects overwhelmingly appear as lexical noun 
phrases.  Given the necessary correlation between pronominal coding and activeness on the 
one hand and between inactiveness and lexical coding on the other (Chapter 3), and given the 
correlation between subject and topic on the one hand and object and focus on the other 
(Chapter 4), we can conclude that there must be a strong discourse tendency for referential 
focus constituents to have ‘new’ referents.  And this tendency may have important 
consequences for the syntactic structuring of sentences.  Nevertheless, there is no necessary 
correlation between focus and activation states of referents (ibid:262). 
 

We completely agree with Lambrecht that focus must be understood as the difference between that 

which is presupposed and that which is asserted.  Having said this, we believe that the relation that he 

is observing is the pragmatic marking of information structure, not the use of prosody as a distinctive 

marker of activation.  By definition, focal constituents are marked by prosodic prominence, and any 

extension of prosody as a distinctive marker of activation states seems circumstantial at best. 

 There is one final point to make regarding Lambrecht’s account of reactivation of discourse-

register participants.  We claimed above that reactivation of inactive participants requires both a 

definite lexical NP and some kind anchoring relation that reestablishes the participant’s relation to the 

discourse.  This is most frequently accomplished via appositives, restrictive relative clauses, or 

possessive pronouns whose anaphor is discourse-active.  Lambrecht does not provide many different 

examples of such reactivation, but each of the ones he cites includes has an anchoring expression.  

Lambrecht capitalizes words to indicate that they receive primary sentence accent: 

a) I heard something TERRIBLE last night.  (Ø) remember MARK, the guy we went HIKING 
with (Ø), who’s GAY?  His LOVER just died of AIDS (ibid:119). 

                                                      
20 Prince only cites one ‘new’ (unused) token occurring as a subject.  It is the opening clause of a paper, and 
likely utilizes pragmatic bootstrapping for activation: “The late Uriel Weinreich (1966:399) observed…” 
(1981:247). 
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b) My CAR broke down (in answer to the question, ‘What happened?’) (ibid:16). 
c) Her HUSBAND died (ibid:309). 
d) I saw your BROTHER yesterday (ibid:107). 
e) I finally met the WOMAN who moved in downstairs (ibid:51).21  

Token (a) provides an example of the speaker asking the hearer to recall a participant from his/her 

shared knowledge.  Lambrecht construes both MARK and AIDS as being inactive, and attributes the 

accenting to their reactivation.  We would agree that MARK is inactive, but we attribute the accent to 

marking both as focal.  AIDS is accessible from world knowledge, and thus requires no anchor.  

Notice that the reactivation of MARK includes two anchoring expressions to ensure that the hearer 

reactivates the correct MARK (i.e. ‘the guy we went HIKING with (Ø)’ and ‘who’s GAY’).  Accent 

alone, without any anchoring expression, would almost certainly be insufficient to successfully 

reactivate the correct referent MARK in the hearer’s mental representation. 

 Tokens (b) and (c) are activating new but contextually-accessible participants in what 

Lambrecht calls ‘event-reporting’ sentences which do not have topics.  Note that each accented NP 

includes a discourse anchor to relate the NP to the discourse context.  The anchor renders it at least 

cognitively accessible to the hearer (i.e. ‘My’ with CAR in (b), ‘Her’ with HUSBAND in (c)).  

Exclusion of the anchoring expressions would completely change the referential meaning of each 

clause (except perhaps (b)), because the hearer would not be able to uniquely identify the speaker-

intended referent.  The anchor disambiguates the referring expression, marking that it reactivates a 

specific participant from the discourse register and not a brand-new participant.  Tokens (d) and (e) 

reactivate participants from the shared discourse register via the comment of a topic/comment 

sentence.  The anchoring relations in these sentences provide the same disambiguating function, 

indicating that the speaker is reactivating a known entity from the discourse register.  On this basis we 

consider prosody to correlate to information structure, and anchoring relations to correlate with 

activation status.  The claim that Lambrecht has made correlating prosody to activation state 

overlooks the role of the anchoring relation, and becomes untenable when this relation is removed 

from the context. 

2.2.6 Identifiability and the ‘Givenness Hierarchy’ 
 Gundel et al. (1993) have developed a more nuanced scale of activation, and one which is 

linked to the specific forms which grammaticalize each level, called the “Givenness Hierarchy”.  

Table 2 represents our application of their Hierarchy to Biblical Hebrew and Koine Greek.   

 

 

 
                                                      
21 Cf. Lambrecht’s (1994:130) comments on restrictive relative clauses often marking the head noun as focal.  
Cf. p. 165 and his ‘Topic acceptability scale’, which predicts that topic acceptability decreases as one moves 
down the following list:  active, accessible, unused, brand-new anchored, brand-new unanchored. 
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Table 2. ‘Givenness Hierarchy’ Applied to Biblical Hebrew and Koine Greek 

 In  
Focus 

Activated Familiar Uniquely  
Identifiable 

Referential Type  
Identifiable 

English It 
(Un-
stressed 
PRO) 

HE (Stressed 
PRO),  
this, 
that, this N 

that N the N 
NAnchored 
(Most  
inferables) 

indefinite  
this N, 
a certain  
N22 

a N 

Biblical 
Hebrew 

Ø,  
clitic PRO 

'wh 'yih 
hez  t'Oz   
helE' 
NDef  hezah, etc. 

NDef 'whah  
NDef 'yihah 

NDef 
NAnchored 

N daxe' Ø N 

Koine  
Greek  

Ø, 
 clitic 
PRO 

αυτος /ο /η 
εκεινος /ο /η 
NDef ο

 

                                                     

υτος... 

NDef 
εκεινος 
 

NDef 
NAnchored,  
modified N 

N τις Ø N 

 
Gundel et al. (1993) have found that the Givenness Hierarchy forms an entailment scheme in which 

the lower levels of activation are entailed in the higher levels.  Thus, if a participant is activated, it is 

by definition also familiar, uniquely identifiable, referential and type identifiable.  A list of definitions 

for the various levels follows: 

Type identifiable:  “Able to access a representation of the object” (ibid:276). 
Referential:  “The speaker intends to refer to a particular object or objects...must either 

retrieve an existing representation…or construct a new one” (ibid:276). 
Uniquely identifiable:  “The addressee can identify the speaker’s intended referent on the 

basis of the nominal alone” (ibid:277). 
Familiar:  “Is able to uniquely identify the intended referent because he already has a 

representation of it in memory”, either long- or short-term (ibid:278). 
Activated:  “Represented in current short-term memory” (ibid:278).  Either retrieved from 

long-term memory, or constructed from immediate context. 
In focus:  “Not only in short-term memory, but also at the current center of attention” 

(ibid:278). 

Their model is discussed in more detail in the description of thematic and cataphoric highlighting in 

Chapter 6.  With regard to the discussion of Lambrecht above, note that description of pronouns as 

‘stressed’ and ‘unstressed’ by Gundel et al. (1993) follows Givón’s (1983a) explanation.  

2.3 Information-Structuring Framework 

2.3.1 Pragmatic Presupposition, Topic and Focus 
 Information structure is the analysis of how speakers pair the propositions which they wish to 

communicate with the most appropriate lexico-grammatical structure, based on their assumptions 

about the hearer’s mental representation and the speaker’s own communicative goals.  Thus “the 

information structure of a sentence is the formal expression of the pragmatic structuring of a 

proposition in a discourse” (Lambrecht 1994:6).  As speakers communicate new propositions to 

 
22 Added to reflect common translation of referential indefinites in Biblical Hebrew and Koine Greek. 
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hearers, the information becomes presupposed for both speaker and hearer, and will form the topical 

basis of new assertions which follow.   

 Most utterances can be divided into two parts:  that which is presupposed, and that which is 

asserted.  The presupposed information forms the basis from which topical entities of a clause are 

drawn, while the asserted information is classified as focal.  Regarding topic Lambrecht states, “A 

referent is interpreted as the topic of a proposition if in a given situation the proposition is construed 

as being about this referent, i.e. as expressing information which is relevant to and which increases 

the addressee’s knowledge of this referent” (ibid:131).  He defines focus as “the element of 

information whereby the presupposition and the assertion DIFFER from each other.  The focus is that 

portion of a proposition which cannot be taken for granted at the time of speech.  It is the 

unpredictable or pragmatically NON-RECOVERABLE element in an utterance.  The focus is what 

makes an utterance into an assertion” (ibid: 207).  For convenience sake in illustrations, bold font will 

be used to identify focal constituents, while underlining will be used to identify topical constituents. 

2.3.2 Sentence Articulations 
 There are three basic types of sentence articulation (i.e. pragmatic structures) identified by 

Lambrecht (ibid:117ff; cf. Andrews 1985:77ff) which each accomplish a different pragmatic function.  

Each articulation presupposes different aspects of a proposition.  The predicate focus articulation 

(also called topic-comment) presupposes that a topic X did something, and is used to answer the 

question, “What did X do?”  For instance, if someone saw me sucking my thumb, the following 

question-answer set might be used. 

(1) Question:  “What happened to you?”  
Answer:  “I just hit my thumb with a hammer!”  
 

The question presupposes that ‘I’ did something.  The answer takes the presupposed topic (‘I’) and 

makes a propositional comment about it (‘hit my thumb with a hammer’).  The focus of the utterance 

is the predicate of the clause (Lambrecht 1994:222).  Predicate focus is the default sentence 

articulation, the one used when there is no pragmatic reason to use another.  Subjects encoded as 

clitic/unaccented pronouns are prototypically found in predicate focus clauses. 

 A second sentence articulation is argument focus (also called focus-presupposition).  In this 

articulation, the proposition is presupposed by both the speaker and hearer, but the argument which 

makes the presupposition into an assertion is missing.  The question and answer set changes to: 

(2) Question:  “What did you hit?” or “What did you hit your thumb with?”  
Answer:  “I just hit my thumb with a hammer” or “I just hit my thumb with a hammer.”  
Elided answer:  “My thumb” or “A hammer.”  
 

Notice that the argument focus answer is identical to the predicate focus answer with the exception of 

the prosodic stress on the arguments ‘thumb’ or ‘hammer’.  The primary difference between these 

utterances lies in what is presupposed in each.  The argument focus answer can use a default 
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constituent order as in (2), the elided answer, or use an It-cleft construction to achieve a marked 

constituent order for more pragmatic highlighting than the default answers in (2). 

(3) Marked Answer:  “It was my thumb that I just hit with a hammer.” 

English must utilize it-clefts to obtain marked focus constructions due to its rigid constituent order.  

Languages such as Biblical Hebrew and Koine Greek allow pragmatic shifts in constituent order, and 

thus will manifest more frequent use of marked orders. 

 The third sentence articulation is presentational articulation or sentence focus (Lambrecht 

1994:222).  The primary function of sentence focus is “to introduce an entity whose semantic role is 

normally expressed with the subject function” (Andrews 1985:80; cf. Lambrecht 1994:39).  The 

sentence focus clause does not contain presupposed information.  The focus of sentence focus clauses 

is the entire clause.  Typically a newly introduced argument will be the subject of a verb which 

predicates existence (e.g. ‘Once there was an X…’), a verb of motion (e.g. ‘suddenly three men 

approached the camp’), or a verb of perception (e.g. ‘A rabbit appeared from inside the magician’s 

hat’) (cf. Lambrecht 1994:137ff; Dooley and Levinsohn 2001:63ff).  No comment is made about the 

focal argument in the main clause, though a subordinate relative-type-clause can be used for this 

purpose (Andrews 1985:80), illustrated in (4).   

(4) Once there was a carpenter who had a hammer. 

‘A carpenter’ is presented (and thus activated) into the discourse, and the subordinate relative clause 

assigns a comment to the new participant.  Sentence focus clauses are a standard means of beginning 

a new discourse.  

 Lambrecht identifies an apparent sub-group within sentence focus clauses which he calls 

event reporting (1994:137).  Event reporting sentences answer the question “What happened?” and 

the whole clause is considered to be in focus, not just the newly presented argument.  Lambrecht 

notes that “in English the difference between event-reporting and predicate focus sentences is not 

[always] unambiguously marked” (ibid:137).  The distinction lies in the presupposed proposition of 

each articulation:  there is no presupposed information in a sentence focus or event-reporting clause. 

(5) Event-reporting    Predicate focus  
Question:  “What happened?”  “What did you do to your thumb?”  
Answer:  “My thumb was hit!”  “It was hit.”  
 

Although there are only three primary sentence articulations, there are multitudes of ways to adapt 

them to meet a speaker’s pragmatic communicative goals.  

2.3.3 Pragmatic Ordering of Constituents 
 While this study does not focus on information structure, the various pragmatic structuring 

devices directly impact the default minimum encoding of participants.  Therefore, we will provide a 

brief overview of constituent-ordering principles and conventions.  As noted above, there are 

basically two pragmatic classifications for the information in an utterance:  that which is presupposed 
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or topical, and that which is asserted or focal.  According to the principle of Natural Information Flow 

(Comrie 1989:127-28), the default tendency is for a speaker to structure an utterance so as to move 

from what is most known to what is least known, to the degree that the word-order typology of the 

language allows.   

 The following is an adapted summary of the default constituent order of nuclear clauses in 

Biblical Hebrew, based on Lode (1984) and Levinsohn (2000b): 

(6) Default or Least-Marked Ordering of Nuclear Clause Constituents 

Verb—Pronominals23—Subject—Objects/Complements—Adjuncts  

This ordering scheme applies to finite verbal clauses, and represents what we construe as default 

ordering of the possible constituents; not all are required.  In the case of non-finite verbal and verbless 

clauses, Buth (1999:107) has claimed the default order of nuclear clause constituents to be Subject-

Predicate, though the ordering of constituents within the predicate is not specifically discussed.  Our 

ordering of pre-nuclear constituents, described below, is consistent with Buth’s model for verbless 

clauses.   

 Most verbless clauses from our corpora occur within the reported speeches of the narrative.  

The encoding of participants in such clauses manifests very little variation that is not accounted for 

either by our default encoding rules or by the principles of information structure.  As will be shown in 

Chapters 5 and 6, most pragmatic conventions of participant reference necessitate the overencoding 

of participants.  The minimum encoding requirements of verbless clauses are high enough as to 

render unambiguous cases of overencoding very rare.  Thus, application of the claims made below 

regarding the overencoding of participants for discourse processing or cataphoric highlighting could 

only be made to such verbless or non-finite tokens manifesting demonstrable overencoding.  We 

found this difficult to claim in most cases.  Conversely, the principles describing thematic 

highlighting in Chapter 6 apply equally well to verbless and non-finite verbless clauses, and thus do 

not merit special attention.  Finite verbal clauses contain the bulk of encoding data which cannot be 

accounted for either by default encoding principles or by principles of information structure. As a 

result, the encoding of participants in finite verbal clauses will necessarily receive the bulk of our 

attention.   

 As noted above, pragmatic ordering of constituents regularly occurs in Biblical Hebrew, 

prototypically by fronting or preposing the marked constituent before the finite verb.  Preposed focal 

constituents will be referred to as PFCs.  The pragmatic effect of preposing a focal constituent is to 

                                                      
23 ‘Pronominals’ refers to any pronominal form, be it a deictic or demonstrative, a pronominal suffix bound to a 
preposition or the object marker, etc.  In practice, ‘pronominals’ also primarily refers to non-subject pronouns.  
The default subject pronoun of finite verbs in Biblical Hebrew is a clitic or ‘verb-agreement’ pronoun (cf. Givón 
1983a), and is encoded in the verb morphology.  The use of independent subject pronouns is therefore construed 
as pragmatically motivated in narrative, and thus these pronouns prototypically occur in pragmatically marked 
positions.  As a result, the category ‘Subject’ functionally refers to lexical NPs.  For the post-verbal use of 
subject pronouns, cf. BHRG §36.1.I.2.ii. 
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lend greater prominence to the preposed constituent than it would otherwise receive in its default 

position.  The speaker could have placed the constituent in default position, but chose instead to 

prepose it; therefore the choice implies a meaning. 

 Presupposed, topical information can also be preposed, but serves quite a different pragmatic 

function.  Fronted topical constituents will be referred to as ‘points of departure’ (PoDs), following 

Levinsohn (2000a). 24  A PoD “cohesively anchors the subsequent clause(s) to something which is 

already in the context (i.e., to something accessible in the hearer’s mental representation)…  It is 

backward-looking, in the sense of locating the anchoring place within the existing mental 

representation, but it is forward-looking in that it is the subsequent part of the sentence which is 

anchored in that place” (Dooley and Levinsohn 2001:68).  In other words, PoDs provide a marked, 

pragmatic means of highlighting discontinuity, with the PoD forming the primary basis for relating 

what follows the PoD with what has preceded it.25  A PoD is considered pragmatically marked 

because the information it contains could also be conveyed from its default position in the clause, but 

the writer/speaker has chosen to prepose it and thus mark the discontinuity.  The following pragmatic 

ordering scheme is based on Dooley and Levinsohn (ibid:68) and Buth (1999:107): 

(7) Left-Dislocated—PoD—PFC—Nuclear Clause—Right-Dislocated 

If all constituents are present, (7) would represent the expected ordering.  Note also that more than 

one constituent at a time can be preposed, and the ordering within the PoD slot is expected to be 

based on saliency, with the most salient occurring first. 

  Levinsohn identifies three primary kinds of PoD, based on Givón's (1984:43) discontinuity 

categories of time, place, action and participants. 

(8) Levinsohn’s Categories for Points of Departure (cf. Levinsohn 2000a:7-28) 
(a) Temporal: a preposed adverbial phrase which establishes the temporal frame of reference for 

what follows; 
• Marked:  ‘After he smashed his finger, the carpenter let out a loud shriek of pain.’ 
• Default:  ‘The carpenter let out a shriek of pain after he smashed his finger.’  
 

(b) Spatial: a preposed locative expression (e.g. a prepositional phrase), which establishes the 
spatial frame of reference for what follows; 
• Marked:  ‘At the hospital, the medic bandaged the carpenter’s mangled finger.’ 
• Default:  ‘The medic bandaged the carpenter’s mangled finger at the hospital.’  
 

(c) Referential: a preposed nominal or prepositional phrase (or in English, receiving secondary 
sentence accent) which establishes a new topic, usually by switch from a previous topic.  
These can be accomplished in several ways in English; 

                                                      
24 These constituents are also called ‘topicalized’ (cf. BHRG) or ‘contextualizing constituents’ (cf. Buth 1999), 
but the terminology of Levinsohn will be maintained here. 
25 Cf. Li and Thompson’s discussion on the notion of topic, and the rationale for fronting a constituent to 
establish a specific frame for what follows.  They observe that subjects in subject-prominent languages (e.g., 
English, Greek, Hebrew or German) are weak topics, as compared to topics in topic-prominent languages.   
According to their research, the topic in a topic prominent language is always sentence initial (1976:465).  The 
means they found for strengthening a subject, to make it more topical in a subject-prominent language, was by 
fronting it to a marked initial position such as using a spacer or left-dislocation (1979:484). 
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• Left-dislocated:  ‘As for his finger, it was quite disfigured.’ 
• Prosodic marking: ‘His thumb was unhurt; however, his finger was quite disfigured.’ 
• Use of spacer:  ‘His thumb was unhurt; his finger, however, was quite disfigured.’ 
• Default:  ‘His finger was quite disfigured.’  

Other kinds of PoDs found predominately in non-narrative discourse include: 

(d) Renewal: returns to a previous topic; 
(e) Conditional: preposed conditional clause such as, ‘If you don’t stop talking, I will…’ 
(f) Purpose:  ‘In order that this doesn’t happen again, you should…’ 
(g) Reason:  ‘Because of your dedicated work, we have decided to…’  

 
It is important to keep in mind the pragmatic intentions that each of these phrases represent.  A 

speaker could have encoded each clause using default word-order or default prosody.  Instead a 

marked means was chosen, ostensibly to accomplish some pragmatic effect.  

 As noted earlier, the pragmatic ordering of constituents occurs fairly regularly in Biblical 

Hebrew narrative.  Finite verbs in Biblical Hebrew do not require explicit subjects, but are able to 

encode the subject agreement information using bound, clitic pronouns.  Some direct objects can also 

be encoded using enclitic pronouns on the verb.  Since movement of the constituent is necessary to 

signal either a referential PoD or a PFC (i.e. argument focus), the minimal unbound encoding of 

referents in Biblical Hebrew is an independent pronoun.  For instance, the choice to make a 

constituent a PoD or PFC requires that the minimum encoding of the participant be an independent 

pronoun, and therefore there is no meaning behind the choice to encode the participant using an 

independent pronoun other than the creation of a PoD or PFC.  The independent pronoun plays a 

disambiguating function in Biblical Hebrew, explicitly indicating the presence of a marked 

information structure that would have remained unmarked using bound morphological forms.  This 

issue will be discussed in much more detail in Chapter 4. 

2.4 Cross-Linguistic Functions of Participant Reference 

2.4.1 Introduction   
 Dooley and Levinsohn (2001:112) have identified three linguistic functions a participant 

reference system must be capable of accomplishing:  

• Semantic:  “identify the referents unambiguously, distinguishing them from other 
possible ones”.  In other words, the reader must be able to track ‘who did what to whom’ 
(cf. Andrews 1985:66, Givón 1983a, 1983b, A Fox 1983).  

• Processing:  “overcome disruptions in the flow of information” (cf. Fox 1987a, 1987b, 
Tomlin 1987, Levinsohn 2000b),  
Discourse-pragmatic:  “signal the activation status and prominence of the referents or the 
actions they perform” (cf. Andrews 1985:77ff, Huang 2000:213ff, Levinsohn 2000a:140). 

These three functions are not discrete categories.  We claim they form a hierarchical entailment 

scheme.  Encoding for processing still accomplishes a semantic task, even if the encoding is 

redundant.  Similarly, pragmatic encoding entails processing and semantic functions as well.  The 

converse does not hold true, though.  The significance of viewing these functions as entailing one 
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another will be treated much more fully in our discussion of pragmatic functions of participant 

reference in chapter 6. 

(9) Entailment Hierarchy of Cross-Linguistic Functions of Participant Reference 

Discourse-pragmatic entails Processing which entails Semantic 

 In §2.4.1, a brief description of each of the three functions will be presented in order to 

provide a framework for understanding the kinds of conventions languages use to encode participant 

reference information.  In sections 2.4.2-2.4.4, we will review the three major quantitative 

methodologies which have been brought to bear in the description of participant reference in various 

languages (viz. Givón 1983, Tomlin 1987, and Levinsohn 1994, 2000a, 2000b).  Each methodology 

has benefited from those which preceded, building on the previous conclusions and seeking to explain 

the remaining counter-examples and anomalies.  Each study has a particular emphasis, which 

coincidentally parallels the three purposes of participant reference hypothesized by Dooley and 

Levinsohn (2001).  Therefore, the three purposes will provide the outline for the sections.   

 In light of the existence of three, essentially competing methodologies for describing 

participant reference, a study was undertaken by Clark (2000) to apply these three approaches to the 

Sio language of Papua New Guinea.  His goal was to determine which method most “accurately and 

thoroughly” described the Sio participant reference system, including apparent deviant usage 

(ibid:ix).   Clark provides an evaluation of the advantages and disadvantages of each method in 

participant reference description, and his assessments will be incorporated in our discussion below. 

The Semantic Function 
   The semantic task of participant reference is primarily focused on ensuring that the reader is 

able to track the roles, and shifts in roles, of each participant in the discourse.  The most common 

strategy of participant reference is a sequential strategy,26 whereby “the reference of [other than a full 

noun phrase] is normally taken from the nearest candidate word before it” (Grimes 1978:viii).27  The 

candidate word is the antecedent that most agrees with the anaphor by grammatical categories such as 

gender or number, by animacy, and based on the semantics of the context.   

 Use of full lexical encoding for continuing reference to participants would theoretically be the 

most unambiguous means of encoding participants.  However, principles such as Grice’s (1975) 

‘Maxim of Quantity,’ Foley and Van Valin’s (1980:270ff) ‘Interclausal Relations Hierarchy,’ and 

Givón’s (1983a:18) ‘Iconicity principle,’ assert that speakers tend to use the minimal level of 

encoding available for continuing reference.  Speakers rely upon the conventions of the sequential-

strategy system as the primary means of indicating continuity in the discourse.  In a closed setting, 

where only one or two participants are involved, tracking participants encoded using minimal 

                                                      
26 For other strategies of anaphora, cf. Huang (2000:1-8). 
27 Cf. Fox’s (1987a:158) comments regarding the cross-linguistic evidence affirming the prevalent use of 
sequential strategies. 
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reference is usually accomplished quite easily, even when the participants change roles.  Consider the 

English translation of Exodus 4:2-3 for example: 

(10) Semantic function of participant reference encoding 

(a) And the LORD1 said to him2 [Moses], "What is that3 in your hand?"  
(b) And he2 said, "A staff3." 
(c) Then He1 said, "Throw it3 on the ground."  
(d) So he2 threw it3 on the ground,  
(e) and it3 became a serpent4;  
(f) and Moses2 fled from it4.  

Once the participants are explicitly mentioned in (a), four changes of subject/agent are unambiguously 

accomplished using only minimal morphological encoding.  Even if we had not added a lexical NP in 

(a) to specify participant2, the reader still could have distinctly tracked the participants.  In (f), a 

lexical NP has been introduced to clarify who flees from the serpent, since there are two possible 

antecedents for ‘he’. 

 Clauses (a)-(c) are considered a closed context, since there are only two participants in the 

context, and their role changes can often be accomplished unambiguously with minimal encoding. In 

open contexts (clauses (d)-(f)), where more than two participants are involved, minimal encoding 

becomes less of an option, and lexical NPs are more frequently used to encode switches of 

participants in order to avoid ambiguity.  Dooley and Levinsohn note that “the amount of coding 

material in a referring expression increases with the danger of ambiguity” (2001:113, italics theirs).  

They also note that quite often encoding one participant with a lexical NP is sufficient to 

disambiguate a context as seen in (11a) and (11f) above. 

The Processing Function 
 The processing task has to do with how readers assimilate a text into a mental representation.  

Where there are discontinuities or disruptions in the text (such as those described in Givón's 

Discontinuity scale above), more specific encoding is expected.  Thus, one expects that default, 

minimal encoding of participants is interpreted by the reader as signaling ‘+continuity’.28  The 

corollary holds as well: disruptions in the discourse will require more encoding.  Dooley and 

Levinsohn (2001:113) claim that such disruptions are found at thematic boundaries, or where there is 

discontinuity of action (such as transitions from event material to non-event material).  Such 

disruptions guide the reader in how to segment the discourse into meaningful thematic units in the 

form of a mental representation.  Thus, the processing task is not so much semantic as cognitive, 

helping the reader to recognize where a discrete segment of a mental representation should end and 

another should begin.  There is good reason for breaking a discourse down into smaller, more 

manageable pieces. 

                                                      
28 Cf. Nariyama (2000), who essentially argues that minimal encoding in Japanese, viz. ellipsis of an argument, 
is the ‘unmarked representation of “sameness”’.  We understand her claim to mean ‘+continuity’ of participant.  
Evidence from other languages would suggest that this principle applies far beyond Japanese alone. 
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 Paivio and Begg claim that humans do not process discourses as an unbroken chain, but 

instead break it into smaller mental chunks: “A chunk functions as a unit of memory, so that we can 

remember about the same number of chunks regardless of how many lower-order units are used in 

their construction” (1981:176).  According to this view, humans practice a form of ‘cognitive 

segmentation’29 in order to facilitate greater comprehension and retention of discourse content.  Just as 

a play is broken down into acts, and acts are broken down into scenes, etc., humans can also 

hierarchically chunk discourse content into a series of recursively embedded units.   

 Levinsohn (2000a, 2000b) has demonstrated that the particle de is used in Koine Greek as a 

processing tool.  It segments segment the text into what he calls ‘development units’; Follingstad 

(1994) has demonstrated that the developmental marker kàn in Tyap has a comparable function.  

Similarly, English typically utilizes adverbs such as ‘then’ or ‘next’ to chunk discourse.  The 

following example is an abridged NASB version of the ordination rite recorded in Leviticus 8.  Notice 

the use of then and next by the translator to segment the larger process into macro chunks, with the 

PoDs marking discontinuity within the chunk. 

(11) Processing Markers in the English Translation of Leviticus 8:5-23 

(a) Ø  Moses said… 
(b) Then MOSES had …and washed…And he put…and girded…and clothed…and put…and he 

girded… 
(c) He then placed…  Ø He also placed…and on the turban…he placed... 
(d) MOSES then took… and anointed…and consecrated…And he sprinkled…and anointed… 
(e) Then he poured…and anointed… 
(f) Next MOSES had…and clothed…and girded…and bound… 
(g) Then he brought…and Aaron and his sons laid… 
(h) Next Moses slaughtered…and took…and with his finger put…and purified… 
(i) Then he poured out…and consecrated…  Ø He also took…and MOSES offered…But the 

bull…, he burned… 
(j) Then he presented…and Aaron and his sons laid…And Moses slaughtered…and sprinkled…  

Ø When he had cut the ram into its pieces, MOSES offered…  Ø After he had washed the 
entrails and the legs with water, MOSES offered up… 

(k) Then he presented…and Aaron and his sons laid…And Moses slaughtered…and took…and 
put… 

Since none of the adverbs are present in the Hebrew text, their presence in the English translation 

illustrates the translator’s desire to segment the text into smaller units, breaking the steps into sub-

steps.   

 Next, consider the pragmatic effect of overencoding ‘Moses’ where Moses was the subject of 

the preceding clause.  The ‘MOSES’ encodings, which are in the Hebrew text, illustrate the role the 

participant reference system plays in providing direction to the reader about how to process the 

                                                      
29 We intentionally avoid the term ‘paragraphing’ to describe this phenomenon, as this term is more of a literary 
convention as opposed to a linguistic or cognitive one.  There is little doubt that languages chunk, but there 
appear to be different preferences among languages as to the preferred length of chunks (cf. Clancy 1980:155-
159 for a comparison of preferred lengths of sentences and chunks in English compared to Japanese).  We prefer 
the more generic terms ‘chunk’ or ‘segment’ in order to avoid the importation of English preferences into 
Biblical Hebrew. 
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discourse.  Two occur following the complex temporal PoDs in (j), likely to aid the reader in 

transitioning back to the main narrative line.  Four uses of MOSES occur at thematic transition points:  

in (b) at the transition from reported speech back to narrative, in (d) following the preparation and 

clothing of Aaron, in (f) following the anointing and consecration, and in (h) after the completion of 

clothing Aaron’s sons, but before beginning the processes of the sacrifices.  This redundant use of a 

lexical NP as a processing tool will be fully explored in Chapter 4 below.  It remains to be seen how 

faithful the NASB development units are to those development units in the Hebrew text, but this 

example nonetheless illustrates the propensity of speakers and writers to segment discourse content 

into manageable chunks for readers and hearers to process. 

The Discourse-Pragmatic Function 
 Not every participant is encoded the same way; even the encoding of the same participant can 

vary significantly from one clause to the next.  Factors influencing such encoding decisions involve 

the participant’s activation state, the participant’s salience to the discourse, and the salience of the 

events themselves.  Generally speaking, “the higher the activation status, the less encoding material is 

necessary” (Dooley and Levinsohn 2001:113).  We will discuss Huang’s revision of Levinson’s neo-

Gricean pragmatic implicatures in §2.5, but one principle will be introduced now:  the M-principle.   

 The M-principle is broken into the Speaker’s maxim and the recipient’s corollary: 

(12) Levinson’s Gricean M-principle (Levinson 1987) 

(a) Speaker’s maxim:  Do not use a prolix, obscure or marked expression without reason. 
(b) Recipient’s corollary:  If the speaker used a prolix or marked expression M, he or she did not 

mean the same as he or she would have had he or she used the unmarked expression U—
specifically he or she was trying to avoid the stereotypical associations and I-implicatures of 
U (Huang 2000:207-208).  

The M-principle predicts that a marked form will be understood by the reader as intending to convey 

some meaning other than that communicated by the default or expected form.  Both underspecified 

and overspecified encodings are utilized to accomplish various pragmatic effects.  Omission of the M-

principle from an account of participant reference will impact the results of a study just as 

significantly as an improperly postulated default (cf. Clark 2000:44). 

Salience of the Participant 
 Not all participants are equally salient to a discourse.  Some will play a more prominent role, 

and others are simply props to move the plot forward.  Correlations have been observed between type 

of activation, type of primary referring expression, and the amount of default encoding.  Such factors 

aid the reader in differentiating the most salient participants from those that are secondary.  Major 

participants are more apt to receive “a formal introduction,” which Dooley and Levinsohn describe as 

“linguistic material that instructs the hearer not only to activate the participant, but also to be prepared 

to organize a major part of the mental representation around him or her” (2001:119).  ‘Linguistic 

materials’ include use of a marked expression such as a presentational articulation or a referential 
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point of departure for activation.  Minor participants and props (cf. Berlin 1983:23ff) on the other 

hand, are more likely activated as an anchored (and thereby accessible) topic in a topic/comment 

articulation.  A topic/comment clause can quickly establish a relation between the new participant and 

some grounding aspect in the reader’s mental representation of the discourse.  Furthermore, the major 

participant in a discourse is usually also the center of reference to which other participants are related 

or ‘anchored’.30  Use of such conventions is language-specific.  The point to be made here is that the 

choices for activating and relating new participants to the discourse have meaning, usually regarding 

their status and saliency to the discourse. 

 Differentiation of participant status is also observed in the kind of encoding used for 

continuing reference to active participants (cf. Maibaum 1978, Toba 1978, Levinsohn 1978, 1994, 

2000a).  Dooley and Levinsohn note that many languages make distinctions in the encoding of 

participants based on their importance to and role in a discourse (2001:119ff).  This distinction is 

manifested in several ways.  A unique NP is usually ‘assigned’ to the participant at the initial 

activation of a participant.  This unique expression facilitates the ease and accuracy with which the 

hearer is able to identify the speaker-intended participant.  We will call such NPs primary referring 

expressions.  Revell (1996:44) identifies two kinds of primary referring expression in Biblical 

Hebrew:  proper nouns and ‘epithets’.  An epithet is a definite NP, such as ‘the baker’ or ‘the 

survivor’, which type-identifies a specific participant and serves as their primary referring expression.  

Participants with proper names are more likely to function as major participants than those referred to 

with epithets.31  

 Another means for differentiating major and minor participants is the amount of encoding 

used for continuing reference to an active participant.  Based on Givón's ‘Iconicity Principle’, one 

would intuitively expect that activation status and participant encoding would be inversely 

proportional; however, this is not always the case.  For example, Levinsohn describes what he calls a 

VIP strategy (very important participant) based on Grimes’ concept of ‘thematic participant’.  “One 

referent is distinguished from the rest when introduced, and a special set of terms refer to it no matter 

how many other things have been mentioned more recently” (Grimes 1978:viii).  The VIP marker can 

be a specific linguistic sign attached to the participant’s referring expression, or simply the use of 

underspecification.  The latter convention is observed in Koine Greek (cf. Levinsohn 2000a:136), 

Mambila (cf. Perrin 1978:110), Sio (Clark 2000:75), and at ostensibly at various points in Biblical 

                                                      
30  E.g. expressions such as ‘Sarah, Abraham’s wife’ and ‘Lot, Abraham’s nephew’ both point to ‘Abraham’ as 
being the central participant.  Thus, shifts such as ‘Abraham, Sarah’s husband’ would also convey a shift in the 
central participant to ‘Sarah’, even if it is only temporary (cf. §6.3.2). 
31 It is important to recognize that in many languages, non-human participants are referred to using epithets.  
These epithets often end up functioning essentially as a proper name, such as when an animal is personified.  
One finds this kind of phenomenon in the Warner Brothers cartoons about ‘the coyote’ and ‘the road runner’.  
The expression ‘the road runner’ is uniquely referential to a specific participant. 
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Hebrew (cf. Revell 1996:65).  We cite an example of VIP encoding provided by Dooley and 

Levinsohn (2001:119) below: 

(13) “The Hare and the Dog” with VIP Strategy: 
(a) ‘One day the hare went and talked with the dog-X. 
(b) The hare told X, “Fry one of your pups for us to eat!” 
(c) X refused. 
(d) The hare asked X, “Why won’t you fry it?” 
(e) X answered, “...”’ 

The linguistic marker represented by X is used to indicate that the dog is the VIP of the story, and this 

marker is used as an abbreviated lexical referring expression in lieu of the prototypical lexical NP. 

 It should be noted that VIP refers to an encoding strategy for a participant, and not to a 

participant’s thematic centrality, though the two are interrelated.  The opposite extreme of encoding 

can also be used for indicating the discourse prominence of participants.  Minor participants are often 

encoded using lexical NPs, even for continuing reference where a pronominal form would have been 

unambiguous.  Such encoding runs counter to default expectations that continuing reference tends to 

be downgraded to the minimal anaphoric form, but serves the pragmatic purpose of communicating 

the saliency of the participant to the discourse. 

Salience of Discourse Context 
 Let us return again to Givón’s Iconicity principle:  “The more disruptive, surprising, 

discontinuous or hard to process a topic is, the more coding material must be assigned to it” 

(1983a:18, italics mine).  Levinsohn (2000a:136) notes that Givón’s principle fails to account for 

another use of overencoding besides processing, stating that “a sentence may be highlighted and a full 

noun phrase employed when the information concerned is important but neither disruptive nor 

surprising (e.g., a key speech)”.  Levinsohn’s observation is consistent with Longacre’s description of 

‘peak-marking devices’ used for pragmatic highlighting. 

 Longacre (1985) claims that the plot of most narratives builds toward two key elements: a 

climax and a denouement.  “The first corresponds to the point of maximum tension and confrontation 

in a story; the second corresponds to a decisive event that makes resolution of the plot possible.  

Either or both of these may be marked for peak in the surface structure of a narrative discourse” 

(1985:84).  The general cross-linguistic principle Longacre establishes for peak-marking devices is a 

marked shift away from the default, whether it be shifts in tense/aspect, shifts in the pace of narration 

by shortening or lengthening of clauses, shifts in the ratio of verbs to non-verbs for the pragmatic 

effect of ‘speeding up’ the flow, or increases in the amount of repeated or redundant material, etc. 

(ibid:96-97).32   

                                                      
32 Heimerdinger (1999:56) gleans changes in “characteristic PRs” (i.e. participant references) as another peak-
marking convention from his studies of Longacre (1983) and (1990).  
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 It will be demonstrated that the overencoding33 of participants in certain contexts is 

pragmatically motivated to obtain effects such as (but not limited to) Longacre’s peak-marking 

devices, to highlight shifts in initiator, or to highlight a following speech or event. Most overencoding 

is not for the purpose of highlighting the participant; such highlighting is prototypically accomplished 

using the tools of information structure (e.g. PoDs and PFCs).  Following Levinsohn (2000a), Clark 

(2000), and Callow (1974), we will argue that pragmatic overencoding using default constituent order 

is primarily cataphoric in nature.  The goal is to highlight a speech or event that follows, not to 

highlight the participant; participant reference is simply the means of marking the feature of 

cataphoric highlighting. 

2.4.2 Study of the Semantic Function  
 The most recognized function of participant reference is the semantic function, which enables 

a reader to track participants across clause boundaries (cf. Foley and Van Valin 1984), to understand 

‘who is doing what to whom’.  Comrie illustrates how well participant reference systems are able to 

track referents, stating “Thus, in a story about Beryl and Charles, and with no other human referents, 

it would be possible, after the initial mention of Beryl and Charles, to use only forms of the pronouns 

he and she with unequivocal reference, even if the story were to grow to novel length” (1989:48).  

The semantic function was the center of attention in Givón’s (1983) edited volume on Topic 

Continuity in Discourse.  The studies Givón commissioned34 clearly demonstrate that discourse 

anaphora is intimately tied to the semantics of participant tracking.  He fundamentally establishes the 

prototypical expectations for referential encoding in a variety of discourse contexts.  

 Givón’s cross-linguistic study attempted to establish an empirical relation between ‘recency 

of reference’ to a participant and the morphological level of encoding for the participant.  The study 

was based on the premise that thematic paragraphs usually have a single participant that is “most 

crucially involved in the action sequence running through the paragraph; it is the participant most 

closely associated with the higher-level ‘theme’ of the paragraph; and finally, it is the participant 

most likely to be coded as the primary topic –or grammatical subject –of the vast majority of 

sequentially ordered clauses/sentences comprising the thematic paragraph” (Givón 1983a:8).  The 

objective of the study was to determine how the following factors impacted “the degree of difficulty 

that speakers/hearers may experience in identifying a topic in discourse” (ibid:11). 

(14) Factors Affecting Topic Availability (Givón 1983a:10-12) 

(a) Length of absence from the register:  Measures the number of clauses a participant remains 
unmentioned.  Brand-new, indefinite NPs were predicted to be the MOST difficult to process, 
while a definite topic from the register which returns after a long gap will be less difficult.  

                                                      
33 We will maintain an important distinction between overencoding a participant by using a lexical NP where a 
pronominal form would suffice, and overspecification, whereby semantically redundant anchoring or other 
descriptive information is assigned to a participant that is semi-active or active. 
34 The languages studied included Japanese, Amharic, Ute, Biblical Hebrew, Colloquial Spanish, written 
English, colloquial English, Hausa and Chamorro. 
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The shorter the gap, the greater the ease in processing.  
 

(b) Potential interference from other topics:  Ease of topic identification was hypothesized to be 
inversely proportional to the number of topics in the current [semi-active] register.  The fewer 
the topics, the easier the topic identification is expected to be.  
 

(c) Availability of semantic information:  Redundant semantic information (i.e. overspecification) 
may help the hearer identify a particular topic from a cluttered register.  “This information 
comes primarily from the predicate of the clause, less so from verb-phrase adverbials (in 
particularly of manner), less so from other topics/participants of the clause.  This information 
concerns generic probabilities that a particular topic could participate in the clause in the 
specific semantic/grammatical role in question (i.e. as subject, agent, patient, recipient etc.)” 
(ibid:11). 
 

(d) Availability of thematic information:  Similar to (c), but based on the content of the preceding 
discourse.  This could be ranking of participants (e.g. major/minor), or other thematic 
information in the permanent file relating to the particular discourse.  “Such information 
establishes specific probabilities—for this story, in this chapter, in this section or in this 
thematic paragraph—as to the topic identification within a particular clause and in a particular 
role” (ibid:11). 

 Givón’s study also sought to gain insight into the assumptions a speaker makes regarding the 

availability of a particular topic to a hearer.  Givón made several assumptions based on Gestalt 

psychology: 

• “What is more continuing is more predictable” 
• “What is predictable is easier to process” or,  
• “What is discontinuous or disruptive is less predictable” 
• “What is less predictable, hence surprising, is harder to process” (ibid:12) 

These assumptions, together with the factors affecting topic availability, were rolled into three 

measurement devices which were empirically traced in naturally occurring texts from various 

languages.  The measures were “referential distance” (‘look-back’), “potential interference” 

(‘ambiguity’), and “persistence” (‘decay’) (ibid:13-14).  Each of these measures was tallied based on 

clause counts, which were then formulated into ratios for each morphological level of encoding.  It is 

important to note that Givón viewed this study as preliminary, with the conclusions forming the 

starting point for future studies.  He envisioned these studies “correlating the grammatical and 

discourse-distribution data with psycho-linguistic experimentation and measurement” (ibid:13, italics 

his). 

 Givón gleaned a number of typological observations from the present and preceding studies 

he conducted on topic continuity.  Several of the scales he developed from the study have proven 

significant: 

(15) Scales in the Coding of Topic Accessibility 
(a) Scale of topic accessibility (1983a:17) 

most continuous/accessible topic 
zero anaphora 
unstressed/bound pronouns  
stressed/independent pronouns 
R-dislocated DEF-NP’s 
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neutral-ordered DEF-NP’s 
L-dislocated DEF-NP’s 
Y-moved NP’s 
cleft/focus constructions 
referential indefinite NP’s 

most discontinuous/inaccessible topic   
 

(b) Scale of phonological size (ibid:18) 

most continuous/accessible topic 
zero anaphora 
unstressed/bound pronouns (‘agreement’) 
stressed/independent pronouns 

 full NP’s 
most discontinuous/inaccessible topic 
 

(c) The Iconicity Principle (ibid:18):“The more disruptive, surprising, discontinuous or hard to 
process a topic is, the more coding material must be assigned to it.” 

The results of his study provided an empirically-based, typological description of prototypical 

principles governing participant reference.  While Givón’s studies provided a description of default 

encoding principles, his methodology was unable to account for participant reference encoding which 

did not follow default principles. 

 While Givón’s study made a significant contribution, it indeed proved to be only the first 

step.  Though his empirical data35 was able to show tendencies and patterns, his framework was 

unable to account for what appeared to be the regular overencoding and underencoding of 

participants, encoding which differed from the expected outcomes.  For instance, Givón claimed that 

topic repetition could function as a discourse marker of discontinuity as a means of explaining 

overencoded NP anaphors; however, this explanation was not developed in any detail (ibid:349).  

Also, he noted that pronominal reference can be maintained across several clauses.  Even though his 

principles argued against such usage (ibid:350), he did not provide an explanation of the discourse 

function of such usage. 

 Clark’s application of Givón’s method to Sio found that its basic assumptions regarding 

referential distance were upheld, once certain morphosyntactic restrictions of the language were taken 

into account (2000:72).  However, neither ‘potential interference’ nor ‘persistence’ had much 

applicability in Sio.  Clark found that “there was no significant relationship between potential 

interference and which of the three lower levels of encoding the speaker used” (ibid:72).  Regarding 

persistence, it was only after a differentiation was made between animate and inanimate participants 

that any generalizations were able to be made.  He cites a portion of text which exemplifies the 

problem, repeated below: 

                                                      
35 Clark notes a methodological inconsistency in Givón’s method:  “Complement clauses, as well as clauses that 
represented direct speech quotations, were not considered to be ‘gaps’ when the referent did not appear in the 
clause, but they were counted as occurrences when the referent did appear in the clause” (2000:7, emphasis his). 
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355  They struck the abdomen, 
356  but it didn’t resonate. 
357  They struck the head, 
358  but it didn’t resonate. 
359  They struck the back, 
360  but it didn’t resonate (ibid:37). 

According to Givón’s framework, the persistence of the two boys (referred to as they) is theoretically 

zero and therefore necessitates relexicalization, since they are not referred to in lines 356 and 358.  

However, Clark notes that these participants clearly remain cognitively active due to the reduced 

pronominal reference to them.  Givón’s explanations are unable to account for Clark’s attested data. 

 Clark’s study also exposed the limitations of Givón’s approach in accounting for what turned 

out to be a pragmatic system for encoding relative salience of participants, salience of certain events 

or speeches, and the internal thematic structure of the discourse itself (ibid:72-73).  Clark finds that 

there is a meaningful difference in how animate participants are encoded and their persistence 

compared to that of inanimate participants.  “Inanimate subjects tend to decay almost immediately, 

while animate subjects last for an average of five to nine clauses” (ibid:37).  Clark goes on to state 

that combining these two types of participants, as Givón’s method advocates, “totally masks this 

dramatic distinction” (ibid:38).  The Topic Continuity study provided a foundational understanding of 

semantic issues and tendencies of participant reference, but it became quite obvious that much more 

was involved in participant reference than simply semantic disambiguation.  Givón’s default encoding 

principles were only able to account for a portion of the attested data, suggesting that other 

explanations were needed to account for departures from these norms. 

2.4.3 Study of the Processing Function  
 Barbara Fox conducted two studies in which she sought to address the shortcomings she 

found in Givón’s methodology.  “While it must be acknowledged that much of the emphasis on 

distance and ambiguity in the continuity hypothesis arises out of a desire to provide quantitative 

evidence (and hierarchical text structure is hard to quantify), the overemphasis it produces on the 

linear nature of texts (and the encouragement it brings to such a view) needs to be recognized…it may 

be wiser to proceed cautiously with a qualitative approach that incorporates a hierarchical structural 

view of texts to see if we can understand the basic mechanism of anaphora before we begin collecting 

rough quantitative evidence” (1987a:159, italics hers).   

 Fox had good reason for appealing to discourse structure as a means of explaining 

overencoding of anaphors.  In 1980, Chafe coordinated a series of studies in The Pear Stories, which 

sought to describe the cognitive factors influencing referential choice in languages such as English 

and Japanese.  One study in particular by Clancy (1980) suggested that structural factors significantly 

influenced participant encoding.  “The main discourse structures Clancy finds influencing referential 

choice are episode boundaries, wherein a new line of action starts, and world shifts, in which the 

speaker moves from one mode of talking to another (e.g., from digression to the plot line, from film-
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viewer mode to story-teller mode).  Both of these structure-types tend to be associated with use of full 

noun phrases” (Fox 1987a:159).   

 The first study Fox completed was a dissertation, Discourse Structure and Anaphora:  

Written and conversational English (1987b).  The second was a study of anaphora in popular English 

narratives which reviewed and extended the conclusions of her dissertation, published as part of 

Tomlin’s study of Coherence and Grounding in Discourse (Tomlin 1987).  Fox (1987a) will be the 

primary focus of this section. 

 Fox sought to “provide a broader and more satisfactory account of anaphoric patterning in 

written narratives than has previously been presented” (1987a:157), and she believed that describing 

the interplay between discourse structure and levels of encoding was the key.  She found that in 

contexts with two participants of the same gender, “it seems that a referent is pronominalizable until 

another character’s goals or actions are introduced, unless those goals and actions are interactive with 

the first character’s…  In other words, if another character begins planning and performing an action, 

and there is no immediate projected interaction between the two characters, then a subsequent 

mention of the first character will be done with a full NP” (ibid:162).  This conclusion has several 

implications: 

(1) Long gaps can pass after which a participant can still be referred to without a NP as long as 
no other participant’s goals or objectives have been mentioned.  This suggests the principle 
that participant reference encoding tends to ‘skip over’ shorter background comments off the 
narrative line “even if the off-line gap introduces a character of the same gender as the 
character in question” (ibid:164).  
 

(2) “Even if the material separating the references is not off-line, as long as it does not introduce 
the current actions of another character, a pronoun can be used to refer to the first character” 
(ibid:164).  This suggests the principle that shift of initiator in the discourse calls for the use 
of a lexical NP.  
 

(3) The introduction of a second character interacting with the first does not automatically 
require use of a NP, such as in a fight, a chase, or in a conversation (ibid:165).  This finding 
nuances finding (2) above about switch in initiator.  Quite often the semantics of the verbs 
will indicate switch of roles so that encoding the switch via participant reference is 
unnecessary.  Such conclusions about reported speech encoding were observed by Pike and 
Lowe (1969), and confirmed in Maibaum (1978:206).  However, if the second participant is 
not interacting with the first, Fox notes that “pronominalization seems to be blocked” 
(1987a:165).  This final observation is a natural extension of her observations about initiators.  
Two participants that are not interacting could be construed as two initiators. 

 
 Research conducted within cognitive psychology has provided quantitative support for 

redundant NPs being processed as a sign of discontinuity.  In the study conducted by Andersen et al. 

(1983), the researchers found that observable patterns of reference exist, and these patterns correlate 

to episode boundaries.  They note that main characters will be available across episodes, while 

episode-specific participants—such as those which are accessible via the schema of an episode—are 

largely bounded by the episode in which they appear.  Thus, if an episode involves a change in 

cognitive scenarios, participants from the previous scenario will require a lexical NP for reactivation 
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(ibid:428-430).  In their experiment, Andersen et al. noted that participants required more time to 

identify antecedents following a spatial or temporal shift, than when there was not a shift.  “Both 

continuation and question-answering methods showed that if a time change is beyond the temporal 

scope of a scenario, then representations of scenario-dependent entities are less readily available than 

if the change is within the temporal scope.  The availability of main characters is not so affected” 

(ibid:438).   

 Another quantitative study further confirms the cognitive perception of NPs signaling 

discontinuity.  In a series of experiments, Vonk et al. (1992) asked subjects to do several different 

tasks which compared the presence of thematic shifts with subjects’ use of anaphoric encoding.  The 

general principle they found was that thematic shifts were associated with “overspecified anaphoric 

expressions”, while thematic continuity was associated with pronominal encoding (ibid:315).  

Furthermore, when a thematic discontinuity was signaled using devices such as preposed temporal or 

spatial expressions (i.e. Levinsohn’s PoDs), subjects felt comfortable encoding referents using 

pronouns.  However, where temporal or spatial markers were not used, there was a preference to use 

overencoded anaphoric expressions, i.e., NPs (ibid:329).  In other words, overencoded expressions 

were preferred in the absence of other macro-syntactic discourse markers. 

 Gordon et al. conducted a similar experiment, comparing the reading time of continuing 

reference to a participant using pronouns versus NPs (1993:319).  The researchers found that subjects 

took 11% longer to read the text encoded with NPs compared to those reading the same text encoded 

with pronouns.  Such evidence draws a quantitative link between the processing of overencoded 

anaphors and perceptions of discontinuity.36   

 We will make a few specific comments about Fox’s contribution now, but will reserve the 

larger discussion of the episode/processing method for the conclusion of §2.4.3.  Fox has indeed been 

able to account for many of Givón’s counter-tokens, particularly overencoding, for which Givón was 

only able to offer suggestions.  At the same time, there are overencoding data for which Fox also is 

merely able to offer suggestions.  In particular, she notes overencoding in “fast-paced confrontation 

(fight/chase) where we could have expected pronouns” might be due to a generic structural scheme 

for such situations (1987a:167).   

 These contexts she describes sound very similar to what Longacre describes as a ‘peak’, 

which is prototypically marked by departures from the expected norms in order to attract the reader’s 

attention (cf. Longacre 1983, 1985).  She notes that in certain situations, the pattern of two 

participants interacting (i.e. implication 3) “seems to be superseded (1987a:169).  She believes that 

NPs are used to demarcate new development units (DUs), but not all DUs begin with NPs, nor do all 

                                                      

36 Cf. to the studies of Hudson-D’Zmura (1988), Sanford and Garrod (1981), and Garrod and Sanford (1988), 
which all reach similar conclusions, discussed in Gordon, Grosz and Gilliom (1993). 
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redundant NPs signal a new development.  Thus, Fox has provided a reasonable account for many of 

Givón’s (1983) remaining counterexamples, yet she has left some of her own behind as well. 

 Tomlin (1987) conducted several experiments to study the cognitive processing of the ‘’on-

line discourse production’, related to the same phenomenon studied by Fox (1987a).  Based on the 

evidence of two experiments, Tomlin argues that “the syntax of reference is directly a function of 

episodic or thematic boundaries at a relatively local level.  The episodic boundaries in turn can be 

seen as a speaker-based re-orientation of attention during the on-line process of discourse production” 

(1987:455).  Tomlin believes that “during the on-line process of discourse production, the speaker 

uses a pronoun to maintain reference as long as [the speaker’s] attention is sustained on that referent.  

Whenever focus is disrupted, the speaker reinstated reference with a full noun, no matter how few 

clauses intervene between subsequent references” (ibid:458).  Tomlin views the episodes as being 

defined in the speaker’s consciousness, and that as speakers cognitively move across these 

boundaries, the activated referents drop in their activation state, which he refers to as ‘attention’ 

(ibid:457-58).  He seems to view the overencoding less as a signal to the reader37 than as a response 

by the speaker to the discontinuity in his or her online production of the discourse, based on the 

model he describes (ibid:459). 

 In Tomlin’s primary experiment, he showed three groups of subjects a series of 21 slides.  

The first group saw the slides individually; the second group saw a single slide first, and the 

remaining ones in pairs; the third group saw the slides in pairs, except the last.  He found that even 

though the subjects were shown different slides in different groupings, all three groups had roughly 

the same length episodes.  The group that saw the slides singly produced nearly twice as many 

episodes and almost twice as much narrative as the other two groups.  Thus, there was uniformity in 

the preferred length of the episodes.  Also, the number of episodes in the narrative was proportional to 

the number of slide groupings seen.   

 Tomlin’s study added empirical evidence for construing many instances of overencoding as 

accomplishing a processing function.  He found that the episode boundaries accounted for 84% of the 

anaphors in the discourse production, meaning pronouns used within episodes, and overspecified NPs 

occurring at his engineered episode boundaries.  The 16% of counter-tokens consisted of inter-

episode pronominals and intra-episode nominals (ibid:469).  He found that NPs used to mark the 

transitions between non-narrative evaluative comments and resumption of the narrative accounted for 

approximately 90% of the counterexamples.  Such nominal marking was predicted by Prince’s (1980) 

discussion of ‘world shifts’ which Tomlin interprets to be another case of ‘attention shifting’ 

(1987:469).  This phenomenon has also been recognized and described as a ‘point of view shift’ by 

both van Vliet (2002) in Dutch and van Hoek (1997) in English.  Other counterexamples he attributes 

                                                      
37 I.e. Paivio and Begg’s (1981) claim regarding segmentation of discourse into ‘chunks’ by speakers. 
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to ambiguity resolution or subjects not following the guidelines of the process, but still a total of 6% 

of the tokens lack explanation.   

 Tomlin closes by stating that “the primary drawback to the episode/paragraph approach lies 

in the difficulty of providing explicit and structure-independent means of identifying episodes and 

episode boundaries” (1987:475).  Claiming that episode identification is difficult is a huge 

understatement. 

 As Clark applied Tomlin’s method to Sio, he regarded his own results as inherently suspect 

based upon the near impossibility of objectively and accurately identifying episode boundaries 

without reference to linguistic marking.  “Even when linguistic evidence such as intonation and other 

formal devices is included in determining episode boundaries, the actual existence of the boundaries 

is not proven and can at best only be inferred” (Clark 2000:73).  He notes that only 25% of the 

overencoded subjects could be accounted for as marking episode boundaries.  This leaves three 

options: that Clark has misidentified the boundaries, that Tomlin’s ‘episode/paragraph’ model is 

unable to account for natural language usage of overencoding, or some combination of the two. 

 Clark concludes, “By focusing so exclusively on the thematic structure of the text, as 

important as this is, Tomlin’s method, like Givón’s, presents only a partial explanation of the over- 

and under-coding of participants in a text.  He makes no attempt to identify the relative importance of 

participants in the text, and he treats direct speech segments in the same cursory way that Givón does.  

Thus, while his method correctly expands the study of participant reference to include discourse-level 

features, a full accounting of why certain expressions are used at certain places is still missing” 

(ibid:74).   

 These studies inform us of the factors influencing encoding, but they are of limited value in 

the formation of descriptive principles which account for the multitude of discourse features which 

influence participant reference.  It has been demonstrated that none of these approaches can 

accurately predict encoding, as counterexamples for each approach abound.  Nor can they be said to 

describe usage, since there is no framework to incorporate the counterexamples.  Thus we believe it is 

more reasonable to view the studies of Givón, Fox and Tomlin more as predictors of factors affecting 

referential encoding than as methods for describing participant reference encoding.   

 The application of these approaches to Sio was significant, especially the resulting 

understanding of Fox/Tomlin.  Fox mentions and dismisses methodologies developed by Grimes 

(1978) and Levinsohn (1978) due to their lack of applicability to English.  However, both of these 

studies, even representing early stages of understanding regarding participant reference, provided a 

better framework for the description of natural language data from diverse languages.  They also 

provided more heuristic results than either the group of studies by Givón (1983) or Tomlin (1987) 

could claim to provide.  Maibaum (1978), Perrin (1978) and Toba (1978), while not quantitative, 
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provided a more comprehensive description of both default encoding as well as the pragmatic 

function of departures from the default (i.e., both overencoding and underencoding).38 

2.4.4 Study of the Discourse-Pragmatic Function 
 The collections of studies by Hinds (1978) on anaphora, by Grimes (1978) on discourse, and 

the study by Levinsohn (1978) on participant reference clearly demonstrated that something more 

than the semantic and processing purposes are involved in referential encoding.  Though these studies 

did not utilize highly sophisticated methodologies, each description was based on a sound descriptive 

framework.  The framework included establishing the default encoding constraints for new 

participants, as well as for continuing reference to them.  Each study also addresses the relationship 

between referential encoding and the basic structure of narratives in each language.  Finally, each 

study sought to describe the non-default functions of participant reference encoding.  They 

demonstrated that over- or under-encoding of participants created various pragmatic implicatures, 

depending upon the language and context.   

 The initial methodology utilized by Levinsohn was developed over the years through 

application in linguistic workshops, and is most fully expounded in the final chapters of Dooley and 

Levinsohn (2001:109ff).  The framework for description involves selecting a representative corpus of 

narrative for a language, and comparing the referential encoding in various contexts by discretely 

defining contexts which are typically found in narrative, for both subjects and non-subjects: 

(16) Levinsohn’s ‘Default/Marked’ subject and non-subject contexts 
  Subject Contexts 

• INTRO  very first mention of referent 
• S1  subject referent was the subject of the immediately preceding clause;  
• S2  referent was the addressee of a speech reported in preceding clause; 
• S3  referent was in non-subject role other than addressee in preceding clause; 
• S4  contexts other than those covered by S1-S3. 

 
  Non-subject Contexts 

• INTRO  very first mention of referent 
• N1  referent was in the same non-subject role in the preceding clause; 
• N2  referent was the speaker in a speech reported in the preceding clause; 
• N3  referent was in a role in the preceding clause other than N1-N2; 
• N4  contexts other than those covered by N1-N3.  (Dooley and Levinsohn 2001:130-31) 
 

The analyst then proposes default encodings for each context based on a preliminary study, keeping 

the provisos in mind mentioned in §2.1.1.   

 Next, tokens which deviate from the proposed default encoding for each context are 

examined to determine the rationale for using more or less encoding.  It is at this point that the 
                                                      
38 It is evident that much more work remains to be done to fully understand participant reference in minority 
languages.  Cf. Watkins  who concludes his study of participant reference in Kiowa stating, “What remains to 
be discovered, among other things, are the principles underlying the more usual distribution of overt pronouns, 
occurring every four to eight clauses or so” (1990:425).  These pronouns are redundant, and might very well be 
serving a processing function. 
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context definitions and proposed defaults are reevaluated and adapted to describe the idiosyncrasies 

of the language’s morpho-syntax.  The functions of the remaining deviant tokens are then described.  

Levinsohn suggests taking into account such things as:  textual discontinuities,39 pragmatic 

structuring of information,40 the relative salience of the participant or following event/speech,41 the 

absence of other participants on stage,42 or the fact that material is being repeated,43 any of which 

might motivate departures from the default. 

 As noted in §2.1.1, the default/marked approach has an established track record as a flexible 

framework for developing a straightforward and thorough description of participant reference 

systems.  In Clark’s (2000) comparison of the three methodologies above, he found the 

default/marked method to be the most comprehensive and heuristic approach.  The key component of 

its efficacy was differentiating default encoding from marked encoding.  He used the default encoding 

constraints as the canon against which to describe the pragmatic effects achieved by marked 

encodings in various contexts.  Clark summarized his experience as follows:  “Default levels for each 

of the contexts were quickly identified, and once deviant tokens were isolated, the explanations for 

marked encoding closely paralleled those presented by Levinsohn.  Practically every over-coded 

token was shown to exist at a point of discontinuity and/or to highlight the action, and under-coding 

was found to be totally explained by repetition or participant prominence.  Thus not only was Givón’s 

Iconicity Principle supported, but specific motivations were identified for every apparent violation of 

the principle” (ibid:75).   

 Clark went so far as to select another narrative to analyze based on the conclusions of his 

initial study.  From a statistical standpoint, the default encoding for context S2 in the second study 

appeared to be NP, while in the first study a subject-agreement affix had been postulated and 

affirmed.  Upon comparing the two narratives, he noted that the second contained much longer 

reported speeches.  Rather than changing his default, Clark was able to account for the NP as marked 

encoding, only used “when the preceding quote is lengthy, or to show discontinuities or highlighting” 

(ibid:76).  The morpho-syntax of Sio also required several changes and additions to the context 

descriptions.  Clark found the framework flexible enough to incorporate such changes.  The changes 

did not prove to be unwieldy for him from a practical standpoint. 

 We now have established a typological understanding of the general functions participant 

reference systems play in language:  semantic, processing, and pragmatic.  We have also identified a 

methodological framework based on establishing a default canon against which marked forms can be 

compared and described.  Before moving on to a review of participant reference studies on Biblical 

Hebrew narrative, one more issue must be discussed:  pragmatic implicatures.   
                                                      
39 Cf. Givón’s action continuity scale (1983a:8, 36), Hopper and Thompson (1984). 
40 Cf. Lambrecht (1994). 
41 Cf. Levinsohn (2000a). 
42 Cf. Givón (1983a:11). 
43 Cf. Dooley and Levinsohn (2001:133). 
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 Up to this point, we have only informally discussed pragmatics and pragmatic effects.  A 

more careful explanation is needed to protect against developing ad hoc explanations of pragmatic 

encoding which are not grounded in a typological understanding of the pragmatics of discourse 

anaphora and its resolution by readers. 

2.5 Pragmatic Implicatures of Discourse Anaphora 
 The discourse-pragmatic function of participant reference has recently been theoretically 

affirmed and extended in Huang’s (2000) cross-linguistic study of discourse anaphora.  Huang has 

revised Grice’s (1981) principles of conversational implicature, building on the work of Stephen C. 

Levinson (1985).  Huang argues that a proper understanding of anaphora necessitates reliance upon 

both syntax and pragmatics.  The latter, he argues, has too long been ignored.  “What pragmatics 

does here is to provide a set of complementary, explanatory principles that constrains the 

interpretation or production of an utterance whose linguistic representation has already been 

antecedently cognized” (Huang 2000:213).  His review of various approaches to anaphora reveals that 

most syntactic and some cognitive explanations of discourse-anaphora resolution fail to provide an 

adequate account of the data.  Huang’s revised, neo-Gricean account of discourse anaphora will be 

used as the theoretical framework for explaining discourse-anaphora resolution in Biblical Hebrew 

narrative.   

 There is significant overlap between Grice’s ‘conversational implicatures’ and Sperber and 

Wilson’s Relevance Theory (2002).  While Sperber and Wilson in general agree with Gricean 

pragmatic principles, they claim “the principles governing this apparatus have their source in the 

human central cognitive mechanism.  Consequently, they propose that the entire Gricean programme 

be subsumed within a single cognitive principle, namely, the principle of optimal Relevance… In 

other words, on Sperber and Wilson’s view, in interpreting an utterance, one is always maximizing its 

‘contextual effects’ and minimizing its ‘processing efforts’ to interpret the utterance as optimally 

relevant, that is, to interpret it in a way which is most consistent with the principle of Relevance” 

(Huang 2000:248).  We will maintain the terminology of the Gricean scheme for precision’ sake, 

granting that one is largely able to draw the same conclusions by appealing to Relevance Theory. 

 We will begin the review of Huang by presenting Levinson’s revised Gricean principles.  

Next we present the principles Huang establishes for pragmatic anaphora resolution.  His primary 

interest is to provide a pragmatic framework which coherently describes coreference and clause-level 

anaphora.  In the final section, his conclusions will be adapted and applied to form a model explaining 

the cognitive process whereby marked, referential encoding is processed.  Our final framework is an 

eclectic combination of the neo-Gricean pragmatic implicatures, Relevance Theory principles, and 

Lambrecht’s description of mental representation. 
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2.5.1 The Quality Principle 
 Grice developed a series of ‘conversational implicatures’ in order to describe the pragmatic 

principles which speakers and hearers ostensibly follow in making their decisions about how 

utterances should both be formed and interpreted.  “Grice suggests that conversational implicatures—

roughly, a set of non-logical inferences that contains conveyed messages which are meant without 

being said in the strict sense—can arise from either strictly and directly observing or deliberately and 

ostentatiously flouting the maxims” (Huang 2000:206).   

 Levinson (1987) has condensed Grice’s nine implicatures into three principles which more 

fully differentiate the implicatures drawn by speakers as opposed to hearers.  This same process has 

also been described using Relevance Theory.  Relevance Theory states that hearers have the 

expectation that utterances are intended by the speaker to be relevant to the context.  If the relevance 

is not immediately clear, the hearer begins a cognitive process whereby a relevant connection can be 

established based on the discourse context, cognitive schemata, world knowledge, etc.  Levinson’s 

(1987) pragmatics model explains the same process, beginning with the Q[uality] principle, given in 

(17). 

(17) Q-principle 
Speaker’s maxim:  Do not provide a statement that is informationally weaker than your 
knowledge of the world allows, unless providing a stronger statement would contravene the I-
principle. 
Recipient’s corollary:  Take it that the speaker made the strongest statement consistent with 
what he knows (Huang 2000:207). 

 
The Q-principle describes the propensity of hearers to infer that no stronger statement is intended than 

what is said.  For instance, consider the following example: 

(18) Question:  Do you like broccoli?  
 Answer:  Well, I don’t hate it. 

 
In the question/answer pair of (18), the questioner has asked a yes/no question, which the responder 

has largely side-stepped with his reply.  The Q-principle guides the questioner to infer that the 

responder indeed does not like broccoli, but is unwilling to bluntly admit it.  The questioner infers 

that the response represents the strongest statement possible under the circumstances.  Huang states, 

“The basic idea is that the use of an expression (especially a semantically weaker one) in a set of 

contrastive semantic alternatives Q-implicates the negation of the interpretation associated with the 

use of another expression (especially a semantically stronger one) in the same set” (ibid:208).  The Q-

principle forms the upper boundary of implicature, viz. if a speaker says X, he is not able to make a 

statement semantically stronger than X based on his knowledge.     

2.5.2 The Informative Principle 
 The implicatures fostered by application of the Q-principle are counter-balanced by those 

drawn by the lower boundary, the I[nformative]-principle, stated in (19). 
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(19) I-principle 
Speaker’s maxim:  the maxim of minimization  
’Say as little as necessary’, i.e. produce the minimal linguistic information sufficient to 
achieve your communicational ends (bearing the Q-principle in mind). 
Recipient’s corollary:  the rule of enrichment  
Amplify the informational content of the speaker’s utterance, by finding the most specific 
interpretation, up to what you judge to be the speaker’s M-intended point (ibid:207) 
 

Huang explains that “the conversational implicature engendered by the I-principle is one that accords 

best with the most stereotypical and explanatory expectation given our knowledge about the world” 

(ibid:208).  He gives the following examples to illustrate: 

(20) ‘John turned the key and the music box opened’ I-implicates at least the following: 
(a) John turned the key and then the music box opened. 
(b) John turned the key and thereby caused the music box to open. 
(c) John turned the key in order to make the music box open.  (ibid:209) 

 
The ‘maxim of minimization’ explains the prototypical tendency to use the lowest level of referential 

encoding possible which still allows the hearer to identify a referent.44  This appears to be a 

typological principle governing participant reference encoding.  The corollary to this minimization 

maxim is highly significant, as (20) demonstrates.  The I-principle describes the reader’s tendency to 

‘enrich’ an utterance in order to maximize its relevance to the context.  Things which limit the 

amount of enrichment a hearer will exercise include contextual information (e.g. discourse context, 

perceived speaker intention, the semantic constraints of the utterance) and world knowledge 

(ibid:237ff).  Based on these factors, the person reading (20) in its discourse context will draw the 

most relevant implicature of (a)-(c). 

2.5.3 The Markedness Principle 
 The expectation created by the M-principle is that if a non-default form is used, it was done 

intentionally and with a purpose.  The M-principle is stated in (21). 

(21) M-principle 
Speaker’s maxim:  Do not use a prolix, obscure or marked expression without reason. 
 
Recipient’s corollary:  If the speaker used a prolix or marked expression M, he or she did not 
mean the same as he or she would have had he or she used the unmarked expression U—
specifically he or she was trying to avoid the stereotypical associations and I-implicatures of 
U  (ibid:207-208).  
 

The primary point of the M-principle is that when a speaker uses a marked form or utterance M, he is 

intending to M-implicate something that using a default or unmarked form or utterance would not 

have implicated.  Put another way, Huang claims “that the use of a marked expression M-implicates 

the negation of the interpretation associated with the use of an alternative, unmarked linguistic 

expression…  Taken together, the I- and M-principles give rise to complementary interpretations:  the 

                                                      
44 Cf. preference for minimal encoding in cases of continuing reference described by Givón (1983a), Chafe 
(1976), and Perrin (1978). 
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use of an unmarked linguistic expression tends to convey an unmarked message, whereas the use of a 

marked linguistic expression tends to convey a marked message” (ibid:210).  While this M-principle 

appears to be self-evident, it is nonetheless crucial to explaining the pragmatic effect of using a 

marked form as opposed to a default one.  Let us consider an example. 

(22) Pragmatic Effect of Marked versus Unmarked Referring Expressions:  
Question from husband to wife  
“How was your time shopping with the children?”  
Responses 

(a)  “The children behaved themselves well…”  
 
(a’)  “Your children refused to listen to directions…”  
 

There is a difference in the referring expressions in (a) and (a’).  The former is an acceptable 

expression for referring to one’s children in an unmarked way.  The latter, which simply exchanges 

the definite article for a possessive pronoun, significantly changes the implicatures drawn from the 

referring expression.  Alternatively, one could change the referring expression “the children” in the 

question to “Bob and Sue”, with response (a) using the pronoun “they”, and the marked implicature 

of (a’) would still remain.  The use of the marked referring expression in (a’) was purposefully used 

by the speaker to convey an implicature that the unmarked expression in (a) would not have 

communicated. 

2.5.4 The Neo-Gricean Principles and the Cognitive Processing 
 We have examined the three typological functions of participant reference, and outlined how 

utterances are shaped and cognitively processed in order to build mental representations.  We have 

also described the pragmatic implicatures utilized by speakers and hearers in communication.  We 

would like to draw all of these elements together in order to propose a model for describing the 

cognitive path hearers follow in analyzing overencoded referring expressions.  We are not concerned 

here with the semantic resolution of anaphora, either at the sentence or discourse level.  Rather, 

assuming that the reader understands ‘who does what to whom’, we are interested in answering the 

following questions: what are the implicatures drawn from overencoded expressions, and in what 

order are these implicatures processed? 

 Based on the Q-principle and the I-principle, hearers appear to expect that speakers will use 

referring expressions which meet the semantic needs of the context.  For instance when a new 

participant is introduced, the hearer expects that the speaker will provide both a primary referring 

expression for the new referent and an anchoring relation which grounds it to the discourse context.  

When two participants switch roles from one clause to the next, and the semantics of the verb are 

such that minimal encoding would create ambiguity, the hearer expects the speaker will provide 

sufficient encoding to avoid ambiguity.  We would propose that hearers and readers analyze 

referential encoding as first fulfilling the semantic function of participant reference. 

 58



 If the referential encoding is more than what the context requires (e.g., for reactivation or for 

disambiguation), the hearer then M-implicates that the extra information is intended for some purpose 

other than the unmarked, semantic purpose.  Based on the findings of cognitive psychology discussed 

in §2.4.3, readers seem to resolve the extra encoding as a signal to create a new mental chunk.45  

Redundant NPs in the experimental discourse lead to slower reading times,46 while numerous studies 

have demonstrated that hearers process redundant NPs as signaling slight discontinuities, referred to 

here as development units.47  However, as the studies of both Fox and Tomlin demonstrated, there are 

yet other uses of redundant NPs for which the processing function is unable to give an adequate 

account. 

 Again, based on the M-principle and the findings of Maibaum (1978), Perrin (1978), Toba 

(1978), Levinsohn (1978, 1994, 2000a), and Clark (2000), it is reasonable to infer that redundant 

encoding, which exceeds the amount needed to signal a new development unit, is M-implicated by the 

reader as signaling something other than the processing function.  The typological function that such 

encoding has been associated with is the cataphoric highlighting of a following speech or event.  

More explicit description of this pragmatic function of overencoding necessitates an established 

default baseline.  Therefore we will reserve further discussion of this issue until Chapter 6. 

 These functions of participant reference are not mutually exclusive, but form an entailment 

hierarchy.  Put another way, an overencoded referential expression may accomplish a processing 

function yet it still serves a semantic function as well even though it is redundant.  An overencoded 

referring expression which serves a marked, pragmatic function, we would propose, is at the same 

time serving a processing and semantic function as well.  This entailment hierarchy can be 

summarized as follows: 

(23) Entailment hierarchy for cognitive processing of marked referring expressions 
 

Semantic  Processing  Pragmatic 
 

 In this chapter we have introduced and outlined our methodological framework in preparation 

for developing a well-reasoned description of participant reference for Biblical Hebrew narrative.  We 

also introduced a number of factors which have been shown cross-linguistically to impinge upon the 

encoding decisions of speakers/writers, e.g. information structure constraints, discourse boundaries, 

and cataphoric highlighting of speeches or events.  With our theoretical and methodological 

framework assembled, we will now survey the studies of participant reference conducted in Biblical 

                                                      
45 We do not agree with Tomlin’s model (1987, cf. §2.4.3) that encoding reflects the cognitive conception of the 
speaker.  Rather, we view overencoding as a pragmatic decision on par with the pragmatic structuring of 
propositions described by Lambrecht (1994).  In our view, it appears that speakers make such pragmatic 
decisions quite naturally, without overt deliberation (except on very rare occasions).  Therefore, we will proceed 
analyzing referential encoding as a pragmatic signal from the speaker to the hearer. 
46 Cf. Gordon et al. (1993). 
47 Cf. Clancy (1980), Anderson et al. (1982), Tomlin (1987), Fox (1987a), (1987b), Vonk et al. (1992). 
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Hebrew itself in Chapter 3.  This survey will set the stage for proposing a description of default 

participant reference encoding in Chapter 4. 
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3. Studies of Participant Reference in Biblical Hebrew 

3.1 Introduction 
 In this chapter we will review the current descriptions and understanding of participant 

reference in Biblical Hebrew studies.  Only a few of these studies were solely dedicated to participant 

reference itself, and only three of them claimed to be linguistically oriented.  The rest of the studies 

concerned broader topics related to discourse studies, and only peripherally touched on participant 

reference.  The purpose of this chapter is to survey the previous studies, and to identify issues that 

were either left unexplained or misunderstood by the study.  We will attempt to address these issues 

in our effort to provide a functional description of participant reference in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  

In light of these goals, this review will be as concerned with methods and frameworks used as with 

results.   

 In the previous chapter, we saw that assumptions or frames of reference heavily influence the 

results and descriptions of participant reference studies in linguistics.  Two primary shortcomings 

with these studies were identified:  an inadequate cognitive framework, and an inadequate 

understanding of the typological functions of participant reference.  These two issues also affect the 

participant reference studies of Biblical Hebrew narrative.  We noted in §2.2 that the cognitive 

component of our interpretive framework is necessary for understanding encoding requirements for 

each of the activation states (cf. Lambrecht 1994, Givón 1992).  Understanding language processing 

also informs us about the reader’s need to break the discourse into chunks in order to properly build a 

mental representation (cf. Paivio and Begg 1981).  An inadequate cognitive framework undermines 

the accuracy of the default encoding frame, which in turn can undermine the description of non-

default encoding. 

 Establishing a typologically informed description is also necessary.  We fully recognize that 

typology does not explain every idiosyncrasy of language, but instead describes the general patterns 

or devices which typologically similar languages might use to accomplish these purposes.  On the 

other hand, attempting to describe a language feature without attention to how languages typically 

work can lead the analyst to draw erroneous conclusions.  A common consequence of an incomplete 

theoretical framework is to describe two discrete functions as though they were one.  Another 

common consequence is to account for only a portion of the data, and to attribute the counter-

examples to stylistic variation, ‘emphasis’, or some kind of ancient Near Eastern convention.  

Stylistic variation no doubt exists, as do cultural conventions.  However, we contend that a well-

developed framework should be able to provide a reasonable and more complete account of the 

anomalies left from previous studies.  

 Two additional factors have hindered the Biblical Hebrew studies.  First, most of these 

studies lack an empirically-grounded description of default encoding for different discourse contexts.  

A dubious understanding of default encoding necessarily impacts the identification and description of 
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marked encoding.  The second factor is to assign semantic meaning to a form that is more likely a 

pragmatic effect of its usage.  At the end of the last chapter, Clark’s (2000) study demonstrated the 

necessity of discretely identifying the different discourse contexts which influence referential 

encoding.  While Givón’s (1983a) typological predictions were largely upheld, such vindication was 

only possible after establishing a distinction between default and marked encoding.  It also required 

describing the pragmatic effect of marked encoding as something other than a variable semantic 

meaning.   

 Our review of the Biblical Hebrew studies will be done chronologically.  The development of 

thought in linguistics is largely paralleled in the Biblical Hebrew studies, though few of the studies 

were linguistically oriented.  The cognitive framework, understanding of markedness, and the 

typological functions established in the previous chapter will all be brought to bear as we survey the 

current understanding of participant reference in Biblical Hebrew. 

(24) Evaluation Criteria for Methods and Results of Participant Reference Studies: 
(a) Cognitive framework:  activation states of participants, identifiability of new participants, 

the creation and use of text-based schemata within discourses; 
(b) Defaults:  empirically established defaults based on discourse context and verb morphology. 
(c) Typologically informed account of text segmentation/processing. 
(d) Typologically informed account of pragmatics:  distinguishing pragmatic effect from 

semantic meaning regarding: 
i. Topic status and continuity of participants; 
ii. Pragmatic marking of prominence/salience; 

3.2 Berlin (1983) 
 The primary focus of Berlin’s study was to systematically describe the literary conventions 

and devices which she believed are the ‘building blocks’ of narrative discourse.  Literary studies had 

previously attempted this task mainly by describing discourse structurally, with the primary focus 

being the plot.48  In response to these structuralist approaches, studies such as Alter (1981), Bar-Efrat 

(1989) and Berlin (1983) followed the theoretical framework adapted for Biblical Hebrew by Meir 

Sternberg (1985) called poetics.  This approach seeks to undertake a systematic analysis of Biblical 

Hebrew narrative, informed by what might be called ‘narrative typology’.  The poetics scholars 

specialize in comparative literature, and thus understand how languages use various devices to build a 

narrative.  Thus, by definition poetics “describes the basic components of literature and the rules 

governing their use.  Poetics strives to write a [descriptive] grammar, as it were, of literature” (Berlin 

1983:15). 

 This description is based upon observations made from actual literary texts, and is literary as 

opposed to linguistic in nature.  One of the significant contributions of this school of Biblical studies 

has been to demonstrate that many traditional ‘signs of redaction’ could also be described as literary 

conventions, found in other languages both ancient and modern.  While the methodology is not 

                                                      
48 Cf. Culley (1992) or Hawk (1991) for examples of plot-based structural studies. 
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linguistic, it is descriptive.  Many of the building blocks they identify are based on grammatical 

forms, so at some level the methodology is linguistically grounded.  More typically, Berlin and others 

offer descriptions of the pragmatic effects of the devices, without establishing a default.  We will 

review the work of Berlin (1983) as a representative example, as her work best covers the building 

blocks relevant to participant reference. 

 The most relevant contribution of Berlin is her discussion of the pragmatic use of referring 

expressions, which she refers to as naming (ibid:59ff).  She notes that not all characters are referred to 

with the same amount of detail.  Most scholars have recognized the patterns associated with main 

characters, but the description of secondary characters has proven much more elusive.  The 

description she develops has three types of participants:  full-fledged (i.e., ‘round’), type (i.e., ‘flat’), 

and agents (ibid:23).  The full-fledged characters are essentially the main ones, who exhibit developed 

personalities and with whom the reader can identify.  But she also notes that many biblical characters 

are ‘flat’, representing a character type (e.g. Nabal).  In other words, they are either names without 

faces or faces without names.49  Finally, ‘agents’ (called ‘props’ elsewhere) simply move the plot 

forward, with no character development whatsoever.   

 Berlin recognizes that proper names and epithets are used differently but predictably, and 

nuanced her descriptions accordingly.  Main characters tend to have proper names, while secondary 

characters are usually assigned epithets.  The three-way distinction she makes for the different kinds 

of participants is consistent with distinctions in participant salience observed in other languages as 

described by Dooley and Levinsohn (2001) and Levinsohn (2000a). 

 Not only does Berlin describe the relation between referring expressions and thematic 

salience, she also observes the intentionality with which these expressions are employed as poetic 

building blocks.  One building block is point of view (PoV, cf. 1983:43ff).  Berlin notes that the full-

fledged participant of a narrative can usually be identified by how other participants are grounded to 

the narrative.  We made reference earlier to anchoring expressions such as ‘Abraham’s son’ which is 

used to thematically ground the participant ‘Isaac’ to the narrative.  In this example, Berlin would 

identify Abraham as the ‘point of interest’ (ibid:48), with the other participants anchored to him.  She 

notes that a writer could shift the narrative center by shifting the referent of the anchoring expression 

(e.g., from ‘Isaac, his son’ to ‘Abraham, his father’). 

 A second pragmatic building block Berlin notes is the use of referring expressions for 

embedded evaluation (ibid:105f).  One of the primary presuppositions of the poetics school is that 

biblical narrative is not objective, but is purposefully shaped to accomplish the writers’ 

communicative objectives.  One of the means used to achieve implicit evaluation is to employ a non-

default, thematically salient referring expression for the participant at a strategic point in the 

                                                      
49 E.g., Elimelech, Mahlon and Chilion in Ruth 1 are names without faces or depth.  The ‘servant in charge of 
the reapers’ in Ruth 2:6 is a good example of a face without a name, a character who moves the plot along, but 
has merely a generic identity. 
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discourse, e.g. the repeated reference to Ruth as ‘the Moabitess’ or ‘her daughter-in-law’ in the book 

of Ruth, or to Jethro 14x as ‘Moses’ father-in-law’ in Exod 18.50  The practice of so-called ‘embedded 

evaluation’ is widely attested, and fits well with the typological principle that referential encoding can 

be used for pragmatic marking.51 

 Two methodological problems arise from Berlin’s study, one cognitive and one linguistic.  

From a cognitive standpoint, Berlin’s findings are consistent with the idea of a reader-oriented 

discourse where the writer is ostensibly shaping the reader’s mental representation through the 

pragmatic use of language.  However, issues such as introduction and (re)activation of participants do 

not figure in to her discussion at all.  Second, her study and the others like it are more intuitively 

based than empirically based, seeking to provide close readings of narrative texts.  Default usage is 

not explicitly established as a canon against which to evaluate marked usage.  Nonetheless, there is 

reason to believe that many of the insights made by poetics scholars will be upheld since most 

observations are based on grammatical markers.  The research using poetics represents a large step 

forward from the previous structural studies, providing text-based descriptions of grammatical, 

discourse-level phenomena.52 

3.3 Fox (1983) 
 The study of topic encoding in Biblical Hebrew narrative conducted by Andrew Fox was 

commissioned to apply Givón’s (1983a) topic-continuity measurement system.53  For brevity’ sake, 

we will focus on his conclusions and remaining questions.  Fox’s study sought to measure three 

aspects of participant reference in non-reported speech clauses from Genesis 1-30: 

• Look-back (‘referential distance’):  The distance, in number of clauses, between the last 
prior mention of the referent in the discourse and the current appearance that is being 
counted; 
• Decay (‘persistence’):  The length of the unbroken chain, in terms of number of clauses, 
through which the referent remains an argument of the clause after the instance being 
counted; 
• Potential interference:  The presence vs. absence of other possibly competing referents in 
the immediately preceding discourse environment (ibid:220).  
 

 Fox identifies the specific morphological levels of encoding available in Biblical Hebrew 

(e.g. zero anaphora, clitic pronouns, independent pronouns, and noun phrases).  He notes that certain 

syntactic constructions (viz. those mentioned above in the discussion of information structure) impact 

                                                      
50 Berlin cites four well-attested means of achieving evaluation: use of intensifiers (e.g. ‘all’ or ‘every’), 
comparators (e.g. contrasting Ruth’s actions with those of Orphah in Ruth 1), explications (i.e. words which 
give “the reason or motivation for certain actions”, e.g. ‘while’, ‘though’, ‘because’, ‘since’), and correlatives 
(e.g. the use of thematically salient appositives such as Naomi’s description of Boaz as ‘the man is a relative of 
ours; he is of our redeemers’ in Ruth 2:21) (ibid:105f).  It is the final means which is most salient to our study. 
51 For a more complete illustration of how biblical writers used poetics to pragmatically shape discourse, read 
Berlin’s brief exposition of Ruth (1983:83-111). 
52 Cf. Alter (1985), Berlin (1983), Sternberg (1985), Bar-Efrat (1989), Amit (1987a, 1987b, 1990, 1992, 1999a, 
1999b, 2001). 
53  Cf. §2.4.2 for a description of Givón’s methodology and goals. 
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the morphological level of encoding for both subjects and objects.  He also finds that many of 

Givón’s primary encoding principles (e.g., the Iconicity principle) apply to Biblical Hebrew and can 

account for much of the attested encoding data.  Finally, he posits preliminary relationships between 

syntactic constructions and morphological encodings regarding topic persistence and topic 

(re)activation. 

 While Fox’s study is able to provide statistical measures which add to our understanding of 

referential encoding, the results leave many questions unanswered.  At several points, Fox’s data 

reveals heavy overlap in the distribution of different morphological forms in seemingly similar 

contexts.  For instance, the referential distance to the previous reference to a human subject is nearly 

identical for bound pronouns, independent pronouns, and Y-movement (i.e., ‘topicalization’), with a 

value between 1.0 and 1.71 clauses (ibid:242).  Is there a meaningful difference associated with each 

level of encoding in this context?  Fox’s approach is unable to provide an answer. 

 The same type of overlap of encoding options is observed with human/non-human objects 

regarding the referential distance of zero anaphora, bound pronouns, independent pronouns, and Y-

movement, with values between 1.0 and 1.66 clauses (Y-movement reference to humans is 2.5) 

(ibid:243).  What are the meaningful differences among these forms in the context?  How is one to 

determine these distinctions?  The stated objective of Fox’s methodology is to distinguish the 

meaningful difference in usage on the basis of the average number of clauses to the last reference to 

the participant.  However, he finds that the distance measure does not provide a meaningful 

distinction because of the similar numerical values.  He is also unable to suggest an alternative 

explanation; he primarily reports the data counts.  Fox’s methodology lacks a descriptive framework 

which can account for the overlapping values in his data.  Furthermore, his study is primarily focused 

on semantic issues affecting referential encoding.  As noted above, the study is admittedly 

preliminary, paving the way for work by others.  

3.4 Longacre (1989=2003) 
 Longacre seeks to illustrate his own text-linguistic methodology, and the text-theory on 

which it is based, by applying it to the Joseph narratives of Genesis 37-48.  The study consists of 

three parts:  an introduction to the Joseph novella, considering source- and text-critical issues of the 

corpus; a text-linguistic and sociolinguistic analysis of verb rank and constituent [i.e. information] 

structure; and a discussion of the sociolinguistic dynamics manifested in participant reference, speech 

acts and dialogue in narrative.  This final section includes: 

• an overview of participant reference, including its functions; 
• an overview of quotation formulas used, and their functions in the narrative; and 
• an application of both to Longacre’s exposition of Joseph. 

We will focus primarily on Longacre’s conclusions regarding participant reference. 

 Longacre seeks to demonstrate that there are predictable patterns of discourse above the 

sentence level (2003:18), which he refers to as the ‘grammar of discourse’.  He views the participant 
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reference system as a primary means of tracking coherence.  He also recognizes several uses of 

participant reference beyond its basic semantic function. 

 One of Longacre’s noteworthy contributions is correlating levels of morphological encoding 

to specific operations of participant reference.  In other words, the encoding is not simply 

semantically determined, but can be correlated to certain operations within the discourse.  Longacre 

recognizes that variations in referential encoding are used to differentiate major and minor 

participants or themes (ibid:18).  Based on this conclusion, Longacre hypothesizes various operations 

of participant reference.54 He then correlates the types of encoding with the various types of characters 

or operations.  Following Berlin (1983), Longacre also distinguishes between major and minor 

participants, as well as props.  Longacre’s hypothesized ‘operations’ are also used for such pragmatic 

purposes as ‘peak-marking’, providing coherence to the narrative, and highlighting significant points 

in the discourse. 

 A second contribution is Longacre’s correlation of ‘peak-marking’ to participant reference.  

His previous work identifies cross-linguistic patterns used to pragmatically highlight important 

portions of texts (cf. Longacre 1985).  “It [the peak] represents a kind of a gear shift in the dynamic 

flow of discourse.  Only rarely does a language have special peak-marking features that are used only 

at peak, rather it is the shift from one set of features to another that marks the onset of a peak in a 

given discourse” (2003:18, italics his).  Examples he provides include:  

• shifts in tense, aspect, and person,  
• use/disuse of discourse particles,  
• variation of sentence length and complexity of constructions,  
• incidence of repetition, and 
• rhythm of the text picking up.   

Longacre states regarding the grammar of Gen 41, “The crowded action line is typical of peak in 

many languages.  At the same time, the long dialogue culminating in the second longest speech of the 

entire story embodies features typical of peak in many languages and literatures” (ibid:33).55  One 

specific device he describes is the pragmatic use of participant reference in quotative frames.  

Longacre observes a correlation between the level of encoding used in quotative frames and the 

                                                      
54 Longacre describes the following operations: 
M:  introduction of participant, first Mention of X [i.e., activation];  
I:  Integration into the story as central in a narrative…or as thematic participant of a paragraph; 
T:  “Tracking, i.e. tracing references to participants through the text so as to keep track of who-does-what-to-
whom, and other such considerations”;  
R:  Reinstatement, [i.e., reactivation];  
C:  Confrontation, as at the climax of story, role change;  
L:  “marking Locally contrastive status (accomplished by fronting a noun in the second sentence of an 
antithetical paragraph (chap. 4, §1.6); fronting of a noun anywhere for local focus;”    
E:  “an intrusive narrator Evaluation”  (2003:141). 
55 Cf. Longacre (1985:96-97) for a list of devices used for peak-marking in various languages  
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continuity of the narrative.  He notes that such devices are used for highlighting significant points in 

the text, though his conclusions leave room for refinement.56 

 Several key elements are missing from Longacre’s theoretical framework which—either 

singly or in combination—affect the precision of many of his conclusions.  These elements are: 

• establishing an empirically-based set of default encoding minimums for various discourse 
contexts; 

• an adequate cognitive framework which accounts for the activation of participants,57 
particularly with respect to the identifiability of brand new participants;  

• recognizing the three typological functions of participant reference:  Longacre recognizes 
only semantic and pragmatic functions; 

• maintaining a meaningful distinction between semantic meaning and pragmatic effect. 

Each of these issues will be considered in order, with illustrative examples to highlight the impact of 

these issues on his framework. 

 Longacre’s analysis of participant reference does not sub-divide the data into the most 

discrete units of description possible.  In several instances Longacre describes multiple features/issues 

as a single feature.  This is a result of using loosely established default encoding values.  Consider the 

issue of grammaticalizing verb agreement, for example.   

 Longacre, like Fox (1983), does not make a distinction between the uses of independent 

personal pronouns with finite verbs versus with non-finite verbs.  It has been noted that participles 

and verbless clauses cannot grammaticalize subject agreement.  Therefore use of an independent 

personal pronoun represents the minimum level of morphological encoding possible to encode subject 

agreement.  Finite verbs grammaticalize subject agreement via morphological suffixes or prefixes.  

Overlooking this distinction leads Longacre to misconstrue the function of independent personal 

pronouns.  For example, Longacre notes that such pronouns are used frequently with nominal and 

participial clauses, and infrequently with finite verbs, where “their occurrence always has some sort 

of contrasting/pointing function” (2003:140).   

 Longacre’s loose description of the minimal encoding of finite verbs versus non-finite verbs 

has two ramifications.  First, his current description opens the door for mistaking default uses of 

pronouns in non-finite verbal clauses as somehow marked.  Second, in the case of finite verbal 

clauses, Longacre associates the ‘contrasting/pointing function’ with the presence of the personal 

pronoun, not with the clause-initial positioning.  This description of independent personal pronouns 

significantly affects his account of information structure, resulting in context-based explanations 

rather than a more uniform grammatical description.  

 Another impact of Longacre’s loose description of defaults is manifested in his use of ranking 

scales to differentiate marked encoding from default (ibid:139-140).  In his discussion of the level of 

morphological encoding used for Joseph’s brothers, Longacre states that they are referred to using 

                                                      
56 Cf. Miller’s (2003:7-8, 149ff) response to Longacre claims regarding quotative frames. 
57 His Reinstatement category is more semantically- than cognitively-based. 
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Level 3 encoding (i.e. anchored epithets), as opposed to using a higher level of encoding for 

thematicity (i.e. proper name or modified proper name).  Such an observation overlooks the fact that 

one cannot refer to most groups with a proper name.  Calling these men ‘Joseph’s/his brothers’ is the 

most specific referring expression available.  What higher-level option does Longacre envision?  

Proper names are nearly exclusively associated with individuals, or with people-groups which can be 

treated as a single discourse entity (e.g. ‘the Egyptians’).  Where there is no choice, there is no 

meaning to be inferred.  Longacre’s frequent appeal to ranking schemes often hurts his cause more 

than it helps (cf. Heimerdinger 1999:56ff).  He also appeals to sociological factors, such as ‘rank-

pulling’ by a subordinate toward a superior in order to account for certain marked constructions.  

While such explanations might be able to account for certain encoding data in Joseph, how can such a 

description account for comparable encoding where rank in not a factor? 

 A second element missing from Longacre’s study is a cognitive framework which can fully 

account for the mental processes of activation.  The absence of this cognitive framework results in ad 

hoc appeals to sociolinguistics to explain the encoding, rather than a systematic explanation of the 

discourse phenomena observed.  For instance, he claims that a participant must be lexicalized twice in 

order to establish it as thematic (ibid:141).  It would appear that this claim is linked to his assessment 

of redundant NPs as intended for thematic highlighting rather than for discourse processing (cf. 

Levinsohn 2000b).  This assessment leads Longacre to view the lexicalization of a participant as 

directly proportional to its thematicity.  Cross-linguistically, Dooley and Levinsohn (2001:119-124) 

have generally found the opposite to be the case; Very Important Participants (VIPs) most commonly 

are underencoded.  Furthermore, Longacre’s analysis of participant reference often does not take into 

account the semantic necessity of relexicalization for reactivation in certain contexts, such as role 

changes from one sentence to the next. 

 Let us illustrate these issues with an example from Gen 39.  Longacre notes that the writer 

takes care to reestablish Joseph as a thematic participant by the use of full NPs (2003:143).  However, 

in the scene where Potiphar’s wife attempts to seduce Joseph, Longacre construes her as the thematic 

participant, since Joseph is encoded using only pronominals, even though such an interpretation 

seems to be counter-intuitive in his opinion.  Looking at the context from a cognitive standpoint, 

there is no semantic need to relexicalize Joseph.  He is a discourse-active, 3MS participant interacting 

with a 3FS participant.  Relexicalization would not be expected for semantic reasons in such a 

context.  Furthermore, according to our analysis of the passage, there are only two overencoded 

references to Potiphar’s wife:  just before Joseph refuses her on the grounds he would be dishonoring 

his master (v. 8a), and at the point that his master feels dishonored (v. 19a).  It seems much more 

plausible that both references are intended to thematically highlight the woman’s salient relation to 

the discourse as ‘his master’s wife’, and not to identify her as the central participant. 

 The anchoring of the participants in the context further corroborates Joseph’s role as the 

central participant.  In 39:7 and 8, the woman is not called ‘Potiphar’s wife’, but ‘the wife of his lord’.  
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Thus she is anchored to Joseph, not to Potiphar.  One finds Potiphar himself anchored to Joseph in 

vv. 16, 19 and 20; he is encoded as ‘his lord’, not as ‘Potiphar’.  According to Levinson’s (1985) 

Gricean implicatures, use of a longer, less informative referring expression is construed as conveying 

something other than what the default referring expression would have conveyed.  In this case, it 

seems quite clear that the pragmatic effect is to anchor the participants to Joseph.  The marked 

encoding used here functions to affirm Joseph’s thematic centrality.   Longacre’s framework leads 

him to reach the opposite conclusion. 

 Longacre’s analysis of addressees in quotative frames is another instance where questionable 

conclusions are drawn as a result of his incomplete cognitive framework.  Longacre argues that using 

a null subject for the speaker and NP for the addressee must be ‘addressee-oriented’, presumably as a 

corollary to his conclusion that encoding speakers with NPs and addressees with zero anaphora 

indicates a ‘speaker-oriented’ speech.  He uses Gen 3:16-17 as examples of ‘addressee-oriented’ 

speeches.  However, his analysis fails to take into account the need to reactivate the addressees from 

semi-activity, which necessitates the use of full NPs.  These verses even use referential points of 

departure to achieve the switch of addressee from ‘the serpent’ to ‘the woman’ to ‘the man’.  Again, 

there is no choice available regarding the level of encoding.  How can one assign such special 

significance to this encoding when it is semantically required?58  Failure to account for the various 

cognitive requirements influencing encoding decisions leaves some of Longacre’s claims open to 

question. 

 A third aspect missing from Longacre’s interpretive framework is an understanding of the 

processing function of participant reference.  Generally speaking, Longacre recognizes the semantic 

and pragmatic functions of participant reference.  However in our view he misinterprets the data 

which accomplishes the processing function.  On the whole, his analysis respects the semantic 

requirements for clear communication, but there are exceptions.  As noted above regarding use of the 

expression ‘Joseph’s/his brothers’, Longacre’s preoccupation with ranking schemes (i.e. assigning 

significance to encoding based on the morphological complexity used) at times ignores the semantic 

requirements of a given context, or the options available to the speaker.  On the whole, his ranking 

schemes, like Givón’s (1983a) scales, provide a summary of general tendencies; but they prove less 

useful when it comes to accounting for the pragmatics of specific applications. 

 With respect to the pragmatic function of participant reference, we consider the ranking 

schemes to be more of a hindrance than a help to Longacre’s cause.  Recall that the concept of 

asymmetrical markedness, and exemplified in Grice’s pragmatic implicatures, is grounded in the idea 

of variation.  Longacre essentially applies this idea of variation to how one participant is referred to as 

compared to another, with the goal of developing a ranking of participants based on thematicity.  

                                                      
58 Any argument that these speeches are addressee-oriented would be better made on the basis of information 
structure rather than on the level of encoding. 
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Thus, his ranking schemes utilize a symmetrical theory of markedness.  Longacre’s ranking scheme 

forces comparisons of dissimilar entities as though they were ostensibly comparable.  Recall 

Longacre’s claim that the higher the level of morphological encoding a participant receives, the more 

thematic it is.  Thus, use of a proper name indicates that the participant in question is more thematic 

than one encoded using an anchored epithet.  His symmetrical view of markedness leads him to create 

synthetic comparisons of dissimilar entities as though they were similar.  We mentioned that certain 

groups of participants cannot be referred to using a proper name, rendering an anchored epithet the 

highest level of morphological encoding available.  This framework leads Longacre to claim that 

‘Joseph’ is more thematic than ‘his brothers’ on the basis of morphological encoding levels.  This 

claim necessitates that each participant have the same encoding options available to choose from.  

How can comparison of dissimilar entities provide sound conclusions?  Is the level of morphological 

encoding indeed directly proportion to thematicity, or inversely proportional as claimed by Dooley 

and Levinsohn (2001)?  Longacre’s use of a symmetrical system of markedness creates synthetic 

comparisons of dissimilar entities as though they were similar, which in turn impacts the efficacy of 

his conclusions. 

 A general scheme of ‘major versus minor’ participants emerges from Longacre’s ranking 

scheme.  However, a much more productive use of Longacre’s ranking-scheme would be to analyze 

variation in how a single participant is referred to.  This is something that Longacre does not do.  As 

noted earlier regarding the encoding of Potiphar as ‘Joseph’s/his lord’, variation in individual 

referring expressions demonstrably accomplishes specific pragmatic effects.  One misses these effects 

by comparing only referring expressions used for different participants and not those used for a single 

participant.  Variation in proper names such as the use of ‘Jacob’ versus ‘Israel’ is the kind of 

individual variation to which Longacre gives attention (2003:147-148). 

 Longacre’s account of the pragmatic use of referring expressions also encounters problems 

describing point of view.  Berlin (1983) has made a significant contribution in describing the way 

referring expressions are used to convey or change the narrator’s point of view.  Longacre notes that 

anchoring participants to a single participant results in portraying the latter as thematically central 

(2003:146); however he does not apply this principle consistently.  Thus, in Gen 42, where Joseph’s 

house steward interacts with Joseph’s brothers, the brothers are referred to as ‘the men’.  Longacre 

concludes that such encoding is intended to indicate that the steward is more thematically salient, 

since he is referred to using a more complex referring expression (ibid:146).  This application of 

Longacre’s ranking scheme ignores Berlin’s contributions regarding point of view.  Berlin presents 

numerous examples of where the writer/editor adopts a participant’s point of view to achieve a certain 

effect.   

 For example in Gen 12:13ff, Sarah is simply referred to as ‘her’ or ‘the woman’ during 

Abraham’s deception.  And after Pharaoh discovers her true relation to Abraham, she is only referred 

to using the epithet ‘wife’, not a proper name.  Such encoding betrays an apparently intentional 
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referential strategy.  It is as though the writer adopts the Egyptian’s point of view during the ruse, 

essentially playing along with Abraham’s deception.  The referring expressions used for Sarah during 

the deception do not portray any kind of relation to Abraham, in marked contrast to highlighting her 

relation both before and after the incident.  The same kind of strategy appears to be at work here in 

Gen 42.  Joseph’s house steward ostensibly has no idea who these men really are, or of their relation 

to Joseph.  Thus, use of a generic epithet presents the scene from the steward’s point of view, as 

opposed to the brother’s.  To refer to the men as ‘Joseph’s brothers’ opens the door for the reader to 

believe that someone other than Joseph knows who they are.  Again, Longacre’s appeal to ranking 

schemes obscures this strategy.  We would argue that he draws a flawed conclusion by construing the 

steward as the most thematically salient participant in the episode based upon his description of 

overencoding. 

 With respect to the processing function of participant reference, Longacre interprets the 

widespread use of redundant NPs in Biblical Hebrew narrative as being thematically motivated.  He 

makes this claim on the basis of his morphological ranking scheme.  In his discussion of subject 

changes in wayyiqtol chains, he notes that many times a switch of subject can be achieved based on 

the semantics of the verb, without an overt NP.  “When, however, the implied reciprocity is sufficient 

to indicate the switch without an overt noun phrase and the latter occurs anyway, then the motivation 

for the occurrence of the noun phrase is to mark a thematic participant in some stretch of the 

discourse” (ibid:73).  This interpretation of redundant NPs leads him to claim that a participant must 

be overtly referred to twice before it can be considered anything more than a prop (ibid:149).  

Levinsohn (2006:§8.1.1) observes that in many languages minor participants are “often identified in 

full each time they are involved in the story”, ostensibly due to their lower activation status and 

persistence.  Dooley and Levinsohn’s claims regarding the underencoding of VIPs are consistent with 

Givón’s Iconicity Principle.  These findings add further support to Levinsohn’s claim that minor 

participants tend to use lexical encoding.  Thus we would argue that Longacre’s analysis misconstrues 

the function of redundant subject NPs, leading him to attribute the overencoding to thematicity rather 

than to cognitive processing. 

 Longacre’s analysis of the anonymous man in Gen 37:15-17 illustrates well the implications 

of overlooking these two principles.  He notes that ‘the man’ is lexicalized in consecutive clauses, 

even though the second lexicalization in redundant.  He concludes,  

It is not simply assumed that the newly introduced participant will naturally be subject of the 
next preterite; rather the noun is repeated here and yet once again in v. 17; this seems to be 
regular procedure in regard to operation I[ntroduction].  Although this minor participant is 
anonymous and no detail is given concerning him, he is integrated into the paragraph and 
made thematic by being doubly mentioned at its beginning and again at its end so as to  
bracket the span wherein he is local theme [sic] (ibid:149).   

The idea that ‘the man’ is thematic is misguided; he is a face without a name (cf. Berlin 1983:23), 

simply a prop to move the plot forward.  We would argue that thematicity is NOT directly 
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proportional to the use of lexical NPs, and that the lexical references to this participant are either 

semantically required (37:15a, 15c), or are intended to signal the beginning of a new development 

unit (37:17a). 

 The final aspect to be critiqued of Longacre’s work is his propensity to assign semantic 

meaning to pragmatic effects achieved by various devices.  The first example is taken from his 

treatment of Gen 40.  The chapter begins with an introductory exposition, introducing the participants 

and background information necessary to understand the following narrative.  The overspecification 

of the participants is typical of exposition.  

Gen 40:1-2 
And it came about after these things that the cupbearer of the King of Egypt and the baker to 
their lord sinned in regard to the King of Egypt.  And Pharaoh was enraged against (the) two 
officials, against the chief of the cupbearers and against the chief of the bakers. 

Longacre construes the two-fold nominal reference to the two courtiers as indicating that they are 

“made central to the following narrative” (2003:150).  If this is true, should not the same claim be 

applied to Pharaoh since too is lexicalized more than once in the context.  What motivates Longacre 

not apply the same principle to Pharaoh?  Is there a more suitable explanation which can account for 

this encoding data? 

 We noted above that redundant NPs are best understood as demarcating development units 

rather than as indicators of thematicity.  Furthermore, the officials are not only mentioned using 

simple NPs, but also in right-dislocated phrases.  The use of the right-dislocation, along with calling 

each a ‘chief’, enables the writer/editor to use the appositional phrases for both participants.  Thus, we 

would argue that it is the use of the right-dislocation that provides the thematic highlighting, not 

simply the repetition of the referring expressions. 

 Longacre reaches comparable conclusions regarding the encoding of Reuben in the analysis 

of Gen 37:21-22, where Reuben makes his plea for sparing Joseph’s life.  Reuben’s speech is broken 

up in v. 22a by the insertion of a redundant quotative frame.  Longacre views the repetition of the NP 

‘Reuben’ as indicating that he is a thematic participant.  However, use of a mid-speech quotative 

frame characteristically highlights the speech that follows, and separates it as a new development (cf. 

Dooley and Levinsohn 2001:100-101).  To claim that the writer intends to make Reuben thematic 

seems counterintuitive, since he is only mentioned once more in vv. 29-30.  A better analysis is to 

view the mid-speech frame as dividing what would otherwise be one speech into two separate 

development units (cf. §5.3.2).  This convention is used quite regularly in Biblical Hebrew narrative, 

as in Gen 24:24-25, where Rebekah’s answers to the servant’s questions are each indexed by separate 

quotative frames, even though there is no intervening speech (cf. Miller 2003:239-241).59  It would 

                                                      
59 Mid-speech quotative frames can also create a dramatic build up, as in Gen 38:25, Tamar’s speech to Judah as 
she is being brought out for execution.  Miller comments, “By representing Tamar’s message in two parts, the 
narrator draws attention to the locution that provides the climax of the story” (2003:241n). 
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seem that Longacre has correctly recognized a thematic build-up, but has drawn his conclusion from 

the wrong convention. 

 In conclusion, Longacre has unquestionably made a significant contribution to discourse 

studies of Biblical Hebrew narrative by pointing out ways writers use linguistic conventions to 

achieve their communicative purposes.  Unfortunately, many of Longacre’s conclusions are based on 

faulty descriptions of discourse phenomenon (e.g. his ‘two mentions = thematic participant’ 

principle).  This is due to the fact that he establishes only loose default encoding minimums, lacks a 

complete cognitive framework, overlooks one of the three purposes of participant reference, and does 

not distinguish semantic meaning from pragmatic effect.  Longacre ends up formulating descriptions 

which would likely not obtain outside of the Joseph narratives if applied to the broader Biblical 

Hebrew narrative canon.  Even within Joseph he must either modify or selectively apply his 

descriptions in order for them to work. 

3.5 Andersen (1994)  
 Andersen states the objective of his study as, “Salient readings—those that make the first 

claim on the listener/reader—are explored for various clause and paragraph structures.  Particular 

emphasis is given to determining strategies employed by classical Hebrew writers to convey the 

temporal significance of clauses containing qatal, weqatal, yiqtol, and waw + yiqtol verbs” (1994:99).  

His study makes several significant contributions. 

 One significant contribution of Andersen’s study is his use of a default/marked framework to 

present his linguistic descriptions.  In his discussion of repetition, Andersen presents three basic 

patterns of reference which are possible, positing one as the ‘preferred’ or default.  Based on his 

explanation of the preferred pattern and what it signifies, he is able to provide cogent descriptions of 

the other patterns by using the preferred pattern as the basis for his description.  He thus describes 

what the marked patterns pragmatically signal by contrasting them with what is communicated by the 

default pattern. 

 A second contribution is Andersen’s description regarding the three potential patterns of 

reference to participants, each of which has a different pragmatic effect upon the reader’s 

interpretation.  “For any given clause-level constituent (A)—predicator, complement (referring to 

actants:  subjects and objects of various kinds), and adjunct (referring to time, location, and other 

kinds of ‘adverbial’ modifiers)—that sustains an unchanged contribution to the presentation of the 

story, movement of the discourse from one clause to the next can involve the following patterns: 

  Pattern 1  Pattern 2  Pattern 3 
Clause 1 A explicit  A explicit  A undisclosed  
Clause 2 A explicit (repeated) A=0 (implied)  A explicit  (ibid:104) 
 

 73



It is significant that Andersen includes zero anaphora in his model, since such implicit reference 

contributes to the reader’s mental representation, yet is often ignored by analysts (cf. Heimerdinger 

1999 below).60 

 Andersen identifies pattern 2 as the preferred (i.e., default) construction, whereby the A entity 

is activated and assumed to remain active until otherwise indicated.  He notes that using pattern 2 for 

encoding subjects has the pragmatic effect of “clustering” the clauses together as a unit, due to the 

fact that each null subject clause is relying anaphorically on the preceding clause for subject 

identification.  Most of his attention is devoted to patterns regarding subjects61 and objects, not 

adjuncts. 

 Based on Andersen’s description of pattern 2 as ‘clustering’ the clauses, he makes claims 

consistent with Levinson’s (1985) M-principle for patterns 1 and 3, namely that some pragmatic 

effect other than that achieved by pattern 2 must be intended.  Regarding pattern 1 he states,  

My hypothesis is that a seemingly redundant unnecessarily repeated subject noun serves to 
highlight the distinctiveness of an event, to mark that event as sequential in time more clearly 
[than pattern 2, SER], but not to the extent of giving that event episode status on the main 
storyline.  Hebrew has special high-level transition markers for clustering events into 
episodes.  Fronting a subject is one device.  Such patterns add another dimension to the  
repertoire of clause types (1994:106-107).   

He notes that the inclusion of a redundant NP represents the writer’s pragmatic choice to mark the 

particular clause as ‘distinct’ from the preceding one (ibid:115). 

 Andersen discounts the desire to claim that pattern 1 is somehow emphatic, or intended to 

promote the referent as a thematic participant as Longacre (1989) claims.  Regarding the repetition of 

‘God’ in Gen 1-2 Andersen states, “It does not seem necessary to keep on repeating ‘God’ just to 

make that point [that God is the only actant].  The device has a function, not so much in a clause 

(emphasis) as in clause-clause syntax.  Throughout the narrative the seemingly needless repetition of 

the unchanged subject (always ‘God’) marks off the distinct actions, successive in time” (ibid:107).   

 Levinsohn (2000b) develops Andersen’s ideas regarding pattern 1, claiming that repetition of 

redundant NPs has the cross-linguistic function of demarcating a new development unit, i.e., 

performing an additional processing function of participant reference.  In comparing Biblical Hebrew 

to Koine Greek and the Nigerian language of Tyap, Levinsohn notes that the latter two make use of 

preverbal particles or connectives to signal the beginning of new development units, while Biblical 

Hebrew has no such particle.  Levinsohn notes further that Biblical Hebrew has a significantly higher 

proportion of full NP references to active participants compared to Koine Greek and Tyap.  Based on 

this information, he hypothesizes that Biblical Hebrew utilizes redundant NPs as the primary means 

                                                      
60 Anderson states, “In every kind of clause-clause construction it is necessary to work out not only what an item 
such as A is doing in its own clause, but also what it might be doing in a nearby clause in which it is implicit” 
(1994:104). 
61 Andersen notes that in the case of subjects of finite verbs, omission of the subject is not zero anaphora in the 
strict sense due to the verbal affixes of the verb morphology (1994:109). 
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of accomplishing the processing function in the language, whereas Greek and Tyap use particles.  His 

exposition of Gen 22 confirms this preliminary hypothesis, and is consistent with Andersen’s 

findings.   

 Clearly stated, Levinsohn’s hypothesis claims that redundant NPs for active participants 

signal a new development unit, accomplishing a processing function.  Based upon the cross-linguistic 

evidence, Levinsohn’s hypothesis provides a more compelling description in comparison to 

Longacre’s description above.  We will provisionally adopt this explanation of redundant NPs 

signaling new developments.  Further discussion of this issue will be deferred until Chapter 5.   

 Returning to the discussion of Andersen’s patterns, he states regarding pattern 3 that “clause 

1 lacks information about the participant or feature indicated by A.  The listener is placed and left in a 

state of suspense on that point until A comes up in clause 2.  Then this information is fed back into 

clause 1, resolving the suspense; in other words, A in clause 2 does retroactive double duty in clause 

1” (1994:108).  The pattern 3 data which Andersen considers are primarily from the Psalms, but can 

also be found in narrative, e.g. Gen 24:54a, Gen 25:34b-34f, 1 Kings 14:18, and 2 Chronicles 20:3.  

He concludes, “Just as repetition of a (redundant) subject makes successive clauses more distinctive, 

so ellipsis of an object expected with a transitive verb binds clauses closer together” (ibid:109).  

Andersen is thus claiming that the use of pattern 3 has the pragmatic effect signaling marked 

continuity, i.e. binding the clauses in question more closely together compared to the default pattern 

2.62  In contrast, pattern 1 has the pragmatic effect of signaling marked discontinuity, demarcating 

distinct developments of the action, in comparison to pattern 2. 

 Based on his discussion of minimal reference using pattern 2, Andersen recognizes that the 

default operation of the null subject in reported speech is opposite of that in narrative proper:  “Here, 

besides pragmatics, a convention operates that a new ‘and he said’ implies a change in subject, even if 

the subject is not identified” while in narrative proper a null subject signals same subject (ibid:111).  

Recognition of such distinctions in the processing of minimal encoding is crucial to developing a 

coherent and complete account of participant reference in Biblical Hebrew. 

 As significant as Andersen’s findings are regarding participant reference, this subject is 

tangential to the overall focus of his paper.  His investigation of the pragmatic effects of anaphora and 

redundancy are only preliminary conclusions to suggest directions for future research.  Levinsohn’s 

(2000b) work paper, while focused exclusively on participant reference, was very narrow in scope, 

and its data corpus was narrow as well. 

 The issue of a narrow corpus appears to impinge upon Andersen’s conclusions regarding 

pattern 3, which he claims is used to create ‘suspense’.  This claim is almost solely based on poetic 

tokens from the Psalms, where his description may indeed be accurate.  But based on preliminary 

counter-tokens from narrative and the evidence from other languages, it seems prudent to 

                                                      
62 Cf. Nariyama (2000) for more of a cross-linguistic account of the same phenomenon. 
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provisionally regard the pattern as simply signaling marked continuity.  More data is needed in order 

to both confirm the hypotheses of Andersen and Levinsohn, and to provide any necessary nuancing 

based on genre/text type. 

3.6 Revell (1996) 
 The purpose of Revell’s study is to describe what he believes is the intentional variation by 

the narrator in the use of referring expressions for participants, which he refers to as ‘designations’.  

“This term is understood here as including any noun or nominal structure used to address or refer to 

an individual which could be replaced by a pronoun, and, of course, pronouns themselves” (1996:13).  

As his study of designations in Judges-2 Kings progressed, he found that their use by the writer/editor 

followed consistent patterns (ibid:11).    He comments that this might be somewhat surprising in light 

of the hypothesized literary history of the Hebrew Bible, i.e. being compiled from numerous sources.  

In light of the consistency of use, he adopts a synchronic approach.  “The description is consequently 

based on the assumption that the usage studied is self-consistent, and that variation is deliberate and is 

likely to carry meaning” (ibid:12).  Several of his contributions are noteworthy. 

 The first contribution of Revell’s study is his framework for classifying referring expressions, 

grouping them into pronoun, simple designations, and complex designations.  Only a handful of 

scholars in either linguistics or Biblical Studies have recognized a meaningful distinction between 

complex designations and simple NPs.  A simple designation consists of either a proper name or an 

epithet (e.g., ‘Saul’s servant’, ‘the king’).  A complex designation adds some sort of modifier to the 

simple designation, such as an appositional phrase or an attributive modifier.   

 Revell describes expected or default usage for new and reintroduced participants based on his 

classification system (ibid:18).  He then describes the uses and functions of deviation from the 

expected patterns in different contexts based on his conclusions regarding the unmarked usage of 

designations.  He makes the significant claim that a form should be considered marked based on its 

context, not on the form itself (contra Longacre’s ranking scheme).  Thus a form could rightly be 

viewed as marked in one context, and unmarked in another (ibid:19).  These conclusions are then 

applied to specific classes of designations in his corpus: 

• The designation of rulers:  David, Saul, Solomon, kings of Judah, and kings of the 
Northern Kingdom. 

• The designation of others:  priests and prophets, named individuals, unnamed individuals, 
and God. 

• The relationship of referents and grammatical concord. 
• Expression of deference/social distance expressed through designations. 

 Revell’s study convincingly demonstrates the expressive use of designations in these classes, 

i.e., the intentional variation in referring expressions by the writer/editor to achieve certain thematic 

results.  He moves the discussion beyond ad hoc interpretations of specific passages or terms, 

providing a more comprehensive description of how designations are used.  A good example of this is 

Revell’s discussion of the usage of the term ‘king’.  He notes that the term is used in Michal’s 
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scornful speech to David in 2 Sam 6:20, and in 1 Sam 26:20 in David’s speech to Saul where he states 

that “The King of Israel has come out to search for a flea…” (ibid:17-18).  He notes in both cases that 

even though the term ‘king’ accurately describes the participant, “the term representing the ideal is 

contrasted with the far from ideal conduct described in the clause.  As these examples show, the 

‘meaning’ of the term chosen—the value of the choice, the extent to which it is ‘expressive’—is 

determined by the situation in which the term is used, the range of terms available for use in that 

situation, and the extent to which the term chosen is consistent with the usage expected in that 

situation” (ibid:18).  Although Revell advances our understanding of the pragmatic use of referring 

expressions, several factors undermine the thoroughness of his descriptions.   

 The first factor is the consistency with which he appeals to the three typological functions of 

participant reference.  To one extent or another, Revell ends up mentioning all three purposes, but he 

does not systematically incorporate them into his description of expressive usage.  He notes the 

semantic need to identify and track participants, grounding this idea in Givón’s (1983a) work 

(1996:15).  He cites the pivotal contributions of Clancy (1980) regarding text-processing as another 

function of participant reference, yet does not consistently bring this issue to bear in his analysis.  

Consider his following statements on the issue: 

“In general, it can be said that, once a character has been designated by a nominal, a pronoun 
is used for further references as long as it would not be ambiguous.  In fact, however, the use 
of pronouns is typically more limited than this implies.  There is a tendency (in much of the 
corpus) to avoid long strings of pronominal reference.  A nominal designation is often used to 
remind the reader who is acting, even where the use of a pronoun would not be ambiguous.  
Such usage often coincides with a new aspect of the character’s activity” (ibid:60) 

On the one hand he construes redundant relexicalization as a ‘reminder’, and in other cases as 

marking what sounds like a new development, viz. “a new aspect of the character’s activity”. 

 Finally, the very name of the study assumes a pragmatic function of referring expressions, 

claiming that the use of marked designations reflects the pragmatic intentions of the writer/editor.  

However, though Revell is familiar with the three purposes and makes a positive contribution to our 

understanding of participant reference, the inconsistent attention to them limits the clarity of his 

descriptions.  Consequently, at times Revell’s conclusions rely more heavily upon subjective 

interpretations of specific contexts than on an empirically grounded framework. 

 Revell, like Longacre, seeks to explain certain usages as being sociologically motivated, 

leading him to propose explanations that often run counter to expected linguistic norms.  The choice 

by Revell to focus on specific classes of designations appears to obscure the more pervasive variation 

attested between simple and complex designations.  He presupposes that sociological concerns 

motivate many of the narrator’s decisions regarding use of referring expressions, based largely upon 

the earlier work of Longacre (1989).   

 For instance Revell states, “For men and unmarried women the epithet typically names the 

father…  A married woman is usually identified by reference to her husband” (1996:47).   While his 
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point is indeed valid in some cases, Berlin has shown that the anchoring of participants tends to be 

much more pragmatic, driven more by the identity of the central character than by cultural issues, 

particularly outside of the introductory exposition of a narrative.  Berlin claims that the central 

character can usually be identified by considering to whom the participants are anchored (1983:59ff).  

The main characters are usually male, hence the apparent legitimacy of Revell’s observation about 

patronymics.  However in narratives where women act as initiators (e.g. ‘Eve’ in Gen 3, ‘Sarai’ in 

Gen 16), the writer/editor often reflects this by anchoring participants to the woman (e.g. ‘her 

husband’ in Gen 3:6; 16:3).  Thus, by grounding his conclusion in sociological factors, Revell 

obscures the broader referential pattern. 

 Revell does acknowledge the pragmatics of anchoring based on participant-salience.  He 

states, “Where an unexpected relationship is mentioned because it is relevant to the context in this 

way, the epithet is considered as a personal relationship term (cf. §3.2.4), not as a patronymic” 

(ibid:47).  Despite mentioning this principle, Revell inconsistently applies it in his analysis. 

 Another issue which Revell recognizes, but inconsistently applies, is the issue of 

pronominalization of certain participants and not others.  “The thematic actor indicated by the 

narrator’s focus is typically the character most frequently represented in a passage of a clause as 

subject and most commonly referred to by pronouns.  Other characters in the context are typically 

distinguished by nominal reference.  ‘Thematic actor’ is thus a sub-class of what is called ‘topic’ as 

used in Givón, 1983, so that the features noted there as indicators of topic continuity also distinguish 

the thematic actor (cf. Givón 1983:8, 18)” (ibid:23).   However, in practice Revell’s focus on socio-

cultural issues at times supersedes the application of this principle.  One example of this is his 

discussion of titles.  He states, “no doubt some individuals were generally identified by epithets 

indicating lower status occupations where this was their most significant source of importance or 

individuality in the eyes of the community, as with master-servant relationship[s]” (ibid:49).  How 

does Revell reconcile this claim with those of Berlin (1983) which he has referred to?  She observes 

that expressive usage of expressions for different types of characters (i.e. full-fledged, type and 

agents) is based on their salience to the narrative.  Revell at times cites literary and linguistic factors 

which influence encoding.  At other times he assigns similar encoding to sociological factors.  

However, he does little to reconcile how the two issues interact. 

 While Revell’s primary focus is on variation in usage of referring expressions, and its impact 

on the narrative, he does not consistently analyze its impact of the data on the reader’s mental 

representation.  This is largely due to the fact that he focuses on only specific classes of designations.  

In the case of the designations found in 2 Sam 6:20, he focuses exclusively on the expressive 

encoding of David without mentioning that of Michal.  He states “A probable example of a similarly 

expressive choice in Hebrew occurs in Michal’s scornful speech to her husband, King David, in 2S 

6:20…” (ibid:17, emphasis mine).  Revell’s point is that Michal refers to David as the ‘King of 

Israel’, but this is not the only expressive usage found in the passage.  Michal is reactivated in the 
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passage with the anchoring relation ‘Saul’s daughter’, rather than her previous designation as 

‘David’s wife’.  Yet Revell makes no comment about this.  Does this encoding not also count as 

expressive usage?  Do not the two marked designations play off of one another?   

 What is even more surprising is that Revell himself uses her default appositive in his 

comment (cf. her husband in quotation above), further obscuring the expressive usage which 

possibly serves as an interpretive key for the passage.  Reverting to the anchor ‘Saul’s daughter’ 

anticipates the situation obtained by her disdainful comments to David, viz. that Michal bore no 

children for the rest of her life.  The closing scene in v. 23 repeats the complex designation ‘Michal, 

Saul’s daughter’, as if to say that though she may have been David’s wife, she functionally becomes 

‘Saul’s daughter’ again since David apparently no longer has sexual relations with her (cf. Berlin 

1983:25).  Thus, Revell’s study provides useful insight into expressive usage of certain classes of 

designations.  However, it does not describe the more pervasive expressive usage observed in Hebrew 

narrative due to its focus on only certain classes of expressions. 

 In conclusion, Revell’s study makes important contributions to our knowledge of expressive 

usage of referring expressions.  However the limitations of his theoretical framework correspondingly 

limited the comprehensiveness of his explanations.  These limitations are manifested in his limited 

discussion of minimum encoding constraints, his preference for assigning sociological explanations, 

and the limitation of his study to only certain types of expressions.  As a result of these limitations, 

many facets of expressive usage of designations in Biblical Hebrew await description. 

3.7 De Regt (1999b) (1999a) 
 The objective of de Regt’s study is to describe the patterns and conventions which govern 

references to participants in Biblical Hebrew in order to better understand their rhetorical 

significance.  This description is intended to help translators in correlating these conventions to 

comparable conventions in receptor languages. 

 De Regt establishes a solid linguistic framework in the beginning, acknowledging the cross-

linguistic purposes of participant reference: semantic,63 discourse processing,64 and pragmatic.65  

However, it seems as though de Regt has difficulty systematically bringing these principles to bear in 

his study of Biblical Hebrew.  His linguistic framework also acknowledges the major/minor 

distinction among participants, and the impact this distinction has on the level of encoding based on 

                                                      
63 Cf. de Regt (1999b:13-48).   
64 Cf. de Regt (1991-92:150-172), (1999a:279), (1999b:3ff, esp. 13-16) for reference to the processing function.  
He recognizes its use for structuring narrative into distinct units (1999b:14). 
65 Cf. de Regt (1999a:280), (1999b:55-94) for reference to the discourse pragmatic function; he recognizes its 
use for signaling redirection in reported speech (1999b:20); the use of lexical NPs to highlight the discourse 
peak in 1 Sam 3:9 (1999b:9); the use of redundant, overspecification for highlighting, and implicit commentary 
comparable to van Vliet’s (2002) PoV shift to narrator’s commentary (1999b:57). 
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Givón’s (1983a) ‘quantity principle’ (cf. 1999a:3-4, 23-32, 294).  He also notes the underencoding of 

major participants in closed settings, essentially Levinsohn’s VIP strategy.66 

 Significant concepts from cognitive linguistics are also incorporated into de Regt’s 

framework.  He recognizes several methods of participant activation.  He also correlates the type of 

activation process used to the type of participant it activates.  Minor participants tend to be introduced 

in a two-step process,67 while major participants tend to be introduced in verbless clauses.68  He 

further notes that there is a correlation between activation states and participant encoding (1999b:2-

3).  Finally, he notes the differences in the cognitive processing of null subject clauses between 

reported speech and narrative proper.  In narrative, null subject signals ‘same subject’, where as in 

reported speech, the expectation is ‘different subject’.69  In cases of possible ambiguity, he states that 

the semantics of the verb often disambiguate switches of participants from no switch.70  

 The major drawback of de Regt’s study is that while he recognizes the issue of ‘special 

patterns of reference’ in Biblical Hebrew and the problem of rendering these patterns into the 

corresponding linguistic form in the receptor language, he tends not to describe the pragmatic 

functions these devices serve in Biblical Hebrew.  At times several issues compound to hamper his 

explanations.  This leads him to ground his conclusions in the semantics of the context, instead of 

describing the specific typological functions of these devices.  As a result, much of the study 

                                                      
66 “In such a global strategy the pronoun or affix is assigned to one of the major participants early in the story 
and is retained throughout the discourse as referring to this entity, even if there are intervening local instances of 
other potential referents” (1999a:44).  He cites Comrie (1989:47-48, 51) in support. 
67 “This first clause refers to the participant only in terms of class or group membership… This kind of 
introduction delays the identification of the participant till the following clause, which is frequently verbless” 
(1999b:32-33).  He notes that this method generally indicates that the participant is minor, even though they 
may have a significant impact on the events. 
68 “The present device of naming the participant in a following, verbless clause only occurs incidentally when 
the character introduced will become a major participant later in the narrative:  Laban (Gen 24:29), Leah and 
Rachel (29:16), Tamar (38:6), Micah (Judg 17:1), Saul (1 Sam 9:2), Goliath (1 Sam 17:4, 23), Job (Job 1:1), 
Ruth (Ruth 1:4) and Mordecai (Esth 2:5)” (1999b:33).  He notes that those introduced in a following verbal 
clause using א ֶאת־ְׁש֖מֹו  turn out to be major participants a bit more frequently.  “In narrative text, it turns out ַוִּיְקָר֥
to be a frequent, and hence a usual pattern that the name of a participant is mentioned in the clause following the 
clause in which he is introduced” (1999b:33-34). 
69 “After the speaker has finished his direct speech, the addressee is expected to respond and to be the next 
speaker.  This makes it unnecessary to refer explicitly to the next speaker when his direct speech is introduced.  
The reference of the inflectional affix on the introductory verb is already unambiguous” (1999b:29). 
70 “Similarly, when the speaker commands the addressee to do something, the addressee will be the participant 
who carries out the order in response to the direct speech, e.g., in Gen 43:31-32, 44:2, 2 Kgs 4:44, 9:21 and Ruth 
4:1” (1999b:31).  He also considers tokens where minimal reference in reported speech does NOT indicate 
switch.  “In such instances, the contents of the following direct speech make clear that the speaker and addressee 
have not changed their roles; the speaking subject remains the same” (1999b:31), e.g. Gen 15:5, Jer 37:17, Exod 
3:6.  He explains the pragmatic purpose of this device as indicating “a temporal gap between the various parts of 
the direct speech”, as well as serving “to separate self-addressed speech from the words addressed to somebody 
else” (1999b:31), e.g. Gen 27:36, 2 Kgs 20:19. 

 80



describes various encoding patterns and their distribution, but does not offer the heuristic 

explanations that he initially projects.71  The following examples illustrate the point. 

 To begin with, de Regt claims that until a participant is given a proper name, it remains 

ambiguous, apparently not fully activated.72  This claim overlooks the activation process of moving 

from a general statement ‘there was an X’ to a more detailed ‘and the X was named Y’ (cf. §4.2.2 

regarding the two-step process of introducing minor participants).  Activation of a participant is 

sufficient to render them cognitively accessible; in fact many are accessible via a schema even 

without explicit activation.  Consider the initial activation of Joseph’s house steward in Gen 43:16: 

ר ַעל־ֵּבי֔תֹו  ֲאֶׁש֣ אֶמ֙ר ַלֽ ֹ֙ ף ִאָּת֮ם ֶאת־ִּבְנָיִמין֒ ַוּי ְרא יֹוֵס֣   ַוַּי֨

And Joseph saw Benjamin with them and he said to the one over his house… 

This steward has not previously been mentioned in the narrative, yet his description is sufficient to 

enable readers to incorporate him into their mental representation of the story.  However, such a 

participant is viewed as apparently not fully activated in de Regt’s scheme on the basis that a proper 

name has not been supplied.  De Regt’s account of participant activation leads him to draw this 

conclusion. 

 Secondly, de Regt does not take into account the minimum encoding requirements of certain 

information structures in his description of participant reference.  Following the traditional 

explanations, he assigns either ‘emphasis’ or ‘contrast’ to the presence of independent personal 

pronouns, not to the pragmatics of constituent order (cf. ibid:57-59).  Such an explanation forces him 

to develop a second, parallel explanation for full noun phrases which precede the verb, rather than a 

unified description based on information structure (cf. Lambrecht 1994).  For example he states, “The 

first three chapters of 1 Kings contain two instances where a proper name is mentioned to mark the 

fact that the event is unexpected”, viz. 1:4 and 3:4b (ibid:64).  The first is a marked switch of topic 

from ‘Abishag’ to ‘David’ using a referential PoD, stating that though she lay with the king, the king 

did not know her.  The second token has direct object ‘a thousand burnt offerings’ preposed for focus, 

which is preceded by a switch of referring expressions used for Solomon.  1 Kings 3 recounts the 

various behaviors of Solomon which were displeasing to the LORD and unbecoming of a king.  The 

change in referring expressions from the default expression ‘Solomon’ to the epithet ‘king’ comes at 

the point in the narrative where the writer/editor lists what Solomon does that displeases the LORD. 

                                                      
71 E.g. de Regt states that w-x-qtl (with x=NP subject) can start a new paragraph, but so can wayyiqtol+NP 
subject (1999b:16-17).  Knowing the possibilities tells us nothing of the pragmatic differences, nor how best to 
translate them. 
72 It seems as though de Regt does not distinguish activation from formal introduction with a proper noun.  In 
other words, until a proper noun is assigned, activation is not complete.  Cf. his explanation of the introduction 
of Reuel in Exod 2 (1999b:73).  The tokens he provides to support his view are:  2 Sam 4:4; Gen 32:25-31 
(angel wrestling with Jacob); Exod 2:2-10 (Reuel); Num 25:6-15; Ruth 1:1-2 (Elimelech); 2:1 (Boaz); 1 Sam 
16:11-13 (David); 1 Sam 25:2-3 (Nabal); Jdg 13:3-24 (Samson).  Others include: Gen 3:20 (Eve); 2 Sam 11:3 
(Bathsheba); 2 Sam 12:1-7 (David); Jdg 9:7-16 (Abimelech) (1999b:75).  Such an explanation must also be 
reconciled with the fact that many minor participants never receive a proper noun.  
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ק ַּבָּב֔מ3      יו ַר֚ ד ָאִב֑ ֶכת ְּבֻחּ֖קֹות ָּדִו֣ ה ָלֶל֕ ב ְׁשֹלֹמ֙ה ֶאת־ְיהָו֔ יר׃ַוֶּיֱאַה֤ ַח ּוַמְקִטֽ   ֹות ֥הּוא ְמַזֵּב֖
ַח ַהֽהּוא׃     4 ל ַהִּמְזֵּב֥ ה ַע֖ ֶלף עֹלֹו֙ת ַיֲעֶל֣ה ְׁשֹלֹמ֔ ה ֶא֤ ה ַהְּגדֹוָל֑ יא ַהָּבָמ֣ י ִה֖ ם ִּכ֥ ַח ָׁש֔ ָנ֙ה ִלְזּבֹ֣ ֹ֙ ֶלְך ִּגְבע ֶלְך ַהֶּמ֤   ַוֵּי֨

3 And Solomon loved the LORD so as to walk in the statutes of David, his father; only on the 
high places he was sacrificing and burning incense.  
4 And the king went to Gibeon to sacrifice there, for that was the great high place; 1000 
burnt offerings Solomon offered up on that altar. 

The switch of referring expressions coincides with the use of several marked information structures, 

each of which highlight some aspect of Solomon’s practice of sacrificing on the high places, another 

ironic use of the term ‘king’ similar to that mentioned by Revell in §3.6.  De Regt construes the 

encoding as marking the event as ‘unexpected’, whereas in our view the marked structures add 

prominence to Solomon’s displeasing behavior while thematically contrasting his action with his role 

as ‘king’.  De Regt’s theoretical framework prevents him from providing a unified explanation. 

 At times de Regt misconstrues pragmatic devices, most visibly the pragmatic use of 

compound designations for indicating shifts in PoV, even though he cites Berlin (1983) at several 

points.73  He instead adopts Kuno’s (1987) ‘empathy principle’, wherein the length of a participant’s 

referring expression is viewed as inversely proportional to the narrator’s ‘empathy’ for that 

participant.  While this is an attractive explanation, it fails to adequately explain the pragmatic 

overencoding of protagonists frequently observed in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  Consider for 

example the expression ‘ark of the covenant of God/YHWH’ used in 1 Sam 4:3, 4(2x) and 5 just 

before it is captured by the Philistines.  According to Kuno’s view of longer expressions, the analyst 

should construe these references as indicating a distancing of the writer/editor from God’s physical 

representation of His presence: the ark.  The data do not appear to substantiate the application of 

Kuno’s principle in Biblical Hebrew.74  A better explanation is to view the overencoding as intended 

to cognitively reorient readers to the ark, perhaps to suggest that it is much more than a ‘good luck 

charm’ to be recklessly carried about.  This explanation fits well with the following narratives 

regarding the problems the Philistines encounter in trying to maintain possession of the ark. 

 Another factor affecting de Regt’s analysis is his understanding of how the functions of 

participant reference relate to one another.  He views each function as being mutually exclusive rather 

than as entailed one in another.  This view constrains him to apply only one principle per context.  In 

                                                      
73 He recognizes the shift in point of view within 1 Sam 4:19, but does not describe the larger pattern observed 
in narrative.  He focuses instead on the ordering of compound designations when there is more than one 
appositive, e.g. Gen 11:31; 12:5.  On 2 Sam 6, he states, “the distance between David and Michal is not 
commented upon but is indicated by the extended descriptions:  she is the daughter of Saul and she sees him as 
the king” (1999b:69).  Since he applies Kuno’s empathy principle to Michal, why does he not also apply it to 
David’s comparably longer referring expression in the same passage? 
74 Here is a prototypical statement made by de Regt based on the application of principles from other languages:  
“The remarks made above apply to languages in general.  The characteristics of participant reference that are 
attested in Biblical Hebrew texts often differ from these phenomena.  Sometimes, however, they are similar.  
This applies, for instance, to empathy with a participant and, conversely, to negative assessments.”  He then 
applies the “longer designations show negative assessment” principle to Biblical Hebrew (1999b:5).  How is one 
able to determine when these principles apply and when they do not? 
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other words, marked encodings must be analyzed as serving either a processing function or a 

pragmatic function.  Marked encoding cannot simultaneously serve both functions, in his view. 

 For example, de Regt discusses several instances of overencoding in Ruth (ibid:61ff).  He 

notes that in passages such as Ruth 2:20-22, redundant NPs serve to mark a climactic peak in the 

narrative, following Longacre (1989).  “In general, devices of repetition often mark a peak, i.e., 

various devices are used to insure that the peak does not ‘go by too fast’” (ibid:61).  On the same 

page, he concludes that the repetition is to “draw attention to the material that is introduced by the 

repetition,” or “to indicate the importance of her words that follow” in Ruth 2:20-22.  How is the 

analyst to know when to apply one principle instead of another?  De Regt gives no explicit account of 

how he arrives at these conclusions.  Sometimes the repetition is to mark a new paragraph, but at 

other times it can mark a peak, or highlight the following speech. 

 By adopting an entailment scheme of explanation, one is able to account for Longacre’s 

observation that the pace slows down.  Repeated NPs create a series of short development units, 

which has the pragmatic effect of slowing down the flow of narration.  Encoding which is clearly in 

excess of the amount expected for processing is thus construed as pragmatically motivated to 

cataphorically highlight a speech or action which follows.  Unfortunately, de Regt identified only one 

function at work at a time, leading him to analyze comparably encoded passages as marking the close 

of a paragraph, rather than anticipating a peak to come.75 

 Another example of de Regt’s reticence to apply more than one principle at a time is found in 

his analysis of overencoding of participants in quotative frames.  He interprets the NP references in 

quotative frames as primarily indicating paragraph initiation, not as also having the pragmatic effect 

of redirection, where one speaker’s intentions are countered by another (ibid:20).76  At the same time, 

de Regt analyzes other full NP encoding of quotative frames as pragmatically motivated to mark 

countering speeches.  For example, he notes that Uriah’s reaction to David in 2 Sam 11:11-12 is 

unexpected (ibid:64).  Elsewhere he states, “Rather than starting a new paragraph, the repetition of 

Elisha’s name in 2 Kgs 8:10, 13 marks that his words come unexpectedly and as a surprise” (ibid:66).  

De Regt’s description leaves the analyst to make ad hoc determinations as to whether overencoding is 

for processing or pragmatics.  He recognizes the various functions, but the limitations of his ‘one 

function per context’ framework frequently force him to ground his explanations in the semantics of 

the context and not in the consistent function of the pragmatic device throughout the data (cf. ibid:66).  

                                                      
75 Cf. de Regt’s comments regarding the overencoding of Samuel in 1 Sam 16:10 (1999b:16).  As in Ruth 2:20-
22, one finds in 1 Sam 16 speeches broken up by redundant quotative frames, with overencoding of both 
speakers and addressees.  We construe this overencoding and redundancy as all building up to the identification 
of David as the future king.  Simply based on the content (evaluating seven of Jesse’s sons and finding none of 
them to be the one, asking if there are any more), it should be quite clear that anticipation or suspense is 
building.  This anticipation is encoded both with respect to participant reference and the use of quotative 
frames, in our view. 
76 Such a view is contra Longacre (2003: 152-53) and Dooley and Levinsohn (2001:101). 

 83



While de Regt’s study furthers our knowledge of participant reference, the resulting descriptions do 

not provide sufficient heuristic guidance regarding when to apply one principle as opposed to another. 

3.8 Heimerdinger (1999) 
 Heimerdinger’s study has several objectives.  First, he seeks to provide a better understanding 

of pragmatic articulations of clauses, based on the theoretical framework established by Lambrecht 

(1994); he also seeks “to find out the role these [articulations] have in foregrounding” information 

(1999:12).  Second, he seeks to demonstrate that the foregrounding/backgrounding distinction in 

narrative is not merely a binary distinction between certain morphosyntactic forms (viz. wayyiqtol vs. 

w-x-qtl).  His ultimate goal is to provide a proper understanding of foregrounding, and to identify the 

ways in which foregrounding is grammaticalized in Biblical Hebrew.  Finally, he seeks to provide a 

less formal and more pragmatic understanding of various syntactic forms and their function in actual 

narrative contexts. 

 Heimerdinger’s greatest contribution is applying Lambrecht’s (1994) model of information 

structure to Biblical Hebrew narrative, which correlates the pragmatics of clause construction to 

information flow.  He provides a satisfactory introduction to topic and focus in Biblical Hebrew, 

adding the concept of a ‘dominant focal element’ or DFE to the discussion (cf. 1999:101-220).  He 

concludes by linking foregrounding/backgrounding of information to the speaker’s pragmatically-

marked purpose(s) as outlined by Labov’s concept of ‘evaluation’ (ibid:221ff). 

 There are three basic shortcomings of Heimerdinger’s treatment of participant reference in 

Biblical Hebrew:  his account of the processing function of participant reference, his interaction with 

the contributions of poetics regarding the pragmatic functions of encoding, and his understanding of 

the cognitive constraints of accessibility as it relates to the semantic function of participant reference.   

First, Heimerdinger gives little attention to the processing function of participant reference.  

He recognizes Givón’s principle that the most accessible participants will tend to be underencoded, 

but then has trouble reconciling this principle with the overencoding of ‘Abraham’ attested in Gen 22. 

He states, “This seems to go against the principle mentioned above as throughout the story Abraham 

is the main participant on stage and so is highly accessible.  It could be argued that these clauses are 

episode initial: they start a new scene or open a new burst of closely related actions and so they 

function as reaffirming the topic for a new episode.  But this explanation is not satisfactory in the 

light of what can be observed in other stories” (ibid:124).  Though he draws a proper conclusion in 

this instance, he does not extend the principle beyond its single application to Gen 22 (ibid:154).  

Discussion of his position on this issue necessitates significant development of our position on the 

processing function, which is beyond the scope of this present chapter.  Therefore, we will defer this 

discussion until Chapter 5 where our model will be developed in much greater detail.   

 A second problem is Heimerdinger’s treatment of poetics in Chapter 6.  He concludes this 

chapter by stating, “The analyses of this chapter have taken us into the domains of literary pragmatics 
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and cognitive psychology.  We have reached the point at which the study of foregrounding becomes 

interrelated with the ‘poetics’ of Biblical Hebrew narrative” (ibid:260).  He links foregrounding and 

backgrounding of information to the speaker’s pragmatically-marked purpose(s) as outlined by 

Labov’s concept of ‘evaluation’ for narrative (ibid:221ff).  However, he contributes little to the 

application of poetics to Biblical Hebrew, just points to its future use.77  In fact, Labov’s concept of 

evaluation has already been applied to Biblical Hebrew narrative by Berlin (1983:102-108), yet 

Heimerdinger provides no discussion of or reference to her work on this matter.  In the end, his 

closing discussion does little to integrate linguistics with poetics, and represents a lost opportunity to 

build on the earlier, if less empirical, work of poetics scholars.78 

 The third and most significant shortcoming of Heimerdinger’s treatment of participant 

reference is his description of the identifiability constraints upon activation of brand-new participants.  

This shortcoming significantly affects major portions of his account of participant reference.  In spite 

of its importance, Heimerdinger provides only a circumspect description of initial activation of brand-

new participants.79  The problem is somewhat difficult to explain due to the number of facets 

involved. 

 To begin with, Heimerdinger’s account does not make a meaningful distinction between 

‘specific’ and ‘non-specific’ indefinites, even though his primary sources on the subject do maintain 

such a distinction (i.e. Chafe 1987, Gundel et al. 1993, and Lambrecht 1994).  Lambrecht states, “One 

way of describing the specific/non-specific distinction in pragmatic terms is to say that a ‘specific 

indefinite NP’ is one whose referent is identifiable to the speaker but not to the addressee, while a 

‘non-specific indefinite NP’ is one whose referent neither the speaker nor the addressee can identify 

at time of utterance” (1994:80-81).  Similarly, Gundel et al. maintain this distinction through use of 

the categories ‘referential indefinite’ NPs and ‘type-identifiable indefinite’ NPs (1993:276).   

 According to Heimerdinger’s view a participant must be identifiable to the hearer, not just 

the speaker.  Heimerdinger makes his position clear stating “If a hearer cannot identify the referent, it 

is impossible for them to decide whether the predication made about the topic is true or not” 

(1999:133).  It is very strange that he would maintain such a position when the primary source of 

                                                      
77  “Through evaluation, speakers lead hearers to draw the conclusions favoured by them.  Evaluation 
determines the response of the hearer to the story” (1999:241).  He states elsewhere, “The involvement of the 
speaker carries as much weight as the events of the story themselves because they indicate what the true 
meaning of the story is.  The examination of evaluation shows above all that foregrounding is the preserve of the 
storyteller and is constructed by the speaker by a variety of means.  It is not dictated by grammatical forms” 
(ibid:259).  
78 Heimerdinger’s discussion of poetics is primarily restricted to Chapters 1 and 2, and is more characterized by 
citation than critical interaction. 
79 Heimerdinger states, “When speakers want to make an assertion about an entity which is assumed not yet 
represented in the hearer’s mind, they must create first a mental representation of the entity in the hearer through 
linguistic description.  The creation of such representation can be compared to the opening of a referent ‘file’, 
and the opening of the file is directly connected to the referent’s identifiability” (1999:133).  He does not 
elaborate on what is meant by ‘linguistic description’ to add clarity to the activation process as he conceives of 
it.  Cf. §4.2 for our description of the initial activation of brand new participants. 
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Heimerdinger’s theoretical reference frame debunks the relation of truth conditions to information 

structure (cf. Lambrecht 1994:44f, 157ff).  By definition a referential indefinite is identifiable to the 

speaker only, not the hearer.  Furthermore, this level of encoding—as attested in numerous 

languages—is judged to be sufficient for hearers to open a mental file for the participant in question 

and to be able to add information to it (cf. Gundel et al. 1993, Lambrecht 1994:82-85, Dooley and 

Levinsohn 2001:58-59).  The fact that Heimerdinger either overlooks or dismisses this evidence 

adversely affects his description of first mentions of referents in Biblical Hebrew (cf. 1999:133-153). 

 Heimerdinger’s view of referential indefinite NPs also overlooks the role of Gricean 

implicatures to ‘fill in the blanks’, what Lambrecht refers to as ‘pragmatic bootstrapping’ (1994:105).  

Heimerdinger seems troubled by introductions like that of Abigail in 1 Sam 25:3, or the woman in 2 

Sam 17:19.  In the case of Abigail, the participant is identifiable to the speaker, and thereby 

identifiable enough for the reader to activate a new file in the mental representation at the first 

mention and to accept her as a valid topic in the following clause.  In the second example of 2 Sam 

17:19, one finds the indefinite NP ‘a boy’ as the topic of a verb of perception in v. 18.  This is 

followed immediately by the activation of ‘the woman’ as the topic of an active verb in v. 19, 

ostensibly based on the fact that she is accessible as part of the house/courtyard schema.   

 In spite of such data, Heimerdinger states, “introducing a not-yet-activated referent and 

giving it at the same time the role of topic must be avoided” (1999:145).80  This statement confuses 

the relationship between activation state and identifiability.  He seems to argue that a participant is 

not identifiable until it has been formally activated.  Such a view would disallow Lambrecht’s 

mechanism of pragmatically boot-strapping a topic.  Constructions such as left-dislocations and 

referential indefinites allow pragmatic boot-strapping to occur without harming the communication.  

As long as a participant is identifiable—even a referential indefinite—it may play a topical role in the 

clause.81  Recognition of Lambrecht’s point that the referent only need be identifiable to the speaker 

is crucial.  Consider the introduction of both Deborah and Jael in Jdg 4.  Both are anchored to entities 

that may or may not have been familiar to the Israelites.  They certainly are not familiar to us as 

modern readers.  Nonetheless we are able to create files for them and understand the comments made 

about them (cf. Jdg 4:4, 17). 

                                                      
80 While this might indeed be a preference, it is not a rule, as examples such as 2 Sam 17:18 and Gen 37:15 
would seem to indicate.  One finds minor participants are regularly introduced in this way elsewhere using 
either verbs of motion or perception, e.g. Gen 14:13; 1 Sam 4:12. 
81 Lambrecht states, “As we shall see, what counts for the linguistic expression of the cognitive distinction in 
question is not that the addressee know or be familiar with the referent in question (a newly opened file may 
contain no more than a name) but that he be able to pick it out from among all those which can be designated 
with a particular linguistic expression and identify it as the one which the speaker has in mind” (1994:77).  
Lambrecht states elsewhere, ”The fact that identifiability can be created through the mere mention of a referent 
in the discourse, without any further semantic specification, confirms our observation that identifiability of a 
referent (and corresponding definite coding in English) does not necessarily entail familiarity with or knowledge 
about, the referent” (1994:89). 
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 Heimerdinger’s misunderstanding of activation and identifiability is apparent from his 

description of the use of discourse anchors in Biblical Hebrew in Chapter 4.  Lambrecht states, “In 

certain languages the presence vs. absence of a numeral expression in association with the noun can 

have a function analogous to the function served by the contrast between a and this in English.  In 

languages with numerical classifiers it is often the case that the noun phrase which is preceded by a 

classifier is marked as topical for subsequent discourse” (1994:83).  Lambrecht then cites evidence to 

support this claim from Japanese, Malay and Chinese.  He continues, “In other languages, the same 

distinction is expressed via the contrast between the presence or absence of the numeral one” 

(ibid:83-4).  He cites data to support this claim from Latin, Turkish, Hebrew and English.  This 

general use of classifiers, including the use of the Biblical Hebrew numeral ehad, is apparently 

overlooked by Heimerdinger.  In his discussion of five devices which make brand new referents 

identifiable, four of them involve the use of classifiers.  For instance, his examples of generic and 

deictic anchors both utilize numerical specification to achieve identifiability (1999:135-36).82  Does 

not the use of two categories obscure the common convention underlying both?83 

 Another factor hindering Heimerdinger’s results is not recognizing the cross-linguistic use of 

verbs-of-motion/perception as a viable class of presentational verb—in addition to copular verbs—for 

activating brand-new participants. Heimerdinger notes that verbs of motion are used as 

‘presentational devices’ for not-yet-activated participants.  He cites a number of tokens where brand-

new participants are activated as subjects of verbs of motion or perception (1999:144-145).  These 

tokens run counter to his hypothesis that major participants should be introduced using presentational 

articulations, that “introducing a not-yet-activated referent and giving it at the same time the role of 

topic must be avoided” (ibid:145).   

 In light of his hypothesis, Heimerdinger is forced to conclude that verbs of motion which 

activate brand-new participants as subjects are somehow semantically modified in the process.  

“Although they are encoded as subjects of verbs, as these verbs are intransitive verbs of movement 

which tend to loose [sic] their literal meanings, the referents are divested of their role of topical agent.  

                                                      
82 For an example of a generic expression, he cites 2 Kgs 7:3 (‘There were four men with leprosy’).  For 
examples of deictic references, he cites 1 Sam 1:1 (‘There was one man from Ramathaim…’), Jdg 17:1 (‘There 
was a man from the hill country of Ephraim’), Jdg 17:7 (‘There was a young man from Bethlehem in Judah…’), 
2 Kgs 4:8 (…there [was] a wealthy woman’) and 1 Kgs 21:1 (‘…there was a vineyard belonging to Naboth the 
Jezreelite’).  We construe both of these categories as using the same underlying convention, viz. a classifier 
(indicated in italics).  The classifier renders the participants referentially indefinite and thus accessible enough 
to be acceptable topics. 
83 It would seem that numbering a generic NP would move it from non-specific to specific, with no other 
modification required (cf. cross-linguistic Givenness Hierarchy of Gundel et al. 1993).  Heimerdinger overlooks 
the use of this convention in Biblical Hebrew even though it is well attested (e.g. 2 Sam 18:10; 1 Kgs 22:8=2 
Chr 18:7; Dan 10:5; cf. anchored participants that are introduced as topics of clauses in Appendix 1).  Each of 
these uses only ehad.  Elsewhere an accompanying appositive is frequently observed, and is another acceptable 
means of accomplishing the anchoring of participants.  On the other hand, consider the introduction of an 
unanchored generic referent as topic is Gen 37:15:  יׁש הּו ִא֔  The apparently acceptable introduction of ‘a  .ַוִּיְמָצֵא֣
man’ without numerical specification as the topic in this verse would seem to indicate that much less 
information is needed to bootstrap a participant than Heimerdinger allows. 
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Such wayyiqtol clauses must be seen as having a special presentational function” (1999:144).  His 

comments overlook the fact that major, thematic participants are characteristically introduced in a two 

step activation process, while minor participants are characteristically introduced more quickly, 

especially those that are anchored and accessible.  Heimerdinger tends to view this second option as a 

special anomaly, and not as a prototypical process. 

 Heimerdinger’s study makes a significant contribution by providing a linguistic account of 

the pragmatic structuring of information in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  He also provides a helpful 

overview of participant reference.  However, his cognitive framework obscures aspects of the 

activation process.  Heimerdinger’s impressions regarding the processing function of redundant NPs 

is correct, yet unfortunately His rejects them since he is not able to fit them into his overall 

framework.   

3.9 Conclusion 
 In Chapter 1 we introduced a number of linguistic and typological principles which form the 

foundation of our theoretical framework for a discourse-functional description of participant reference 

in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  In this current chapter we have reviewed a number of studies which 

provide some discussion of the encoding of participants in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  We have 

shown the adverse repercussions an incomplete theoretical framework can have.  Before we 

undertake to describe the issues left unresolved from previous studies, let us review the components 

which we claim are requisite to successfully describing the participant reference system of Biblical 

Hebrew narrative: 

a) Adhering to an asymmetrical view of markedness:  Marked forms must be described in terms 

of the feature which is presumed present, in contrast to a default which is unmarked for the 

feature.  The asymmetrical view of markedness not only helps the analyst draw implications 

from the choice to use a marked form, but also from the choice not to use a marked form. 

b) Respecting the cross-linguistic principles of participant reference:  The cross-linguistic 

principles governing anaphora, participant reference, and overspecification must be 

consistently taken into account in order to avoid creating unnecessary ‘exceptional’ classes.  

The cross-linguistic functions of participant reference must also be accounted for, and 

especially that they form an entailment scheme rather than being mutually exclusive. 

c) Utilizing a proper cognitive framework:  A loose or incomplete cognitive framework 

undermines one’s understanding of activation states as well as the cognitive encoding 

constraints on referential encoding in Biblical Hebrew narrative. 

d) Distinguishing semantic meaning from pragmatic effect:  Recognizing the meaningful 

distinction to be made between the two avoids drawing unnecessary or incorrect conclusions. 

e) Affording poetics provisional deference:  Many insights from the field of poetics have been 

contributed to the study of participant reference.  Many of the studies reviewed cite the 
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standard works on poetics, yet fail to critically interact with their contributions.  While these 

insights are not to be blindly accepted, they should serve as indicators of potential solutions 

which must be empirically verified. 

 Now that we have established the framework for our study and have examined previous 

studies in the field, we will proceed in Chapter 4 to describe the semantic function of participant 

reference in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  This description will provide an account of the attested 

encoding data from Gen 12-25.   The principles established will form our default canon against which 

non-default encodings from our corpus will be identified and described.  Our goal is to account for as 

much of the attested encoding data as possible using default principles.  Once the default principles 

are established in Chapter 4, the remaining encoding data will be construed as marked and will be 

described with respect to our default encoding principles in Chapters 5 and 6.  Finally, this entire 

framework will be applied to the narrative of Gen 27 in order to demonstrate both the viability and 

utility of our methodology. 
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4.   Default Encoding of Participants—the Semantic Function 
 The objective of this chapter is to describe the default morphological encoding of participants 

in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  We will begin by defining the various encoding contexts found in 

Biblical Hebrew narrative for subjects and non-subjects.  Next we will describe the prototypical level 

of encoding needed in each context, with illustrative examples taken from our corpus of Gen 12-25.  

Care will be taken to provide an account of the pragmatic and morphological factors which impact 

default encoding, some of which have not received adequate description in previous studies.  These 

issues will each be discussed, incorporating them into a comprehensive description of default 

encoding of participants.  Our goal is to account for as much of the actual encoding data from our 

corpus as possible through the development of default encoding principles, allowing us to consider 

the remaining non-default encoding data in Chapters 5 and 6.  This description of default encoding 

will also serve as the canon against which non-default participant reference encoding will be analyzed 

and described. 

4.1 Encoding Contexts for Biblical Hebrew Narrative 
 Below are the definitions for the various discourse contexts found in Biblical Hebrew 

narrative.  They have been adapted from Dooley and Levinsohn’s (2001) default/marked method of 

participant reference analysis, first mentioned in §2.4.4.  These definitions will form the basis of our 

description of the discrete encoding contexts observed in Biblical Hebrew narrative, for which we 

will postulate default morphological encoding values. 

(25) Subject and non-subject contexts 
  Subject Contexts 

• INT initial introduction of a brand new participant 
• S1    participant was the subject of the immediately preceding clause;  
• S1+ participant was the subject of the immediately preceding clause, and at least one  

        other subject participant is added in the present clause to create a compound subject. 
• S2    participant was the addressee of a speech reported in preceding clause; 
• S3    participant was in non-subject role other than addressee in preceding clause; 
• S4    participant is semi-active/accessible, context is other than those covered by S1-3; 
• S5    participant is inactive, context is other than those covered by S1-S4. 

 

  Non-subject Contexts 

• INT  initial introduction of a brand new participant 
• N1    participant was in the same non-subject role in the preceding clause; 
• N2    participant was the speaker in a speech reported in the preceding clause; 
• N3    participant was in a role in the preceding clause other than N1-N2; 
• N4    participant is semi-active/accessible, context is other than those covered by N1-3;  
• N5    participant is inactive, context is other than those covered by N1-N4. 
    (Adapted from Dooley and Levinsohn 2001:130-131) 
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4.2 Initial Activation of Brand-New Participants:  Context ‘Int’ 

4.2.1 Cognitive Tasks of Activation 
 As noted in §2.2.1, readers form a mental representation of the information communicated in 

a discourse as they read (Lambrecht 1994:43).  When a brand new participant is activated into the 

discourse, the reader creates a new ‘file’ which allows storage and retrieval of discourse information 

about the particular participant (Givón 1992:9).  Two tasks must be successfully accomplished in 

order to facilitate activation. 

 One task of activation involves establishing a primary referring expression for the 

participant.  The primary referring expression becomes the default expression used when 

relexicalizing a participant.  It serves as a label for the reader’s cognitive file, and is prototypically 

used for subsequent lexical reference to the participant in the discourse (ibid:9).  Referring 

expressions in Biblical Hebrew are usually either proper names or epithets84 (Revell 1996:44-51).  It 

should be noted that epithets are typically semantically less restrictive than proper names, having a 

greater likelihood of ambiguity (ibid, 58).  Consider the reference to ‘Eliezer’ in Gen 15:2, compared 

to ‘his servant, the oldest of his household…’ in 24:2.  Waltke points out that it is unclear if the two 

expressions are co-referent due to the use of an epithet in 24:2 (2001:327).85 

 The second task of activation involves creating a semantic connection of the newly activated 

participant to the discourse context by establishing an anchoring relation.  The anchoring relation 

instructs the reader in how to ground the new participant to his or her own mental representation of 

the discourse (Givón 1992:9).  Cognitively, the anchoring relation tells the reader where in the mental 

representation to place the new participant’s file.  After activation, anchoring relations remain 

implicitly in force unless another relation is specified by the writer/editor. 

 From a grammatical standpoint, anchoring expressions prototypically consist of syntactically 

linking a definite NP to an indefinite NP, either as an attributive modifier (e.g. ‘his wife’), as an 

appositive (e.g. ‘Eli, the priest’), or in a construct relation (e.g. ‘the two sons of Eli’).  Consider 1 Sam 

1:3: 

a3י ִעירֹ֙ו ִמָּיִמ֣ יׁש ַה֤הּוא ֵמֽ ַח ַליהָו֥ה ְצָב֖אֹות ְּבִׁשֹ֑להְוָעָל֩ה ָהִא֨ ְׁשַּתֲחֹ֧ות ְוִלְזּבֹ֛ יָמה ְלִהֽ    ם׀ ָיִמ֔
b3ה׃ ים ַליהָוֽ ס ּכֲֹהִנ֖ ְנָח֔ י ָחְפִני֙ ּוִפ֣ י־ֵעִל֗ ם ְׁשֵנ֣י ְבֵנֽ   ְוָׁש֞

3a This man would go up from his city yearly to worship and to sacrifice to the LORD of hosts 
in Shiloh.   
3b And the two sons of Eli, Hophni and Phinehas were priests to the LORD there. 

                                                      
84 E.g., ‘the messenger’ in 2 Sam 11:19, ‘Saul’s servant’ in 1 Sam 9:5.  Berlin (1983:59-61) notes that proper 
names are generally associated with major participants, while epithets are generally associated with minor 
participants, though there are exceptions.  Consider Elimelech, Chilion and Mahlon in Ruth 1:1-5.  Berlin 
describes them as ‘flat’ characters, names without faces i.e., characters without depth or development. 
85 Cf. to the use of ֲ֙אָנִׁשים  in Gen 19:10-11 to refer to both ‘the messengers’ sent by YHWH and ‘the men of ָהֽ
Sodom’.  This situation illustrates well the semantic imprecision of epithets compared to proper names. 
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Verse 3b activates ‘the two sons of Eli’, with their names being provided in an appositional phrase.  

Although the participant ‘Eli’ has not yet been mentioned in the discourse, the anchoring relation is 

still sufficient to ground ‘the two sons’ to the discourse, and to enable the reader to create a mental 

node on which information like ‘were priests before the LORD [at Shiloh]’ can be hung.  Regarding 

Eli’s relation to the discourse, one can draw the inference (i.e., pragmatic bootstrapping) that he too is 

a priest like his sons.  The first time that ‘Eli’ is mentioned as a participant—and not an anchor—is in 

1:9b, where the anchored NP ‘Eli the priest’ is utilized.  

 From a typological standpoint, there are essentially three types of anchoring expressions 

observed in Biblical Hebrew.  First, there are generic geographical or genealogical anchoring 

expressions (e.g. ‘a young man from Bethlehem in Judah, who was a Levite’ in Jdg 17:7; ‘Hirah the 

Adullamite’ in Gen 38:12).  Second, there are titular anchors (e.g. ‘Jethro the priest of Midian’ in 

Exod 18:1; ‘Melchizedek the king of Salem’ in Gen 14:18).  Finally, there are relational anchors, 

which relate a participant to another participant (e.g., Lot as ‘Abraham’s nephew’ in Gen 12:5, ‘the 

shepherds of Abraham’s livestock’ in Gen 13:7).  Relational anchors are prototypically used to relate 

non-initial participants to a specific, discourse-active participant using a possessive relationship. 86  

This anchoring participant prototypically plays a prominent role in the narrative, and will be referred 

to as the center of reference.87 

4.2.2 Methods of Activation 
 There are two primary methods of activating brand new participants in Biblical Hebrew 

(Floor 2004:269).  The first method involves two clauses.  The first clause predicates the existence of 

the participant and establishes an anchoring relation of the participant to the discourse.  A following 

clause then assigns a referring expression.  The activation of Sarah and Milcah in Genesis 11:29 are 

representative.  Abraham and Nahor have already been activated in v. 27: 

ה ֶׁשת־ָנחֹו֙ר ִמְלָּכ֔ ם ֵאֽ י ְוֵׁש֤ ֶׁשת־ַאְבָר֙ם ָׂשָר֔ ם ֵאֽ ים ֵׁש֤ ם ָנִׁש֑ ם ְוָנ֛חֹור ָלֶה֖ ח ַאְבָר֧   ַוִּיַּק֨

 And Abram and Nahor took for themselves wives.  The name of Abram’s wife was Sarai, and 
the name of Nahor’s wife was Milcah.  

This first method provides a formal introduction of the participant, and is used to introduce the first 

participant in a narrative, such as in Jdg 17:1 or 1 Sam 1:1.  It is also associated with the introduction 

                                                      
86 Not every anchor which refers to a potential participant will prove to be relational.  Generally speaking, the 
anchoring participant must be currently active to achieve this effect; otherwise such anchors are better viewed as 
titular.  This is particularly the case with government officials or deities.  Consider the introduction of Potiphar 
in Gen 37:36 as ‘Pharaoh’s officer…’ wherein Pharaoh has not yet become a prominent participant in the 
narrative, or ‘Mamre the Amorite’ in Gen 14:13, who is further anchored as ‘brother of Eshcol and brother of 
Aner’.  Neither Eshcol nor Aner are discourse active, nor do they function as anything more than props in 
Genesis.  We also noted the introduction of Hophni and Phinehas by anchoring them to Eli even before the 
latter had yet been introduced to the discourse.   
87 Berlin (1983:59ff) talks rather generally about the use of referring expressions to indicate point of view.  Her 
ideas form the point of departure for our description of discourse anchors.   
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of major participants, those participants which play a thematically significant role, and which persist 

in the narrative (cf. ‘Ishmael’ in Gen 16:15a-b; ‘Isaac’ in Gen 21:2-3). 

 The second method of activation is to introduce the new participant’s referring expression 

and anchoring relation in the comment of a topic/comment articulation.  Consider the activation of 

‘Abram’ and ‘Lot’ in Gen 11:27b. 

ם ֶאת־ָנ֖חֹור ְוֶּת֚  יד ֶאת־ַאְבָר֔ ן ַרח הֹוִל֣ ןֶאת־ָהָר֑ יד ֶאת־ֽלֹוט׃ְוָהָר֖    הֹוִל֥

Terah became the father of Abram, Nahor and Haran; and Haran became the father of Lot.  

The discourse relation ‘son of Terah’ is implicitly established for Abram, while several potential 

relations exist for Lot (e.g., ‘grandson of Terah’, ‘son of Haran’, or ‘nephew of Abram’).  The writer 

will clarify the most salient relation in a subsequent reference, but establishing some kind of discourse 

relation is required for activation.  This second method is used to introduce many non-initial 

participants due to the fact that another participant is available to function as a relational anchor.   

Many minor participants who do not persist or play a thematically significant role are introduced 

using this one-step method.88 

 It should be noted that not all participants require formal activation to be accessible.  Fillmore 

notes that participants can become accessible as part of a schema, which he defines as “any system of 

concepts related in such a way that to understand any of them you have to understand the whole 

structure in which it fits; when one of the things in such a structure is introduced into a text, or into a 

conversation, all of the others are automatically made available” (Fillmore 1982:111).  Lambrecht 

(1994:100) extends this idea, stating that there are three different means of rendering a participant 

accessible to the reader:    

• Textually, via previous mention in the discourse, becoming part of the discourse register, 
i.e. any participant previously activated (cf. §2.2.3);  

• Inferentially, via a cognitive schema, e.g. יט ַהָּפִלַ֔וָּיבֹ֙א   ‘and the refugee came’ in Gen 
14:13, where the participant is accessible as part of a ‘battle schema’;89 or  

• Situationally, via the reader’s knowledge of the text-external world, e.g. heavenly bodies 
such as ‘the sun’.90 

Lambrecht’s descriptions provide a succinct account of accessibility without creating special classes 

of participants or exceptions.  His explanations are able to account for the different kinds of 
                                                      
88  Examples of other participants from our corpus activated using a one-step process include Terah (11:24a), 
Haran (11:26b), Amraphel, Arioch, Tidal, and Chedorlaomer (14:1); Bera, Birsha, Shinab, and Shemeber (14:2); 
Mamre, Eshcol, and Aner (14:13c); 318 trained men (14:14b), Melchizedek (14:18a), Three men (18:2b), 
Abimelech (20:2c), Phicol (21:22a), Uz (22:21), Buz, Kemuel, Kesed, (22:22), Hazo, Pildash, Jidlaph, Bethuel 
(22:22), Rebekah (22:23a), Sons of Heth (23:3b), Ephron (23:8c), Zimran, Jokshan, Medan, Midian, Ishbak, 
Shua (25:2), Sheba, Dedan (25:3a), Ephah, Epher, Hanoch, Abida, Eldaah (25:4). 
89 Examples of other participants which are activated inferentially include Pharaoh’s officials (12:15a), Lot’s 
two daughters (19:8a), Lot’s sons-in-law (19:12c), Lot’s wife (19:15c), Abimelech’s servants (20:8b), 
Abraham’s servant (24:2a), Rebekah’s mother’s household (24:28b), Rebekah’s mother (24:28b/53c), and 
Rebekah’s nurse (24:59).  For a further discussion of the use of schemata in narrative, cf. Dooley and Levinsohn 
(2001:50-53). 
90 Examples of participants from our corpus which we construe to be situationally accessible based on their 
initial activation are Pharaoh (12:15a), the Canaanites (12:6b), the Egyptians (12:12a), and the Perezzites (13:7). 
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activations observed in our corpus, and will be adopted as part of our framework.  For a 

comprehensive catalog of the activation strategy used for each participant from our corpus, see 

Appendix 1. 

4.3 Default Encoding of Continuing Reference in Subject Contexts 
 Now that we have described the process by which brand new participants from our corpus are 

introduced for the first time, we will move on to describe the prototypical encoding used for 

continuing reference to activated participants, as represented by our data.  Properly understanding the 

cognitive processing of participant reference encoding is crucial to properly establishing meaningful 

contexts and default morphological levels of encoding.  The distribution of various morphological 

forms in discourse contexts 1-3 are summarized in Tables 3 and 4.  The encoding for context S4/N4 is 

a lexical NP and does not evince variation as in the other contexts.  We will treat each discourse 

context in turn, beginning with S1. 

 

Table 3. Distribution of Morphological Forms in 
Subject Contexts  
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  Raw # % Raw # % Raw # % Raw # 
S191 
(Narr) 193 78.14% 6 2.43% 48 19.43% 247 
S2 39 45.88% N/A N/A 46 54.12% 85 
S1 
(RS)92 11 61.11% N/A N/A 7 38.89% 18 
S3 1 1.14% 10 11.36% 52 59.09% 88 

 

4.3.1 Continuing Reference Following Narrative Clauses:  Contexts S1/N1 
 Givón has determined that continued reference to a subject/agent in most languages 

prototypically utilizes the lowest level of morphological encoding available (1983a:17-18; cf. Huang 

2000:278-329).  Biblical Hebrew follows this principle, utilizing subject agreement markers on finite 

verbs to encode continuing subject reference.  Non-finite clauses such as participial or verbless 

clauses, which cannot grammaticalize subject agreement on the verb, also utilize minimal encoding.  

                                                      
91 Left- and right-dislocations in context S1 were analyzed based on the encoding of the previously active 
participant, i.e. if the dislocation utilized a pronominal form to refer to the active participant, we cataloged it as 
such even though the other participants that may have been added were lexicalized. 
92 As will be pointed out in §4.3.2, the default processing of minimal encoding following a quotative frame is 
switch of speaker and addressee.  Therefore a lexical NP is required to counter this expectation in context S1, 
which is opposite the level of encoding for context S1 following a narrative clause.  We have therefore grouped 
the data separately in order to avoid confusion. 

 94



These clauses utilize either an independent personal pronoun93 and on one occasion, zero anaphora.94   

Stated another way, readers tend to cognitively process minimal reference in narrative to signal 

continuity of subject with the preceding clause (cf. Nariyama 2000).  The data from Table 3 bear out 

this cross-linguistic expectation.  The use of clitic pronouns in consecutive S1 contexts is illustrated 

from Gen 14:14-16. 

י ם ִּכ֥ ע ַאְבָר֔ יו ...ַוִּיְׁשַמ֣ ֶרק ֶאת־ֲחִניָכ֜ ן׃ ...ַוָּי֨ ף ַעד־ָּדֽ   ַוִּיְרּדֹ֖
ם ק ֲעֵליֶה֧ ה ...ַוֵּיָחֵל֨  ִּיְרְּדֵפ֙ם ַעד־חֹוָב֔ ם ַוֽ ת ָּכל ...ַוַּיֵּכ֑ ֶׁשב ֵא֖   ...ַוָּי֕

And Abram1 (S3) heard that… and Ø1 (S1) drew out his1 trained men2… and Ø1 (S1) pursued 
them3 to Dan. 
and Ø1 (S1) divided against them3… and Ø1 (S1) struck them3 and Ø1 (S1) pursued them3 up 
to Hobah… and Ø1 (S1) brought back all… 

Thus in narrative proper, if the subject is the same as in the previous clause, no overt encoding is 

required other than the subject agreement encoding, which we shall refer to as ‘minimal reference’.  

The primary exception to this is use of a construction which requires an overt subject, such as a 

referential PoD.  Referential PoDs in Biblical Hebrew narrative are not frequently observed in context 

S1 since most PoDs are utilized to achieve a marked switch rather than a renewal of the topic.  PoDs 

are thus more typically found in contexts S2-S4.  The only S1 PoD observed in our corpus is in 

context S1+ in Gen 14:3, where several subjects of the previous clause is compounded using a plural 

pronoun: 

ים ֶמק ַהִּׂשִּד֑ ְב֔רּו ֶאל־ֵע֖ ֶּל֙ה ָחֽ    ָּכל־ֵא֙

All of these [kings] (S1+) joined together in the valley of Siddim…  

Verse three follows two very long lists of kings in vv. 1 and 2, and provides a summary statement that 

the second group came together for the purpose of rebelling.  In light of the S1 context, minimal 

encoding could have been utilized.  The use of the quantifier ‘all’ plus the preposing of the subject NP 

before the verb add prominence to this statement, highlighting the comprehensiveness of the 

gathering and setting the stage for the battle that follows in v. 5.   

 The fact that the default encoding level for context S1 is minimal encoding leads to the 

default interpretation of minimal reference as indicating continuity of subject.95  Use of a full NP is 

required to counter this expectation in most cases, and is described below in our discussion of context 

S3/4.   We noted in §2.4.3 that Biblical Hebrew appears to utilize redundant NPs to mark the 

beginning of new development units, which vary from 1-7 clauses in length in our corpus.  In light of 

                                                      
93 Examples of pronominal encoding in non-finite clauses from the narrative of our corpus are Gen 12:14c, 14:3, 
7c, 12c, 13c, 13d, 17c, 18b; 18:1b, 8c, 10c; 19:37c, 38c, 23:2b, 19b; 24:62b.  For examples from RS, cf. Gen 
12:13, 18b, 19a; 13:8b, 14a, 15a; 15:1c, 2a, 2b, 7b, 14a. 
94 The only example from our corpus of zero anaphora with a non-finite verb in narrative is found in Gen 24:30: 
ִין׃ ים ַעל־ָהָעֽ ד ַעל־ַהְּגַמִּל֖ יׁש ְוִהֵּנ֛ה עֵֹמ֥  And [Laban] came to the man and behold, [the man] was standing‘ ַוָּיבֹ֙א ֶאל־ָהִא֔
with the camels by the spring.’  
95 For other examples from our corpus of minimal encoding used to indicate continuity of subject, cf. Gen 12:7c-
8d; 13:18b-d; 14:5b-7c, 11-12b; 15:10a-10d; 18:7b-8c.  
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the apparent use of redundant relexicalization to segment the text, it is implausible to expect to find 

extended chains of minimally-encoded clauses which are not broken at some point by either a switch 

of participants (i.e. a natural discontinuity) or a redundant NP (i.e. pragmatic segmentation) to break 

the chain into smaller chunks.96  The example of Gen 14:14-16 given above represents the longest 

string of minimally encoded clauses with the same subject found in our corpus.97  Another example of 

minimal encoding to indicate continuity of subject is found in Gen 18:1-3: 

ם ַהּֽיֹום׃...1 ֶהל ְּכחֹ֥ ַתח־ָהֹא֖ ב ֶּפֽ   ְו֛הּוא יֵֹׁש֥
ְרָצה׃ 2 חּו ָאֽ ֶהל ַוִּיְׁשַּת֖ ַתח ָהֹא֔ ְרא ַוָּי֤ ָרץ ִלְקָראָת֙ם ִמֶּפ֣ יו ַוַּי֗ ים ָעָל֑ ים ִנָּצִב֖ ה ֲאָנִׁש֔ ְרא ְוִהֵּנ֙ה ְׁשֹלָׁש֣ א ֵעיָני֙ו ַוַּי֔  ַוִּיָּׂש֤
ר 3   ַוּיֹאַמ֑

1 …He [Abraham] (S3) was sitting at the opening of the tent at the heat of the day. 
2 Ø (S1) lifted his eyes and Ø (S1) saw, behold, three men standing before him.  Ø (S1) saw 
(them) and Ø (S1) ran to meet them from the opening of the tent.  Ø (S1) bowed to the ground  
3 Ø (S1) said… 

Abraham has been the referential center and VIP of the narrative since 17:23, and is even 

pronominally encoded across the transition from chapters 17 to 18.  Verse 1 begins with an 

introductory statement that YHWH appeared to Abraham, switching back to Abraham as the subject 

in v. 1b.  Abraham remains the subject of the minimally encoded verb forms through verse 3a.  A 

potentially competing subject occurs in v. 2b, but based both on the morphology and the semantics of 

the context it is understood that Abraham continues to be the subject antecedent through v. 3a. 

 The examples we have provided illustrate that Biblical Hebrew, like many other languages, 

tends to use minimal encoding for continuing reference to active subjects by default.  Departure from 

minimal encoding in context S1 will be shown to correspond to pragmatic functions of participant 

reference:  creation of a marked information structure (e.g. a referential PoD), creation of a new 

development unit, or cataphoric highlighting of a following speech or event.  The signaling of the 

latter two of these tasks requires the use of a lexical NP.  On this basis, we shall consider the default 

encoding for context S1 to be minimal encoding. 

 Continuing reference to non-subjects without role change follows the expected typological 

norm of utilizing minimal morphological encoding.  We observe several different morphological 

forms used in this context.  The form used seems dependent upon both the transivity of the verb and 

how established the non-subject participant is in the context.  The three morphological levels of 

encoding observed are zero anaphora, clitic pronouns suffixed to the verb, and clitic pronouns 

suffixed to prepositions or the direct object marker.  Use of such minimally encoded forms accounts 

for nearly 75% of the N1 data found in our corpus.98  The distribution of the morphological forms in 

non-subject contexts is summarized in Table 4.   

                                                      
96 Cf. Heimerdinger’s (1999:124-25) discussion of minimal references to Ahaziah in 1 Kgs 22:52-2 Kgs 1:18 as 
example of an exceptionally long development unit. 
97 The topic of pragmatically marking developments will be reserved for Chapter 5. 
98 The use of lexical NPs in context N1 will be discussed in Chapter 6. 
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Table 4. Distribution of Morphological Forms in Non-Subject 
Contexts  
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  Raw # % Raw # % Raw # % Raw # % Raw # 

N1 35 31.82% 9 8.18% 38 34.55% 28 25.45% 110 
N2 37 59.68% N/A N/A 13 20.97% 12 19.35% 62 
N3 2 3.23% 10 16.13% 19 30.65% 31 50.00% 62 

 

 While it is not possible to delineate a single default form, it is possible to describe the 

prototypical encoding patterns observed in context N1 in our corpus.  The most common level of 

encoding for cognitively-active non-subjects is the use of clitic pronouns suffixed to the direct object 

marker or to a preposition (34.55%).  The use of this level of encoding enables the writer to make 

explicit both the presence of the non-subject participant as well as the grammatical role it is playing.  

The use of clitic pronouns on the verb, observed only 8.18% of the time, only allows explicit 

reference to the participant, but cannot specify the role played.  The use of zero anaphora, found 

31.82% of the time, does not allow for either explicit reference either to the entity or to their 

grammatical role in the clause.  In cases where more than one patient is present in a narrative clause, 

at least one of them is encoded using a lexical NP (e.g. Gen 27:25).  More commonly one finds a 

single pronominalized non-subject; if another non-subject is present, it is typically encoded using a 

NP.  Consider the case of Gen 12:20a: 

ים ה ֲאָנִׁש֑ יו ַּפְרעֹ֖ ו ָעָל֛  ַוְיַצ֥
20 And Pharaoh (S1) commanded the men (N4) concerning him (N1).  

In this clause Pharaoh is the active agent and Abraham is the active patient.  The use of the clitic 

pronoun with a preposition allows both Abraham and ‘the men’ to be mentioned without causing 

confusion over which of the patients is the recipient of the command and which is the topic of the 

command.99  Had the writer/editor used zero anaphora to encode Abraham, the topic of Pharaoh’s 

command would be unclear.  Alternatively, use of a clitic pronoun attached to the verb to encode 

Abraham might also create confusion since recipients of commands are suffixed to the verb elsewhere 

                                                      
99 Cf. Gen 2:16 and 28:6 for a similar use of יו  that may be intended to refer to the participant as the topic of ָעָל֛
the command rather than just the recipient.  Gen 12:20 is the only other instance in Genesis where this 
preposition is used with the verb ָצָוה and it is clearly intended to differentiate recipient from topic.   
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in Genesis.100  This example illustrates the role the transivity and the semantics of the verb play in 

determining the kind of pronominal encoding in context N1. 

 Another example illustrating the encoding of non-subjects is found in Gen 22:13b-c, where 

Abraham offers up the ram in place of Isaac: 

ִיל ח ֶאת־ָהַא֔   ַוֵּיֶ֤לְך ַאְבָרָה֙ם ַוִּיַּק֣
ַחת ְּבֽנֹו׃ ה ַּת֥ הּו ְלעָֹל֖   ַוַּיֲעֵל֥

13bAnd Abraham101 went (S1/--) and took the ram (S1/N3)   
13cand he offered it as a burnt offering instead of his son (S1/N1/N4).  

In v. 13a, the ram is first activated as the patient of a verb of perception.  Both Abraham and the ram 

are relexicalized in v. 13b either to highlight the event or at least to signal a new development 

(Levinsohn 2000b).  This is followed by another reference to the ram using a clitic pronoun attached 

to the verb.  The ram is well-activated in the reader’s mental representation, especially due to the 

relexicalization in v. 13b; thus the reference in v. 13c using the clitic pronoun is unambiguous. 

 Based on the data in our corpus, use of zero anaphora seems to be limited only to well-

established referents in specific contexts: addressees in quotative frames102 (what we have referred to 

as context N2),103 to patients of verbs of perception104 or motion,105 and to non-human referents in 

narrative proper.106  Consider Gen 14:17-19: 

 17aי ׁשּו֗בֹו ֶלְך־ְסדֹ֮ם ִלְקָראתֹו֒ ַאֲחֵר֣   ...ַוֵּיֵצ֣א ֶמֽ
 18aם ֶלְך ָׁשֵל֔ ֶד֙ק ֶמ֣ יא ֶלֶ֣חם ָוָי֑ ִין ּוַמְלִּכי־ֶצ֙    הֹוִצ֖
 18bל ֶעְלֽיֹון׃ ן ְלֵא֥   ְו֥הּוא כֵֹה֖
 19aר הּו ַוּיֹאַמ֑  ְיָבְרֵכ֖  ...ַוֽ

17aAnd the king of Sodom1 came to meet him2 (S3/N3) after his2 return   
18aAnd Melchizedek, king of Salem3 brought out bread and wine (to Ø2) (S5/N1)  
18band he3 was the priest to God Most High (S1/--)  
19aand he3 blessed him2 (S1/N1)  and said to Ø2... (S1/N1) 

                                                      
100 Cf. Gen 3:11, 17; 7:5; 28:1; and 50:12 for instances where the recipient is encoded using a clitic pronoun 
suffixed to the verb.  For use of the object marker to encode the recipient cf. Gen 6:22; 7:9, 16; 18:19; 21:4; 
26:11; 32:5, 18, 20; 44:1; 49:29, 33; 50:2. 
101 Use of a full NP here is construed by Levinsohn (2000b) as marking the next development in the story.  Such 
encoding will be discussed in Chapter 5 below. 
102 This is particularly the case in complex quotative frames.  There are two supposedly opposing viewpoints 
regarding what entails a quotative frame, and what does not.  Longacre (2003:155-157) has noted that non-
speaking verbs which precede a reported speech often function to frame the speech just as much as the speech 
verbs, establishing both the context, as well as the identity and proximity of the speech participants.   On the 
other hand, Miller (2003:7-8, 149ff) is strictly concerned with the verbs of speaking themselves, and therefore 
both excludes non-speaking verbs from consideration and takes issue with Longacre’s position.  In light of our 
purpose of studying participant reference and how a reader’s mental representation develops, we will follow 
Longacre’s broader definition based on the participant reference encoding data which link non-speaking verbs 
to quotative frames.  Cf. Gen 14:17-19b; 18:22-23; 19:1-2a, 6-7a; 20:14-15a; 24:17a-b.  
103 Cf. 12:7b, 18b; 15:2a, 3a, 5b, 8a; 16:8a, 8b; 18:9b, 17a, 20a, 26a, 27a, 28b, 29b, 30a, 30b, 31a, 31b, 32a, 32b; 
19:2a, 2b, 7a, 9a, 9b, 17a; 20:4b, 11a, 15a; 21:26a, 30a; 22:1c, 2a, 7b, 7c, 11b, 12a; 24:12a, 17b, 18a, 19b, 23a, 
27a, 31a, 33b, 33c, 50a, 54d, 55a, 57a, 58c, 65b. 
104 E.g. Gen 18:2c; 19:1-2a. 
105 E.g. Gen 14:5a, 7a, 10a; 18:23a. 
106 E.g. Gen 17:26a; 18:2c; 19:3f. 
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The two kings are understood to be the agents of vv. 17a and 18a-b, while Abraham is understood to 

be the patient for vv. 17a, 18a and 19a (2x).  The continuing reference to the subject referent in v. 18b 

and 19a is encoded using the minimum encoding available:  an independent personal pronoun in the 

verbless clause of v. 18b, and clitic reference in v. 19a.  Regarding the encoding of patients, we would 

construe the indirect object in v. 18a as implicitly referring to Abraham in context N1 using zero 

anaphora.107  In light of the S1 interpretation of vv. 18b-19b, Abraham is understood to continue as 

the patient of v. 19aff.  The use of the clitic pronoun on the verb to encode ‘Abraham’ specifies that 

Abraham is the intended referent without using the object marker or preposition.  Thus we see a 

variety of encoding levels utilized in context N1 based both upon the semantics of the verbs as well as 

the cognitive status of the referents. 

 Consider also Gen 18:2-8: 

 2a֤א ֵעיָני֙וַוִּיָּׂש    
 2b֔יםה ֲאָנִׁש֔ ְׁשֹלָׁשְ֣רא ְוִהֵּנ֙הַוַּי...  

 2cְ֗רא ַוַּי 
 2d ִ֤לְקָראָת֙םָרץ ַוָּי...   
 2eְ֖רָצה׃ַוִּיְׁשַּת   חּו ָאֽ

 3a֑רַוּיֹאַמ...  
 5dֹ֣   ...הן ַּתֲעֶׂשּ֖ו ֵּכ֥אְמ֔רַוּי
 6a֧ה ֱהָלה ֶאל־ָׂשָר֑ם ָהֹא֖ר ַאְבָרָהַ֛וְיַמֵה  
 6bֹ֗   ...ׁשי ְׁשֹ֤לאֶמר ַמֲהִרַ֞וּי
 7a֖ם ץ ַאְבָרָה֑ ָר֣רְוֶאל־ַהָּב ָק  
 7bְ֨ך ָוטֹו֙בר ַר֤ח ֶּבן־ָּבָקַ֜וִּיַּק   
 7cַ֣ערן ֶאל־ַהַּנַ֔וִּיֵּת...  
 8a֨ב ּוֶבן־ַהָּבָק֙רה ְוָחָל֗ח ֶחְמָאַ֜וִּיַּק...   
 8b֖םן ִלְפֵניֶהַ֑וִּיֵּת...  

2aAnd he1 (Abraham) lifted his1 eyes (S1/N4)  
2band saw1 and behold, three men2 (S1/N5)  
2cand he1 saw Ø2  (S1/N1)  
2dand he1 ran to meet them2  (S1/N1)  
2eand he1 bowed down to the ground  (S1/--)  
3aand he1 said to Ø2 (S1/N1)  
5dand they2 said to Ø1, “Thus you do…”  (S2/N2)  
6aand Abraham1 hurried…to Sarah3  (S2/N4)  
6band he1 said to Ø3, “Hurry, three…”  (S1/N1)  
7aand to the herd Abraham1 ran  (S1/N4)  
7band he1 took a young calf, tender…   (S1/N4)  
7cand he1 gave Ø to the lad4…  (S1/N1/N4)  
8aand he1 took curds and milk and the calf… (S1/N1+)  
8band he1 set Ø before them2… (S1/N3)  

                                                      
107 The verb יצא sometimes includes both a patient and an adjunct, i.e. X brought Y to Z (cf. Gen 8:16, 17, 19; 
9:18; 11:31; 12:5; 15:5, 7; 17:6; 19:5, 17).  For other tokens of this verb using two components, one of which is 
encoded using zero anaphora cf. Gen 15:14; 19:12, 14a, 16; 24:11, 13, 15, 53.  Where the agent is the thing 
‘going forth’, either the origination or the destination are often specified (cf. Gen 2:10; 10:11, 14; 15:4; 19:6, 8, 
23; 24:5, 50, 63).   
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This passage illustrates well the use of zero anaphora to encode non-subjects in our corpus.  In v. 2c 

we find ‘the three men’ elided as the object of a perception verb, in contrast to their clitic encoding on 

the verb in v. 2d and on a preposition in v. 8b.  One also finds the addressees elided in vv. 3a, 5d and 

6b since the participants are active and unambiguous.   

 On the basis of the data from our corpus, the use of zero anaphora is prototypically restricted 

to well-activated addressees, to objects of motion or perception verbs, and to non-human props.  Use 

of clitic pronouns attached to verbs to encode non-subjects appears to be constrained both by the 

semantics of the verb (i.e. whether the specific role of the patient needs to be specified using a 

preposition) as well as cognitive status of the participant in the reader’s mental representation.  If 

these constraints are not met, active non-subjects in context N1 are prototypically encoded using clitic 

pronouns suffixed to the object marker or a preposition. 

4.3.2 Continuing Reference Following Quotative Frames:  Contexts S2/N2  
 It is important to make a distinction between encoding following a narrative clause and 

encoding following a quotative frame, since the cognitive interpretation of minimal encoding in these 

contexts is opposite.  Thus, while minimal reference following a narrative clause characteristically 

signals same subject as the preceding clause, minimal reference following quotative frames 

characteristically signals switch of speaker and addressee.108  Consider, for example, the switches 

which occur between speaker and addressee encoded using only subject agreement for the speakers, 

and zero anaphora for the addressees, in Gen 18:27-31: 

   ...אר ִהֵּנה־ָנ֤ם ַוּיֹאַמַ֑ען ַאְבָרָהַ֖וַּי֥
ֹ֙ ֹ֣אֶמ֙רַוּי   ...יתא ַאְׁשִח֔ ל
ֹ֨    ...יר אּוַל֛ ַוּיֹאַמָ֔לי֙ור ֵאֹוד ְלַדֵּבֶ֤סף ֜עַוּי
ֹ֙ ֹ֣אֶמ֙רַוּי ֱעֶׂש֔ ל   ...הא ֶאֽ
   ...ַחרא ִיּ֤יֹאֶמר ַאל־ָנַ֞ו֠
ֹ֙ ֹ֣אֶמ֙רַוּי ֱעֶׂש֔ ל   ...הא ֶאֽ
ֹ֗ ה־ָנַ֤וּי    ...אאֶמר ִהֵּנֽ
ֹ֙ ֹ֣אֶמ֙רַוּי   ...יתא ַאְׁשִח֔ ל

27aAnd Abraham1 answered and said to Ø2, “Please…” (S2/N2)  
28band Ø2 said to Ø1, “I will not destroy…”  (S2/N2)  
29aAnd Ø1 spoke to him2 yet again and said…  (S2/N2)  
29bAnd Ø2 said to Ø1, “I will not do it…”  (S2/N2)  
30aAnd Ø1 said to Ø2, “Do not be angry…”  (S2/N2)  
30bAnd Ø2 said to Ø1, “I will not do it…”  (S2/N2)  
31aAnd Ø1 said to Ø2, “Now behold…”  (S2/N2)  
31bAnd Ø2 said to Ø1, “I will not do it…”  (S2/N2)  

This text is representative of closed conversations between two participants found in our corpus.  The 

default interpretation of minimal reference is switch of speaker and addressee following quotative 

                                                      
108 E.g. Gen 14:20b; 15:6, 8a, 9a, 10a; 16:8b, 13a; 18:5b, 9b, 10a, 28b, 29a, 29b, 30a, 30b, 31a, 31b, 32a, 32b; 
19:2b, 3a, 9a, 9b, 21a; 21:30a; 22:1c, 2a, 7b, 7c, 11b, 12a; 24:24a, 33b, 34a, 56a, 57a, 58c, 59a, 66a. 
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frames.  A full NP is usually required in order to counter this expectation.109  It should also be noted 

that complex quotative frames are encoded as if they are analyzed as a single unit, as in Gen 18:29a 

above.  Though there are two minimally-referenced verbs in the frame, the switch is not processed 

until following the reported speech (cf. Miller 2003:158ff). 

 In the transition from reported speech back to narrative, the S2 cognitive expectation of 

switch between speaker and hearer continues in the narrative clause which follows the final speech.  

Consider Gen 14:18-20, where Abraham interacts with Melchizedek.  Abraham is the addressee of 

the final speech in v. 19, and is thus understood as the agent of the following narrative clause in v. 

20b.  

יא ֶלֶ֣חם ָוָי֑ ִיןו ם הֹוִצ֖ ֶלְך ָׁשֵל֔ ֶד֙ק ֶמ֣    ּ◌ַמְלִּכי־ֶצ֙
ל ֶעְלֽיֹון׃ ן ְלֵא֥   ְו֥הּוא כֵֹה֖

ר הּו ַוּיֹאַמ֑  ְיָבְרֵכ֖   ...ַוֽ
ל׃ ר ִמּכֹֽ   ַוִּיֶּתן־֥לֹו ַמֲעֵׂש֖

18aAnd Melchizedek1, king of Salem, brought bread…  
18bHe1 (was) a priest of God Most High,   
19and he1 blessed him2 and he1 said…  
20band he2 gave him1 a tenth of everything.  

Based on the cognitive expectation of role switch in the clause following a quotative frame, readers 

are able to process the shift of agents in v. 20b from Abraham to Melchizedek, though it is 

morphologically ambiguous.110  Thus, the default processing of subject agreement encoding in the 

narrative clause following a quotative frame is switch of speaker and hearer, even though the clause 

could be construed as part of the narrative proper.  Similarly, the default processing of subject 

agreement encoding of an initial quotative frame is continuity of agent, since the processing is based 

upon the genre of the preceding clause. 

 Zero anaphora is not the only encoding option for context N2.  Use of clitic pronouns to 

encode addressees in non-initial quotative frames is frequently attested in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  

Addressees can be encoded using either ל or ֶאל plus pronominal suffixes in contexts where explicit 

reference to the addressee is either needed or desired.111  Based on Nariyama’s (2000) claims 

regarding the processing of zero anaphora as indicating a higher degree of continuity than pronominal 

reference, it seems reasonable to infer that the meaningful difference between encoding addressees 

                                                      
109 E.g. Gen 15:2a, 3a; 16:9a, 10a, 11a; 17:9a, 15a.  As usual, departures from this ‘rule’ can be achieved under 
certain circumstances, cf. Gen 15:5b-c; 19:9a-b; 21:6-7.  In the 15:5a-c, a command to count the stars is given, 
and the second quotative frame seems to imply that a pause was made in the speech, as though for Abram to 
look up.  In the latter two instances (19:9a-b; 21:6-7), what Berlin (1983:37ff) refers to as ‘inner’ speech occurs, 
where the participant speaks to himself; the quotative frame which follows the inner speech introduces a speech 
to a specific addressee. 
110 For other examples of minimally encoded S2 switches at the transition from a reported speech to narrative, 
cf. Gen 12:7b; 14:20; 15:6, 10; 16:13; 19:3, 16; 24:59, 65b. 
111 For quotative frames in our corpus encoding the addressee using a clitic pronoun attached to a preposition, cf. 
Gen 15:4, 5b, 7a, 9a; 16:9a, 10a, 11a; 17:1c, 3b; 18:9a, 29a; 19:5a, 18a, 21a; 20:3b, 6a, 9b; 22:1b; 23:5, 8a, 14; 
24:5, 6, 24a, 25a, 56a, 58a, 60a. 
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with zero anaphora compared to prepositions with clitic pronouns is to increase the continuity of the 

dialogue, especially if the speakers are minimally encoded as well.   

4.3.3 Change of Role Following Narrative Clauses:  Contexts S3/N3 
 Contexts S3 and N3 describe role switches among currently active participants, ones that are 

currently ‘in focus’ in the clause (cf. Gundel et al. 1993:278).  This switch of roles can be due either 

to the agent or patient switching roles from the previous clause in open contexts, i.e. where more than 

two participants are on stage, or due to needing to specify a single member of a group.   In either case 

the use of lexical NPs is prototypically required in open contexts in order to make such switches 

unambiguously.  Let us first consider an example of participants switching roles, as in Gen 11:27: 

ן ם ֶאת־ָנ֖חֹור ְוֶאת־ָהָר֑ יד ֶאת־ַאְבָר֔ ַרח הֹוִל֣    ֶּת֚
ןְו יד ֶאת־ֽלֹוט׃ָהָר֖     הֹוִל֥

27bTerah fathered Abram, Nahor and Haran.  
27cAnd Haran fathered Lot.  

Haran is first introduced as a patient in v. 27b, but then becomes the agent of v. 27c.  Had the writer 

used minimal encoding in v. 27c, the reader would most likely have construed the agent of the clause 

to still be Terah (i.e. context S1).  Since there is more than one 3MS patient in v. 27b, it would be 

very difficult for the reader to correctly discern which one of the patients is the intended agent of v. 

27c if the reader were to have guessed that this clause is speaking about one of Terah’s sons and not 

Terah.  Thus in contexts with more than one potential referent, use of a lexical NP is required in order 

to avoid ambiguity.112   

 Another example illustrating the need for use of a lexical NP in context S3 due to an open 

context is found in Gen 13:11c-12. 

c11 יו׃ ל ָאִחֽ יׁש ֵמַע֥ ְר֔דּו ִא֖   ַוִּיָּפ֣
ם 12 ַען ְוַאְבָר֖ ֶרץ־ְּכָנ֑ ב ְּבֶאֽ ם׃ ָיַׁש֗לֹוט ָיַׁש֣ ל ַעד־ְסדֹֽ ר ַוֶּיֱאַה֖ י ַהִּכָּכ֔   ֙ב ְּבָעֵר֣

11cAnd they separated each from his brother.  
12 Abram dwelt in the land of Canaan, and Lot dwelt in the cities of the valley, and he pitched 
his tent near Sodom.  

In v. 11c both Abraham and Lot function reflexively as agents and patients to describe their 

separation from each other.  Without the use of a lexical NP in vv. 12a or 12b it is unclear which one 

of the two participants is the intended agent.  The writer uses referential PoDs to achieve a marked 

switch of subjects from Abraham to Lot.  Use of these constructions serves to pragmatically highlight 

the contrast between the two participants’ choices.  The same semantic information could have been 

communicated using default constituent order.  

 Switch of roles can also be due to one member of a group becoming the single agent or 

patient.  Gen 19:33 is a representative example of this situation in context S3: 
                                                      
112 For other N3 switches in open contexts cf. Gen 11:30; 12:4b, 18; 14:21; 15:1, 10d, 13a; 16:4a; 19:5a, 10b, 
29, 31, 33c; 20:2c, 3a; 21:12a, 29a; 22:1, 7a, 13e, 15, 20; 23:2c; 24:1b, 30b, 60a, 61d, 64b; 25:11a. 
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ן יןָ ֶאת־ֲאִביֶה֛   ...ַוַּתְׁש ֶק֧
א ַהְּבִכיָר֙ה  ֹ֤   ַוָּתב
יָה ב ֶאת־ָאִב֔   ...ַוִּתְׁשַּכ֣

33aAnd they (Lot’s daughters) made their father drink  (S1/N4)  
33band the firstborn came  (S3/Ø)  
33cand she lay with her father  (S1/N1) 

The two daughters of Lot were encoded separately in v. 31, but became a single plural agent in v. 33a.  

Relexicalization is necessary in v. 33b in order to specify which one of the two daughters is the 

intended referent of the 3FS verb.  Thus, while individuals may be combined into a plural entity using 

minimal encoding (e.g. Gen 19:33a), the separation of an individual from a group necessitates the use 

of a lexical NP. 

 In open contexts, i.e. where the reader is not able to clearly infer the intended referent of the 

anaphor, a lexical NP is expected.  The lack of a clearly inferable referent can result from more than 

two participants interacting together, more than one participant initiating (i.e. there are switches in 

initiators), or when one member of a group of participants needs to be specified.  Default encoding of 

participants in such open contexts is relexicalization.  The use of a lexical NP accomplishes the 

cognitive task of identifying the intended referent from among the currently active candidates, and 

should not be construed as reactivation from inactivity.  Based on the Q- and I-principles mentioned 

in §2.5.4, the expected default expression to be used for relexicalization is the most informative and 

morphologically simplex option available, prototypically the participant’s default referring 

expression.  The addition of any anchoring expression in context S3/N3 will thus be construed as 

marked.  

4.3.4 Reactivation of Semi-Active Participants:  Contexts S4/N4  
 Contexts S4 and N4 are the classifications for participants that are relexicalized because the 

participant was not involved in the preceding clause.  Participants in this context are considered to be 

semi-active or accessible, but not currently active.  The reader has these participants stored in their 

peripheral memory due to their previous mention in the discourse, due to the activation of a schema, 

or due to the reader’s world knowledge.  The cognitive process accomplished in reactivation from 

context S4/N4 is moving the reader from knowing about the referent to thinking about the referent.  

Reactivation requires a lexical NP, most typically the participant’s default referring expression.  The 

participant’s anchoring relation is, by definition, accessible for semi-active participants (cf. §2.2.5).   

 The difference between contexts S3/N3 and S4/N4 is that the former classifies role switches 

among participants that are ‘in focus’ (Gundel et al. 1993:278); viz. that they were involved implicitly 

or explicitly in the preceding clause.    Contexts S4 and N4 cover the shift from a reader knowing 

about the participant to thinking about the participant as the center of attention as discussed in §2.2.5 

(cf. Lambrecht 1994:269-270).  Participants in this context have lapsed into semi-activity due to lack 
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of mention in the discourse.  The need for the distinction between -3 and -4 will be discussed in 

4.4.1.2 below.  Let us now consider some examples of S4/N4 contexts from our corpus. 

 Gen 13:7-10 provide several examples of prototypical S4/N4 encoding: 

י ִמְקֵנה־֑לֹוט ין רֵֹע֣ ם ּוֵב֖ ה־ַאְבָר֔ י ִמְקֵנֽ ין רֵֹע֣ יב ֵּב֚  ְיִהי־ִר֗    ַוֽ
ֶר ב ָּבָאֽ ז יֵֹׁש֥ י ָא֖ ְּכַנֲעִני֙ ְוַהְּפִרִּז֔   ץ׃ְוַהֽ

ם ֶאל־֗לֹוט אֶמר ַאְבָר֜ ֹ֨   ...ַוּי
יו   ...ַוִּיָּׂשא־֣לֹוט ֶאת־ֵעיָנ֗

7aAnd a dispute arose between Abram’s shepherds and between Lot’s shepherds (--/N4) 
7band the Canaanites and the Perizzites then lived in the land, (S4/N4)  
8aAnd Abram said to Lot…  (S4/N4)  
10aAnd Lot lifted up his eyes…  (S3/N4)  

Abraham and Lot were active as the compound agent of the verbs in 13:6.  There is a switch in v. 7a 

to two inferentially-accessible collective participants: Abram’s shepherds and Lot’s shepherds.  The 

reader is able to activate them based on the anchoring information, but these entities were certainly 

not in the reader’s focus prior to their mention here.  Mention of the two groups of shepherds is 

followed in v. 7b by a switch to the textually-accessible Canaanites.  The Canaanites have not been 

mentioned since Gen 12:6, and are thus not in focus.  The reader is familiar with them based on the 

preceding discourse, but is not currently thinking about them prior to their mention here.  Thus, focus 

has switched from the collective Abram and Lot in v. 6 to several other participants in v. 7.  As the 

reported speech begins in v. 8a, relexicalization is necessary not only to bring Abraham and Lot back 

into focus, but also to delineate speaker and addressee roles.  Contexts S4 and N4 are contexts where 

participants need to be reactivated to the forefront of the reader’s mental representation from some 

semi-active state. 

 Another example of S4/N4 activation from semi-activity is found in Gen 14:10.   

a10 ֶ֗מק ַהִׂשִּד רְוֵע֣ ת ֶּבֱארֹ֙ת ֵחָמ֔ ֱארֹ֤     ים ּֽבֶ
b10  ָּמה ה ַוִּיְּפלּו־ָׁש֑ ם ַוֲעֹמָר֖ ֶלְך־ְסדֹ֥    ַוָּיֻנ֛סּו ֶמֽ

 10cסּו ָרה ָּנֽ ים ֶה֥    ְוַהִּנְׁשָאִר֖

10aAnd the valley of Siddim was full of pits of bitumen. (S3/N4)  
10b And the kings of Sodom and Gomorrah fled, (S4/--)  
10c And the survivors fled to the hills. (S4/N4).  

The verses leading up to v. 10 set the scene for the battle described.  The kings of Sodom and 

Gomorrah are last mentioned in v. 8, as is the valley of Siddim.  Verse 9 lists the other group of kings, 

as well as a summary statement of the forces arrayed.  The ‘valley of Siddim’ is restored to the 

reader’s center of attention through relexicalization in v. 10a, switching roles from non-subject to 

subject.  The comment of this clause introduces ‘pits of bitumen’, a referent which has not been 

previously mentioned but is ostensibly accessible from the reader’s world knowledge.  Following this 

clause, the ‘kings of Sodom and Gomorrah’ are reactivated from semi-activity, since several other 

participants have come and gone from the reader’s attention since their last mention in v. 8.  

According to our cognitive framework, these participants remain in the reader’s peripheral memory in 
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a semi-active state, but relexicalization is required to move the reader from knowing about them to 

thinking about them.  The ‘survivors’, on the other hand, are deemed accessible based on the schema 

that is evoked from the description of the battle.  Both the agents and patient of v. 10c are activated 

from semi-activity based on the fact that nothing in the previous clause would have brought them into 

the reader’s focus of attention.  

 To summarize our claims about contexts S4 and N4, a referent in this context is accessible to 

the reader either through world knowledge, schemata, or the preceding discourse.113  The cognitive 

process achieved in this context is moving the reader from knowing about the referent in question to 

thinking about it, what Gundel et al. (1993) refer to as being ‘in focus’.  Reactivation requires use of a 

lexical NP due to the fact that the referent was not involved in the preceding clause, and thus the 

reader is tasked with selecting the correct participant from all those in his or her peripheral memory, 

not just those currently in focus.  Based on the referent’s status as semi-active, the anchoring relation 

of the participant remains semi-active as well, and thus does not need to be specified.  Therefore use 

of discourse anchors in context S4 and N4 will be construed as marked, intended to accomplish some 

marked purpose. 

4.3.5 Reactivation of Inactive Participants:  Contexts S5/N5 
 As noted in §2.2.4, a participant’s activation potential decays over time until it is finally 

stored only in long-term memory.  The process of reactivation from inactivity, for both subjects and 

non-subjects, requires not only relexicalization, but also the reestablishment of the participant’s 

anchoring relation to the discourse.  It was also noted that the rate of decay is inversely proportional 

to the participant’s saliency.114  In other words, the more salient the participant is to the discourse, the 

longer it will remain semi-active and accessible before slipping into inactivity.  In this section we will 

compare the noticeable differences in rates of decay among participants, based on the ‘referential 

distance’ to the last mention of the participant (cf. Givón 1983a:13).  The principles established in 

                                                      
113 For other examples of relexicalization in context S4 cf. Gen 12:4b, 6b, 7a, 14a, 15a, 16a, 17a; 13:5a, 6a, 7b, 
8a, 13.  For other examples of relexicalization of context N4 cf. Gen 12:5a, 5b, 8a, 8b, 8c, 10b, 11b, 15b, 17a, 
18a, 20b; 13:2, 3, 4b, 5a, 7a, 8a, 10b, 12c, 14a, 18c, 18d. 
114 Persistence is also a factor in the rate of decay, but closely related to saliency.  Saliency is difficult to 
establish apart from active involvement of the participant in the discourse.  Compare the reactivations of Lot and 
Mephibosheth after approximately the same amount of inactivity.   
 
Lot figures fairly prominently in the narratives of Gen 12-14, and is last mentioned in 14:16.  When he is 
reactivated 106 verses later in 19:1, only his primary referring expression is utilized, indicating that the writer 
judges the referent to still be semi-active and accessible to the reader.   
 
Mephibosheth is first introduced using a two-step process of predication and identification in 2 Sam 4:4, and 
then is not mentioned again for 108 verses.  However, Mephibosheth’s reactivation in 9:6 includes ‘the son of 
Jonathan the son of Saul’, ostensibly to reestablish his anchoring relation.  Admittedly one cannot quantify 
activation status based on verse counts.  But this contrast is illustrative of the correlation which we argue exists 
between the participant’s past salience and persistence and the apparent differences in activation states as 
reflected in the differences in referential encoding.  There may be other factors, such as the compositional 
history of the text, which contribute to these differences. 
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this section will form the basis for describing the marked use of redundant discourse anchors for 

thematic highlighting in Chapter 6. 

 In order to illustrate the process of deactivation and its relation to saliency, let us consider the 

stages of encoding used for Sarai.  She is first introduced in Gen 11:29a-b, anchored as Abraham’s 

wife.  In Gen 12 she functions largely as a prop or minor participant.  She does not speak or take 

action, but instead is acted upon.  She is not mentioned in Gen 13 other than in the list of items that 

Abraham brought up from Egypt found in v. 1.  She is not referred to again until Gen 16:1, where she 

is reactivated as ‘Sarai, the wife of Abram’ using a referential PoD, which we analyze as context S5.  

In Gen 16, Sarah acts as an initiator, interacting with Abraham as a major participant.  She is 

mentioned in Gen 16:9 and 17:17 in reported speech, but is not mentioned in narrative proper again 

until 18:6.  The reactivation of Sarah in 18:6 uses only a bare proper name without any anchoring 

information, which we construe as indicating that the writer/editor deems her to be semi-active based 

on the use of an unanchored NP.  Next, she plays a minor role early in Gen 21, last appearing in the 

narrative in 21:9, and in a reported speech in 21:12.  The next mention of her is to report her death in 

Gen 23:1.  Here, she is again reactivated without the use of a discourse anchor.   

 Some noteworthy inferences can be drawn from the encoding decisions made by the 

writer/editor for Sarah.  First, Sarah is reactivated using an anchoring relation after only a span of 

about 10 verses (i.e. 11:27 12:5).  This occurs shortly after her initial activation to the discourse, 

before she is well established in the reader’s mental representation.  One finds this to be true of other 

minor participants such as Phicol, the captain of Abimelech’s army.115  He is only mentioned twice in 

the corpus: in Gen 21:22 where he is initially introduced, and in 21:32b where he is reactivated using 

both a discourse anchor and default referring expression.  We would argue that the use of anchoring 

expressions with both mentions of Phicol is due to the fact that he never plays a salient enough role in 

the narrative to become well-established.  His lack of persistence in and salience to the narrative 

directly impact the participant’s activation status.  

 Rebekah is another example of a minor participant that lapses into inactivity.  She is first 

introduced to the discourse in a genealogy in Gen 22:23; however she is not mentioned again until 

Gen 24.  When she is reactivated in Gen 24:15, the writer/editor uses a two-part anchoring 

expression.  Inclusion of anchoring information at Rebekah’s reactivation reflects the writer/editor’s 

judgment that the participant may have lapsed into inactivity in the reader’s mental representation.  In 

order to avoid possible ambiguity, the writer supplies the anchoring information.  The reactivation in 

24:15 is thus default S5 encoding due to the fact that Rebekah has not yet been firmly established in 

the discourse. 

                                                      
115 Cf. Revell who observes that pronominal reference is reserved for more thematic participants.  He also notes 
that compound designations (i.e. anchored referring expressions) are associated with introduction of a 
participant 80% of the time in his corpus (1996:79). 
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 A second inference is that the more established a participant becomes in a reader’s mental 

representation, the longer it appears to remain semi-active, allowing for reactivation without the use 

of a discourse anchor (i.e., context S4/N4).  A participant can become established either through 

playing a salient role in the discourse (e.g. Sarah in Gen 16), or by virtue of its persistence in the 

discourse.  For instance, Abimelech becomes established fairly quickly due to his interaction as a 

major participant with Abraham in Gen 20.  Twenty two verses later, he is reactivated in 21:22 

without the use of an anchor.  The same is true of Lot.  He is introduced just after Abraham in Gen 11, 

is merely a prop in chapter 12, but plays a major role in Gen 13.  When Lot is reactivated in Gen 

14:12, anchoring information is included, but syntactically separated from directly modifying his 

referring expression: 

ם י ַאְבָר֖    ַוִּיְק֨חּו ֶאת־֧לֹוט ְוֶאת־ְרֻכׁ֛שֹו ֶּבן־ֲאִח֥
כּו   ַוֵּיֵל֑

ם׃ ב ִּבְסדֹֽ   ְו֥הּוא יֵֹׁש֖
12aAnd they took Lot and his goods, the son of the brother of Abram  (S1/N4)  
12band they went  (S1/Ø)  
12cand he (Lot) was living in Sodom  (S3/N4)  

It seems reasonable to construe the additional information describing Lot in the verse as being 

pragmatically motivated for thematic reasons, based on the fact that the anchoring information does 

not directly modify Lot as one would have expected for reactivation from inactivity, and based on the 

short referential distance to the last reference to Lot.  Such pragmatic uses of anchoring expressions 

will be covered in more detail in Chapter 6.   

 To summarize, the cognitive task of contexts S5/N5 is to both identify the intended referent 

and to re-establish its relation to the discourse in the reader’s mental representation.  Thus the default 

encoding for this context is the use of a lexical NP to identify the participant, and the re-establishment 

of an anchoring relation of the participant to the discourse. 

4.4 Apparent Departures from Expected Encoding Norms 

4.4.1 Relative Saliency of Participants in Contexts S1/N1 and S3/N3 
 In §4.3.3, it was claimed that the default encoding expectation in contexts S3 and N3 is 

relexicalization using the participant’s default referring expression.  However, one frequently finds 

switches of role in this context of Biblical Hebrew narrative using minimal reference.  One also 

observes what appears to be S1/N1 encoding used at times where intervening material concerning 

other participants separates a minimally encoded clause from its antecedent, theoretically ‘breaking’ 

the minimal reference chain.  This section will review the typological factors discussed in §2.4 which 

can provide an explanation for these phenomena of apparently underencoding participants.  It will be 

demonstrated that these apparent exceptions can be reasonably accounted for using secondary default 

principles.  We begin with the issue of relative saliency and ‘skipping’ less salient participants in 

context S1/N1. 
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 Section 2.4.3 mentioned Fox’s conclusions regarding the effect of ‘off-line’ material on 

anaphora resolution in popular English narratives (1987a:164-165).  She claimed that “a long gap 

between mentions of a referent does not necessarily trigger the use of a full NP for the second 

mention; if the gap does not introduce another character’s plans or actions, but is, rather, concerned 

with something off the event-line, for example, like describing surrounding scenery or a general truth, 

then it will not ‘induce’ the use of a full NP” (ibid:163).  Based on her data, Fox concluded that the 

primary factor determining whether events could be ‘skipped over’ with respect to participant 

reference is whether or not a shift in initiator had occurred, a shift to another participant’s plans or 

actions.   

 In light of this principle, consider the encoding observed in Gen 21:29-32a: 

ם  29 ֶלְך ֶאל־ַאְבָרָה֑ אֶמר ֲאִביֶמ֖ ֹ֥   ...ַוּי
אֶמר  30 ֹ֕  ...ַוּי
a31 ן ָק ַבע ַעל־ֵּכ֗ ר ָׁש֑ א ַלָּמ֥קֹום ַה֖הּוא ְּבֵא֣   ָר֛
b31 ם׃ ם ִנְׁשְּב֖עּו ְׁשֵניֶהֽ י ָׁש֥   ִּכ֛

ַבע  32 ר ָׁש֑ ית ִּבְבֵא֣   ַוִּיְכְר֥תּו ְבִר֖
29And Abimelech1 said to Abraham2… (S3/N3)  
30And he2 said to Ø1… (S2/N2)  
31aOn account of this he called the name of the place Beersheba, (S1/N4 or Gen/N4)  
31b for there the two of them swore an oath. (S1+/N4)  
32 And they made a covenant in Beersheba (S1/N4)  

In this example, Abimelech is recovered as one of the 3MS participants for the plural verb of v. 31b.  

He is last explicitly encoded as the agent of v. 29, and implicitly encoded using zero anaphora as the 

addressee of v. 30.  Abimelech is not mentioned in v. 31a, and the subject of the verb is construed by 

some as referring to a generic participant rather than Abraham.116  However in v. 31bff, Abraham and 

Abimelech are referred to using minimal encoding even though at least one of them was not active in 

the preceding clause.  However, Abraham and Abimelech are the only reasonable candidates for 

being the referents of the plural verbs of vv. 31b and 32.   

 This example illustrates the kind of pragmatics at work in Biblical Hebrew, where the 

writer/editor expects the reader to be able to recover the most salient participant(s) last mentioned in 

order to resolve certain anaphoric references.  Such a process is consistent with Fox’s observations 

regarding ‘skipping’ over non-events which do not involve another participant’s plans or actions.  The 

offline comments that Fox is describing are those which do not advance the storyline of the narrative 

but instead fill in background information.  Based on the data from our corpus, most of these offline 

comments are located at the end of development units117 and thus are prototypically followed by 

                                                      
116 JPS, NIV, NJB, and NRSV all translate the clause using a passive verb in order to render the agent as a 
generic reference to someone other than Abraham. 
117 Chapter 5 will describe the use of overencoding in contexts S1/S2 as a processing device to break the 
narrative into what have been called ‘development units’ (DUs) by Levinsohn (2000b).  Notionally, a 
development unit represents either a segmentation of the text in contexts with continuity of action, participants 
and location; or segmentation due to a change in at least one of these three factors. 
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lexical reference to some participant.118 Alternatively in a few instances, the background comments 

provide the introductory exposition at the beginning of a development unit and the participant persists 

in the following clause in context S1.119  Based on the typological evidence, we propose that the latter 

group represents the default encoding pattern for this context.  Just as we noted in §4.3.1 that one 

does not find extended chains of S1 minimal references due to the use of relexicalization in our 

corpus to delineate new development units, so also here we must factor this phenomenon into our 

account of offline comments.  At face value, the statistical evidence supporting relexicalization being 

required following offline comments would argue against our proposed default principles.  Without a 

typologically-informed understanding of relexicalization, default encoding principles based on 

statistical evidence alone could quite possibly misconstrue non-default encoding as default in this 

case.  This issue will be discussed in more detail in chapter 5. 

 Another example of apparently skipping over non-events is found in Gen 24:30-31. 

י׀  רַוְיִה֣ ה־ִדֶּב֥ ר ּכֹֽ ה ֲאחֹתֹ֙ו ֵלאֹמ֔ י ִרְב ָק֤ י ֲאחֹתֹו֒ ּוְכָׁשְמ֗עֹו ֶאת־ִּדְבֵר֞ ֶאת־ַהְּצִמִדי֮ם ַעל־ְיֵד֣ ֶזם ְוֽ ת ֶאת־ַהֶּנ֗    ...ִּכְרֹא֣
יׁש    ַוָּיבֹ֙א ֶאל־ָהִא֔

ִין׃ְוִהֵּנ֛ ים ַעל־ָהָעֽ ד ַעל־ַהְּגַמִּל֖   ה עֵֹמ֥
אֶמר ּ֖בֹוא ֹ֕   ...ַוּי

30aAnd it came about when Ø1 [Laban] saw the rings and bracelets on the hands of his1 sister, 
and when he1 heard the words of Rebekah his1 sister saying, ”Thus he2 said to me…”  
(S1/N4) 
30bhe1 came to the man2  (S1/N3)  
30cAnd behold, Ø2 was standing by the camels by the spring.  (S3/N4)  
31aAnd Ø1 said to Ø2,“Come…” (S4/N3)  

‘Laban’ is introduced in vv. 29a-b, followed by a statement that he ran out to meet the man (i.e., 

Abraham’s servant) at the spring in v. 29c.  Verse 30 recounts the more specific process by which 

Laban went to the man at the spring.  In the midst of this description is a verbless clause using zero 

anaphora for the subject, the only such token in our corpus.  We find an N3 S3 switch of 

participants from v. 30b to v. 30c without using any morphological marker to encode the subject.  

This is followed by a switch from ‘the man/servant’ in v. 30c back to ‘Laban’ in v. 31a again using 

minimal reference.   

 The writer/editor is able to make use of such encoding by virtue of the fact that readers 

appear to make a cognitive distinction between participants based on saliency, tending to keep the 

initiating participants in focus in spite of potentially intervening distractions, comparable to what Fox 

(1987a) has noted in other languages.  Thus, the reader is able to inferentially determine that the zero 

anaphora in v. 30c is referring to Abraham’s servant, a task made easier in light of the content of v. 

29c stating he was standing by the spring.  Therefore, we analyze the infrequent skipping of 

participants, as illustrated by Gen 21:31b and 24:30c above, as a secondary default principle for 

                                                      
118 Cf. Gen 12:6b 7a; 13:7b 8a, 13 14; 14:10a 10b; 15:12b 13a; 16:1c 2a; 16:16 17:1; 17:24 25 26; 
18:10b-11 12a, 16c 17a, 22b 23a; 19:1b 1c; 21:5 6; 23:2b 2c, 10a 10b, 19b 20a; 24:21 22. 
119 Cf. Gen 13:1 2; 18:1b 2a; 24:10c 10d. 
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context S1/N1.  Writers are able to maintain minimal reference in context S1/N1 as long as the 

clauses which interrupt the reference chain are not of sufficient length or saliency to distract the 

reader from the primary participant(s).  Very few tokens of skipping over less salient participants and 

maintaining S1 minimal encoding are found in our corpus, due to the fact that most off-line or 

background comments tend to fall at the boundaries of development units.   

 There are numerous instances where a background comment is made about a participant, and 

it is relexicalized in the very next clause even though it is context S1.120  It would seem reasonable to 

infer that such offline comments might serve a structuring role within the discourse.  Dooley and 

Levinsohn note that development markers in Inga are used to “separate the preceding background 

material from the following new developments (foreground material)” (2001:94).  Longacre makes 

reference to the use of non-event material as a common means of slowing the pace of the narrative 

just prior to the peak (1985:90).  In light of the evidence regarding the use of and encoding around 

offline or non-event comments from other languages, we will resist the urge to follow the statistical 

evidence that suggests relexicalization after these comments is the norm, and that minimal encoding 

is the anomaly.  On the contrary, to posit that the minimal encoding tokens represent a secondary 

default principle is indeed a more elegant description of the data than the alternative of claiming the 

minimal encoding as somehow marked. 

 A second context in which participants appear to be underencoded is switch of roles in 

context S3/N3 without relexicalization.  From a theoretical point of view, speakers should be able to 

utilize minimal encoding for role switches as long as some morphological distinction remains to 

disambiguate them, e.g. gender, number, etc. (cf. Givón’s discussion of potential interference, 

1983a:14).  Changes using minimal encoding where a morphological distinction exists account for 

roughly 24% of the S3/N3 switches in our corpus.121  However, we also found switches of participants 

accomplished using minimal reference in contexts where no morphological distinction exists, roughly 

13% of the switches.122  This raises the question of whether morphological difference is really the 

meaningful distinction allowing these N3 S3 switches, or whether another factor is involved.123   

 In the S3 discourse contexts we have described thus far, we have proposed that a lexical NP 

is required in order for active participants to unambiguously achieve role switches.  The common 

characteristic of these situations is the fact that there is more than one possible participant that might 

be the intended referent: either there are more than two participants on stage, or there are only two 

                                                      
120 Cf. Gen 12:4c 5a; 14:13d 14a; 16:16 17:1; 18:22 23; 19:1b 1c; 23:1 2, 10a 10b; 24:15 16, 
22 22, 29b c, 62b 63a. 
121 For tokens where a masculine/feminine distinction is exploited for an unambiguous null switch, cf. Gen 
19:33d, 35d, 37c, 38c; 21:14e, 19b; 21:14e, 19b; 23:2b; 24:18b, 67a, 67c, 67d; 25:1c.  For tokens where a 
singular/plural distinction is exploited, cf. Gen 18:8d; 19:3b, 3d, 3f, 16a; 21:33. 
122 For tokens of N3 S3 role changes from our corpus using minimal encoding in the absence of morphological 
distinctions, cf. Gen 18:1b; 19:11b; 21:20b; 24:30d, 31a, 32b, 33b; 25:3a, 3b. 
123 Cf. Talstra (1997:98f) for comments on the difficulty his database faced in tracking changes of participants in 
what appear to be S3/N3 switches. 
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and the semantics of the context do not make it clear that a switch in roles has occurred.  Dooley and 

Levinsohn (2001:97-98) use the terms ‘closed’ and ‘open’ to distinguish between reported speech 

contexts where a minimally encoded switch may occur versus those where it may not occur.  The 

‘closed’ context allows for unambiguous role switches due to the limited number of anaphoric options 

available to the reader.   

 We find a similar type of minimally encoded switch of participant roles in our corpus, most 

typically involving a change from context Nx S3, where the patient of the preceding clause becomes 

the agent of the following clause.  The common characteristic of these minimally encoded role 

switches was the narrow number of possible referents available to resolve the anaphor.  There was 

either a clear initiator interacting with a minor participant or prop, or alternatively the semantics of 

the verb clearly create the expectation of a change in the participant’s role.  Due to the relatively 

small number of instances where such minimally encoded switches are observed in comparison to the 

much larger number of contexts where such encoding could have potentially been used but was not, 

we have chosen to describe these minimally encoded role switches as reflecting a secondary default 

encoding principle.  Let us now consider several examples of this kind of encoding. 

 One of the primary discourse contexts where Nx S3 switches are regularly observed in our 

corpus is in naming sequences, the two-step process of predicating the existence of a participant in 

one clause and then assigning a referring expression in the next.  As examples of a minimally-

encoded switch during a two-step activation sequence, consider the following: 

Gen 16:1 
ר׃ ּה ָהָגֽ ית ּוְׁשָמ֥ ה ִמְצִר֖ ּה ִׁשְפָח֥ ה ֑לֹו ְוָל֛ א ָיְלָד֖ ֹ֥ ם ל ֶׁשת ַאְבָר֔   ְוָׂשַרי֙ ֵא֣

And Sarai1, Abram’s wife (S5), had not born children.  She1 (S1) had an Egyptian handmaid2 
(INT) and her2 (S3) name was Hagar.  

1 Sam 9:2a 
ן ּוְׁש ה ֵב֜  ...֤מֹו ָׁשאּו֙ל ָּב֣חּור ָו֔טֹובְולֹו־ָהָי֨

And he1 [Kish] (S1) had a son2 (INT) and his2 (S3) name was Saul, young and handsome… 

1 Sam 17:12a 
י ה ּוְׁש֣מֹו ִיַׁש֔ ֶח֙ם ְיהּוָד֔ ית ֶל֙ ה ִמֵּב֥ י ַהֶּז֗ יׁש ֶאְפָרִת֜   ...ְוָדִו֩ד ֶּבן־ִא֨

And David1 (S4) was the son of this Ephraimite2 (N4) from Bethlehem in Judah, and his2 (S3) 
name was Jesse.  

Here we observe Nx S3 switches achieved rather unambiguously based on the cognitive 

expectations of the context.  In each of the tokens, the introduction of a participant in the first clause, 

immediately followed by the assigning of a name,124 requires the reader to pragmatically bootstrap the 

switch based on the expectation that the name is being assigned to the patient from the previous 

                                                      
124 Other naming examples exhibiting minimally encoded switches are Gen 4:17; 24:29; 29:16; and Ruth 2:1, 
however a morphological distinction exists there. 
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clause.  These examples illustrate how the Biblical Hebrew writers appear to rely upon the semantic 

expectations of the naming process to guide the reader in resolving the anaphor. 

 We not only observe minimally encoded S3/N3 switches in the context of naming, but also 

closed contexts where inferences drawn from the semantic content of the verbs lead the reader to 

conclude that a switch of roles has occurred.  Consider the following changes achieved using minimal 

encoding in Gen 16:6-7. 

a6  ִיְך  ּה ַהּ֣טֹוב ְּבֵעיָנ֑ ְך ֲעִׂשי־ָל֖ י ִהֵּנ֤ה ִׁשְפָחֵתְ֙ך ְּבָיֵד֔ ם ֶאל־ָׂשַר֗ אֶמר ַאְבָר֜ ֹ֨    ַוּי
b6   י   ַוְּתַעֶּנָ֣ה ָׂשַר֔
c6  יָה׃ ח ִמָּפֶנֽ   ַוִּתְבַר֖
a7  ר ִים ַּבִּמְדָּב֑ ין ַהַּמ֖ ְך ְיהָו֛ה ַעל־ֵע֥ ּה ַמְלַא֧  ִּיְמָצָא֞   ַוֽ

6aAnd Abram (S2) said to Sarai1 (N2), “Behold your handmaid2 is in your hand, do to her 
what is good in your eyes.”  
6bAnd Sarai1 (S2) afflicted her2 (N3),  
6cAnd she2 (S3) fled from her1 (N3).  
7aThe angel of the LORD (S4) found her2 (N3) by the well of water in the wilderness… 

In the narrative of Gen 16, Sarah is the primary initiator, Abraham largely responds to her, and Hagar 

functions largely as a prop, an important yet non-initiating participant.  Hagar is able to be 

unambiguously referred to in v. 6b as the patient using a clitic pronoun since one of the two possible 

3FS participants has already been identified as the agent of the clause, and based on the cognitive 

expectations established in the reported speech of v. 6a that Hagar is in Sarah’s power.  Thus the 

reader is rather easily able to determine the recipient of Sarah’s affliction both by process of 

elimination and the expectations of the discourse context.  Verse 6c continues to rely on these factors 

by achieving an S3/N3 switch of participants using minimal encoding for both agent and patient.  A 

logical reaction to affliction is to flee from it; therefore it would be counterintuitive to expect Sarah to 

flee under the circumstances.  Thus the reader is able to infer that Hagar has fled from Sarah. 

 Yet another S3 N3 switch is achieved in v. 7a by Hagar shifting from being the agent of v. 

6c to being the patient of v. 7a.  Once again inferences from the discourse context are relied upon to 

resolve the anaphoric reference to the 3FS participant.  Based on the assumption that it is indeed 

Hagar that has fled from Sarah, it follows that Hagar would be the one found by the well, not Sarah.  

Any potential confusion that may have resulted from these minimally encoded switches is removed 

by the angel of the LORD addressing Hagar, not Sarah, in his speech of v. 8. 

 To summarize the encoding observed in our corpus in context S3/N3, minimally encoded 

switches are indeed attested, but only in closed contexts, i.e. where there is a clear initiator, or where 

inferences drawn from the semantics of the verb remove possible confusion about the switch of roles.  

In the vast majority of these cases of minimally encoded switches, we find a major participant is 

interacting with a minor one, where the reader is able to rather easily draw inferences regarding 

resolution of the anaphoric references.  Though some of these minimally encoded switches do open 

the door for a limited degree of ambiguity, it is prototypically resolved within a clause or two through 
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the use of a lexical NP, as noted in Gen 16:8a above.125  Thus in closed contexts with a clearly 

defined initiator, role switches are observed using minimal encoding only 13% of the time without a 

morphological distinction to guide the reader and roughly 24% of the time with a morphological 

distinction.   

 The descriptions of contexts S3 and N3 are intended to cover prototypically open contexts, 

i.e. where the reader is not able to clearly infer the intended referent of the anaphor.  The lack of a 

clearly inferable referent can result from more than two participants interacting together, more than 

one participant initiating (i.e. there are switches in initiators), or when one member of a group of 

participants needs to be specified.126  Default encoding of participants in such open contexts is 

relexicalization.  The use of a lexical NP accomplishes the cognitive task of identifying the intended 

referent from among the currently active possibilities, and should not be construed as reactivation 

from inactivity.  Based on the Q- and I-principles mentioned in §2.5.4, the expected referring 

expression to be used in such contexts is the most informative and morphologically simplex option 

available, viz. the default referring expression.  The addition of any anchoring information in context 

S3/N3 will thus be construed as overspecified and thus pragmatically marked.  

 As stated in §4.4.1, there is a demonstrable cross-linguistic distinction made in many 

languages between major and minor participants, which is reflected in the encoding of participants.127  

In contexts where there is an established initiator, Biblical Hebrew appears to allow role switches 

between participants in certain S3/N3 contexts, even though such switches are morphologically 

ambiguous.  Readers cognitively track the more salient participant as either the initiator of action or 

the protagonist of the narrative, based on the semantics of the context.128  Such a claim is bolstered by 

                                                      
125 For a stark exception to this, cf. Exod 4:24 and who YHWH was trying to kill.  The ambiguity of this passage 
appears to be either a case of intentional ambiguity, or alternatively corruption of the text. 
126 There seem to be essentially competing interests at work in contexts S3 and N3.  We have noted in §2.4.3 
that discourses are typically broken into smaller ‘development units’ (i.e. chunks) based on their structural 
organization.  We also noted several claims that Biblical Hebrew narrative utilizes overencoding of active 
participants to signal the beginning of a new development.  Contexts such as a switch of initiators would be 
logical candidates for beginning a new development, i.e. relexicalizing an active participant.  This raises the 
question:  Is relexicalization indeed the default encoding for context -3, or is minimal encoding the default 
which is obscured by the frequent relexicalization of active participants at the beginning of new development 
units?  Based on the data analyzed from our corpus, there are not sufficient grounds to support the latter option 
of minimal encoding as default for S3/N3.  There are too few instances of underencoding without a 
morphological distinction to merit describing -3 default encoding as anything other than relexicalization.  
Furthermore, the cross-linguistic data support our description of the minimal encoding observed in this context 
as being possible due to the constraints of the closed context. 
127 Cf. Dooley and Levinsohn (2001:120) who state that many languages have distinct means of introducing 
major participants, such as the indefinite determiner ‘this’ or ‘a certain’.  Cf. Hopper and Thompson (1984:719). 
128 Cf. Dooley and Levinsohn’s discussion of VIPs, or ‘Very Important Participants’ (2001:119-124).  They 
have found that languages tend to under encode the single, central participant in a narrative.  We have not found 
this to be the case in our corpus, but preliminary work in Exodus 1-12 betrays an apparent underencoding of 
Moses at some points.  However, overencoding of participants for processing or pragmatic purposes could 
theoretically offset this VIP underencoding in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  More data would need to be analyzed 
to provide clarification of this issue.  Revell appears to observe VIP-like underencoding stating, “This second 
style [i.e. underencoding, SER] dominates where the narrator concentrates on a single character, as in the stories 
of Samson, Elijah, and Elisha” (1996:65n).  These may be examples of Levinsohn’s VIP strategy.  Examples of 
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the literature cited in 4.4.1.  Additionally, Nariyama (2000) has claimed that minimal encoding (zero 

anaphora in the case of Japanese) should be construed as an indication of ‘+continuity’, ostensibly as 

a corollary to the use redundant relexicalization as an indicator of ‘-continuity’, viz. segmentation of 

the text into development units (cf. Chapter 5).  Nariyama’s claim would suggest a possible rationale 

for underencoding some S3/N3 switches to build greater continuity even at the risk of creating 

ambiguity.  Only a handful of these switches between major and minor participants are accomplished 

using minimal encoding, and 2/3 of these underencoded changes from our corpus manifest some kind 

of morphological distinction.  

4.4.2 The Requirements of Information Structure and Other Syntactic Constructions 
 Default encoding values are not only impacted by the relative saliency of participants, but 

also by the syntactic constraints of Biblical Hebrew.  Minimal encoding values for participants in our 

corpus prototypically consist of bound morphological forms.  Thus, a writer is unable to prepose or 

postpose such forms to pragmatically structure the information of the utterance due to the constraints 

of bound pronominal forms.  This section will elaborate on the changes to default encoding that result 

from utilizing various pragmatic constructions in a context where minimal encoding is expected, 

beginning with information structure. 

 As stated in §2.3, Biblical Hebrew utilizes changes in constituent order to pragmatically mark 

constituents.  In order to prepose a constituent, an independent morphological form must be used, 

since subject agreement is inseparable from finite verbs.  Thus, the minimal morphological form 

available for preposing in Biblical Hebrew is the independent pronoun.  We stated in §2.3.3 that PoDs 

“provide a marked, pragmatic means of highlighting discontinuity”.  Since PoDs are typically used in 

discontinuous contexts,129 we have only one instance of a referential PoD in narrative proper 130 using 

a movable pronominal form in our corpus: Gen 14:3: 

                                                                                                                                                                     
potentially ambiguous encoding cited by Revell are:  Jdg 15:19 ‘he drank, 2 Kgs 1:5 ‘to him’; 2 Kgs 1:11, 13 
‘he (sent) again’; 2 Kgs 4:31 ‘to meet him’; 2 Kgs 4:36 ‘he called’.  Cf. also 1 Sam 4:18 ‘He fell’; 13:2 ‘he 
sent’; 1 Kgs 22:19 ‘he said’; 1 Sam 1:19 ‘they got up’; 1:25 ‘they sacrificed’; 26:12 ‘all of them’; 26:13 
‘between them’; and 1 Sam 10:21-23 with plural verbs.  
129 Cf. Levinsohn’s (2000a:12-13) discussion of what he calls PoDs by renewal, whereby an additional 
statement may be made about an active participant.  PoDs by renewal are a means of adding prominence to that 
comment. 
130 For examples of the use of movable pronominal forms to indicate use of marked information structures in 
reported speeches, cf. Gen 12:12 and 17:9a: 

י  את ְוָהְר֥גּו ֹאִת֖ ֹ֑ ים ְוָאְמ֖רּו ִאְׁשּ֣תֹו ז י־ִיְר֤אּו ֹאָתְ֙ך ַהִּמְצִר֔ ה ִּכֽ ְךְוָהָי֗    ְיַחּֽיּו׃ְוֹאָת֥
12:12 And it will happen when the Egyptians see you, they will say, “His wife this is”.  They will kill me, 
but you they will let live. 

א ֹ֤ ם ַוּי הֶמר ֱאֹלִהי֙ם ֶאל־ַאְבָרָה֔ י ְוַאָּת֖ רֶאת־ְּבִריִת֣    ִתְׁשֹמ֑
17:9a And God said to Abraham, “You my covenant shall keep.”  

In both of these examples, the independent pronoun is semantically redundant, but required in order to indicate a 
switch in the order of constituents from the default order. 
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ֶּל֙ה ַלח׃ָּכל־ֵא֙ ים ֖הּוא ָי֥ם ַהֶּמֽ ֶמק ַהִּׂשִּד֑ ְב֔רּו ֶאל־ֵע֖   ָחֽ

All of these joined together in the valley of Siddim, which is the Sea of Salt. 

The referential PoD in v. 3 is utilized to summarize the five kings introduced as patients in v. 2, and 

to switch to them as agents of v. 3.  This switch is clarified in 14:4, which states the five kings served 

Chedorlaomer twelve years, and is encoded using default encoding for context S1. 

 The majority of referential PoDs in the narrative proper of our corpus either provide a marked 

introduction of a minor participant,131 or a marked switch to an active participant.132  Thus full NPs 

are the most common morphological form observed for referential PoDs in our corpus based on the 

encoding requirements of the discourse contexts in which they occur.  Gen 13:12-14 provides a 

prototypical display of the use of marked switches of participants using PoDs. 

ם ַעןַאְבָר֖ ֶרץ־ְּכָנ֑ ב ְּבֶאֽ     ָיַׁש֣
ר ֗לֹוטְו י ַהִּכָּכ֔    ָיַׁש֙ב ְּבָעֵר֣

ם׃ ל ַעד־ְסדֹֽ   ַוֶּיֱאַה֖
י ְסדֹ֔ יםְוַאְנֵׁש֣ ים ְוַחָּטִא֑   ...ם ָרִע֖

הַוֽ םיהָו֞ ר ֶאל־ַאְבָר֗   ... ָאַמ֣
12aAbram lived in the land of Canaan. (S3)  
12bAnd Lot lived in the cities of the valley (S4)  
12cand he moved his tent as far as Sodom. (S1)  
13and the men of Sodom were wicked and sinners… (S4)  
14aand the LORD said to Abram… (S4)  

This quotation comes from the end of the pericope where Abraham and Lot separate from one 

another.  Verse 11c recounts the state of affairs, ‘each man separated from his relative’, and thus 

relexicalization is required to identify which participant is the agent of v. 12a.  The referential PoDs 

provide clear switches of agents, and add the overlay of contrast between the participants;133 the 

referential PoD introducing YHWH provides another marked switch.134 

 To summarize, while some of the encoding observed in context S1 appears to undermine our 

claims regarding default encoding expectations outlined in §4.3.1, these departures can be accounted 

for by recalling the syntactic constraints of information structure, and the need for a movable 

morphological member.  Furthermore, the use of referential PoDs to create a pragmatically marked 

discontinuity also explains the fairly rare use of personal pronouns in these constructions.  Referential 

PoDs are predominately used in Biblical Hebrew narrative for marked introductions of minor 

participants, or for marked switches among participants, i.e., contexts which are inherently 

discontinuous. 

 Another factor affecting minimum encoding is the transition from singular to compound 

agents or patients and the creation of dislocation constructions.  Biblical Hebrew has several syntactic 
                                                      
131 Cf. Gen 14:10 (‘the survivors’), 18 (‘Melchizedek’); and 19:4a (‘the men of Sodom’). 
132 Cf. Gen 12:16a; 17:26b; 19:11a; 25:3b. 
133 Cf. Floor 2004:78.   
134 Cf. discussion of overencoding of participants for the purpose of cataphoric highlighting in chapter 6 below.  
Von Rad (1972) comments regarding v. 14, “Here the narrative as a whole (vs. 1-17) reaches its climax.”   
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constructions which necessitate use of non-default encoding for active participants.  The first is the 

use of a compound subject wherein one of the subjects is already active.  The second is what has 

traditionally been referred to as pendens constructions, or more recently as left and right dislocations.  

These constructions are used to either activate or reactivate accessible participants.  Van der Merwe et 

al. state, “A dislocation construction consists of a grammatical element, isolated to the left or the right 

of the CLAUSE (the dislocated CONSTITUENT), and a main clause containing an element (the 

RESUMPTIVE) that refers to the dislocated constituent” (2000:357).  It is beyond the scope of our 

study to provide a thorough treatment of dislocation constructions, and so would refer the reader to 

Creason (1993) and Michel (1997a, 1997b).  These compound and dislocation constructions do 

impinge upon our default principles for encoding participants similarly to information structure in that 

they offer apparent evidence contradicting our claims regarding default encoding values unless the 

syntactic constraints of the constructions are taken into account.   

 The left dislocation construction is generally used in our corpus to activate an accessible 

participant in a single step so that the dislocated constituent may serve as a topic of the nuclear clause.  

Left dislocations are only attested in the reported speeches of our corpus and thus are technically 

outside the scope of our study.  We provide an example to illustrate the encoding constraint added to 

a clause when a left dislocation construction is used.  Consider its use to activate Eliezer in the speech 

of Gen 15:2b: 

י ּו י הֹוֵלְ֣ך ֲעִריִר֑ יְוָאֹנִכ֖ ֶׁשק ֵּביִת֔ ֶזר׃ֶבן־ֶמ֣ ֶׂשק ֱאִליֶעֽ    ֖הּוא ַּדֶּמ֥

I am going childless, and the son of the acquisition of my house, he is the Damascene Eliezer. 

Eliezer has not been mentioned in the discourse before, yet is accessible based on the description 

provided.  The underlined phrase serves to activate the referent ‘the son of acquisition of my house’ 

without identifying who it is.  The nuclear clause provides the answer to the identity of this referent 

using an argument focus construction.  The resumption of the dislocated phrase is the pronominal 

element ּוא֖ה , which anaphorically ‘resumes’ the dislocated topic in the main clause.  The other 

attested tokens from the speeches of our corpus follow a similar pattern, activating an accessible topic 

in order to make a comment about it in the nuclear clause.135 

 Right dislocation and compound subject constructions also manifest what at first glance 

appears to be non-default encoding, and are attested in the narrative portion of our corpus.  From the 

standpoint of participant reference, these constructions are prototypically used to update the 

participants that are currently ‘onstage’ in contexts where only one has been in the spotlight.136  These 

constructions require use of movable morphological markers to encode the arguments such as 

independent personal pronouns (IPPs) and lexical NPs to encode the active participants rather than 

                                                      
135 Cf. Gen 14:24, 15:2b, 4b; 17:12b, 14a; 23:11a, 15a; 24:7a, 43b. 
136 Cf. Gen 13:1a; 14:5; 17:9.  For examples from Genesis outside of our corpus, cf. Gen 7:7, 13(-14); 8:18; 
33:1c; 35:6; 38:12d; 50:14, 22. 
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simple subject agreement.  Consider the use of IPPs in the following examples of right dislocations, 

indicated by the highlighted text: 

 Gen 14:15 
ְיָלה  ם׀ ַל֛ ק ֲעֵליֶה֧ יו֥הּוא ַוֲעַוֵּיָחֵל֨ הָבָד֖ ִּיְרְּדֵפ֙ם ַעד־חֹוָב֔ ם ֽוַ   ... ַוַּיֵּכ֑

14:15 And he divided against them at night, he and his servants, and he struck them and 
pursued them as far as Hobah…  

Verse 14 informs the reader that when Abraham heard of Lot’s capture by the Canaanite kings, he 

gathered 318 of his trained men and pursued the kings as far as Dan.  The right dislocation 

construction functions to inform the reader that Abraham still has his servants with him, even though 

the verbs of vv. 14-15 are singular rather than plural, likely to  maintain the center of attention on 

Abraham as opposed to the whole group of men. 

 Genesis 19:30 utilizes both a right dislocation and a compound subject in the same clause to 

reiterate Lot’s daughters just prior to a shift in their discourse role from props to initiating 

participants. 

 Gen 19:30 
ר  י ְבֹנָתיַוַּיַע֩ל ֨לֹוט ִמּ֜צֹוַער ַוֵּיֶׁ֣שב ָּבָה֗ ה ֙ו ִעּ֔מֹוּוְׁשֵּת֤ ֶׁש֙ב ַּבְּמָעָר֔ ֶבת ְּב֑צֹוַער ַוֵּי֙ א ָלֶׁש֣ י ָיֵר֖ יו ִּכ֥ י ְבֹנָתֽ   ׃֖הּוא ּוְׁשֵּת֥

19:30 And Lot went up from Zoar and he lived in the hills, and his two daughters with him; for 
he was afraid to live in Zoar.  And he lived in a cave, he and his two daughters. 

Up to this point in the story of Lot’s rescue from Sodom, his family members have functioned as 

props and not as major participants.  The very next chunk of the narrative recounts how Lot’s 

daughters dupe him into impregnating them, and thus it is very important for the reader to understand 

that the daughters remain in Lot’s company even though the spotlight has been on him alone.  This 

example shows two different means of accomplishing the reiteration of multiple participants.  The 

first is to use a right dislocation that specifies that his daughters are ‘with him’.  The second is to use 

a compound subject to reiterate that both Lot and his daughters lived in the cave, even though a 

singular form of the verb was used in both instances.  Both the compound subject with a singular verb 

and the right dislocation require the use of an additional pronominal form to refer to an active 

participant in order to achieve the syntactical construction. 

 Another example of a compound subject involving an active participant is found in Gen 

24:54. 

 Gen 24:54 
ים ֲאֶׁשר־ִעּ֖מֹוַוּיֹאְכ֣לּו ַוִּיְׁשּ֗תּו  ינּו ַוָּי֛הּוא ְוָהֲאָנִׁש֥ ֶקר ַוָּיִל֑   ...֣קּומּו ַבֹּב֔

24:54 And they ate and drank, he and the men who were with him, and they spent the night and 
they arose in the morning…  

In this final example, Abraham’s servant is the agent of the clauses in v. 53.  He continues in the role 

of agent in v. 54 with the men that came with him being added to the agent role (i.e. context ‘S1+).  

The fact that Abraham’s servant is continuing in the S1 context accounts for the use of the pronoun, 
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the need to add others to the agent role accounts for the lexical NP modified by the restrictive relative 

clause.  It is interesting to note that the writer places this compound subject after the second verb 
 rather than after the first.  By delaying the specification of the second agent referent until after ַוִּיְׁשּ֗תּו

the second verb, the pragmatic effect is to compound the verbs into one complex clause of eating and 

drinking, forcing the subject to play what Andersen (1994) refers to as ‘retroactive double duty’.137  

This example illustrates the use of an IPP in context ‘S1+’ in order to specify that other participants 

besides the one already active are being added to the agent role. 

 These examples have illustrated the impact that adding participants to the agent role can have 

in regard to the default encoding requirements of active participants.  An important point needs to be 

made regarding compound subjects, viz. the use of singular versus plural verbs and continuing 

reference.  In the case of right dislocations and compound subjects, use of a singular verb both in the 

initial clause and those that follow allow the writer to update who else is on stage besides the active 

participant while maintaining the spotlight on a single, salient individual.  We know this based on the 

fact that in passages such as Gen 14:15a where a singular verb is used to encode Abraham and the 

dislocated agents, the writer continues to use a singular verb in vv. 15bff without ambiguity about 

who the agent is.  No relexicalization is required to specify that Abraham continues as the agent.   

 However, if the single agent that is compounded with others is the subject of a plural verb 

and continues in the plural in subsequent clauses, relexicalization is required to return to a single 

participant.  Levinsohn notes that while participants can be joined together into a plural subject using 

minimal encoding, the reverse is not true (2000a:139).  Based on the provisos outlined §4.3.4 and 

§4.4.1, switching back to an initial individual would be analyzed as context S3 and therefore will 

prototypically necessitate the use of a lexical NP to disambiguate which member of the group is the 

intended referent.138  Thus, the mention of primary and secondary referents using a singular verb, 

whether as a compound subject or in a right dislocation construction, seems to serve the discourse 

function of updating the reader’s mental representation and ensuring that all of the intended 

participants remain mentally on stage, all the while maintaining attention on a salient primary 

participant.  Return to a single participant following the use of a plural verb for continued reference to 

a compound subject, should be construed as context S3 and thus follow the encoding patterns 

described for this context. 

                                                      
137 One finds similar pragmatic compounding in the case of the collocation ֶלד  and she conceived and‘ ַוַּתַה֩ר ַוֵּת֨
bore…’  In Gen 21:2, the subject referent of both verbs is only specified following the second verb which we 
analyze as context S3.  The accenting by the Masoretes would tend to confirm such a reading. 
138 E.g. in Gen 42:35b, which states that Joseph’s brothers and their father are afraid when they see the money in 
the mouth of the sacks, both verbs in the clause are plural using a plural verb.  Jacob has been added to the 
‘group’ of his sons, therefore we construe the relexicalization of Jacob in v. 36 as default S3 encoding to return 
to Jacob as the sole agent.  In the case of Gen 24:54, we would also construe the resumption of Abraham’s 
servant as the sole agent in Gen 24:54d as S3, however due to the fact that ‘the men with him’ are simply a prop 
and the servant is the salient initiator, the writer is able to use minimal encoding based on the criteria described 
in §4.4.1. 
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 Even though left and right dislocations serve very different discourse purposes, the encoding 

constraints required by these syntactic constructions are similar, viz. a movable pronominal element is 

prototypically used to resume the dislocated constituent within the nuclear clause either as a 

referential PoD139 or in the default pronominal position immediately following the predicate.140  

Creating a compound subject involving an already active participant also requires a departure from 

expected minimal encoding in context S1.  The point to be made here is that dislocation constructions 

and certain compound subjects represent yet another discourse situation which at first glance appears 

to contradict our description of default encoding.  Once the syntactical constraints of these 

constructions are taken into account, their encoding can be accounted for by secondary default 

encoding principles for active participants. 

4.5 Conclusion 
 In this chapter we have defined the various encoding contexts found in Biblical Hebrew 

narrative, as well as the default encoding forms expected in each.  In contexts S1/N1 and S2/N2 

where participants are active, cognitive expectations allow for simple subject agreement to be used 

for encoding participants.  Contexts S3/N3 and S4/N4 require use of a lexical NP in order to counter 

the S1 or S2 cognitive expectation associated with minimal encoding.  Context S5/N5 requires the use 

of both a lexical NP to identify the participant as well as the specification of an anchoring relation to 

guide the reader in how to relate the participant to the discourse.  We have also discussed the 

morphological constraints the use of certain syntactic constructions place on the default reference to 

active participants, viz. a movable morphological form is needed for referential PoDs, for preposing 

of focal constituents, for compounding of certain subjects, as well as for the creation of dislocation 

constructions.  These encoding values are summarized in Table 5. 

Table 5. Summary of Default Encoding Values for Narrative Contexts 

 Discourse Context Cognitive Task Default 
Encoding 

INT Initial introduction of a brand new 
participant. 

Introducing and anchoring the 
participant in the reader’s mental 
representation of the discourse, 
and assigning a primary referring 
expression. 

Lexical NP  
      + 
Anchoring 
relation 

S1/N1 Continuing reference to active 
participants following a clause in 
narrative proper, i.e. continuity of 
agent and patient roles. 

Indicating continuity of agent or 
patient in same roles as the 
preceding narrative clause. 

Minimal 
Encoding 

                                                      
139 Cf. Gen 14:24; 15:4; 17:12-13; 24:7. 
140 Cf. Gen 15:2; 23:11; 23:15; 24:43; 37:30 (2x). 
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S2/N2 Continuing reference to active 
participants following a quotative 
frame, i.e. role change of speaker 
and hearer. 

Indicating switch of roles for 
speaker or hearer from the 
preceding quotative frame. 

Minimal 
Encoding 

S3/N3 Continuing reference involving role 
change following a clause in 
narrative proper, i.e. the disam-
biguation of active participants 

Differentiating a referent that 
was active in the preceding 
narrative clause following a 
change in roles. 

Lexical NP 

S4/N4 Reactivation of semi-active partici-
pants not involved in the previous 
clause. 

Moving the reader from knowing 
about to thinking about a referent 
that is either accessible or 
recently active in the discourse. 

Lexical NP 

S5/N5 Reactivation of inactive partici-
pants from the discourse register 

Identifying the intended referent 
as well as re-establishing its 
relation to the discourse in the 
reader’s mental representation.   

Lexical NP  
      + 
Anchoring 
relation 

 

 Now that we have defined the various encoding contexts found in our corpus, and described 

the default encoding expected for each, we have a useful canon in place against which to both identify 

and describe non-default encoding observed in our corpus.  Our canon describes the tasks that are 

accomplished in each discourse context.  The objective of this dissertation is to describe the encoding 

of participants within our corpus as completely as possible.  Establishing default encoding values 

provides a framework that offers a reasonable explanation for the majority of encoding data from our 

corpus.  However, a number of tokens observed in our corpus utilize more encoding than is 

semantically required.  Based on the theoretical framework we have established in Chapter 2, we 

construe this overencoding as marked, i.e. as communicating the presence of some linguistic feature 

that use of default encoding would not have communicated. 

 The remaining chapters will utilize the description of default encoding established in this 

chapter as the basis for describing the marked functions of participant reference.  Based on this 

understanding, we will describe the marked encodings found in each discourse context as intending to 

communicate or mark some function other than that communicated by default encoding.  We will 

begin our consideration of marked overencoding with those tokens which are used to accomplish the 

processing function of participant reference in Chapter 5, followed in Chapter 6 by the consideration 

of overencoding used to accomplish discourse-pragmatic functions. 
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5. Marked Encoding of Subjects—The Processing Function 
 

 We stated at the end of Chapter 4 that our description of default encoding of participants in 

Biblical Hebrew narrative is able to account for a large portion of the attested encoding data from our 

corpus.  However, a number of overencoded tokens remain unaccounted for based on default 

encoding expectations.  In §2.4.3 we note the use of overencoding participants in many languages to 

segment the discourse into chunks.  This segmentation facilitates the cognitive processing of the text 

by readers.  It is our contention that a portion of the remaining, overencoded data can be accounted 

for as serving a processing function.  Previous research has preliminarily shown that some 

overencoding of participants indeed achieves a processing function in Biblical Hebrew narrative (cf. 

§3.5).  Our attention will focus on the overencoding of participants using redundant lexical NPs in 

subject contexts where minimal encoding is expected.  It will be shown that many of these redundant 

NPs function as pragmatic markers to guide the reader in the segmentation of the discourse into 

discrete development units for easier cognitive processing of the text.  We will begin our discussion 

by reviewing our theoretical frame of reference for construing such overencoding of participants in 

narrative contexts as pragmatically segmenting the text.  Next, we will briefly review the work of 

Heimerdinger (1999) and Levinsohn (2000b) on the subject before turning to the data from our 

corpus.   

 The main body of the chapter will discuss redundant encoding of participants both following 

narrative proper (Context S1) and following quotative frames (Context S2).  We will first cover the 

overencoding of participants in context S1, where minimal reference is expected (§5.1).  Next, 

consideration will be given to relexicalization of participants in S3 contexts where switches are made 

between major and minor participants or where a clear morphological distinction exists (e.g., 

masculine/feminine, singular/plural, cf. §5.2).  Finally, we will describe the use of redundant 

relexicalization in context S2 (§5.3).  Consideration will be given to various Bible translations and 

how they represent these redundant NPs.  These varied representations seem to offer tacit 

corroboration that such overencoding is prototypically perceived by readers as signaling a new 

development.  

 It is necessary to recall several points made in Chapter 2 in order to develop the theoretical 

framework for this chapter.  First, recall Givón’s ‘Iconicity Principle’ which states:  “The more 

disruptive, surprising, discontinuous or hard to process a topic is, the more coding material must be 

assigned to it” (1983a:18).  Writers or speakers prototypically provide more participant reference 

encoding in discontinuous or difficult stretches of discourse in order to assure proper tracking of 

participants.   

 Second, recall Dooley and Levinsohn’s (2001:112) three purposes of participant reference 

from §2.4.1:  semantic, processing, and discourse pragmatic.  Evidence was presented in §2.4.3 that 
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participant reference is indeed used in many languages to segment discourse, enabling hearers to 

better process texts and to formulate accurate mental representations.141  

 Third, recall that Dooley and Levinsohn’s three functions of participant reference were 

formulated into an entailment hierarchy of participant reference resolution based upon Grice (1981), 

Levinson (1985), and Huang (2000), proposed in §2.5.4 and repeated here for convenience sake.   

(26) Entailment hierarchy for cognitive processing of marked referring expressions 
 

Semantic  Processing  Pragmatic 
 

These principles provide the theoretical framework for our proposal that many of the redundant NPs 

observed in Contexts S1 and S2 in our corpus can be reasonably explained as linguistic markers of 

new developments in the discourse.  These development markers142 pragmatically serve to segment 

the text into what we shall call ‘development units’ (DUs) which segment the discourse into 

manageable cognitive chunks for the reader to process. 

 Research in the areas of psychology and cognitive linguistics has confirmed that hearers in 

many languages cognitively associate redundant NPs with the marking of a new mental segment of 

the discourse (cf. Andersen et al. 1983; Gordon et al. 1993; Vonk et al. 1992; van Vliet 2002).  While 

a redundant NP still serves a semantic function, the fact that it reflects an ‘optional’ overencoding 

leads the reader to assume some marked function is intended other than the expected semantic one.  

The cognitive research supports the view that processing is most likely the next hierarchical option 

for interpreting overencoded references to participants.  With our framework in place, we will now 

briefly review the conclusions reached by Heimerdinger (1999) and Levinsohn (2000b) regarding the 

use of participant reference as a processing tool in Biblical Hebrew narrative. 

5.1 Studies of the Processing Function in Biblical Hebrew 
 Heimerdinger and Levinsohn each conducted an analysis of participant reference in Gen 22.  

Heimerdinger’s goal was to apply Tomlin’s (1987) model for tracing topicality of participants.  He 

ran into difficulties in his analysis, however.  First, he gives no consideration to the use of zero 

anaphora to encode active patients (cf. §4.3.1), skewing the numeric topicality values he seeks to 

establish for each participant.  Second, his model is unable to account for the repeated use of 

redundant NPs to refer to ‘Abraham’, the most topical participant; this is based on the fact that his 

model asserts that the most topical participant tends to be encoded using minimal forms.  He states, 

                                                      
141 Cf. Fox (1987a, 1987b) for evidence from English regarding the use of redundant NPs to signal the beginning 
of new ‘discourse units’.  Cf. Stirling (2001:14-20) and Huang (2000:293) for typological affirmation of Fox’s 
findings from switch reference languages whereby speakers use DS markers in SS contexts to mark new 
development units analogous to the use of redundant NPs in look-back strategy languages such as English or 
Biblical Hebrew. 
142 A developmental marker “constrains the material with which it is associated to be interpreted as a new step 
or development in the author’s story or argument” (Levinsohn 2000a:293). 
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“This [redundant encoding, SER] seems to go against the principle [of using minimal forms, SER] 

mentioned above as throughout the story Abraham is the main participant on stage and so is highly 

accessible.  It could be argued that these clauses are episode initial: they start a new scene or open a 

new burst of closely related actions and so they function as reaffirming the topic for a new episode.  

But this explanation is not satisfactory in the light of what can be observed in other stories” 

(1999:124).   

One of the other stories Heimerdinger cites as a counter-example is 1 Kgs 22:52-2 Kgs 1:18.  

He observes that Ahaziah is minimally encoded even though a number of other participants are 

involved in the passage.  Heimerdinger comments, “In spite of these factors which normally 

encourage a stronger linguistic coding of the referent, all the twelve narrative verbs in the story with 

the participant Ahaziah as S[ubject] use the clitic pronoun.  This is in stark contrast with Gen 22.  The 

main participant Abraham is strongly attended to and is quite accessible and so should not require 

strong activation by massive coding.  But this is in fact what happens” (1999:125).  Following the 

analysis of Jacob Licht, Heimerdinger concludes that the underencoding of Ahaziah must be intended 

to highlight to Elijah and his prophecy in 1 Kgs 1.  A few comments are in order. 

 In the case of Gen 22, Abraham is the sole initiator in the context, and as a result is agent of 

the majority of the clauses.  In such a context of relative continuity, redundant NPs are the most 

economical linguistic means available to segment the text.  There are essentially no natural breaks, 

such as those associated with switches in initiators.  The situation in 1 Kgs 22:52-2 Kgs 1:18 is 

radically different.  First of all, both Ahaziah and Elijah alternate as initiators.143  Based on the fact 

that Elijah plays a much more salient role in these books than Ahaziah, one would expect that he 

would be the participant that would be under encoded.  Based on the encoding data, we would follow 

Levinsohn (2002) in proposing that Ahaziah is functioning as a local VIP in the context; if this is true, 

it makes perfect sense to under encode him as a means of countering the expectation that this story is 

about Elijah.144  Elijah is indeed significantly involved in the story.  However, the pragmatics of the 

encoding indicate that the writer has chosen to place the spotlight on Ahaziah, not Elijah.  Secondly, 

in evaluating the encoding used to refer to Ahaziah, only two clauses are flagrantly underencoded, 2 

Kgs 1:11a and 13a.  We would suggest that this flaunting of the encoding minimums is intended to 

highlight that Ahaziah is clearly the under-encoded VIP, not Elijah.  Default encoding is used to 

encode Elijah throughout this passage.   

                                                      
143 Cf. 1 Kgs 22:45; 2 Kgs 1:2, 5b-9a, 11a-b, 13a-b, where Ahaziah is the primary initiator, compared to 2 Kgs 
1:4b, 10, 12, 15b-16, where Elijah is the initiator. 
144 Levinsohn (2002) comments “Heimerdinger’s claim that more encoding implies more salience goes against 
the long-recognized finding that references to the VIP (the most salient topical participant in a narrative) tend to 
be less than for other participants. This point has been made by a number of authors, including Perrin 
(1978:110), Marchese (1984) and, for references to Jesus in the Gospels, Levinsohn (2000a:143-45). See also 
the absence of overt reference to King Ahaziah in 2 Kings 1:2-17 (discussed on pp. 124-25), which is entirely 
consistent with Ahaziah being the ‘main topical participant’ of a passage in the book of Kings!” 
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 In the end, Heimerdinger’s account of these two sample passages does more to undermine his 

argument rather than to confirm it.  On the one hand, his intuitive conclusion regarding the redundant 

NPs functioning as development markers in Gen 22 fits well with cross-linguistic data, yet he rejects 

this conclusion as counter-intuitive.  On the other hand, he rejects his principle of ‘the most salient 

participant is underencoded’ in the case of Ahaziah even though there are two flagrant violations of 

the encoding norms; he opts instead for a proposal more consistent with his claims regarding Gen 22.  

Let us now move on to consider Levinsohn’s (2000b) account of the Gen 22 data. 

 Levinsohn, working from a cross-linguistic framework, compares the ratio of NPs used in 

Biblical Hebrew narrative to encode participants to the numbers found in Koine Greek and Tyap 

(2000b:4-5).  He states, “Typically, languages refer to active participants with NPs when the subject 

remains the same in two contexts: to mark the beginning of a narrative unit and to highlight a speech 

or action” (ibid:1).  On the one hand, both Tyap and Koine Greek utilize intersentential conjunctions 

or particles to mark developments, while Biblical Hebrew uses neither.  On the other hand, Levinsohn 

found that Biblical Hebrew evidences a much higher rate of relexicalization in context S1 than either 

Tyap or Koine Greek.145  He then proposes that relexicalization in context S1 functions as a marker of 

new developments in Biblical Hebrew, and analyzes Gen 22 to test this hypothesis.  In doing so, he is 

able to account for the redundant NP references to Abraham which had undermined Heimerdinger’s 

model, and he demonstrates that the proposed development units are comparable to those found in 

Tyap and Koine Greek. 

 Levinsohn concludes by making an important point:  not every redundant NP in context 

S1/S2 is meant to function only as a development marker.  Such NPs are also used pragmatically for 

highlighting purposes.  He notes that most highlighted events or speeches also represent a new 

development in the narrative.  This idea that NPs intended for highlighting also have the effect of 

marking a development is consistent with our entailment scheme of anaphora resolution (cf. §2.5.4).  

Similarly, Longacre has described narrative ‘peaks’ as ‘zones of turbulence’, where the pace of 

narration often increases due to an increase in the ratio of verbs to non-verbs (1985:96-97).  One 

might also view the shortening of development units (i.e., increasing their frequency by marking them 

more frequently) as having the pragmatic effect of ‘quickening’ the perceived flow of the discourse. 

                                                      
145 Table 1: NPs in context S1 in Hebrew, Tyap, and Greek (Levinsohn 2000b:5) 
Language  Total Clauses  in Context S1  NPs in S1  % NPs in S1 
  Hebrew  45   26   6   23% 
  Tyap   42   34   2   6% 
  Greek   17/26*   15/24*   0   0% 
*The first figure for Greek indicates the number of independent clauses in the passage. The second 
figure includes participial clauses. 
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 In light of Levinsohn’s hypothesis, and the corroborative cross-linguistic data, we will 

proceed to analyze the redundant S1/S2 NPs in our corpus to determine whether the phenomenon 

observed in Gen 22 is indeed used to mark developments elsewhere. 

5.2 Demarcating the Development Unit Following Narrative Clauses 
 We will begin our discussion of the processing function with an overview of the hierarchical 

nature of discourse.  We will also discuss the kinds of natural discontinuities which would influence a 

reader to create a new segment in their mental representation of the discourse.  Next, discussion of 

overencoding participants to accomplish a processing function is presented for contexts S1 (cf. 

§5.2.2) and S3 (cf. §5.2.3) in narrative.  This will be followed by discussion of overencoding in 

contexts S2 (cf. §5.3.1) and S1 (§5.3.2) following quotative frames.   

 Consideration will be given to how various Bible versions represent the overencoded NPs.  

The varied ways the translators render these redundant NPs offers tacit corroboration that the 

encoding is prototypically perceived by readers as signaling a new development.  The linguistic 

options utilized for representing the overencoded NPs in translation are: use of asyndeton to represent 

the Hebrew coordinating conjunction waw; use of an English or Old Greek (LXX) development 

marker; or representation of the redundant NP as if it were a naturally discontinuous element such as 

a referential PoD.   

 The use of asyndeton in English to translate waw represents the decision not to explicitly link 

the clause in question with the one that precedes it.  Asyndeton is the most common means of 

coordinating clauses in English, and is unmarked for development.  Thus the use of asyndeton to 

translate the wayyiqtol represents the decision not to compound the clauses coordinated by waw in 

Biblical Hebrew.  Both English and LXX have markers to explicitly signal a new development.  In 

English, the use of adverbs such as then, so or thus are the primary means of explicitly marking 

development.  Similarly, Koine Greek uses the conjunction δε to explicitly mark developments 

instead of the coordinating conjunction και (cf. Levinsohn 2000a).  We will construe the use of 

asyndeton by English translators as indicating a lower level of discontinuity than that represented by 

the use of adverbial development markers. 

5.2.1 Hierarchical Nature of Discourse and Natural Discontinuities 
 Many scholars have noted that discourse is not simply a linear series of connected clauses, 

but evinces a hierarchical organization.146  As stated in §2.4.1, readers/hearers cannot retain an 

infinite stream of information, but need to break it into chunks in order to effectively process it 

(Paivio and Begg 1981:176).  Givón (1984:245) postulates four different kinds of unities that 

                                                      
146 Cf. Chafe (1980, 1987); Prince (1980); Clancy (1980); Anderson et al. (1983); Givón (1984:245); Tomlin 
(1987); Fox (1987a, 1987b); Garrod et al. (1988); Gordon et al. (1993); Talstra (1997:94ff); Levinsohn (2000); 
Bolkestein (2000); Dooley and Levinsohn (2001). 
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contribute to the thematic structure of discourse.  The four have been reframed by Levinsohn 

(2000a:3), and are summarized in Table 6. 

Table 6. Dimensions of Continuity and Discontinuity in Narrative 
Dimension Continuity Discontinuity 
Place Same place 

or (for motion) continuous change 
Discrete changes of place 

Time Events separated by at most only small 
forward gaps 

Large forward gaps 
or events out of order 

Participants Same cast or gradual changes of cast Discrete changes of cast 
Action All material of the same type: event, non-

event, reported conversation, etc.; 
Change from one type of material to 
another 

 Events are in sequence and/or the event concerned is NOT the 
next in sequence 

 
 Givón states, “The four unities—or continuities—are more likely to be maintained within any 

particular discourse unit than across its boundary with another unit” (1984:245).  Thus, changes in 

place, time, participants or action will naturally lead the reader to sense a discontinuity in a narrative.  

The discontinuity, in turn, leads the reader to segment the discourse.  Furthermore, Givón claims that 

the number of discontinuities observed in a given context is directly proportional to the discourse 

level of the discontinuity in the overall hierarchy of the discourse.  In other words, a single 

discontinuity might indicate a break at a lower level of discourse, while three or more would likely 

indicate a higher-level discourse boundary. 

 We do not view each dimension as equally salient when it comes to the segmentation of a 

text.  For instance, changes in time or place can be achieved without much disruption if the clausal 

adjuncts containing this information are placed in their default position as close to the end of the 

clause as possible.  Conversely, this same information is regularly used to signal a discontinuity when 

preposed as a PoD.  Similarly, changes in participants can be achieved without causing much 

discontinuity.  The introduction of new participants in the comment of a sentence (e.g. the 

introduction of ‘Sarai’ and ‘Milcah’ in Gen 11:29a-b) is much less disruptive than as the subject of a 

presentational verb (e.g. ‘the fugitive’ in Gen 14:13a).147  We would propose that the latter switch is 

represented in most translations as a new development due to the change in initiators, and not simply 

due to a change of participants.  Similarly, a switch of agents using a referential PoD is by definition 

more disruptive than using default constituent order.  Thus, the issue of relative continuity and 

discontinuity is much more complex than simply whether some kind of change has occurred or not. 

 It is helpful at this point to outline a taxonomy of discourse units, and to correlate it to the 

dimensions of continuity and discontinuity outlined in Givón’s table above.  Our goal here is simply 

                                                      
147 Cf. Appendix 1 for a catalog of the participants from our corpus and the activation process utilized to activate 
them. 
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to develop a nomenclature of terminology in order to discuss hierarchy in narrative as it relates to 

participant reference.   

Table 7. Taxonomy of Discourse Units in Narrative 
 

Clause < Development unit < Episode < Thematic Unit < Discourse 
 

 
Based on this taxonomy, a discourse is made up of thematic units.148  The formal markers of this level 

of discourse will be discussed in §5.4, but we consider a new thematic unit to begin with three or 

more discontinuities from Table 7.  Thematic units are made up of episodes, in the sense that 

Longacre (2003:24ff) uses the term.  The episode may be just a portion of a thematic unit, or the 

entirety of a brief thematic unit.  Development units are the building blocks of episodes, and are 

comparable to Longacre’s ‘paragraph’.  Finally, clauses are the lowest level of building block we will 

be concerned with.  It is this unit from which all of the other levels are built. 

 We have noted that not all changes of parameters are equally discontinuous.  There appears to 

be a difference in salience depending upon whether a default or marked information structure is used.  

Changing the primary initiator of action (i.e. from one major participant to another) is more disruptive 

compared to simply changing patients or changing from a major to a minor participant as the agent 

(cf. §4.4.1).  Thus, we would supplement Givón’s simple claim that the number of discontinuities 

found in a context is the primary basis for determining the hierarchical level at which a reader 

cognitively segments a text.  One must also factor in the qualitative differences between achieving the 

change using a default versus a marked construction.  The relative salience of the participant’s role in 

the context must also be taken into account.   

Development units: 
 Based on our claim that redundant NPs in contexts S1/S2 are intended to direct the reader to 

begin a new development in their mental representation, a change in action would not necessarily be 

sufficient to trigger a new development.  We have several instances in our corpus where minimal 

reference in context S1 is maintained across the transition from narrative to reported speech, as in 

Gen 15:6a 7a; 16:7 8; 17:17b 17c.  Similarly, we find minimal reference used in context S2 at the 

margin between reported speech and narrative, as in Gen 12:7b 7c; 14:19b 19c; 15:9 10a; 16:11-

12 13.  However as one compares how the versions have construed these transitions, some follow 

the MT encoding and some do not.  In the majority of cases, these minimally encoded S1 and S2 

transitions between narrative and RS in Biblical Hebrew are rendered in the versions using full NPs 

                                                      
148 This term is based on Dooley and Levinsohn’s (2001:37) ‘thematic grouping’ of clauses, and comparable to 
Longacre’s (2003:206ff) macro-level unit referred to as a ‘discourse’.  Based on formal marking using 
participant reference and other devices found in Biblical Hebrew, we have chosen to modify the latter term to 
‘unit’ from ‘grouping’.  Examples of thematic units/discourses from Joseph (Longacre 2003:206ff) are Gen 
37:2c-36 and 40:1-23. 
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for the agents/speakers, or using other development markers, ostensibly based on natural 

discontinuity.149  Contrast these minimally encoded examples with the use of relexicalization in the 

same discourse context (e.g. Gen 16:5; 18:23; 20:15; 22:5).  On the basis that relexicalization is not 

consistently found at such transitions in action in Biblical Hebrew, it would appear that discontinuity 

and development are separate parameters, even though both end up segmenting the text.   

 Consideration also needs to be given to encoding after wayehi clauses which establish a new 

temporal frame of reference.  The clause of Gen 12:11 is good example of this.  Note that all of the 

English versions render this clause as a temporal PoD either by use of imperfective aspect (e.g., 

NRSV renders “When he was about to enter Egypt…”) or through a literal rendering of wayehi (NKJ 

uses “And it came to pass…”).  The LXX uses the development marker with ἐγένετο.  The MT does 

not relexicalize the agent, while LXX and NLT do relexicalize.  According to Givón, such a temporal 

frame represents a discontinuity in one of the dimensions, naturally creating a segment.  Similar 

minimal encoding is also found in Gen 14:4b; 34:30, and 52 in context S1.  These minimally encoded 

examples can be contrasted with clear S1 cases of relexicalization following a temporal PoD in Gen 

22:4, 20; 24:22-23.  These examples provide contrastive minimal pairs.  The pairs demonstrate that a 

temporal expression which establishes a new frame of reference evidences both minimal encoding 

and relexicalization following it.  As in the case of transitions in action above, it seems reasonable to 

infer that the creation of new developments is pragmatic, with the writer/editor having discretion in 

signaling new DUs.  This is comparable to the discretion a writer has to use marked versus default 

switches of time, place and participants using information structure.  Based on these tokens, it is 

reasonable to infer that discontinuity and development are separate parameters in Biblical Hebrew, 

even though both serve to segment the text.   

 The point to be made here is that in contexts of relative natural continuity, writers can 

pragmatically determine whether to create a new development unit or not based on how they conceive 

of or want to portray the discourse.  Although according to Givón changes in time and action 

represent a discontinuity, we find meaningful variation in whether these discrete changes are also 

marked through relexicalization or not.  The biblical writer/editor sometimes uses development 

markers at transitions in time or action, marking that the development which follows is distinct from 

the one that precedes; in other cases these transitions are encoded as a single development.  Such 

compositional decisions are of exegetical significance for those studying the text, as we shall see 

below. 

                                                      
149 Gen 15:6a 7a: NET and NLT relexicalize, NJB, NKJ, NLT and LXX include development marker (DM); 
Gen 16:7 8: NLT relexicalizes, none include DM; Gen 17:17b 17c: none include DM; Gen 12:7b 7c: NJB, 
NKJ render ָׁ֙שם as a PoD, NAS, NET, NIV, NRS include DM; 14:18 19: none include DM; 15:9 10a:  NET, 
NIV, NLT relexicalize, NAS, NET, NKJ, NLT, and LXX include DM; 16:11-12 13: NET, NJB, NLT and 
LXX relexicalize, NAS, NET, NKJ, NLT, NRS include DM. 
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 Regarding the beginning of a new episode, changing at least two parameters appears to be 

sufficient based on Longacre’s segmentation scheme.  Again, the presence of marked constructions to 

encode changes serves to pragmatically ‘inflate’ the level of discontinuity.  Finally, the thematic unit 

would likely have three or more natural discontinuities, or two discontinuities with at least one using 

a marked information structure.  This level of the hierarchy will be dealt with in §5.4. 

5.2.2 Processing Function of Overencoding in Context S1 
 Based on our discussion of continuity and discontinuity above, we construe the redundant 

relexicalization of a participant in context S1 as a pragmatic device whereby a writer/editor can 

pragmatically signal the beginning of a new unit where one would not otherwise naturally exist on the 

basis of discontinuity.  This new ‘chunk’ represents what the writer conceives of as the next 

development in the discourse, related to what precedes but still distinct.  In other words, if we are 

reading about a participant that is doing a consistent type of action without dramatic changes in time 

or place, readers will construe the string of clauses as continuous until a discontinuous element 

occurs.  If the writer desires to segment a text in a context of natural continuity, he or she has the 

option to overencode participants in order to generate what is interpreted by the reader as 

segmentation, and thus trigger the reader to begin a new cognitive unit at the chosen place in the 

discourse.  It is important to distinguish between what signals the development unit and the 

development unit itself.  The redundant relexicalization is construed as discontinuous, however a 

development is not a discontinuity, but instead is simply the next stage or segment of the discourse in 

a context of relative continuity. 

 In analyzing our corpus, we have identified approximately 550 main narrative clauses.150  

Based on the identifying features of the redundant use of relexicalization for active participants and 

switches in initiators discussed above, and, we have identified 181 development units.151  Based on 

these data, the development units in our corpus average approximately 3.05 clauses in length.  Let us 

                                                      
150 This tally does not include embedded reported-speech clauses, which we analyze as complements of the 
quotative frame.  The tally also does not include subordinate clauses such as temporal PoDs. 
151 Below are what we construe to be DUs on the basis of overencoding, or alternatively on the basis of a switch 
of initiators.  The asterisk (*) symbol indicates a token which could be construed another way: 
S1 relexicalization (46x): 12:4c, 5a, 9a, 10a-b; 13:4b, 11a, 11b; 16:5, 16a; 17:22a-b, 24; 18:7a, 11a, 12a, 23a, 
33a; 19:1c, 29a-b, 30c; 20:2, 15a; 21:1b, 4a, 5a, 17b*, 19a, 25a, 34a; 22:4a, 5a, 6a, 10a, 13d, 14; 23:2b, 3a, 10b, 
16b; 24:10a, 22a-b, 29c, 53a, 63a; 25:6a, 7a, 8a. 
S2 relexicalization (46x):  12:4a; 13:10a, 18a; 14:22a; 15:2, 4a; 16:2b, 6a, 6b, 9a; 17:3a, 17, 19; 18:6a, 22a, 
26a, 27a; 19:6a, 14a, 18; 20:4a, 6a, 8a, 11a, 14a; 21:11a, 14a, 24a, 27a; 22:3a, 8a, 13a, 19a; 23:5, 7, 12, 14, 16; 
24:5a, 6a, 9a, 26a, 32a, 52a, 55a*, 61a. 
S1 mid-speech relexicalization (9x):  12:20a; 15:3; 16:10a, 11a; 17:9, 15, 18; 18:20a; 20:10a. 
S3 relexicalization (30x):  16:6, 15c; 13:1a, 2; 14:14a; 16:2a, 15a, 15b; 17:23; 18:10b, 16a, 17a; 19:16b, 31a, 
34a, 36; 21:1a, 2a, 3a, 29a; 22:7a, 9b; 23:19a; 24:1a, 2a, 17a, 28a, 61d, 67a*; 25:11b. 
S4 change in initiators (51x):  12:1a, 7a, 17a; 13:5, 8a, 14a; 14:5a, 10b, 13a, 17a, 18a, 21a; 15:1a-b, 17a-b; 
16:1, 7a; 17:1a, 3b; 18:1a, 13a; 19:1a, 4, 10a, 12a, 15, 24a, 27a, 38a; 20:1; 3, 9a, 17a; 21:9a, 12a, 17a, 20a, 22a; 
22:1a, 11a, 15a; 23:1a, 2c; 24:1b, 15a; 24:62a, 64a, 66a; 25:1a, 5a, 9a, 11a. 
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now consider some tokens of overencoding in context S1 which pragmatically create a new 

development, beginning with Gen 12:5-10.  The redundant encodings are shaded in gray. 

a4  םַאְבַוֵּיֶ֣לְך ר ֵאָלי֙ו ָר֗ ר ִּדֶּב֤ ה ַּכֲאֶׁש֨    ְיהָו֔
b4  ַוֵּיֶ֥לְך ִאּ֖תֹו ֑לֹוט   
c4 ׁש ָׁשִני֙ם ם ֶּבן־ָחֵמ֤    ...ְוַאְבָר֗
a5  ח י ִאְׁשּ֜תֹו ְוֶאת־֣לֹוטַאְבָר֩םַוִּיַּק֣    ... ֶאת־ָׂשַר֨
b5 ַען ְרָצה ְּכַנ֔ ֶכ֙ת ַא֣    ַוֵּיְצ֗אּו ָלֶל֙
c5  אּו ַעןַוָּיבֹ֖ ְרָצה ְּכָנֽ    ׃ַא֥
a6 ֶרץ ר ַאְבָר֙ם ָּבָא֔     ...ַוַּיֲעבֹ֤
b6 ֶרץ׃ ז ָּבָאֽ י ָא֥ ְּכַנֲעִנ֖    ְוַהֽ
a7  ם א ְיהָו֙ה ֶאל־ַאְבָר֔    ַוֵּיָר֤
b7 ן ְרֲעָ֔ך ֶאֵּת֖ אֶמר ְלַז֨ ֹ֕    ...ַוּי
c7 ַח ַליהָו֖ה    ... ַוִּיֶ֤בן ָׁש֙ם ִמְזֵּב֔
a8 ָרה ם ָהָה֗ ק ִמָּׁש֜    ...ַוַּיְעֵּת֨
b8 ַוֵּי֣ט ָאֳהֹ֑לה...   
c8  ה יהָו֔ ַח֙ ַלֽ ם ִמְזֵּב֙ ֶבן־ָׁש֤    ַוִּיֽ
d8 ה׃ ם ְיהָוֽ א ְּבֵׁש֥    ַוִּיְקָר֖
a9  ע םַוִּיַּס֣    ...  ָה֥לֹוְך ְוָנ֖סֹוַעַאְבָר֔
a10  ֶרד ֶרץ ַוֵּי֨ ב ָּבָא֑ י ָרָע֖ םַוְיִה֥ ְיָמ֙הַאְבָר֤   ... ִמְצַר֙

4a And Abram (S2) went as YHWH commanded  
4bAnd Lot (S4) went with him  
4cAnd Abram (S3) was 75 years old…  
5aAnd Abram (S1) took his wife Sarai and Lot  
5bAnd Ø went forth to go to the land of Canaan  

5cAnd Ø (S1+) came to the land of Canaan  
6aAnd Abram (S3) passed through the land  
6bAnd the Canaanite (S4) was then in the land.  

7aAnd YHWH (S4) appeared to Abram  
7bAnd Ø (S1) said, “To your seed I will give…”  
7cAnd Ø (S2) built there an altar to YHWH…  
8aAnd Ø (S1) moved from there to the hills…  
8bAnd Ø (S1) pitched his tent…  

8cAnd Ø (S1) built there an altar to YHWH…  
8dAnd Ø (S1) called on the name of YHWH.  
9aAnd Abram (S1) journeyed by stages…  
10aAnd there came a famine in the land, and Abram (S1) went down to Egypt  
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 Verse 4 records the transition from YHWH’s speech commanding Abraham to go to Canaan.  

The relexicalization of both the previous addressee and speaker in v. 4a marks the transition from 

reported speech to narrative proper as an explicit development.  Contrast this with a comparable 

transition in v. 7c grammaticalized without relexicalization.  This transition from command to the 

report of its implementation is intentionally segmented, as well as highlighted.  All seven English 

translations consulted represent this redundant NP with the development marker ‘so’.152  We find 

another redundant relexicalization at the transition from the introductory exposition in v. 4 to the 

recounting of Abraham’s trip to Canaan in v. 5, explicitly marking the beginning of a new 

development unit for the reader.153   

 The transition between vv. 9 and 10 is viewed by commentators as marking a new major 

unit.154  As we will see in our discussion of thematic units, the writer/editor of Genesis appears to 

mark these higher-level discourse boundaries in naturally-continuous contexts by closing the one unit 

with subject relexicalization, and using marked constructions such as referential or temporal PoDs 

plus relexicalization to mark the beginning of the next unit.  For example, Gen 15:1 preposes an 

adverbial adjunct to indicate that an unspecified amount of time has passed, yet the other parameters 

of the story have ostensibly remained constant.  Gen 16:1 uses a referential PoD for a marked 

reactivation of Sarah, but the other continuity dimensions remain unspecified.  In Gen 17:1, the time 

is updated through what we construe as a temporal PoD which both updates Abraham’s age and 

relexicalizes him in context S1 immediately following a statement about his age in 16:16 which 

utilizes S1 relexicalization.  Gen 21:1 contains a referential PoD to reactivate YHWH which is 

followed by relexicalization of both agent and patient in context S1/N1 in v. 2.  Gen 22:1 utilizes both 

a wayehi temporal clause followed by a referential PoD, which is preceded in 21:34 by S1 

relexicalization.  We propose that the pragmatic effect of these redundant relexicalizations is to signal 

a new segment that would not otherwise naturally exist, directing the reader to create a new segment 

in their mental representation.  We have argued elsewhere (Runge 2006) that the purpose of 

multiplying the use of pragmatic segmentation devices (e.g. relexicalization, temporal and referential 

PoDs) in a string, exemplified best in Gen 21:34-22:1, serves to signal a higher-level segmentation in 

the discourse in a context of natural continuity.  

 Let us now consider Levinsohn’s work in Gen 21:33-22:14, and the 9 redundant NPs he 

identifies in context S1.  The first S1 NP occurs at 21:34, which we construe as closing the preceding 

thematic unit, comparable to Gen 12:9a noted above.155  Relexicalization also occurs at the transitions 

                                                      
152 English translations consulted are the JPS ‘Tanakh’ (JPS), New American Standard Version (NAS), New 
English Translation (NET), New International Version (NIV), New King James Version (NKJ), New Revised 
Standard Version (NRSV), and the New Living Translation (NLT). 
153 ‘Then’ in NKJ, asyndeton in NAS, NIV, NLT, NRSV. 
154 Cf. Allen (2002:257), Alter (1996:50-51), Waltke (2001:210), Walton (2001:58), and the Masoretes. 
155 LXX and NET represent the NP using development markers, while NKJ, NRSV, NET and NLT explicitly 
mark a development at 21:33a instead. 
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between reported speech and narrative proper in vv. 3a, 5a, 6a, 13a and 14a; as well as to explicitly 

mark a DU in a potentially discontinuous context immediately following a temporal PoD in v. 4a.  

Finally, redundant NPs are used, most likely for highlighting purposes, in v. 8a where Abraham 

declares that God will provide the lamb, and in v. 10a to encode Abraham stretching out his hand to 

take the knife to slay his son.  Taking into consideration the natural discontinuities of S4 reactivations 

(e.g. ‘God’ in the referential PoD of 22:1, ‘the angel of YHWH’ in vv. 11 and15) and changes in 

initiators, the pericope averages a new segment every 2.7 clauses, similar to our average for the 

corpus even after the highlighting NPs are removed (i.e., every 3.4 clauses). 

5.2.3 Processing Function of Overencoding in Context S3 
 We noted in §4.4.1 that S3/N3 switches are attested using minimal reference in contexts 

either where other factors disambiguate the participants (e.g. morphological distinction or semantics 

of the verb), or where differences in salience clearly identify one participant as the expected initiator.  

Thus, we proposed that these minimal reference switches in context S3/N3 be considered a secondary 

default encoding principle.  Interestingly, we have found S3 relexicalization in comparable discourse 

contexts to the overencoding in context S1 described above.  In other words, in these S3 contexts 

where switch could conceivably be unambiguously achieved based on a distinction of morphology or 

relative salience, relexicalization appears to be utilized to signal a new development comparable to 

context S1.  While caution must be exercised in claiming ‘overencoding’ in a context where 

relexicalization has been claimed to be the default, relexicalization in such contexts supports our 

thesis of using overencoding to mark new developments.  Consider the following examples where 

such encoding is observed. 

 In Gen 14:13b, Abraham is alerted by ‘the survivor’ that Lot has been captured, which is 

followed by several verbless clauses.   

a13 יט ַהָּפִלַ֔וָּיבֹ֙א     
b13 ֖י ם ָהִעְבִר֑ד ְלַאְבָרַ֣וַּיֵּג    
c13 ֹלֵנ֜ ׁשֵֹכְ֨והּו֩א     ר י ָעֵנ֔ ַוֲאִח֣י ֶאְׁשּכֹ֙לי ֲאִח֤א ָהֱאֹמִרְ֗מֵר֣י ַמן ְּבֵאֽ
d13 ֖ם׃ם ַּבֲעֵלְ֥וֵה    י ְבִרית־ַאְבָרֽ
a14 ֣םַאְבָר֔ע ַוִּיְׁשַמ...  

13aAnd the survivor (S4) came  
13band Ø (S1) told Abram the Hebrew  
13cand he (S3) was dwelling by the oaks of Mamre the Amorite, brother of Eshcol and brother 
 of Aner  
13dand they (S3) had a covenant with Abram  
14aAnd Abram (S3) heard…  

The clause in v. 13c is construed as S3, switching from the survivor to Abraham as the agent, yet an 

IPP is used.  Another minimally-referenced S3 change occurs in v. 13d, where the patients ‘Eshcol’ 

‘Aner’ and ‘Mamre’ from v. 13c become the agents of the verbless clause of v. 13d, also using an 
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IPP.  Verse 14a marks a return to the development of the narrative from the background comments, 

and has a lexical 3MS subject.   

 Based on Abraham’s salience in the narrative, the minimally-referenced switch to him as 

agent in v. 13b, and the fact that he is the only 3MS referent active in v. 13d, it seems reasonable to 

expect that minimal reference could have been used in v. 14a.  Furthermore, the semantics of the verb 

‘heard’ serve to resume the action preceding the verbless clauses, viz. Abraham being told.  The 

transition from non-event to event is implicitly discontinuous, and we would propose that the use of 

the NP to encode Abraham in v. 14a functions to make the discontinuity explicit.  The English 

translations render this S3 switch as a temporal PoD,156 while the LXX includes a development 

marker.  One finds a similar situation in the S3/N3 switch in Gen 24:61d, where gender distinguishes 

‘Abram’s servant’ from ‘Rebekah’.  While minimal reference would likely be sufficiently 

unambiguous, relexicalization could reasonably be construed as marking a new development.  Five of 

the seven English translations include the developmental marker ‘so’ to link vv. 61c and 61d.157 

5.2.4 Demarcating the Thematic Unit 
 We noted above that the more discontinuities one observes in a context, the higher the level 

of the break in the discourse (cf. Givón 1984:245).  We also postulated a taxonomy to describe the 

levels of discourse, one of which was the thematic unit.  In most cases in our corpus, the Masoretic 

parashiyyot accents are attested at what we construe as thematic unit boundaries (cf. Runge 2006).  A 

thematic unit represents a rather significant break in the discourse, either a significant change in the 

participants, or in the geographical or temporal setting of the participants.  These changes at thematic 

boundaries typically involve more than simply an introduction or a switch.  They often involve a 

‘tidying up’ of details from the previous thematic unit, or involve an exit of participants from the 

‘stage’ in preparation for new ones. 

 The transition from Gen 21:1-21 to 21:22-34 provides a good example of tidying at the close 

of a thematic unit.  The former narrative concerns the expulsion of Hagar and Ishmael from 

Abraham’s camp.  After the Angel of the LORD’s speech, the narrative provides several clauses 

describing Ishmael’s situation in vv. 20-21.  Verse 20 states that the God was with ‘the lad’, 

relexicalizing the object even though he was the patient in the previous clause.  The center of 

attention shifts from Hagar to Ishmael, in that she is now pronominally linked to him rather than vice 

versa (i.e. ‘his mother’ in v. 21b versus ‘the son of Hagar’ in v. 9 above).  The use of wayehi to 

introduce v. 20 does more to establish an ongoing state of affairs rather than simply recounting 

events.158  Verses 20-21 provide something of an epilogue for the preceding thematic unit, stating that 

                                                      
156 Cf. NAS, JPS, NET, NIV, NJB, NLT, NRSV and NKJ.  NKJ precedes the PoD with the developmental 
marker ‘now’. 
157 Cf. NAS, NET, NIV, NKJ, NLT.  NRSV uses “thus.” 
158 Cf. Van der Merwe et al. (2000:331-32). 
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Ishmael grew up, lived in the wilderness, was an archer, and was given an Egyptian wife by his 

mother.   

 Another such example is found at the close of Gen 21 following the establishment of the 

covenant between Abraham and Abimelech.  Verse 32a reiterates the statement in v. 27 that a 

covenant has been made, followed in v. 32b-c by the statement that Abimelech and Phicol arise and 

return to the land of the Philistines.  Verse 33 returns to Abraham using minimal reference,159 stating 

that he planted a tamarisk tree, called on the name of the LORD, and sojourned in the land of the 

Philistines for many days.  This temporal statement of v. 33c sets up an ongoing state of affairs.  The 

next unit begins with a preposed temporal statement to describe a generic period of time, ostensibly to 

signal the beginning of the next major unit.   

 To summarize, the identification of thematic unit boundaries in naturally discontinuous 

contexts is rather straightforward based on concrete changes of participants, time, location, and/or 

action.  The identification of thematic unit boundaries in more naturally continuous contexts is much 

more difficult to objectively identify.  Thus, what we are proposing is that if a writer wants to begin a 

new thematic unit in a context that would otherwise be viewed as simply a new development unit, 

there is evidence that other linguistic segmentation conventions are utilized to disambiguate such 

transitions.  If this proposal is true, then participant reference plays a role not only in demarcating 

development units, but also in demarcating higher-level thematic units in our corpus where natural 

continuity exists.160   

 The examples of thematic boundaries we have just describe have entailed a clustering of 

pragmatically marked constructions at margins of the petucha (‘open’) and setuma (‘closed’) 

paragraph markers in BHS.  We have argued elsewhere (Runge 2006) that there is a correlation 

between the placement of these accents and the clustering of discontinuity markers in our corpus.  

These constructions include: points of departure, which are a marked means of encoding changes of 

time, place or participants; development units, created by relexicalizing subject participants in 

contexts where a NP is unnecessary; and pragmatic highlighting, achieved by overencoding agents 

and/or patients in contexts where minimal encoding is expected.161  At Masoretic paragraph margins 

that did not evince use of marked constructions, we noted the presence of natural discontinuities in 

                                                      
159 The use of minimal encoding here is not accounted for either by the primary or secondary default encoding 
rules in that the anaphoric resolution of Abraham reaches back three clauses to v. 32a.  Even then, Abraham was 
indexed using 3MP minimal encoding on the verb.  The editors of BHS propose emendation of lexicalizing 
Abraham based on evidence from LXX, the Latin Vulgate and Samaritan Pentateuch.  It could also be construed 
as a case of VIP encoding, however based on the relexicalization found in v. 34 such an explanation is tenuous. 
160 Comparable use of marked participant reference in combination with tidying or PoDs at some thematic 
boundaries is attested in our test corpus of Exodus 1-12, e.g. the use of relexicalization in 2:24-25 followed by a 
referential PoD in 3:1. Cf. the repetition of ‘just as YHWH said’ followed by a switch to YHWH as initiator in 
the following clause in Exod 7: 6-8, 13-14; 8:11-12; 9:35-10:1.  Note also the use of relexicalized or 
syntactically-marked constructions in Exod 10:19-21; 11:9-12:1, 42-43. 
161 Other examples of such clustering at parashiyyot boundaries in our corpus are Gen 12:10; 15;1; 16:1; 17:1; 
21:1; 22:1, 20; 24:1. 
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most cases, e.g. a genealogy  or other disjunctive background information before the paragraph 

marker, and/or major changes of participants or situation following the marker (e.g. Gen 14:1; 21:22; 

23:1).  It is significant to note this possible higher level use of participant reference, since it could aid 

form-critical or theme-oriented studies by providing analysts with additional formal markers to track 

in making judgments about pericope boundaries.  We will now consider some of the tokens to 

illustrate the phenomenon. 

 The corpus with Abraham as the central participant begins in Gen 12:1.  The setuma 

paragraph marker at the end of 11:32 is preceded by a summary temporal statement about Terah’s 

longevity, which is immediately followed by a relexicalized S1 DU.  Chapter 12 begins with a change 

in action from narrative to reported speech.  The speaker is a new participant (YHWH) last referred to 

in 11:9.  The addressee of the speech (Abraham) functioned as a prop in the previous thematic unit, 

and has not been explicitly referred to in five clauses.   

 The summary temporal statement, the DU, the change in action from narrative to reported 

speech and the change in initiator from Terah to YHWH represent significant discontinuities both 

formally and naturally, and one which the Masoretes ostensibly recognized.  It is noteworthy that, 

while the shift to YHWH as initiator and to reported speech from narrative represent natural 

discontinuities, these two would likely only have been construed as marking a new development in 

and of themselves.  It would appear that the writer/editor has pragmatically chosen to utilize two other 

segmentation devices in order to unambiguously signal a higher-level break in the text.  Verse 32 

could have communicated the same information in stating “And Terah (S3) died in Haran when he 

was 205 years old,” without relexicalization in the second clause. 

 One finds DUs before the paragraph marker in contexts where there is greater natural 

continuity.  PoDs and relexicalization are attested following the marker.  In each of these cases, the 

PoD establishes a new state of affairs as a cognitive frame of reference for what follows.  For 

example at the parashiyyot boundary following Gen 12:9, the summarizing statement regarding 

Abraham’s moving by stages toward the Negev utilizes relexicalization to create a closing DU.  The 

wayehi clause of v. 10 establishes a new state of affairs to help the reader understand Abraham’s 

movement to Egypt.162  In Gen 16:16, the unit closes by stating that Abraham was 86 years old when 
Ishmael was born, utilizing relexicalization.  The new section begins with the new temporal frame  י ַוְיִה֣

ים ַׁשע ָׁשִנ֑ ים ָׁשָנ֖ה ְוֵת֣ ם ֶּבן־ִּתְׁשִע֥  When Abraham was 99 years old…” utilizing the concluding“ ַאְבָר֔

information from the preceding unit to establish an explicit change of temporal reference.  Gen 21:34 

uses relexicalization in a generic summary statement that Abraham sojourned in the land of the 

Philistines ‘many days’ to close the unit.  Gen 22 opens with a non-specific temporal wayehi clause 
ֶּלה) ים ָהֵא֔ י ַאַח֙ר ַהְּדָבִר֣  And it came about after these things…”) to establish a new temporal frame of“ ַוְיִה֗

reference for the thematic unit which follows, comparable in function to those observed in Gen 12:10 
                                                      
162 NAS, NET and NRSV render the clauses, “(Now) there was a famine in the land, so Abram went down…”   
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and 17:1.  The same technique is used again at the transition of the unit ending at 22:19.  In each of 

these instances, we observe a clustering of devices which individually indicate a minor segmentation 

of the text, but which we propose are functioning collectively to signify a higher level discourse 

segmentation of the Abraham narrative of Gen 12-25.  These transitions are not formulaic like the 

toledoth statements observed elsewhere in Genesis.  Nonetheless, there is a discernable pattern of 

relexicalization at the end of these units, followed by establishing a new temporal frame or state of 

affairs using syntactically disparate wayehi clauses to accomplish the same functional task. 

 At other Masoretic paragraph margins, one finds only referential PoDs in combination with 

some pragmatic encoding to achieve a marked reintroduction of a participant at the beginning of the 

unit (cf. Gen 16:1; 21:1; 24:1).  In contexts where more natural discontinuity exists due to changes in 

(initiating) participants or situation, the writer begins the units with temporal clauses (e.g. Gen 14:1; 

21:22) or preposed adjuncts (e.g. 15:1).  The placement of this temporal information has the function 

of establishing a new temporal frame of reference for the unit which follows using disparate 

syntactical constructions to accomplish a common discourse function.  Alternatively, genealogies are 

used to create a more noticeable break in the discourse (cf. Gen 20:1, 23:1).  The paragraph marker in 

Gen 17:27 signals the pericope’s conclusion using verbless background comments in vv. 24-25, and 

what we construe as tail-head linkage163 in vv. 26-27,164 to tidy up the details of the story.  The reader 

has already been informed that Abraham’s entire household was circumcised in v. 23.  Therefore, the 

point to be made in vv. 26-27 is that Abraham did these things on the very same day he was given the 

command; on the very same day he was circumcised, all the rest of his household was as well. 
 The discussion in Runge (2006) correlating the clusters of marked participant encoding with 

Masoretic paragraph markers provides important confirmation for associating the processing function 

of participant reference with higher-level discourse segmentation in Biblical Hebrew.  It is unclear 

exactly what criteria the Masoretes considered in segmenting the Hebrew text, but the correlation of 

marked participant reference in combination with other pragmatic constructions in contexts where 

natural continuity exists suggests that participant reference may have been a factor in their decision-

making process.  Further work using a larger corpus is necessary to corroborate our findings.  

                                                      
163 Dooley and Levinsohn define tail-head linkage as ”the repetition in a subordinate clause, at the beginning 
(the ‘head’) of a new sentence, of at least the main verb of the previous sentence (the ‘tail’) as in ‘... he arrived 
at the house. When he arrived at the house, he saw a snake’” (2001:12).  For a more extended discussion of tail-
head linkage cf. Thompson & Longacre 1985:209–13. 
164 We construe vv. 26-27 as a single complex clause, with the segment of v. 26 before the atnach accent 
functioning as a temporal frame for the balance of the clause.  Thus we would translate the verses,  

“On the very same day that Abraham was circumcised,Temp Ishmael, his son and all the men of his 
household…Ref were circumcised with him. 

Alternatively, v. 26 could be analyzed independently of v. 27, with the temporal adjunct functioning as a PoD, 
followed by a marked switch of topic in the next clause to “(Ishmael his son) and all the men in his household.”  
We believe the NP “Ishmael his son” is better construed as part of the clause in v. 27 than as a right dislocation 
in v. 26, although it is with great hesitation that we question the Masoretic division of the verse.  Cf. comments 
made in §4.4.2. 
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However, it seems plausible that participant reference plays a role in text segmentation at levels of the 

discourse hierarchy other than the development unit. 

5.3 Demarcating the Development Unit Following Quotative Frames 
 We will now move from considering the use of overencoding in narrative proper to its 

processing role following initial quotative frames.  We noted in §4.3.2 that after an initial quotative 

frame, the default interpretation of minimal reference is switch of roles by the speaker and addressee 

in the following clause.  However, one frequently finds such N2 S2 switches encoded using lexical 

NPs.  Furthermore, one also finds speeches of a single speaker interrupted by the insertion of 

redundant quotative frames into the speech.  Consideration will first be given to relexicalization in 

context S2 in §5.3.1, and then turn to the insertion of redundant quotative frames in context S1 in 

§5.3.2. 

5.3.1 Processing Function of Overencoding in Context S2 
 Relexicalization of N2 S2 switches is found rather frequently in Biblical Hebrew, and 46 

times in our corpus.165  Several such tokens are used to segment the dialogue between YHWH and 
Abraham in Gen 15.  The dialogue is initiated in v. 1 with the phrase  ַּמֲחֶז֖ה ם ַּבֽ ָהָי֤ה ְדַבר־ְיהָו֙ה ֶאל־ַאְבָר֔

ר  the word of YHWH came to Abraham in a vision saying…”  Abraham’s response in v. 2 is“ ֵלאֹמ֑

framed using relexicalization and thereby creating a DU.   

 Dooley and Levinsohn comment that such encoding in reported speeches is often associated 

with ‘countering moves’ whereby one participant tries to redirect the conversation from where the 

other participant intended.  “In languages that use a developmental marker, this marker is likely to be 

used in connection with a change of direction in a reported conversation.  It is normal, also, for a 

noun to refer to the speaker of such a speech, even when a pronoun would be expected” (Dooley and 

Levinsohn 2001:101).  Essentially, a countering move entails one participant attempting to ‘take the 

initiative’ away from another. 

 In the case of Gen 15:2, Abraham’s reply essentially questions how YHWH’s promise could 

come true since Abraham has no heir.  His reply is best construed as a counter to YHWH’s 

declaration, especially based on how early in the dialogue it falls.  Based on our entailment scheme of 

anaphora resolution, overencoding to pragmatically signal a countering move concurrently has the 

effect of signaling a new development.  Countering moves and other pragmatic encoding of speakers 

and addressees will be covered in more detail in Chapter 6. 

 Another example of the pragmatic creation of a new development unit in context S2 is found 

in 15:4.  Here YHWH responds to Abraham’s counter, and his speech is introduced by a near 
verbatim repetition of the original quotative frame from v. 1: …ר ה ְדַבר־ְיהָו֤ה ֵאָלי֙ו ֵלאֹמ֔  ,And behold‘ ְוִהֵּנ֨
                                                      
165 Cf. Gen 12:4a; 13:10a, 18a; 14:22a; 15:2a, 4a; 16:2b, 6a, 6b, 9a; 17:3a, 17a, 19a; 18:6a, , 22a, 26a, 27a; 
19:6a, 14a, 18a; 20:4a, 6a, 8a, 11a, 14a; 21:11a, 14a, 24a, 27a; 22:3a, 8a, 13a, 19a; 23:5a, 7a, 12a, 14a, 16a; 
24:5a, 6a, 9a, 26a, 32a, 52a, 55a, 61a. 

 137



the word of YHWH was to him saying…”  We would construe the insertion of this quotative frame, 
in contrast to a simple אֶמר ֹ֖  and he said…” as having a much stronger disjunctive effect.  The frame“ ַוּי

utilized resumptively reaches back to the original frame as if to restart the dialogue.  Such an 

explanation would also explain the presence of the discourse particle hinneh to further focus attention 

on the speech that follows (cf. BHRG §44.3).   There is no other segmentation of either the dialogue 

or Abraham’s response to it in v. 10, evincing a pragmatic choice to closely link YHWH’s second 

proclamation with Abraham’s obedient actions. 

  Another good example of segmentation using S2 relexicalization within a series of quotative 

frames is found in Gen 18:23-32, where Abraham intercedes with YHWH on behalf of Sodom.  

Abraham initiates the dialogue with YHWH in v. 23 by asking if YHWH would spare the destruction 

of a city on account of 50 righteous people.  This first speech is marked using S1 relexicalization.  

YHWH’s reply is framed using relexicalization as well, saying he would spare the city on the basis of 

50.  Abraham presses the issue further in the speech of v. 27, which is highlighted based both on the 

use of a complex quotative frame (Miller 2003:204) and the use of relexicalization in context S2.  As 

noted above in Gen 15, overencoding the speaker in the quotative frame has the pragmatic effect of 

highlighting the speech which follows, and signaling a countering move by Abraham. 

a23  םַוִּיַּגׁ֥ש הַאְבָרָה֖ ף ִּתְסֶּפ֔ ר ַהַא֣    ... ַוּיֹאַמ֑
a26  אֶמר ֹ֣ הַוּי םְיהָו֔ א ִבְסדֹ֛     ... ִאם־ֶאְמָצ֥
a27  םַוַּיַ֥ען רַאְבָרָה֖ ְלִּתי֙ ְלַדֵּב֣ ר ִהֵּנה־ָנ֤א הֹוַא֙     ... ַוּיֹאַמ֑
a28 ם א ָׁש֔ ית ִאם־ֶאְמָצ֣ א ַאְׁשִח֔ ֹ֣ אֶמ֙ר ל ֹ֙    ...ַוּי
a29 ֶסף ֜עֹו ֹ֨ י ִיָּמְצ֥אּוןַוּי ר אּוַל֛ ר ֵאָלי֙ו ַוּיֹאַמ֔    ...ד ְלַדֵּב֤
b29 ים׃ ה ַּבֲע֖בּור ָהַאְרָּבִעֽ ֱעֶׂש֔ א ֶאֽ ֹ֣ אֶמ֙ר ל ֹ֙    ַוּי
a30 ֙אדָֹני א ִיַ֤חר ַלֽ ּיֹאֶמר ַאל־ָנ֞    ...ַו֠
b30 ים׃ ם ְׁשֹלִׁשֽ א ָׁש֖ ה ִאם־ֶאְמָצ֥ ֱעֶׂש֔ א ֶאֽ ֹ֣ אֶמ֙ר ל ֹ֙    ַוּי
a31 ה־ָנ֤א ה אֶמר ִהֵּנֽ ֹ֗ רַוּי ְלִּתי֙ ְלַדֵּב֣    ...ֹוַא֙
b31 ים׃ ֶעְׂשִרֽ ית ַּבֲע֖בּור ָהֽ א ַאְׁשִח֔ ֹ֣ אֶמ֙ר ל ֹ֙    ַוּי
a32 ֙אדָֹני א ִיַ֤חר ַלֽ ּיֹאֶמר ַאל־ָנ֞    ...ַו֠
b32 ה׃ ית ַּבֲע֖בּור ָהֲעָׂשָרֽ א ַאְׁשִח֔ ֹ֣ אֶמ֙ר ל ֹ֙    ַוּי
a33 ם ר ֶאל־ַאְבָרָה֑ ה ְלַדֵּב֖ ר ִּכָּל֔ ה ַּכֲאֶׁש֣     ַוֵּיֶ֣לְך ְיהָו֔
b33 ם ב ִלְמקֹֽמֹו׃ְוַאְבָרָה֖    ָׁש֥

23aAnd Abraham (S1) drew near and said, “Will you sweep…”  
26aAnd YHWH (S2) said, “If I find in Sodom…”  
27aAnd Abraham (S2) answered and said, “Behold, I ventured…”  
28bAnd Ø (S2) said, “I will not destroy if I find there…”  
29aAnd Ø (S2) spoke to him yet again and said, Perhaps you…”  
29bAnd Ø (S2) said, “I will not act on account of forty…”  
30aAnd Ø said (S2), “Please let my Lord not be angry…”  
30bAnd Ø said (S2), “I will not act if I find there thirty.”  
31aAnd Ø said (S2), “Behold, I ventured to speak…”  
31bAnd Ø said (S2), “I will not destroy on account of twenty.”  
32aAnd Ø said (S2), “Please let my Lord not be angry…”  
32bAnd Ø said (S2), “I will not destroy on account of ten.”  
33aAnd YHWH went (S1) when he finished speaking to Abraham  
33bAnd Abraham (S3) returned to his place.  
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In stark contrast to the initial exchanges of the dialogue (vv. 23a-27a), eight of the next nine turns are 
encoded using simple אֶמר ֹ֖  frames, while all nine use minimal encoding.  The pragmatic effect of ַוּי

overencoding the initial frames is to segment each turn into separate development units, and possibly 

also to cataphorically highlight the following speech.  On the other hand, the conversational turns 

recorded in vv. 28b-32 use simple quotative frames with minimal reference, maintaining continuity 

and binding these turns together into a single development unit.166   

 Another context where S2 DUs are found is the transition from reported speech back to 

narrative proper.  Following a quotative frame, the cognitive expectation of minimal encoding is that 

the addressee of the preceding frame will become the agent in the following narrative clause.  The 

data from our corpus support this typological principle, even at the transition from reported speech 

back to narrative proper (cf. §4.3.2).  Thus, relexicalization is only required in context S1, where the 

speaker continues as the agent in the clause following the quotative frame (e.g. Gen 12:20; 18:7, 20a; 

20:10a), or in context S3/4 where another participant besides the addressee becomes the agent (e.g. 

Gen 14:21a; 18:10b).   For instance when Abraham and Lot separate in Gen 13, Abraham asks Lot to 
choose a place for himself in v. 8.  Verse 10 states, יו ַוַּיְרא  And Lot lifted his eyes and“ ,ַוִּיָּׂשא־֣לֹוט ֶאת־ֵעיָנ֗

looked…”  The pragmatic effect of relexicalizing Lot is to segment the request for Lot to choose a 

place to live from the report of his doing it. 167  While it may seem that the transition from reported 

speech to narrative proper naturally creates a new segment, there are only nine instances in our corpus 

where it is not explicitly marked as such using relexicalization.168   

 Based on the cross-linguistic data, we affirm that construing minimal encoding in context S2 

as default is in fact the most accurate description of the grammar at work in Biblical Hebrew, even 

though statistics would argue otherwise.  Of the 85 total S2 tokens in our corpus, 39 exhibit minimal 

encoding while 46 tokens exhibit relexicalization.  Of the S2 tokens found at the transition back to 

narrative, only nine are minimally encoded while 30 exhibit relexicalization.169  Andrews’ 

(1990:136ff) chapter “Myths about Markedness” highlights the problems associated with relying 

uncritically upon statistical frequency and not critically examining what the various options 

accomplish.  “The purpose of markedness theory is to explain properties of meaning that are 

invariant, not to justify a system based upon statistical frequency, which by definition, is a context-

specific phenomenon” (ibid:137).  Based on the cross-linguistic evidence and that found in our 
                                                      
166 In contrast, NAS, NET, NIV, NKJ and NRSV add the development markers ‘then’ or ‘finally’ to vv. 30a and 
32a, ostensibly due to the awkwardness in English of such a long series of conversational turns without 
segmentation.  LXX follows BHS, only segmenting at vv. 22b, 26a, and 33a, but not at v. 27a. 
167 NAS, NIV and NKJ render the conjunction at v. 8 as ‘so’, NRSV uses ‘then’, NET uses asyndeton, NJB and 
NLT render it ‘accordingly’ and ‘finally’, respectively.  LXX uses the development particle de. 
168 For examples of minimally encoded S2 transitions back to narrative proper following a quotative frame, cf. 
Gen 12:7c; 14:20b; 15:6a, 10a; 16:13a; 19:3a; 22:8b; 24:59a, 65c. 
169 The S2 tokens using minimal encoding at the transition back to narrative are Gen 12:7a; 14:20; 15:6, 10; 
16:13; 19:3, 16.  The S2 tokens which relexicalize at the transition back to narrative are Gen 12:4a; 13:10, 18; 
16:2, 6; 17:3, 17; 18:6, 22; 19:6, 14; 20:4, 8, 14; 21:11, 14, 27; 22:3, 13, 19; 23:7, 12, 16; 24:9, 26, 32, 52, 59, 
61, 65 
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corpus, we would argue that minimal encoding is context S2 is indeed default, viz. the encoding 

which does not mark the presence or absence of a new development.  Such a description is most 

consistent with the use of minimal encoding elsewhere in Biblical Hebrew narrative, viz. context S1.  

The 7 minimally encoded tokens which transition back to narrative can be more easily accounted for 

as default as compared to claiming the relexicalized tokens to represent default encoding.  In other 

words, our account would explain the 30 tokens which exhibit relexicalization in the transition back 

to narrative as pragmatically marked for the presence of a new development unit.  Explaining the 

seven minimally encoded tokens as somehow marked would be a much more tenuous endeavor.   

 Thus, we conclude that these S2 transitions to narrative which exhibit minimal encoding do 

so purposefully to avoid the creation of a new development and to maintain tight thematic connection 

between the preceding speech and the action which follows it within a single development (cf. 

Nariyama 2000).  Conversely, we conclude that the many relexicalized S2 transitions from RS to 

narrative are more appropriately construed as explicitly marking a new development.  Now that we 

have seen the use of overspecification in context S2, let us consider the overencoded tokens from 

context S1. 

5.3.2 Processing Function of Overencoding in Context S1:  Redundant Quotative Frames 
 We observe in our corpus the use of redundant quotative frames in context S1 which reorient 

the reader to the speaker.  These redundant frames are used even though the speaker has not 

changed.170  Thus while the encoding of the participant in the frame is semantically required to 

counter the expectation of minimal encoding (i.e. switch of speaker and hearer), the quotative frame 

itself is semantically redundant.  We would propose that these mid-speech quotative frames have the 

pragmatic effect of segmenting the speech into smaller chunks.  These potentially smaller chunks 

would have remained implicit or unmarked in the absence of a redundant quotative frame.   

 In light of the apparent segmenting effect of these redundant quotative frames, we would 

argue that they serve as a means of explicitly marking the beginning of a new development within a 

single reported speech.  Thus development units in context S1 following quotative frames are not 

triggered by overencoding of the participant, but by the presence of the redundant frame since there is 

no semantic reason to interrupt the same speaker’s speech.  We shall refer to this phenomenon ‘mid-

speech reorienting’.  Both speaker and addressee are relexicalized in many of the tokens of mid-

speech reorienting.171  Such overencoding is associated with cataphoric highlighting of the following 

speech by Dooley and Levinsohn (2001:99-101), and will be discussed in §6.4.  Our present interest 

in these redundant quotative frames is their pragmatic effect of segmenting the speech into 

development units, which we shall now illustrate.  

                                                      
170 E.g. Gen 12:20a; 15:3; 16:10a, 11a; 17:9, 15, 18; 18:20a; 20:10a. 
171 Cf. Gen 17:9a; 15a; 20:10a. 
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 In Gen 20:9, Abimelech summons Abraham to confront Abraham’s lie regarding his wife’s 

true identity.  The initial quotative frame is context S3/N4, and uses a complex frame.  In v. 10, 

Abimelech’s speech is broken up by a quotative frame (context S1/N1) with relexicalization of both 

participants.  The speech ends up being broken into two parts, v. 9 and v. 10.  The first part focuses 

on the king asking Abraham what the king has done to him to elicit such malevolent treatment.  The 

second part of the speech asks whether Abraham sees the impact his lie has had on the king and his 

people.  By adding the redundant frame in v. 10, the speech is effectively broken into two logical 

parts, pragmatically delaying the second part of the speech.  In essence, the writer/editor is 

‘reorienting’ the reader to the dialogue, and providing dramatic buildup (cf. Longacre 1985) for the 

speech following the intervening frame. 

 The use of mid-speech reorienting to segment long speeches into logical chunks is most 

frequently observed in our corpus in divine speeches.172  Consider Gen 16:9-11, for example.  In the 

pericope, Hagar has fled from Sarah and sought refuge in the wilderness.  Verse 7 reports that the 

angel of YHWH finds her and begins speaking in v. 8a.  Following Hagar’s response in v. 8b, the 

angel’s speech is broken into three segments by the use two mid-speech quotative frames.  The switch 

from Hagar to the angel as speaker in v. 9 requires nothing more than minimal reference, especially 

due to the morphological distinction between the two participants.  Nonetheless, this frame uses a full 

NP for the angel, as do the mid-speech reorienting frames in vv. 10 and 11.  There is no intervening 

speech from Hagar; the frames simply function to segment the speech.   

 In the first segment of the speech the angel commands Hagar to return to her mistress and to 

submit to her.  The second segment of speech describes how numerous Hagar’s offspring will 

become.  The third segment announces that she will bear a son, and provides a description of what he 

will be like.  This third segment is the longest and most dramatic, in that the naming of Hagar’s son is 

based on the fact that YHWH has heard Hagar’s affliction.  The development units demarcated by the 

mid-speech quotative frames have the pragmatic effect of segmenting the speech, organizing it based 

on the content.  While eliminating the mid-speech frames would not have changed the content of the 

angel’s speech to Hagar, it would have significantly affected the speech’s dramatic impact.   

 One finds mid-speech reorienting providing dramatic buildup in other significant speeches of 

our corpus, such as YHWH’s speech to Abraham about circumcision in 17:3b-15.  The first 

development unit of vv. 3b-8 concerns YHWH making Abraham into a great nation, and the gift of 

Canaan as an inheritance for them.  The second development unit of vv. 9-14 announces that YHWH 

is making a covenant with Abraham, with circumcision being the sign of that covenant for all of 

Abraham’s descendants.  The final development unit begins in v. 15, and concerns Sarah’s role as the 

                                                      
172 For examples of reorienting within divine speeches, cf. Gen 16:10, 11; 17:9, 15, 18a; 18:20a; Exod 3:6, 14b, 
15a; 4:6a; 6:2; 7:19; 8:1 (MT); 24:1; 30:11, 17, 22, 34; 31:1, 12; 32:9; 33:20, 21; 34:1, 27; Lev 4:1; 6:1, 8, 19, 
24; 7:22, 28; 8:1.  For examples of mid-speech reorienting in human speech cf. Gen 17:18a; 20:10a; 21:7; Exod 
35:4. 
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mother of nations and kings.  Once again, the segmentation of the speech falls at natural thematic 

boundaries, with each of the frames relexicalizing both speaker and addressee.   

5.4 The Pragmatics of Overspecification:  Signal a DU or not? 
 It is important to note the pragmatic decisions involved in relexicalizing a participant, even 

when relexicalization is semantically required.  In closed contexts, where only two participants 

(including collective groups) are interacting, S3/N3 switches between agent and patient only require 

one of the participants to be relexicalized in order to avoid ambiguity.  If only one of the two is 

relexicalized, the general preference seems to be to relexicalize the agent rather than the patient.  In 

terms of processing, it is our contention that switching initiators by lexicalizing the agent or speaker is 

sufficient in most cases to potentially constitute a new development in the text.173  In light of the fact 

that in many contexts only one participant needs to be lexicalized in order to disambiguate the 

participants’ roles, the biblical writer has the option of signaling a new DU or not based on whether 

the agent or patient is relexicalized.   Let us now consider the contexts where the patient is 

relexicalized instead of the agent, in contrast to the apparent norm. 

 Genesis 15 contains an important dialogue between Abraham and YHWH where He 

establishes a covenant with Abraham.  YHWH is the primary initiator and speaker.  A series of 

minimally-referenced S2/N2 turns in the dialogue occurs in vv.7-9, followed by a return to narrative 

proper where Abraham prepares the animal parts as commanded by YHWH in the speech.  Next, a 

deep sleep falls on Abraham in v. 12.  There has been no reference to YHWH since v. 9, though He is 

the only other actant in this closed context.  The report about Abraham’s sleep is followed by a 

quotative frame in v. 13 which we construe to be context S3/N3.  However the speaker YHWH is 

encoded using minimal reference, while the addressee (Abraham) is relexicalized.  Based on the 

established principles of anaphora resolution, readers would most likely construe the minimal 

reference in this context as context S1, and thereby understand Abraham to be the speaker in v. 13.  

Thus, relexicalization of either the speaker or the addressee is semantically required in order to 

disambiguate the participants’ roles.   

 Relexicalizing YHWH in this context would inevitably be construed as an explicit switch of 

initiators, i.e. as marking a new development.  In contrast, relexicalizing only Abraham as the 

addressee unambiguously achieves the S3/N3 switch while maintaining continuity with respect to 

development.  Interestingly, most English translations chose to depart from BHS by both 

relexicalizing YHWH and inserting a DM.174  LXX follows our interpretation of BHS, without 

relexicalization or DM.   We propose that the choice to relexicalize the addressee rather than the 

speaker represents a pragmatic choice to maintain as much continuity as possible.  The pragmatic 
                                                      
173 Cf. Gen 16:6, 15c; 13:1a, 2; 14:14a; 16:2a, 15a, 15b; 17:23; 18:10b, 16a, 17a; 19:16b, 31a, 34a, 36; 21:1a, 
2a, 3a, 29a; 22:7a, 9b; 23:19a; 24:1a, 2a, 17a, 28a, 61d, 67a*; 25:11b. 
174 NAS, NET, NIV, NJB, NLT, and NRS insert a full NP for the speaker.  NET, NIV, NJB, NKJ, NLT and 
NRS insert a DM. 
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effect is to avoid unnecessarily triggering segmentation in a potentially discontinuous stretch of 

discourse through relexicalizing the patient rather than the agent. 

 Another such instance of relexicalizing only the patient occurs in an open context with three 

participants as opposed to the closed context of Gen 15 above.  Genesis 20 recounts the story of 

Abraham sojourning in Gerar, and lying to Abimelech about Sarah’s relation to Abraham.  Abimelech 

summons Abraham in v. 9 to confront him about his treacherous lie.  We have already noted how 

Abimelech’s initial speech is segmented using a mid-speech quotative frame at v. 10.  Abraham’s 

reply in v. 11 is overspecified, as is the account of Abimelech giving Abraham gifts in v. 14a, which 

is followed by two minimally-referenced verbs in vv. 14b-c.  Verse 15 is an S1 quotative frame, with 

Abimelech relexicalized, marking the speech that follows as a separate development from the 

previous speech and gift giving.  Finally in v. 16, Abimelech switches from addressing Abraham to 

addressing Sarah.  This switch is encoded by lexicalizing only the new addressee, and using minimal 

reference for the speaker. 

 The default encoding in context S1/N4 in reported speech that is expected is relexicalizing 

both the speaker and addressee.  The S1 speaker is relexicalized to counter the expectation of a 

minimally encoded quotative frame, viz. switch of speaker and addressee.  The lexicalization of the 

addressee is semantically required to (re)activate the participant.  However, in v. 16 we find the frame 
ר ה ָאַמ֗  and to Sarah Ø said…” where the speaker is left unspecified, and the new addressee is“ ּוְלָׂשָר֣

activated using a referential PoD.  The same encoding and syntactical strategy is also observed in Gen 

3:16 and 17 to ensure that YHWH God’s pronouncements to the serpent, the woman and Adam all 

remain within the same development unit.  The same approach is also utilized in Gen 4:4b-5a to 

ensure that YHWH’s reaction to the offerings of Able and Cain remain within the same DU.  

 To summarize, we would argue that the pragmatic effect of not relexicalizing the speaker is 

to avoid creating a new development unit, while at the same time disambiguating speaker and hearer.  

Such a view is completely consistent with the claim above regarding mid-speech reorienting.  Thus, 

in S1/N4 contexts (e.g. Gen 12:20) where lexicalization of both the speaker and the addressee appears 

to be the norm in our corpus, we construe the use of minimal reference to the speaker as intended to 

maintain the continuity between the two speeches, even at the slight risk of introducing some 

ambiguity regarding the speaker’s identity.   

 It could be argued that changing addressees represents sufficient natural discontinuity that 

readers would construe it as a new development.  However, the fact that the writer has the choice 

between minimal reference and relexicalization for encoding the speaker assigns meaning to the 

encoding chosen.  Consider the switch of addressees found in Gen 12:20, in context S1. 

ים ה ֲאָנִׁש֑ יו ַּפְרעֹ֖ ו ָעָל֛   ...ַוְיַצ֥

“And Pharaoh commanded the men concerning him…”  
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The semantics of the context would likely have been sufficient to unambiguously encode the speaker 

using minimal reference in this frame, considering Abraham’s passive role in the context.  However, 

the writer relexicalizes the speaker, in contrast to the minimally encoded S1/N4 tokens discussed 

above.  This encoding decision has the pragmatic effect of representing the change from confronting 

Abraham to deporting him as separate developments.  The same principle holds true for the mid-

speech reorienting of Gen 17:9 and 15, where both speaker and addressee are relexicalized.  Simply 

relexicalizing the addressee of these frames would have sufficiently disambiguated who was 

speaking, based on the closed context.  It is important to recognize the full range of encoding options 

available in a context in order to fully appreciate what the writer/editor has chosen to do as well as 

what not to do.  While relexicalization is required in context S3/N3 and S1/N1, there are differing 

pragmatic effects depending on which participant’s role is lexicalized.  Other tokens which exemplify 

this departure from the norm of relexicalizing the agent are Gen 19:9c; 20:16; 21:29. 

5.5 Conclusion 
 In this chapter we considered a portion of the overencoding data which could not be 

accounted for by our default encoding principles outlined in Chapter 4 above.  Based on cross-

linguistic evidence and principles of cognitive processing, we have proposed that the use of 

overencoded subject NPs functions as a processing device in Biblical Hebrew narrative to guide the 

reader in how to segment the text in their mental representation.  We demonstrated the use of 

overencoding to demarcate new developments in contexts of natural continuity, as well its use in 

conjunction with other formal markers of discontinuity to demarcate higher-level discourse divisions, 

viz. thematic units.  Finally, we described the pragmatic choice available in many instances wherein 

the writer need only lexicalize one participant in order to disambiguate role changes.  This choice 

implies a meaning.  In closed contexts, we construe the choice to lexicalize the agent as the choice to 

create a new development.  This conclusion is consistent with the overall proposal being put forward 

regarding the use of redundant NPs to segment the text.   

 While the use of overencoding for cognitive processing is able to account for many of the 

non-default encoding tokens from our corpus, there is still overencoding data which remain to be 

explained, particularly the redundant relexicalization of both agent and patient.  We noted 

Levinsohn’s observation that overencoding is also used for pragmatic purposes, to highlight a 

following speech or event (2000b:1).  Furthermore, we have only considered pronominal versus 

nominal encoding so far, with no attention to the use of complex referring expressions (e.g. Sarai, 

Abram’s wife) with active participants.  Having considered the processing function of overencoding, 

we will next consider the use of overencoding involving both simple and complex NPs for pragmatic 

purposes in Chapter 6. 
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6. Marked Encoding of Participants-Thematic and Cataphoric 
Highlighting 

6.1 Introduction: Theoretical Frame of Reference 
 In the previous chapter, one of the pragmatic effects of overencoding an active subject in 

Biblical Hebrew narrative was examined, viz. to mark new developments in the discourse in contexts 

of relative continuity.  The segmentation of the text helps the reader process the discourse.  However, 

based on our description thus far, two other types of overencoding remain unaccounted for.  The first 

type involves the use of marked lexical encoding of participants (i.e. use of a lexical NP where a 

pronominal element would suffice).  The second type involves the marked semantic encoding of 

participants through the pragmatic use of non-default referring expressions.   

 The marked use of referring expressions prototypically involves either the substitution of a 

non-default expression for a participant’s primary referring expression, or the supplementation of the 

primary referring expression with anchoring or other thematically-salient information.  We shall 

maintain a distinction between these two phenomena by referring to lexical overencoding as simply 

‘marked encoding’ or ‘overencoding’, while the semantic manipulation of referring expressions will 

be grouped under the rubric of ‘marked expressions’ or ‘overspecification’ of the participant.  The 

former concerns the distinction between pronominal versus lexical forms while the latter concerns the 

distinction between default versus marked referring expressions.  We will begin our description of 

these remaining overencoded and overspecified tokens of with a discussion of prominence and the 

cognitive processing of prominence markers.   

6.1.1 Pragmatic Resolution of Marked Encoding and Marked Expressions 
 We begin by recalling Huang’s (2000) revised, neo-Gricean pragmatic scheme of anaphora 

resolution.  Grice’s principles were developed to describe unspoken implicatures observed in English 

conversations.  They were later revised by Stephen C. Levinson (1987, 1991, 1995), who 

demonstrated that the revised principles are much more pervasively active in language in general, and 

are not merely principles restricted to English conversation.  Huang revised Levinson’s (1987, 1991, 

1995) neo-Gricean principles into a cross-linguistic, pragmatic account of anaphora resolution, and 

confirmed that these pragmatic principles indeed apply much more universally than previously 

thought.  He further argued that anaphora resolution is processed and resolved using a complementary 

system of pragmatic principles, even though it is syntactically constrained.  Huang demonstrated that 

these principles are able to describe anaphora resolution procedures in incredibly diverse languages 
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and systems of reference.175  Based upon Huang’s findings, we will adapt his theoretical framework 

into a pragmatic description of anaphora resolution for the Biblical Hebrew narrative of our corpus. 

The I-principle:   
 The I-principle states, “‘Say as little as necessary’, i.e. produce the minimal linguistic 

information sufficient to achieve your communicational ends (bearing the Q-principle in mind)” 

(Huang 2000:207).  We would rephrase this principle to describe default participant reference 

encoding as ‘utilize the minimal level of encoding necessary to avoid ambiguity’.  

 According to Huang’s ‘general pattern of anaphora’176 and his ‘semantic content 

hierarchy’,177 the reader assumes that the most reduced anaphoric form will be utilized to encode 

active participants.  In the case of clitic pronouns encoding subjects of finite verbs in Biblical 

Hebrew, the reader assumes ‘same subject’ (SS) in narrative, or ‘different subject’ (DS) following 

quotative frames.  Similarly, verbal arguments encoded as clitic pronouns or zero anaphora, are 

processed as coreferent with the corresponding arguments of the preceding clause in context N1, or 

with the previous speaker in context N2.178  Thus in Huang’s model, the I-principle establishes the 

expectation that the most semantically and morphologically simple form will be used to encode active 

participants.  However, if the reader encounters encoding not accounted for by the I-principle, then 

the Q-principle comes into play. 

The Q-principle:   
 The Q-principle states, “Do not provide a statement which is informationally weaker than 

your knowledge of the world allows, unless providing a stronger statement would contravene the I-

principle” (ibid:207).  Rephrasing this principle for resolution of overencoding would render, ‘utilize 

the most referentially-informative expression available in order to avoid ambiguity’.  If the reader 

notices other-than-minimal encoding,179 the Q-principle states that the reader will process this higher 

                                                      
175 “What I have been arguing is that syntax interacts with pragmatics to determine many of the anaphoric 
processes that are thought to be at the very heart of grammar.  If this is the case, then a large portion of linguistic 
explanation concerning anaphora which is currently sought in grammatical terms may need to be shifted to 
pragmatics, hence the interaction and division of labour between syntax and pragmatics.  This interface and 
division of labour between syntax and pragmatics may be summarized in a Kantian slogan:  “pragmatics without 
syntax is empty; syntax without pragmatics is blind” (Huang 1994:259).  What pragmatics does here is to 
provide a set of complementary, explanatory principles that constrains the interpretation or production of an 
utterance whose linguistic representation has already been antecedently cognized” (Huang 2000:213). 
176 Huang’s general pattern of anaphora:  “reduced, semantically general anaphoric expressions tend to favour 
locally coreferential interpretations; full, semantically specific anaphoric expressions tend to favour locally non-
coreferential interpretations” (ibid:214). 
177 Huang’s semantic content hierarchy:  “The inherent semantic content of the lexical NPs tends to be 
semantically more specific than that of a pronoun and the inherent semantic content of a pronoun, than that of a 
zero anaphor,” viz. Lexical NPs > pronouns > zero anaphors” (ibid:215). 
178  Cf. §4.4.1 for provisos regarding role-changes being indicated in the semantics of the verb, etc. 
179 Minimum encoding for subjects of Biblical Hebrew finite verbs is a clitic pronoun, while non-finite verbal or 
verbless clauses require independent personal pronouns for subjects (We find only one instance of zero 
anaphora of the subject/agent, viz. Gen 24:30d, and therefore do not consider this sufficient evidence to overturn 
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level of encoding as semantically necessary based on the constraints of the context.  Contexts which 

require more than minimal encoding for active participants include:  marked, syntactic 

constructions,180 or disambiguation.181  

The M-principle:   
 The M-principle states, “Do not use a prolix, obscure or marked expression without reason” 

(ibid:208).  Huang explains that if a speaker uses a marked expression M, a pragmatic choice has been 

made not to use an unmarked expression U, and the I-implicatures associated with it.   

6.1.2 Prominence 
 Scholars have long noted that discourse is more than a linear series of connected events, but 

is instead organized into a hierarchical framework.182  Within this hierarchy, not every event or 

participant is equally salient; certain elements will have more prominence than others.  Longacre 

makes this point by saying, “Discourse without prominence would be like pointing to a piece of black 

cardboard and insisting that it was a picture of black camels crossing black sands at midnight” 

(1985:83).   

 Callow defines prominence as “any device whatever which gives certain events, participants, 

or objects more significance than others in the same context” (1974:50).  We do not conceive of 

prominence as an inherent quality of a constituent.  Rather, prominence judgments are determined by 

evaluating the markedness of the constituent relative to other comparable discourse elements.  We 

would argue that prominence and emphasis have been poorly defined concepts largely due to scholars 

vaguely describing, or inaccurately describing, the baseline default against which the so-called 

emphatic element stands out.  Prominence is inseparably connected to reader-expectations, thus it is 

crucial that scholars precisely identify not just the marked form, but also the normative pattern against 

which the particular form is relatively more prominent.  Relative prominence can be assigned in one 

of two ways, either naturally or pragmatically.   

                                                                                                                                                                     
the claims of Givón (1983a) and Fox (1983) that subject agreement is required in Biblical Hebrew.  Minimum 
encoding for objects is either zero anaphora or clitic pronouns, cf. Chapter 4. 
180 Cf. §4.4.2.  Biblical Hebrew utilizes syntactic constructions which involve constituent movement, e.g. 
referential PoDs (i.e. topicalization), marked focal constituents, and a left- or right-dislocation.  Therefore, the 
creation of such a marked construction necessitates the use of an independent, movable morphological form 
such as an independent personal pronoun, a demonstrative pronoun, or a lexical NP. 
181 More-than-minimum encoding is necessary at times to disambiguate active referents, either due to a switch in 
roles or participants, or due to the semantics of a particular verb (cf. §4.3). For an example of the latter, 
consider:  ‘Bill1 gave it to Bob2 and he1/2 left’.  The subject in the second clause could be construed as either 
referring to Bill, based on pronominal encoding indicating ‘same subject’ in narrative, or possibly as referring to 
Bob based on the expectations associated with the semantics of ‘giving’, viz. a possible role change between 
agent and patient in the following clause.  Though a clause may manifest morphological overencoding, the Q-
principle guides the reader to process it as semantically necessary in the context, and not as pragmatically 
marked. 
182 E.g. Callow (1974), Grimes (1977), Chafe (1981), Givón (1983a), Tomlin (1987), Fox (1987), Talstra 
(1997). 
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Natural Prominence 
 Let us consider an example of natural prominence.  Foley and Van Valin (1984:371) have 

noted that the semantics of certain verb types tend to convey more naturally prominent information 

than others, depending on the genre of the discourse.  Verbs of achievement and accomplishment will 

tend to be used in clauses which communicate the mainline events of a narrative, while stative verbs 

tend to be used in clauses which communicate background information.183  Since narrative is event 

driven, the mainline events will have more natural prominence than the background information, 

though the relative prominence of these verb types would be very different in an expository genre, 

which is not event-driven. 

Pragmatically-Marked Prominence 
 In contrast to natural prominence, pragmatic prominence is intentionally assigned by the 

writer or speaker through the use of a marker of some kind.  We shall say that these markers highlight 

the element, assigning it prominence it would not otherwise naturally have received.  A number of 

pragmatic markers have been identified and described in Biblical Hebrew which highlight an element 

as relatively more prominent than other elements in the same context.  Van der Merwe et al. describe 

several Biblical Hebrew adverbs as ‘focus particles’ based on the fact that “they place a particular 

focus on the entity or clause that follows them” (2000:311-317).  The focus particle pragmatically 

assigns prominence to the constituent that it would not otherwise have received, based on the fact that 
they are essentially optional.  These particles include ִּבְלִּתי ,ַּגם ,ֶאֶפס ,ַאף ,ַאְך, and ַרק.  Another example 

of a pragmatic prominence marker is what Van der Merwe et al. describe as a ‘discourse marker’ such 
as ֵהן and ִהֵּנה (ibid:328-333).  A discourse marker “often draws attention to the contents of the 

succeeding sentence(s), affording that sentence(s) greater prominence within its larger context” 

(ibid:59).  Follingstad states, “Hinneh draws attention to a proposition indicating it is important or 

salient in the given context… [It] indicates the presence of counterexpected, counterdesired, or 

overlooked presuppositions” (1995:22).  The use of such particles in Biblical Hebrew is one of the 

means of pragmatically adding prominence to a clause or phrase that it would not otherwise naturally 

have received apart from the use of the particle. 

 To summarize our discussion thus far, natural prominence refers to the significance one 

discourse constituent has relative to comparable alternatives available in a given context.  Marked 

prominence refers to prominence which is pragmatically assigned to a constituent by the 

speaker/writer via some sort of marker, such as focus particles, discourse markers such as hinneh, or 

marked information structures.  The pragmatic marker assigns prominence to the constituent that it 

would not otherwise naturally have received. 

                                                      
183 This illustration is taken from Levinsohn’s (2000a:172-73) introduction of ‘backgrounding of sentences’ 
using verbal aspect in NT Greek. 
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6.1.3 Pragmatically-Marked Prominence and Cognitive Processing 
 The terms prominence, highlighting, and emphasis are at times used synonymously, and are 

at times used carelessly.  What exactly does highlighting entail?  How is highlighting cognitively 

processed?  In order to answer these questions we will revisit our original theoretical framework, 

recalling the concepts of markedness, mental representations, and Huang’s revised neo-Gricean 

pragmatic implicatures,184 in order to formulate an explanation.  In doing so, we will utilize available 

empirical research as a means of cognitively accounting for the mental processing of highlighting in 

discourse. 

 Recall from §2.2.1 the claim of Lambrecht (1994:43) that as readers read a text, they are 

building mental representations of the information communicated in the discourse.  One component 

of that building process involves recognizing and tracking patterns.  As discourse is processed, 

readers develop expectations based upon established patterns.  Some of these patterns are inherent in 

the language itself, others are unique to the genre of the specific discourse.  For instance, our Chapter 

4 was dedicated to describing the default patterns of participant reference observed in the narrative of 

Gen 12-25.  Some of these patterns are based on the morphology of Biblical Hebrew, e.g. the need to 

include subject pronouns with non-finite verb forms since these verbs do not grammaticalize subject 

agreement like finite verb forms.  Other patterns are more genre-related, e.g. the difference in how 

minimal encoding of subjects is construed following a quotative frame compared to following a 

clause in narrative proper:  the former is construed as switch of speaker and addressee, the latter is 

construed as continuity of subject.  

 Recognition of such patterns, we argue, creates certain expectations within the reader that the 

writer or the discourse will follow the established pattern.  When a reader discovers something that 

counters this expectation, the unexpected item stands out.  In other words, it is construed as marked 

based on the norm or expectation which has been established.  Thus, marking can occur in a 

grammatical sense:  this was described regarding the overencoding of active participants in Chapter 5.  

These redundant NPs are cognitively processed as marking the presence of some non-default feature 

by virtue of the fact that the reader’s expectation that active participants be minimally encoded is 

countered by the presence of a NP.  A large number of empirical and descriptive studies have claimed 

that such overencoding is processed in various languages as a marker of discontinuity.185  Similarly, 

                                                      
184 For an application of neo-Gricean principles to a diverse body of both Western and non-Western languages, 
cf. Gundel et al. (1993) on the topic of referentiality, and Huang (2000) on the topic of anaphora resolution.  
Such cross-linguistic evidence argues for construing these principles more as describing human language 
processing than describing Western conversational inferences, as some might argue. 
185 Cf. Paivio and Begg (1981) on the cognitive need to break discourse into manageable ‘chunks’ for 
processing.  For studies of this phenomenon, cf. Linde (1979), Downing (1980), Givón (1983a), (1983b), 
Anderson et al. (1983), Tomlin (1987), Fox (1987a), (1987b), Garrod and Sanford (1988), Sanford et al. (1988), 
Vonk et al. (1992), Gordon et al. (1993), regarding English; cf. Bolkestein (2000) regarding Latin; cf. Fox 
(1983), Revell (1996), and Levinsohn (2000b) regarding Biblical Hebrew; cf. Clancy (1980) regarding Japanese 
and English; cf. Maibaum (1978) regarding Jirel; cf. Nariyama (2000) and (2001) regarding Japanese; cf. Perrin 
(1978) regarding Mambila; cf. Toba (1978) regarding Khaling; van Vliet (2002) regarding Dutch; cf. Li and 
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deviation from default syntactic norms are what mark points of departure, preposed focal constituents, 

and dislocation constructions, as accomplishing some task other than what the default syntax would 

accomplish. 

 Expectations can also be formulated based upon the specific content of the discourse itself.  

For instance in the genealogy of Gen 5, each individual epitaph ends with the statement, “and he 

died”, thus establishing an expectation that this pattern will be followed.  This is indeed the case until 

v. 24, where we find an additional comment about Enoch in lieu of a death report.   

 We argue that these kinds of departures from established or expected norms described above 

illustrate the very nature of prominence.  Callow defines prominence as “any device whatever which 

gives certain events, participants, or objects more significance than others in the same context” 

(1974:50).  So on the one hand, markedness concerns the means by which a feature is signaled to be 

present or not.  On the other hand, prominence concerns the response to the marked feature.  

Markedness concerns recognition, prominence concerns response.   

 Readers appear to assign meaning to the disruption of patterns, assuming that it is both 

intentional and designed to add significance to the item in question.  Literary scholars have observed 

this phenomenon in describing how breaks in repeated patterns in Biblical Hebrew are processed.186  

From a cognitive standpoint, Sperber and Wilson’s (2002) relevance theory would argue that this 

phenomenon results from the human desire to make sense of one’s environment, and is not simply a 

Western, cultural quirk.  Whatever framework one chooses to describe it, there appears to be a 

pervasive and consistent quest by readers to process and understand.  One aspect of this processing is 

reconciling departures from expected or established norms, whatever they might be.  A common 

response is assigning significance or intentionality to the anomaly (i.e. the M-principle).  We argue 

that this human tendency to assign significance to departures from the expected norms is what 

underpins the concept of linguistic prominence, and we construe this to be a cognitive process.  Thus, 

we understand the phenomenon of linguistic prominence to be directly related to pattern recognition.  

Departures from the perceived norms are assigned significance, based upon the principles of 

relevance theory, poetics, and Gricean pragmatics.   

 One very significant implication of prominence must be noted: prominence will only be 

perceived to the extent that the pattern on which it is based is perceived.  Some view the use of the 

terms ‘prominent’ and ‘emphasized’ in Biblical Studies as being virtually meaningless.  

Unfortunately, this criticism is usually justified.  The apparent root of this problem is that scholars 

have claimed something is emphatic or prominent without clearly and accurately defining the 

underlying pattern which makes it stand out in the first place.  This is certainly the case with the so-

called ‘emphatic personal pronoun’ in Biblical Hebrew.  Scholars were rightly recognizing that the 

                                                                                                                                                                     
Thompson (1979), Pu (1995), and Tao (1996) regarding Chinese; cf. Stirling (2001) regarding comparable 
marking in Austronesian switch-reference languages. 
186 Cf. Alter (1982), Berlin (1983), Sternberg (1985), and Bar-Efrat (1987). 
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presence of the personal pronoun seemed to achieve pragmatic effects that minimal reference did not 

achieve.187  However, this description is flawed in several ways.  First, minimal reference is not a 

widely-attested option with non-finite verb forms, and therefore the pattern needs to be limited to 

presence of the IPP with finite verbs.  Second, Lambrecht (1994) has delineated two different 

rationales for using an explicit pronoun in a pro-drop language like Biblical Hebrew: for establishing 

an explicit cognitive frame of reference (e.g. a referential PoD), or for assigning emphatic prominence 

(i.e. focus).  Muraoka and others were indeed recognizing something associated with personal 

pronouns, but due to the fact that they did not adequately describe the underlying pattern, their overall 

account of emphatic pronouns is flawed.188 

 In light of the preceding discussion, we would propose that prominence can only be described 

to the extent that the pattern underlying the prominent element is properly delineated and described.  

Therefore, we will draw heavily upon the norms established in the preceding chapters as the primary 

basis for describing the pragmatic effects achieved by marked encoding of participants.   

 Let us now consider the two primary functions of the marked use of participant reference for 

pragmatic highlighting in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  We propose two kinds of pragmatic encoding 

related to prominence, each serving a different function.  The first method utilizes a change to the 

participant’s referring expression (even temporarily) from the established norm.  The second method 

of pragmatic highlighting utilizes overencoding above and beyond what is needed to signal a new 

development. The meaningful distinction between the two methods is the locus of the prominence.  

Table 8 contains our working definitions. 

Table 8. Kinds of Pragmatic Highlighting utilizing Participant Reference 

Thematic highlighting:  Assigns added prominence to information that is crucial to 
understanding the interpretive point of the story.  Thematic highlighting places the spotlight 
on the added information itself. 
 
Cataphoric highlighting:  Cataphorically adds prominence to surprising or important 
developments.  Cataphoric highlighting places the spotlight on a following speech or event, 
not on the added information itself. 

 Callow (1974:50) urges analysts to make a distinction between the device by which 

prominence is signaled, and the domain over which the prominence extends.  In the case of thematic 

highlighting, the encoded information itself is highlighted, and thus the scope is rather limited.  Bar-

Efrat makes the point that only in rare cases do biblical characters receive a detailed physical 

description (1989:48).  When a description is given it is because it is somehow salient for the story 

that follows.  For instance the fact that Esau is hairy (Gen 25:25), that Sarah is beautiful (Gen 12:11), 

that Leah’s eyes were weak and that Rebekah was beautiful (Gen 29:17) is not just provided for color, 

but to set the stage for some later part of the plot where the information is crucial for understanding 

                                                      
187 Cf. Muraoka (1985:47ff), Davidson (1902, §1, §103, §104c), Fox (1983:223), Joüon-Muraoka (1996, §146a) 
188 Cf. Davidson (1902, §1, §103, §104c), Fox (1983:223), Joüon-Muraoka (1996, §146a) 
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the point of the story (ibid:48-53, cf. Berlin 1983:34-37).  Thematic highlighting, as we will illustrate 

in §6.2, is one of the means available for (re)iterating this salient information, often at the point it is 

most salient.    

 On the other hand, cataphoric highlighting, as we conceive of it, is something analogous to a 

linguistic ‘speed bump’, slowing the reader down just prior to a salient speech or event.  The majority 

of cataphoric highlighting tokens we have identified in our corpus relate to reported speeches.  The 

use of thematic highlighting in Genesis 12-25 will be described first (§6.2), then attention given to the 

pragmatic effects associated with it (§6.3). 

6.2 Thematic Highlighting 
 Callow introduces participant reference stating, “A common way of referring to a known 

participant is by his role, whether this be his family relationship (‘the father,’ ‘the firstborn’), his 

nationality (’the Hebrew’), his social position (‘the visitor’), his official position (‘the ruler’), or 

whatever is appropriate in the context” (1974:34).  Her final point is key to understanding referring 

expressions—‘whatever is appropriate in the context’.  Prototypically, an active or semi-active 

participant’s discourse role is redundantly reasserted either to indicate a change in the role or to 

update the role when it becomes particularly salient.  We have observed two different means from 

our corpus of thematically highlighting information, listed below: 

a) Switching referring expressions:  substituting an alternate referring expression for a referent’s 
primary referring expression, e.g. referring to Sarah as ה ִאָּׁש֔  the woman’ in Gen 12:14 and‘  ָה֣

15d while Abraham is lying about her relation to him; 

b) Supplementing referring expressions:  adding anchoring or other thematic information to the 

referring expression of an active or semi-active participant, e.g. the addition of anchoring 

expressions to every participant in Gen 16:3:  

ֶׁשת־ַאְבָר֗ח ָׂשַרַ֣וִּתַּק֞ ה׃ּה ֥לם ִאיָׁשּ֖ה ְלַאְבָר֥ן ֹאָתַ֛וִּתֵּת֥... ּה ִׁשְפָחָת֔ר ַהִּמְצִרי֙תם ֶאת־ָהָג֤י ֵאֽ   ֹו ְלִאָּׁשֽ

‘And Sarai, Abram’s wife, took Hagar, her Egyptian handmaid…and gave her to Abram, 
her husband, as a wife’;  

Each of these devices will be considered in turn.  We will begin with a discussion of the empirical 

data available, provide an account of its use in our corpus, and then conclude the section by 

discussing the pragmatic effects that we propose these devices achieve. 

6.2.1 Switching from Primary Referring Expressions 
 Several psycholinguistic experiments were conducted that investigated the use of proper 

names as referring expressions.  The goal was to describe their usage in conversational English.  

Discourse-established referring expressions were found to be more accessible than alternate referring 

expressions, and shown to significantly facilitate anaphora resolution.  Sanford et al (1988:51-54) 

argue that “proper-named characters are more ‘referentially accessible’ than role-described 
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characters” such as those referred to using epithets.  Barr and Keysar (2002:391) found that listeners 

more quickly identified referents when established referring expressions were used, than when 

alternative NPs were used.  McDonald and Shaibe (2002:356) reached similar conclusions, claiming 

that proper names are construed as more accessible than simple NPs, confirming the findings of 

Gundel et al. (1993).   

 Regarding reader or listener expectations about the continued use of established referring 

expressions, Barr and Keysar found that “listeners expected speakers to adhere to precedents even in 

contexts where it would lead to referential overspecification” (2002:391).  In other words, sustained 

use of discourse-established referring expressions189 was expected by listeners, and their use resulted 

in faster anaphora resolution.  These findings are consistent with the expectations outlined in the Q- 

and I-principles: to be as specific as possible, and to be as brief as possible.  Such evidence suggests 

that these pragmatic principles have more to do with they way humans process language than with 

one language’s conversational idiosyncrasies. 

 Downing’s (1996) study of listener preferences also reached conclusions consistent with Barr 

and Keysar.  Downing determined that listeners preferred the use of established proper names over 

epithets, noting that underspecifying a participant when a more informative referring expression was 

available was often viewed as unacceptable.190  “In contexts where full lexical recognitionals are 

called for, names often seem to be preferred over the sorts of forms that could be used, such as 

definite common noun phrases” (ibid:109).  Again, these finding are consistent with the neo-Gricean 

principles that speakers use the briefest form and be as informative as possible. 

 These studies demonstrate a clear preference (and perhaps expectation) in English that 

established referring expressions be maintained throughout a discourse.  Based on the consistency of 

these findings with the neo-Gricean principles, and based on the data from our corpus that default 

referring expressions are not often changed, it is reasonable to analyze switches of referring 

expressions in order to determine if there is a pragmatic motivation, especially where the substituted 

expression is less informative than the default.  

 To begin with, consider a compelling example from outside our corpus:  the switching of 

referring expressions for ‘Saul’ in the narrative proper of 1 Samuel.191  Saul’s proper name is used 

                                                      
189 The referring expressions used were not all proper names, but represented mutually agreed-upon reduced 
designations.  For instance, on of the objects in the experiment was a piece of paper folded in the shape of a V 
and placed upside down.  It was referred to by the experimenter as ‘the tent’. 
190 “As Grice pointed out some twenty years ago, the information that my wife is having an affair is likely to be 
much more valuable to me than the information that some woman is having an affair.  In fact, the use of 
recognitionals is so much the norm that a speaker who fails to use one when possible can be charged with a 
violation of Grice’s maxim of quantity (Grice 1975), if not outright deception (Prince 1981)” (Downing 
1996:107-108).  One finds a comparable exploitation of the maxim of quantity (i.e. the Q-principle) in 2 Sam 
12, as Nathan confronts King David.  Nathan refers to David in the parable as ‘the rich man’, disguising the 
actual referent until the parable has been completely told. 
191 This example was presented as part of a paper delivered to the Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew Section at the 
2005 SBL Annual meeting in Philadelphia, PA. 
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258x, only once with ‘son of Kish’ as a redundant anchor.192  Interestingly, the expression ‘king’ is 

only substituted for ‘Saul’ fourteen times; it is added as an appositive once.  The one occurrence of 

‘King Saul’ occurs in 1 Sam 18:6, describing the scene of the women coming out to greet King Saul 

and David after the death of Goliath, singing the refrain that begins Saul’s paranoia:  ‘Saul has slain 

his thousands, and David his ten-thousands’. 

 Even more interesting are the places where the writer/editor substitutes the expression ‘king’ 

for ‘Saul’:  four times in the aftermath of David’s victory over Goliath (as Saul becomes increasingly 

paranoid of David),193 twice in 1 Sam 20:24, 25 (where David avoids a feast after Saul twice attempts 

to pin him to the wall with a spear), seven times surrounding Doeg the Edomite’s agreement to slay 

the priests of Nob for aiding David,194 and once in 1 Sam 28:13 to describe the medium’s realization 

that she has been conjuring for the ‘king.’  

 Thus, it is noteworthy that the writer/editor refers to Saul as ‘king/King Saul’ only in 

instances where his actions seem improprietous (cf. Revell 1996:18).  Sternberg notes that “a biblical 

epithet serves at least two functions, one bearing directly on the character it qualifies and the other 

bearing indirectly on the plot where he figures as agent or patient” (1985:337-38).  Sternberg follows 

this statement with an extensive discussion about how information about the participant plays a 

thematic role in the shaping and interpretation of biblical narrative (ibid:338-41).  We would argue 

that the selective usage of various referring expressions gives reason to argue that inclusion and 

exclusion of redundant anchors is intentional and pragmatically motivated.  In the case of selectively 

calling Saul ‘king’, the writer/editor is able to highlight higher-level discourse themes, viz. comparing 

Saul’s worthiness to be king with David’s worthiness. 

 We now present some passages from our corpus that illustrate the pragmatic switching of 

referring expressions.  We begin by discussing the switches observed in the pericope of Abraham and 

Sarah sojourning in Egypt recounted in Gen 12:10-20.  On the way to Egypt, Abraham asks Sarah, his 

wife, to say that she is really his sister.  Sarah ostensibly agrees, but her true relation is eventually 

revealed to Pharaoh by YHWH in v. 17.  Note that while Abraham’s deception is being played out in 
vv. 14-16, Sarah is only referred to pronominally or as ֣הִאָּׁשָ֔ה  ‘the woman’.  Her proper name, or any 

referring expression that relates her to Abraham, is conspicuously avoided.  However, after Pharaoh 

discovers the truth, the same term הִ֔אָּׁש  occurs 4x, but each time as an anchored expression, once to 

Pharaoh and 3x to Abraham.  Again, the proper name ’Sarai’ appears to be avoided except in 12:17 at 

the point where the deception ends; it is not used again until Gen 16:1. 

 Thus, we find that the deception narrative is bracketed at both ends with reference to Sarah as 
Abram’s wife.  We construe the reference י ִאְׁשּ֔תֹו  in vv. 11 and 17 as overspecified, based on the ָׂשַר֣

                                                      
192 Cf. 1 Sam 10:21. 
193 Cf. 1 Sam 17:56; 18:26, 27(2x). 
194 Cf. 1 Sam 22:11(2x), 14, 16, 17(2x), 18. 
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fact that her anchoring relation was just reaffirmed in 12:5 using the same designation.  This 

overspecification in vv. 11 and 17 seems to be thematically motivated, highlighting the very relation 

that Abraham has attempted to hide.  We construe the repetition of an anchored form of הִ֔אָּׁש  in vv. 

17, 20b and 13:1 as further evidence that the switching and overspecification observed in the context 

is intended as thematic highlighting.  Had the writer simply maintained the use of unanchored proper 

names, Sarah’s relation to Abraham would not have received explicit mention.  Due to this relation’s 

salience to the interpretation of the story, the writer/editor masterfully mixes repetition and omission 

to coincide with the knowledge of the story’s participants.  It is interesting to note that the same 

technique is used in the parallel sojourn in Gerar (cf. ‘Sarah his wife’ in Gen 20:2, compared to 

‘Sarah’ (v. 2b), ‘the woman’ in YHWH’s speech, and then back to ‘Sarah his wife’ in v. 14). 

 Another interesting switch is found in Gen 14.  ‘Bera, king of Sodom’ is introduced along 

with a number of other kings in 14:2.  Though proper names are assigned to these kings at their initial 

activation, their use is not maintained in the narrative.195  At the end of the pericope, the king of 

Sodom comes out to greet Abraham after his safe return.  ‘Melchizedek, king of Salem’ is introduced 

at this point; he too comes out to greet Abraham.   While the Bera was assigned a proper name at his 

activation, only the epithet ‘king of Sodom’ is used for subsequent reference to him (cf. vv. 10, 17, 21 

and 22).  As noted above, a proper name is typically the preferred referring expression if one is 

available, yet ‘Bera’ is not utilized.  Based on the thematic significance of Abraham’s interaction with 

Melchizedek (cf. Pss 110:4; Heb 4-6), use of the less-specific expression ‘king of Sodom’ is construed 

here as thematically motivated to assign greater prominence to the king that is referred to using a 

proper name, viz. Melchizedek.196  We noted previously that participants with proper names tend to 

play more salient roles than those referred to by epithets (cf. Sanford et al. 1988:44, 55; de Regt 

1999:3-4).  It cannot be argued in this context that ‘Bera’ would be a more specific expression since 

the designation is only used once.  However, it is plausible that the avoidance of a proper name for 

the king of Sodom is thematically motivated to background the king of Sodom.  Furthermore, the 

additional thematic information assigned to Melchizedek, combined with the marked information 

structure used to introduce him, also function to render Melchizedek relatively more prominent than 

the king of Sodom. 

 Another instance of switching referring expressions is found in Gen 14 in reference to ‘Lot’.  

Lot figures fairly prominently in the preceding narrative of Gen 13, where he separates from 
Abraham and moves near Sodom.  Lot is first referred to in Gen 14:12 as י  Lot, his‘ ֧לֹוט ֶּבן־ֲאִח֥

nephew’, thus explicitly anchoring him to Abraham.  In light of Lot’s salience in the preceding 

chapter, we interpret the anchoring information in v. 12 as redundant and therefore marked in order to 
                                                      
195 In contrast the proper name of the conquering king ‘Chedorlaomer’ is maintained in the narrative (cf. vv. 5, 9 
and 17).   
196 The fact that Melchizedek is also introduced using a referential PoD with the second anchoring relation ֖ן כֵֹה

ל ֶעְלֽיֹוןְלֵא֥  also adds prominence to this participant. 
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thematically highlight his relation to Abraham.  Such a view is reinforced by the participial phrase at 
the end of v. 12, ם ב ִּבְסדֹֽ  and he (was) living in Sodom’.  Lot’s captivity is the salient element‘ ְו֥הּוא יֵֹׁש֖

linking the content of Gen 14 to the larger Abraham narrative.  These marked references to Lot via 

supplemental anchoring expressions, highlight this thematic connection for the reader.  When 
Abraham is informed of Lot’s capture in v. 14, the expression יו  is substituted for Lot’s proper ָאִח֑

name.  This switch has two effects: thematically highlighting Lot’s relation to Abraham, and down-

playing his role by use of an epithet, comparable to what was observed with Sarah in Gen 12 and the 

king of Sodom in Gen 14.  It is noteworthy that Lot is referred to using a proper name throughout Gen 

13, where he acts as a major participant, further corroborating the thematic motivation for switching 

to an epithet here in 14:14. 

 Lot’s proper name is switched for an epithet again in Gen 19 in the narrative recounting the 

incestuous conception of his sons.  Lot plays a central role for much of Gen 19, as YHWH’s angels 

usher Lot and his family out of Sodom before its destruction.  However, as the narrative transitions 

from the family’s rescue to the incestuous relations, we observe several shifts of reference.  First, 

Lot’s daughters switch from being referred to collectively to being referred to individually (cf. v. 31).  

Second, rather than the daughters being anchored to Lot (cf. v. 30), Lot is anchored to his daughters 

(cf. ‘their father’, v. 33).  There are several pragmatic effects related to these switches.  First, the 

switch in anchoring corresponds with the transition in the narrative where the daughters, rather than 

Lot, become the primary initiators.  At the same time, Lot becomes a prop.  Second, switching from 

the default proper name to an anchored epithet adds thematic prominence to Lot’s salient relation as 

‘father’ in this narrative, a relation that would not have received added prominence without use of a 

marked referring expression.  In light of the incestuous relations recounted in vv. 33-36, thematically 

highlighting this relation makes perfect sense.  Such a view is confirmed by the largely redundant 
summary statement of v. 36: י ְבֽנֹות־֖לֹוט ֵמֲאִב ָ ְׁשֵּת֥ ין ַּתֲהֶר֛ ןֽוַ יֶהֽ  ‘and the two daughters of Lot conceived by 

their father’, plainly identifying Lot, ‘their father’ as the sire of the children.  There are numerous 

other examples of what we construe as the pragmatically motivated switching of referring expressions 

found in our corpus.197 

 In reviewing these examples, several pragmatic effects have been identified.  First, switching 

from a proper name to an anchored epithet (e.g. ‘their father’ as in 19:33) allows the writer/editor to 
                                                      
197 E.g. Gen 16:4c (‘her mistress’ from ‘Sarai’ in 16:1); 19:1 (‘the two angels’ from ‘the men’ in 18:22, then 
back to ‘the men’ in 19:10a, and back to ‘angels’ again in 19:15, back in v. 16b); 21:8a (‘the child’ from ‘Isaac’, 
switches back in v. 8c.); 21:9 (‘the son of Hagar the Egyptian which she had born to Abraham’ rather than 
‘Ishmael’.  Ishmael is called (ostensibly) ‘his son’ in 21:11, but then shifts to ‘the child’, also in vv. 14c and 15c; 
then God hears ‘the lad’ contra expectation of hearing Hagar, in vv. 17, 20); 21:21b (‘his mother’ from ‘Hagar’ 
in vv. 14c, 17b); 22:10b (‘his son’ for ‘Isaac’); 23:12a (‘before the people of the land’ versus ‘sons of Heth’ in 
v. 10; also in v. 13a); 23:10a (‘his master’ for ‘Abraham’); 24:21, 22b, 26a, 29c, 30b, 30c, 32a,  etc. (‘the man’ 
from ‘the servant’ previously, vv. 9a, 10a, 17a); 24:15 (‘the young woman’ from ‘Rebekah’ in v. 15); 24:30a 
(‘his sister’ from ‘Rebekah’ in v. 29a); 24:52a, 53a (‘the servant of Abraham’…’the servant’, from ‘the man’ in 
v. 32a); 24:53b (‘Rebekah’ from ‘the young woman’ in v. 15); 24:53c, 55a (‘her brother’ from ‘Laban’ in v. 
29c); 24:67e (‘his mother’ from ‘Sarah’ in v. 67a). 
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reiterate a locally-salient anchoring relation; the use of bare proper names require a reader to access 

the participant’s anchoring relation from his or her mental representation.  Prototypically the 

anchoring relation used is the most thematically salient in the context, leading us to infer that the 

reiteration of the anchoring information indicates its thematic salience to the narrative.  Second, the 

changes made to the anchoring relations indicated a switch in the referential center of attention from 

Lot to his daughters, corresponding with the change in the daughters’ role from props to primary 

initiators.  While they were referred to as ‘the older’ and ‘the younger’, they at the same time 

remained unanchored to another participant.  The writer could have easily called them ‘his older’ for 

instance, yet did not.  This tendency of unanchored participants to play prominent, initiating roles is 

observed elsewhere in our corpus.198 

6.2.2 Supplementing Referring Expressions with Additional Anchoring Information 
 Consideration will now be given to the addition of thematically salient information to a 

participant’s primary referring expression.  Most typically the supplementation involves the repetition 

of the participant’s anchoring information in a context where he or she is semi-active.  By definition, 

the anchoring information of semi-active participants is cognitively accessible.  From a cognitive 

standpoint, we would propose that readers interpret such information as marked based on the Q-

principle’s expectation that speakers not say more than is necessary.  We will begin by considering 

the supplementation of referring expressions with anchoring information, followed briefly by a 

discussion of the use of demonstratives with referring expressions. 

 Genesis 14 contains several examples of supplementation which are consistent with our 

discussion of thematic highlighting above.  In v. 13 when Abraham is notified by ‘the fugitive’ that 
Lot has been captured, the writer adds the designation י  the Hebrew’.  This is the first use of the‘ ָהִעְבִר֑

term in the Hebrew Bible, and it is not used again until Gen 39:14 and 17, where Potiphar’s wife uses 

it to describe Joseph in reported speeches.  Here in Gen 14:13 however, it does not occur in reported 

speech but in narrative, having been assigned by the writer/editor.  From a poetics perspective, the 

pragmatic effect is to infer that the narrative point of view represents the perspective of either the 

fugitive or perhaps just a generic Canaanite observer, rather than that of an omniscient Israelite 

observer. This is the first time since the death of Haran that Abraham is presented as though he were 

not the central figure of the discourse.  This shift in PoV has largely been analyzed for its source-

critical implications without consideration being given to the literary effect it achieves.199 

                                                      
198 Recall the use of Lot’s proper name in Gen 13 where he plays a prominent role, compared to use of epithets 
in Gen 14, where he is essentially a prop.  Cf. the switch in anchoring relations for ‘Abraham/his master’ and 
‘the/his servant’ in Gen 24. 
199 Speiser notes the rather odd intrusion to the narrative the use of the term ‘the Hebrew’ renders, since the term 
“is not applied elsewhere in the Bible to Israelites, except by outsiders (e.g. [Gen] xxxix 14), or for self-
identification to foreigners ([Gen] xl 15, xliii 32).  Hence the fact that the author himself refers here to Abraham 
as a Hebrew is strong presumptive evidence that the document did not originate with Israelites” (Speiser 
1964:103).  Both Speiser and von Rad (1972:179) construe the use of the term ‘Hebrew’ as a remnant from an 
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 Point of view (PoV) is an important literary tool in Biblical Hebrew narrative.200  We see here 

how manipulation of referring expressions is utilized to achieve various effects.  Recall the earlier 

discussion about switching designations for ‘Sarai’ to ‘the woman’.  In terms of PoV, it is as though 

the reader is ‘viewing’ the story from the Egyptians’ standpoint, since it is they who would view 
Sarah as only a woman, and not as Abraham’s wife.  Similarly, the addition of the term ֑יָהִעְבִר  in Gen 

14:13 achieves a similar effect.  Van Hoek notes “that the subject of a clause is typically, or at least 

frequently, construed as the ‘viewer’ of the material in the clause” (1997:201).  In other words, van 

Hoek suggests that readers of third person narrative tend to cognitively process the information 

through the main character’s PoV, instead of through the narrator’s PoV.  We tend to forget that the 

information flow is being shaped and structured by a third party, viz. the writer/editor.  We are only 

explicitly reminded of this fact at such times that the narrator’s PoV is explicitly expressed or 

encoded.201  We would regard Gen 14:13 as an example of where the writer/editor has chosen to 

rather overtly disclose the point of view from which the story is being narrated, but the switch is 

highly appropriate given the nature of the content of Gen 14. 

 By v. 14 of Gen 14 we note that the narrative PoV has shifted back to an Abraham-centered 

perspective based on the use of 3MS pronominal suffixes to anchor participants to Abraham.  In 16b, 
we note the compound designation יו  Lot, his brother’ is used to both highlight the‘ ֨לֹוט ָאִח֤

thematically salient familial link, as well as to indicate that Abraham is once again the narrative’s 

referential center based on the fact that the other participants are anchored to him.202  This designation 

is further highlighted using information structure, being preposed for marked focus. 

 Supplementation of referring expressions is also extensively utilized in Genesis 16, the 

narrative which recounts Sarah giving Hagar to Abraham as a wife.  What is interesting to note is that 

while Sarah ostensibly changes Hagar’s salient relation from ‘handmaid’ to ‘Abraham’s wife’, the 

writer/editor never refers to Hagar as anything but a handmaid.  It is as though he is countering what 

is being communicated via the narrative’s content by reiterating her anchoring relation as ‘handmaid’.  
Sarah is reactivated in v. 1, most probably from inactivity,203 using the compound designation  ָׂ֙שַרי

ם ֶׁשת ַאְבָר֔  Sarai, Abram’s wife’.  In v. 2, both Abraham and Sarah are referenced using bare proper‘ ֵא֣

names, and Hagar is introduced in v. 1.  Thus, all participants have been successfully reactivated by 

the end of v. 2, and therefore should not need further anchoring information.  However, the writer 

manages to add an anchoring expression to all three participants in the course of v. 3: 

י  ח ָׂשַר֣ םַוִּתַּק֞ ֶׁשת־ַאְבָר֗ ּה ֶאת־ָהָג֤ר ֵאֽ ם ...ַהִּמְצִרי֙ת ִׁשְפָחָת֔ ּה ְלַאְבָר֥ ן ֹאָת֛ ּה ַוִּתֵּת֥ ה׃ִאיָׁש֖    ֥לֹו ְלִאָּׁשֽ
                                                                                                                                                                     
earlier source.  Waltke (2001) only considers the possible meaning of the term and not its potential literary 
impact. 
200 Cf. Berlin (1983:43-82) for further discussion of PoV in Biblical Hebrew narrative. 
201 For an alternative analysis of PoV, cf. van Wolde’s (1997:31f) discussion of ‘perspective’. 
202 Cf. יו יו ,’his brother‘ ָאִח֑ יו ,his house’ in v. 14‘ ֵבי֗תֹו his trained men’ and‘ ֲחִניָכ֜  and his servants’ in v. 15‘ ַוֲעָבָד֖
as further confirmation of this shift. 
203 Sarai was last mentioned in 13:1 using the designation ‘Abram’s wife’.   
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‘And Sarai, Abram’s wife, took Hagar, her Egyptian handmaid…and gave her to Abram, her 
husband, (to be) to him as a wife.’  

 In YHWH’s speech to Abraham in Gen 15, no details are provided to him about exactly how 

he will gain an heir.  Sarah decides, based on her claim that YHWH has closed her womb, to give her 

handmaid to Abraham as a second wife.  Hagar is clearly semi-active after v. 2, so the reiteration of 

her anchoring relation in v. 3 is reasonably construed as marked.  Based on Abraham’s speech in Gen 

24 commissioning his servant to find a wife for Isaac from among Abram’s relatives, we can also 

reasonably infer that Hagar’s nationality is also thematically salient.   

 Furthermore, the repetition of the husband and wife roles also highlights salient information, 

in light of the pericope’s content.  Specifically, the interaction of these discourse roles comes into 

play in vv. 4-5.  Here, Sarah reacts against Hagar’s treatment of her as an equal wife, despite the fact 

that the same term is used to describe their relation to Abraham.  The situation becomes comic as 

Sarah blames everything on Abraham, when the entire scheme was Sarah’s idea from the beginning.  

Even though Sarah has taken steps to change Hagar’s role from ‘handmaid’ to ‘wife’, she later rejects 

this change.  From the narrator’s PoV, we find a similar dismissal of the role change in that Hagar is 

never referred to as Abraham’s wife by the narrator.  The Angel of YHWH also avoids referring to 

Hagar as ‘Abram’s wife’, but instead seems to reaffirm her role as ‘Sarai’s handmaid’, a role which 

she also acknowledges.204   

 The highlighting of Hagar as a non-wife is incredibly salient to the balance of the Abraham 

narratives, as it relates closely to the fact that Ishmael is not the heir that YHWH has promised.  In 
16:15b, the relative clause ר ה ָהָג֖  whom Hagar bore’ is used to anchor Ishmael, highlighting‘ ֲאֶׁשר־ָיְלָד֥

his connection to Hagar as opposed to Sarah.  Though Ishmael may be Abraham’s son (cf. 

highlighting via supplementation in 17:25 and 26b), Hagar is not Abraham’s wife.  It is through 

Sarah that the promised son will come (cf. Gen 18:10ff). 

 If we move ahead to Gen 21 where the promise to Sarah is fulfilled, we observe supplemental 

anchoring information added to thematically highlight Isaac’s birth.  This information also provides a 

contrast with the themes highlighted in Gen 16.  Verse 2 reports that Sarah conceived and bore a son 

to Abraham at the time God had appointed.  The following verse relates Abraham’s naming of his 

son.  Based on the context, Isaac is the only son that is discourse active, even though Abraham has 

two sons.  Furthermore, the semantic relationship between the verbs of vv. 2-3 is such that minimal 

encoding could be used for both agent and patient in v. 3, as role change from Sarah in v. 2 to 

Abraham in v. 3 as agent is both anticipated and morphologically unambiguous.  In spite of these 
factors, reference to Abraham’s son is heavily supplemented with ה  the one‘ ַהּֽנֹוַלד־֛לֹו ֲאֶׁשר־ָיְלָדה־ּ֥לֹו ָׂשָר֖

born to him, whom Sarah had born to him’.  The thematic highlighting of this son’s relation to Sarah, 

and the syntax used to encode it, closely parallel that used to highlight Ishmael’s connection to Hagar 

                                                      
204 Cf. v. 8 י ת ָׂשַר֛ י Hagar, Sarai’s handmaid’ and‘ ִׁשְפַח֥ י ְּגִבְרִּת֔ ְך my mistress Sarai’; v. 9‘ ָׂשַר֣  .’your mistress‘ ְּגִבְרֵּת֑
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in 16:15b.  Both also utilize end focus to highlight the proper names the sons are given.205  Abraham’s 
promised son is also thematically highlighted in vv. 4 and 5 by the addition of ֔נֹוְּב  ‘his son’ in a 

context where Isaac is unquestionably semi-active, if not ‘in focus’206 based on the N1 context. 

 Numerous examples of adding thematic prominence to salient relations are found in Gen 22.  

Isaac’s relationship to Abraham is highly salient in this chapter, and is thematically highlighted using 

many supplemented referring expressions.  YHWH’s speech emphasizes this relation while at the 
same time delaying the disclosure of Isaac’s name in 22:2207 ( ְבָּת֙  יְדָ֤ך ֲאֶׁשר־ָאַה֙ א ֶאת־ְיִחֽ קַקח־ָנ֠ ֶאת־ִיְצָח֔ ).  

The technique used here is similar to that pointed out in 16:15 and 21:3 above.  ֶאת־ִּבְנָ֙ך (‘your son’) 

unambiguously identifies Isaac, anchors him to Abraham, and highlights the familial relation by 

switching from the preferred proper name ‘Isaac’ to an epithet.  Isaac is redundantly anchored to 

Abraham through supplementation three times,208 and twice through substitution.209 The substitution 

coincides with thematically critical points of the discourse: raising the knife to slay ‘his son’, and to 

describe the substitution of the ram for ‘his son’.  Abraham’s relation to Isaac is also thematically 

highlighted both by substitution in Isaac’s speech (v. 7b), and through supplementation in the 

quotative frame which introduces it (v. 7a).  One could also construe the supplement in the quotative 

frame as indicating a switch in initiators, based on the nature of Isaac’s question.  Many other 

examples of thematic highlighting using supplementation could be cited from our corpus, but the 

examples discussed here are representative.210 

 Now let us consider the addition of demonstrative pronouns to referring expressions.  

Levinsohn (2003:1) states that demonstrative pronouns are used as substitute referring expressions in 

many languages to differentiate thematic topics from athematic ones, with the near demonstrative 

being used for thematic topics, and the far demonstrative being used for athematic topics.  However, a 

                                                      
205 Compare the syntax and semantic of the two accounts: 
ה ָהָג֖ 16:15 ם ֶׁשם־ְּב֛נֹו ֲאֶׁשר־ָיְלָד֥ א ַאְבָר֧ ן ַוִּיְקָר֨ ם ֵּב֑ ֶלד ָהָג֛ר ְלַאְבָר֖ אל׃ַוֵּת֧ ר ִיְׁשָמֵעֽ  
ק׃ 21:3 ה ִיְצָחֽ ת־ֶׁשם־ְּב֧נֹו ַהּֽנֹוַלד־֛לֹו ֲאֶׁשר־ָיְלָדה־ּ֥לֹו ָׂשָר֖ ם ֶאֽ א ַאְבָרָה֜  ַוִּיְקָר֨
206 Cf. Gundel et al. (1993:278). 
207 Two more similarly redundant references are made in the speeches of vv. 12 and 16, and using redundant 
vocatives in vv. 7 and 8. 
208 Cf. vv. 3, 6, and 9. 
209 Cf. vv. 10, 13. 
210 Other examples of supplemented referring expressions from our corpus include Gen 12:11 (‘his wife’), and 
20:2a, 14c, 18 (‘his wife’, ‘Abram’s wife’ in v. 18) where Abraham is lying about Sarah’s relation to him; 13:5 
(‘the one traveling with him’) to highlight Lot’s presence with Abraham just before conflict forces them to 
separate; 14:12a, 12c (‘Abram’s nephew…living in Sodom’) to highlight Lot’s familial relation to Abram, 
which is Abram’s motivation to rescue him; 19:25 (the description of all that was destroyed emphasizes 
comprehensiveness, but is implicit in ‘those cities’); 22:9 (‘the place that God had said to him’, contrasts with 
the more simplex phrase ‘the place’ used in v. 4b above); 22:14a (‘the name of the place that one’); 23:7 (‘to the 
people of the land, to the sons of Heth’ where ‘sons of Heth’ was used in preceding clause); 23:10b (‘in the ears 
of the sons of Heth, to all the ones entering the city gate’); 23:16b (‘the money which he had spoken in the ears 
of the sons of Heth, four hundred shekels of silver’, where money was readily accessible from the reported 
speech of v. 15); 23:19a (‘his wife’); 24:9a (Abraham his master’, cf. vv. 10a, 10c, etc); 24:30b (‘Rebekah his 
sister’, the anchored epithet ‘his sister’ is used in v. 30a); 24:59a (‘Rebekah their sister’); 24:59a (‘the servant of 
Abraham’, switches back to ‘the servant’ in v. 61d, 65a, 65b, 66a); 24:67a (‘Sarah his mother’). 
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different pragmatic effect is obtained when demonstratives are added to proper names instead of 

substituted.  Downing (1996:133) describes this effect as a means of the speaker distancing himself 

from the particular referent.211  The pragmatic effect is achieved ostensibly by the reader/hearer 

construing this ProperName as what is described by Gundel et al. (1993:276) as a ‘referential 

indefinite (e.g. ‘this guy walks into a bar…’).  The referential this can be used in English to introduce 
generic participants and is comparable to use of the idiom ד יׁש ֶאָח֜  ’usually rendered ‘a certain man ,ִא֨

in Biblical Hebrew.  We claimed in §4.2 that this collocation is Biblical Hebrew’s manifestation of 

the ‘referential’ level of encoding (cf. Gundel et al. 1993), indicating that the referent is identifiable to 

the speaker, but not to the hearer.  The latter must infer the referent’s existence. 

 We note a use of this ProperName found in Exod 32:1 and 23 that achieves a comparable 

pragmatic effect of distancing as described by Downing (1996:133).  Exodus 32 recounts the creation 

of the golden calf as Aaron and the Israelites’ response to Moses’ 40 day absence from the camp.  As 

the people ask Aaron to make a god for them in v. 1, and their request is supported by the statement 
ָיה ֽלֹו ְענּו ֶמה־ָה֥ א ָיַד֖ ֹ֥ ִים ל ֶרץ ִמְצַר֔ נּ֙ו ֵמֶא֣ ֱעָל֙ ר ֶהֽ יׁש ֲאֶׁש֤ ה ָהִא֗  for this Moses, the man who brought us‘ ִּכי־ֶז֣ה׀ ֹמֶׁש֣

up from the land of Egypt, we don’t know what has happened to him.’  From a linguistic point of 

view, it is as though the people are literally reactivating Moses, as though implying that they do not 

expect Aaron to remember who ‘this guy’ is.  The reactivation is accomplished using both a 

referential indefinite idiom, followed by an appositional anchor ‘the man who brought us up…’  The 

pragmatic effect is nearly identical to that achieved in English cited from Downing (1996:133), viz. 

the people distancing themselves from Moses, and implying much the same for Aaron.  Aaron uses 

the same phrasing when responding to Moses in v. 23.  Addition of the near demonstrative to a simple 

NP achieves the thematic marking described by Levinsohn,212 and thus the distancing effect seems 

restricted to use with proper NPs.  However, reconsideration may need to be given to such uses as 
ם את ִמֶּיְדֶכ֖ ֹ֛ ה this trampling’ or‘ ז ם ַהֶּז֔  this people’ in Isaiah 1:12 and 6:9-10, respectively.  The latter‘ ָהָע֣

could be construed as a distancing alternative to ‘my people’.  

6.3 Pragmatic Effects of Thematic Highlighting 
 This section will summarize the pragmatic effects achieved through the use of thematic 

highlighting which have been mentioned so far.  Callow states that one must not only identify the 

                                                      
211 She states, “First, it constitutes an avoidance of the simple proper name [the Q-principle].  Since bare proper 
names, as we have seen, are co-recognitionals, the use of Hart [i.e. a character in her corpus] here would suggest 
that speaker B considers Hart to be a member of both his own territory of information and that of speaker A.  By 
avoiding the bare name, B cancels these implicatures.  Secondly, common noun phrases involving this are 
usable in various sorts of situations where the speaker wishes to project either his/her own or his/her 
interlocutor’s lack of familiarity with the referent in question.  Such NP’s constitute a common method of 
introducing referents which are thought to be unknown to the addressee but are destined to play an important 
role in the upcoming text…; these NP’s involve the form that Gundel et al. (1993) term the ‘indefinite this’. …  
But in choosing the this-N-ProperName alternative, he is also offering to speaker A the possibility of being 
included in the group that eschews identification with Hart” (1996:133). 
212 E.g. Gen 12:7; 15:7, 18 (‘this land’); 15:5 (‘this one will not be your heir’); 17:21 (‘this season’). 
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marker of prominence, but also the domain over which it extends (cf. 1974:50), and thus we will 

delineate the domain based on the various effects observed in our corpus. 

6.3.1 Reorienting the Participant to the Discourse 
 We stated in §4.2 that when a participant is introduced to a discourse, it is assigned both a 

referring expression and some kind of discourse relation which anchors it in the reader’s mental 

representation, based on Givón (1992).  This anchoring relation becomes the reader’s primary means 

of relating the participant to the discourse, and remains so until discourse information directs the 

reader to do otherwise.  One of the pragmatic effects of reiterating anchoring relations for (semi-) 

active participants is to cognitively reaffirm or re-anchor the participant to the discourse.  This re-

anchoring takes two forms:  reaffirming the participant’s current discourse relation, or switching to an 

alternative, more salient discourse relation as the primary basis for relating the participant to the 

discourse.  We view participant reorientation to be more global in domain than local, in that it either 

restructures or reaffirms the reader’s mental representation of the participant. 

Reaffirming the Anchoring Relation 
 When an anchoring relation is redundantly restated without change from that which is 

cognitively instantiated, the repetition is nonetheless considered marked and assigns prominence to 

the relation.  Biblical Hebrew writers often reiterate a relation where it is thematically salient to the 

discourse, either locally or globally.  Such reiteration can be achieved using both means of thematic 

highlighting mentioned above: substitution and supplementation.  Let us consider come examples. 

 Substitution and supplementation utilizing familial relations serve to make sure that readers 

have the most salient relation in the forefront of their mental representation.  Repetition of this 

information makes sure that these relations are the primary basis used to ground the participant to the 

discourse.  Lot’s relation to Abraham is highlighted through supplementation in Gen 14:12 (‘Abram’s 

nephew…living in Sodom’), and through substitution in 14:16b (‘his relative’).  This usage is 

presumably intended to highlight the obligation Abraham has to rescue his relative.  Familial anchors 

were shown to be thematically salient in Gen 16 and 22 as well.  Heavy use of supplementation in 

both chapters ensures that the reader has what the writer deems is the most salient anchoring relation 

in mind.  In the case of Gen 16, the supplementation affirms that even though ostensibly the 

participants have changed Hagar’s salient relation to the discourse from ‘handmaid’ to ‘Abraham’s 

wife’, the writer/editor does nothing to affirm such a change.  In fact he appears to counter it by 

repeatedly anchoring Hagar to Sarah as her handmaid.   In Gen 22, the supplementations of ‘father’ 

and ‘son’ ensure that it is read as a story about a father and son, a theme which would not have 

received nearly as much prominence had only bare proper names been utilized. 

 162



 There are many other examples of how supplementation and substitution are used to highlight 

anchoring relations.213  One of the pragmatic effects of such encoding is to add prominence to the 

anchoring relation since it is either redundant, or represents a change from the default referring 

expression.  This constrains the reader to ground the participant to the discourse using the highlighted 

relation.  However, highlighting the information is not the only effect achieved by supplementation 

and substitution. 

Changing the Anchoring Relation 
 A second pragmatic effect achieved by the marked use of anchoring relations is to change the 

primary anchoring relation of a participant, effectively reorienting the reader to the participant based 

on the thematic salience of the new discourse relation.  Gen 21 contains a number of such changes.  

The complicating action of the pericope, which precipitates the expulsion of Hagar and Ishmael from 

Abraham’s camp, is Sarah seeing Ishmael mocking Isaac.  However rather than using a proper name 
to designate Ishmael in v. 9, the writer/editor states that Sarah sees  ה ית ֲאֶׁשר־ָיְלָד֥ ר ַהִּמְצִר֛ ת־ֶּבן־ָהָג֧ ֶאֽ

ם  the son of Hagar the Egyptian, whom she bore to Abraham’.  This designation highlights‘ ְלַאְבָרָה֖

both Ishmael’s non-Israelite roots, and only indirectly relates him to Abraham.  Gen 17 was the last 

pericope where Ishmael was referred to.  Each of the three references to him there utilize a proper 

name + ‘his son’, explicitly anchoring Ishmael to Abraham.  Thus prior to Gen 21:9, the most familiar 

relation for anchoring Ishmael to the discourse is as ‘Abraham’s son’.  Gen 21:9 not only portrays 

Ishmael ostensibly from Sarah’s PoV, but also is likely construed by readers as the most salient 

relation for this context.  Such a view is reinforced by Sarah’s subsequent demand that Abraham evict 

Hagar and ‘her son’. 

 Another relation is posited in v. 11, which recounts Abraham’s response to Sarah’s demand.  

There, Abraham refers to Ishmael as ‘his son’, an expression reflecting Abraham’s PoV as he is 

troubled about sending Hagar and ‘his son’ away.  This relation is short-lived, as references to 
Ishmael switch in God’s speech, with the writer/editor using ַהַּנַ֣ער ‘the lad’ in vv. 12, 17 (2x), 18, 19, 

and 20, with the exception of ה  son of the maid’ in v. 13.  Such encoding is consistent with‘ ֶּבן־ָהָאָמ֖

God’s PoV supporting Sarah’s demand that the two leave.  The writer/editor maintains this 
impersonal reference through the use of ַהֶּיֶ֖לד ‘the boy’ in vv. 14, 15, and in the RS of v. 16.  Thus, we 

observe one participant designated using four different appellations in a single chapter, none of which 

are a proper name!  Only the reference in v. 11 associates Ishmael with Abraham.  The other 

references either link him to Hagar, or omit any type of link to another participant (e.g. ‘boy’ or 

                                                      
213  Cf. 19:30c (‘he and his two daughters’ mentioned in a right dislocation repeated from v. 30a instead of 3MP 
minimal encoding); 19:33a, 35a (switch to ‘their/her father’ from ‘Lot’ in 19:30); 20:2a (supplements ‘his wife’ 
to ‘Sarah’); 21:3 (‘the one born to him, which Sarai had born to him’ is redundant from previous line); 21:4, 5 
(adds ‘his son’); 22:3c (‘his son’ in a detached object phrase; cf. vv. 6b, 9d (10b)); 22:7a (substitutes ‘his father’ 
for ‘Abraham’); 22:10b (substitutes ‘his son’ for ‘Isaac’); 24:30a (switch to ‘his sister’ from ‘Rebekah’ in v. 
29a). 
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‘lad’).  Each designation has a slightly different discourse relation, and we observed that the 

particular relations used match the PoV of the participants. 

 Other examples of changing the participant’s anchoring relation include supplementing 

Abraham’s proper name with ‘the Hebrew’ in Gen 14:13b, switching from the designation ‘the sons 

of Heth’ to ‘the people of the land’ in Gen 23:12a, and switches from ‘the servant of Abraham’ or ’the 

servant’ in Gen 24:1-17 to ‘the man’ in vv. 21-32.  After the man identifies himself as Abraham’s 

servant in v. 34, the writer/editor reverts back to calling him ‘Abraham’s servant’ (cf. v. 52ff) in the 

narrative proper.  A comparable switch is made in the reference to Rebekah in the same chapter from 

a proper name in v. 15 to ‘the young woman’ in vv. 16 and 28, and back again to a proper name in v. 

29ff.  We would propose that the purpose of these switches is more closely associated with PoV 

effects than with re-designating the participant.  Nonetheless the departure from or supplementation 

of the default referring expression inevitably adds prominence to the new designation that it would 

not otherwise have received had the expected encoding norms been followed. 

6.3.2 Indicating Center of Attention within the Discourse 
 Another pragmatic effect associated with redundant use of anchoring expressions is to 

indicate the center of attention214 within the discourse, particularly where a switch in the central 

anchoring participant is involved.  Prototypically in a narrative one participant is perceived to be the 

central participant, which we referred to as the center of reference or attention (cf. §2.4.1).  One 

explicit means of indicating the center of attention is by anchoring the secondary participants to one 

central participant, i.e. the referential center.  If participants are only referred to using bare proper 

names, determinations about the narrative’s center of attention are limited to the reader’s 

interpretation of the narrative content.  However, use of a referring expression which includes an 

anchoring relation will explicitly indicate the current center of attention.  Thus, either substitution or 

supplementation can be used to accomplish this.  Shifts in center of attention usually coincide with 

switches in initiating roles among participants.  The domain of such switches is rather local, based 

upon maintenance of the participant as the referential center. 

 We pointed out in §6.2.1 that the anchoring relations in Gen 19 switch from Lot’s daughters 

being anchored to him (cf. vv. 8-32), to Lot being anchored to his daughters as ‘their/her father’ (cf. 

vv. 33 (2x), 35, and 36).  In the first part of Gen 19, Lot and the angels are the primary initiators, with 

Lot’s daughters functioning largely as props.  In the latter part of the chapter, the daughters take the 

initiative to get their father drunk in order to have him impregnate them.  The switches in anchoring 

relations and center of attention coincide with a switch from Lot as the primary initiator of the 

narrative to the older and younger daughters as primary initiators.   

                                                      
214 For an introduction and application of ‘centering theory’, cf. Gordon et al. (1993), and Walker et al. 1998). 
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 One finds another such shift in Gen 24 between Abraham and his servant as Abraham 

commissions the servant to find a wife for Isaac.  The servant is anchored to Abraham initially in v. 2, 

but the pronominal suffix is dropped in subsequent references (cf. vv. 5, 9ff).  However at the point 

that the servant promises to fulfill the task in v. 9, notice the supplemented or substituted reference to 

Abraham as ‘his master’ (cf. vv. 9 and 10 (2x)).  Again, note that the switch in anchoring relations 

coincides with the switch in primary initiators.   

 Another example observed in Gen 24 is Rebekah’s relation to Laban.  Laban is initially 

anchored to the discourse as Rebekah’s brother in v. 29a, and subsequently referred to using only a 

bare proper name in vv. 29b and 32.  However, at the point that Laban rushes out to meet the servant 

at the well Rebekah’s anchoring relation switches, evidenced by substitution to ‘his sister’ in v. 30a 

and by supplementation in v. 30b (‘Rebekah, his sister’).  Clearly these are redundant anchoring 

references.   

 A final compelling example from outside of our corpus is found in Gen 3.  The woman (i.e. 

Eve) was last referred to in 2:25 in the statement “The man and his wife were both naked and not 

ashamed”, where she was anchored to Adam.  When she is first referred to in Gen 3 she is simply 

indexed as ‘the woman’ without an explicit anchor.  When Adam enters the picture in 3:6, he is 

referred to as ‘her husband’.  We would propose that the shift in anchoring is meant to highlight that 

the woman is currently the initiator, not Adam.  At the point that the two hear the sound of the LORD 

God in the garden in v. 8, the writer/editor indexes them as ‘the man and his wife’, a switch back to 

the original anchoring relations.  We conclude that the motivation for the pragmatic use of anchoring 

information is to make the switch in initiators explicit:  e.g. from Abraham to the servant, and from 

Rebekah to Laban, from Adam to the woman and back to Adam.  We do not claim that all such 

switches are meant to indicate a switch in initiators; it is simply an attested pragmatic effect in certain 

discourse contexts. 

6.3.3 Indicating the Narrator’s Point of Reference 
 The majority of switches and supplementations of anchoring expressions can be adequately 

accounted for as reorienting the participant to the discourse, or as indicating changes in the center of 

attention.  There are still other examples which fall outside the realm of these explanations, however.  

Many of the remaining tokens can be explained as explicitly indicating a change in the narrator’s 

point of view.  There is a meaningful difference between center of attention/reference and PoV.  

Using the analogy of a camera, the ‘center of attention’ describes who or what the camera lens is 

focused on, whereas PoV215 describes where the camera is, the vantage point from which the scene is 

viewed.  Prototypically in third person narrative the story is processed from the main participant’s 

                                                      
215 Cf. Berlin (1983), who uses the camera illustration to describe point of view. 
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PoV, as discussed in §6.2.1.216  This phenomenon is most commonly associated with deictic 

references, but is often overlooked in its more subtle manifestations as PoV.  For instance in Gen 

11:31 we find the statement: 

ם  ַרח ֶאת־ַאְבָר֣ ח ֶּת֜ ם...ַוִּיַּק֨ ן ַוֵּיְׁ֥שבּו ָׁשֽ אּו ַעד־ָחָר֖ ַען ַוָּיבֹ֥ ְרָצה ְּכַנ֔ ֶכ֙ת ַא֣ ים ָלֶל֙ ם ֵמ֣אּור ַּכְׂשִּד֗    ַוֵּיְצ֨אּו ִאָּת֜

‘And Terah took Abram… and they went out with them from Ur of the Chaldeans to go to the 
land of Canaan and they came as far as Haran and they settled there.  

One would expect that if the writer/narrator were portraying himself as embedded with the 

participants, the near deictic ‘here’ would be used to describe where they settled, as opposed to the 

‘there’.  It is as though things are being described from the vantage point of Canaan at this point, 

waiting for the participants to arrive.  On the other hand, YHWH’s commands to Abraham in 12:1ff 

are given (quite appropriately) from Abraham’s standpoint in Haran, viewing Canaan as being at a 
distance.  Finally, the use of ּבֹוא in v. 5, usually rendered as ‘came’ rather than ‘went’,217 indicates yet 

another deictic shift to within Canaan.218  

 In comparable ways we observe occasions in the corpus where the writer/editor shifts his 

PoV or vantage point from being a part of the assembled participants to being an outsider.  This idea 

was proposed in the discussion of Gen 12:14 and 15, where switching references from ‘Sarai’ to ‘the 

woman’ indicated that the writer/editor was portraying things from the Egyptians’ PoV.  This 

apparent shift lasts only as long as Abraham’s deception.  We then find her referred to only as ‘his 

wife’ until Gen 16.  A similar shift is observed as the fugitive of Gen 14:13b informs ‘Abram, the 

Hebrew’ of Lot’s capture.  Based on the limited use of this term it is difficult to understand how it 

could be construed as reorienting Abraham to the discourse.  The primary effect in this context is to 

indicate that the frame of reference for Gen 14:1ff is the Canaanite world around Abraham, rather 

than Abraham’s personal perspective.  The fact that Chedorlaomer functions as the center of reference 

in 14:1-12 further supports the appropriateness of Abraham’s reintroduction in v. 13, since he is not 

the current referential center.  However, we notice a return to Abraham as the center of reference as 

he begins the rescue of Lot in 14:14. 

 Two other switches of reference point from our corpus deserve mention.  The first is found in 

a rather awkward clause in Gen 16:4d, and is rendered in JPS as “4aAnd he went in unto Hagar, 4band 

she conceived; 4cand when she saw that she had conceivedTemp, 4dher mistress was despised in her 

                                                      
216 Cf. Van Hoek notes “that the subject of a clause is typically, or at least frequently, construed as the ‘viewer’ 
of the material in the clause” (1997:201).  For a similar claim established on the basis of poetics cf. Sternberg 
(1985:130). 
217 E.g. JPS, NASB, NKJ, NRSV, and LXX.  Other versions render it externally as ‘arrived there’ (cf. NJB, 
NIV), or ‘arrived in Canaan’ (cf. NLT). 
218 Levinsohn outlines the often overlooked deictics of verbs of motion that vary from language to language.  He 
claims, “although the Greek verbs ρχοµαι and πορεúοµαι are not always used in the same way as English 
‘come’ and ‘go’, they nevertheless denote motion with respect to some point of reference or ‘deictic center’” 
(2001:13).  One would expect these principles to be at work in Biblical Hebrew as well, even though it is not 
reflected in most lexicons. 

 166



eyes.”  Most English translations represent v. 4c as a temporal PoD.219  The repetition of the content 

of verse 4b in v. 4c creates what Dooley and Levinsohn (2001:105) refer to as ‘tail-head linkage’220 

which slows down the narrative and adds prominence to what immediately follows in the main 

clause.  We construe the grammar and the referring expression as an effort to change the point of 

reference from that of Sarah to that of Hagar; otherwise it is difficult to rationalize the change of 

referring expression for Sarah.  By using the suffixes and the anchored referring expression, Sarah is 

able to be prominently referenced without removing Hagar from the center of attention.221  

 The last example from our corpus is found in Gen 18-19. This passage contains a clear switch 

in the narrator’s PoV which is achieved using participant reference.  Specifically, there are switches 

of reference for ‘the men/angels’ who accompany YWHW during his visit to Abraham in Gen 18, and 

who eventually rescue Lot in Gen 19.  Gen 18:1 states that YHWH visited Abraham, yet the visitors 

are described as three men.  Eventually in 18:16 and 22 YHWH sends the two men off to Sodom.  

This sets the stage for Abraham to intercede for the city and for Lot.  When the men are mentioned 

again in 19:1, their referring expression is switched to ‘the two angels’.  The fact that they are 

introduced here using a definite NP leads the reader to construe these participants as co-referent with 

the two men sent by YHWH to Sodom.  This change of reference creates a knowledge gap, in that 

now the reader knows the two are divine beings, while Lot does not know.222  The two are referred to 

by both the narrator223 and participants224 as human ‘men’ until shortly after they reveal a supernatural 

power by blinding the men of Sodom (cf. v. 15).  Thus, we would argue that the initial reference to 

‘angels’ in v. 1 is intended to inform the reader of their true identity.  Reference to these participants 

as humans presents the story from Lot’s PoV, whereby he is ‘entertaining angels unaware’.  This 

maintenance of reference based on participants’ knowledge is also consistent with switches of 

referring expressions observed in Gen 12 and 20 concerning ‘Sarah’ versus the ‘woman’. 

6.3.4 Conclusions Regarding Thematic Highlighting 
 Context is crucial in determining which pragmatic effects are achieved by the use of marked 

participant encodings.  In the case of a phrase such as, ‘Jethro, Moses’ father-in-law’, any of the 

pragmatic effects previously mentioned are possible:  (re)iteration of the participant’s role, 

(re)iteration of the center of attention, or changes in point of view.  A process of elimination may be 

used in isolating the most plausible effect(s) achieved in the context.  For instance, if the center of 

attention remains static on one participant in the discourse, it is unlikely that affirming the center of 
                                                      
219 Cf. NASB, JPS, NET, NIV, NJB, NKJ, NLT, NRSV. 
220 Cf. Dooley and Levinsohn’s discussion on the use of tail-head linkage as a pre-climax highlighting device 
(2001:105). 
221 Cf. Foley and Van Valin (1984) for a discussion about the similar use of passive constructions to maintain 
attention on one participant, even though he/she is not the agent. 
222 For a description of the use of gapping from the standpoint of poetics in Biblical Hebrew narrative, cf. 
Sternberg (1985:183ff). 
223 Cf. 19:10 and 12. 
224 Cf. 19:2, 5, and 8. 
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attention is the intention.  Highlighting the thematic role or relation is likely the more salient 

pragmatic effect.  However, in a context such as Gen 27 which makes eight discrete switches in 

center of attention, the switching function is likely as salient as the highlighting of roles, and perhaps 

more so.  ‘Switching’ centers of reference appears to be a much more localized device, compared to 

the domain of thematically highlighting a role.  Point of view effects are largely determined by 

consistency of referential center as determined by the referring expressions.  As observed in Gen 12 

and 14, it was the lack of an anchoring relation to other participants that indicated the switch of 

reference.  More will be said about these issues in our application of these principles to Gen 27 in the 

Chapter 7. 

6.4 Cataphoric Highlighting 

6.4.1 Introduction 
 Section 6.1.2 provided an introduction to the idea of ‘prominence’, and proposed a cognitive 

account of how elements are judged and processed as prominent by readers.  Section 6.2 described 

the use of prominence in Biblical Hebrew narrative to thematically highlight information.  In these 

cases, default lexical encoding was either substituted or supplemented.  It was argued that such 

encoding pragmatically draws attention to the non-default information.  The use of default lexical 

NPs used where minimal encoding is expected has so far only been attributed to the processing 

function (cf. Chapter 5).  However, cognitive processing cannot account for all of the overencoding 

data observed in our corpus.  The remaining tokens fall into two categories. 

 First, there are instances where active agents and patients are both overencoded in a clause, 

especially in quotative frames.  This encoding exceeds the requirements for signaling a new 

development (e.g. Gen 14:22).225  Second, there are instances where the overencoding of participants 

in context S1 is found in consecutive clauses (e.g. Gen 13:11a-b), ostensibly dividing the clauses into 

two distinct developments.  How are these two kinds of tokens to be analyzed?  Are they marked 

developments, given more prominence than normal due to the presence of additional encoding?   

 Levinsohn claims that there are two reasons for overencoding participants in certain discourse 

contexts, based upon Givón’s (1983a) iconicity principle: 

1. “to mark the beginning of a narrative unit (because, in Givón’s terms, there is a 
discontinuity); or 

2. to highlight the action or speech concerned (often, because it is disruptive or surprising)” 
(2000b:4). 

Huang (2000:230) reaches similar conclusions, stating that “contrastiveness or being contrary to 

expectation” is an effect associated with use of marked forms.   

                                                      
225 Overencoding for processing appears to be restricted to the overencoding of agents, based on the conclusions 
reached by most empirical cognitive studies cited above.  Preliminary data from our corpora give some reason to 
conclude that overencoding in certain N- contexts may be used to disambiguate whether some context S3 or S4 
transitions should be read as a new developments or not (cf. Levinsohn 2000b:9, and his analysis of Gen 4:6). 
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 One discourse context that is often pragmatically marked according to Longacre (1996:132) 

is what he refers to as a ‘countering move’ in reported speech, whereby one participant’s speech 

either counters the goals or objectives of the other, or simply initiates a new direction in the dialogue.  

Dooley and Levinsohn cite several attested means of grammaticalizing countering moves: “In Koiné 

Greek, for instance, the verb apokrínomai, which is usually glossed ‘answer’, typically signals a 

change of direction in a reported conversation…  In languages that use a developmental marker, this 

marker is likely to be used in connection with a change of direction in a reported conversation.  It is 

normal, also, for a noun to refer to the speaker of such a speech, even when a pronoun would 

otherwise be expected” (2001:100-101).   

 Thus, even though a reader may be able to determine from the content of a speech that it 

represents a shift in direction compared to that of the preceding speech, many languages add 

pragmatic markers to highlight such a shift using development or other pragmatically assigned 

markers.  Levinsohn (2000a:140ff) has found the highlighting function of overencoding used not just 

in countering moves, but more generally to cataphorically highlight a following speech or event.  In 

other words, the overencoding of participants can be used to pragmatically add prominence to a 

following speech or event that it would not naturally have had without the marked encoding.  

Levinsohn applied these principles to Koine Greek (2000a:140ff), and found that overencoding is 

regularly utilized as a cataphoric marker to highlight a following speech or event, not the participant 

that has been overencoded.  De Regt (1999:60-62) reaches similar conclusions regarding the series of 

relexicalizations in Ruth (2:20-22) and in the Joseph narratives (Gen 42:6-9), as does Perrin 

(1978:110-111), with both observing that use of such overencoding occurs just before the climax of 

the narrative.226 

 It was argued in §2.5.4 that Huang’s revised neo-Gricean pragmatic scheme, combined with 

Dooley and Levinsohn’s three functions of participant reference,227 appear to form a cognitive 

processing scheme whereby lower level functions are entailed in those above them, repeated below: 

(27) Entailment Hierarchy for Cognitive Processing of Marked Referring Expressions 
 

Semantic  Processing  Pragmatic 
 

In other words, when a reader encounters a redundant NP, the expression still plays a semantic role.  

However, based on its redundancy it is construed as serving some other pragmatic function than 

simple disambiguation.  The overencoded tokens are interpreted as such based on their departure from 

the established discourse patterns (cf. the theoretical frame of reference discussed in §6.1).  Cognitive 

                                                      
226 “Like Judg 3:20-22 and, e.g., Gen 25:34a and 29:10-12 (‘Jacob’), Ruth 2:20-22 seems to serve as a climactic 
point in the text, indicated by the repetition of full references to participants.  Such a peak potentially brings 
about a crucial change in the course of events.  In general, devices of repetition often mark a peak, ‘i.e., various 
devices are used to insure that the peak does not “go by too fast”’” (De Regt 1999:61, citing Longacre 
1989:349). 
227 These functions are semantic, processing, and discourse-pragmatic. 
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research has demonstrated that overencoding of active participants is first construed as marking a new 

segment.  The overencoding guides the reader to chunk the text in their mental representation.  Based 

on the claims of Levinsohn (2000a) and Dooley and Levinsohn (2001:100-101), we are postulating 

that overencoding which exceeds the discourse-established patterns to mark new developments moves 

the reader to the next level of the anaphora resolution scheme—pragmatic highlighting.  We would 

further argue that such lexical overencoding functions to cataphorically highlight a following event or 

speech by creating a marked development unit, something on the order of a ‘pragmatic speed bump’ 

to slow readers down and get their attention.  Longacre’s (1996:132) claim regarding countering 

moves appears to be a specific application of this more general principle of cataphoric highlighting. 

 The number of tokens in the corpus of Gen 12-25 which utilize cataphoric highlighting is 

rather limited.  Most are observed in quotative frames in contexts where there is a shift in initiators 

within the dialogue.  A few are found just before a thematically salient event, which is consistent with 

Dooley and Levinsohn’s description.  We first observed the marking of countering moves and 

cataphoric highlighting through repeated S1 lexicalization in our test corpus of Exod 1-12.  This 

corpus includes many more contexts where participants resist the initiative of another.  Only a few 

comparable situations are found in the Genesis corpus:  Abraham’s refusal to accept booty from the 

king of Sodom in Gen 14:22, Abraham’s rejection of responsibility for Hagar in 16:6; and Abraham’s 

continuing reduction in the number of righteous necessary for a city to be spared in 18:27, 29.228  

Several examples will be presented which illustrate the cataphoric highlighting of a following speech 

or event.  Two tokens are taken from the Exodus test corpus.  We begin with cataphoric highlighting 

in context S1. 

6.4.2 Cataphoric Highlighting in Narrative 
 In Exodus 2:23b-25, just prior to YHWH’s revelation of Himself to Moses, there are a series 

of statements describing YHWH’s awareness and concern for Israel in response to their outcry: 

ה׃23 ים ִמן־ָהֲעבָֹדֽ ם ֶאל־ָהֱאֹלִה֖ ַעל ַׁשְוָעָת֛ קּו ַוַּת֧ ה ַוִּיְזָע֑ ל ִמן־ָהֲעבָֹד֖ י־ִיְׂשָרֵא֛   ַוֵּיָאְנ֧חּו ְבֵנֽ
ע 24 יםַוִּיְׁשַמ֥ ר ֱאֹלִה֖ ם ַוִּיְזּכֹ֤ םֱאֹלִהי֙ם ֶאת־ַנֲאָקָת֑   ... ֶאת־ְּבִרי֔תֹו ֶאת־ַאְבָרָה֖
יםַוַּי֥ ְרא 25 ים ַוֵּי֖ ַדע לֶאת־ְּבֵנ֣י ִיְׂשָרֵא֑ ֱאֹלִה֖   ׃ֱאֹלִהֽ

23And the sons of Israel (S4) groaned from the labor and cried out and their cry (S3) went up to 
God (N4) from the labor.  
24And God (S3) heard their cry (N3), and God (S1) remembered his covenant (N4) with 
Abraham… 
25And God (S1) saw the sons of Israel (N3), and God (S1) knew.  

Verse 23 introduces the entities that will switch roles in v. 24:  the sons of Israel, their cry, and God.  

Based on the semantics of ‘their cry went up to God’, the expectation is that ‘God’ would be the agent 

hearing ‘the cry’ in v. 24, a simple S3/N3 role switch disambiguated by the fact that God is the only 

animate participant.  Certainly only the subject needs to be relexicalized to disambiguate the switch.  

                                                      
228 A complex quotative frame is used in both instances, without lexicalizing the addressee. 
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We are proposing that the string of S1 relexicalizations in vv. 24-25, in addition to simply segmenting 

the text, are most likely processed by readers as intending some other marked implicature that 

minimal encoding would not have achieved.  We claim this implicature is the cataphoric highlighting 

of God coming down to do something about all that He has heard and seen (cf. Exod 3ff).  Also note 

the relexicalization of ‘sons of Israel’ in v. 25a, in a context where they are the only salient 3MP 

referent, based on the pronominal suffixes used in v. 24a.  In contrast in v. 25b, the complement of 

what God knew is elided, leaving it to the reader to supply an antecedent.  This passage illustrates not 

only the effective use of cataphoric highlighting, but also the Biblical Hebrew writer/editor’s literary 

capabilities. 

 We find a similar example of S1 relexicalization in Gen 13:10ff used to highlight Lot’s 

decision to choose Sodom rather than Canaan, in response to Abraham’s offer. 

הט֣לֹוַוִּיָּׂשא־10 ה ֶאת־ְסדֹ֙ם ְוֶאת־ֲעֹמָר֔ ת ְיהָו֗ ה ִלְפֵנ֣י׀ ַׁשֵח֣ ּה ַמְׁש ֶק֑ י ֻכָּל֖ ן ִּכ֥ ר ַהַּיְרֵּד֔ יו ַוַּיְר֙א ֶאת־ָּכל־ִּכַּכ֣     ֶאת־ֵעיָנ֗
ַער׃ ה צֹֽ ִים ּבֲֹאָכ֖ ֶרץ ִמְצַר֔   ְּכַגן־ְיהָו֙ה ְּכֶא֣

ר ַהַּיְרֵּד֔֗לֹוטַוִּיְבַחר־֣לֹו 11 ת ָּכל־ִּכַּכ֣ ע  ֵא֚ ֶדם֖לֹוטן ַוִּיַּס֥   ... ִמֶּק֑
10And Lot (S2) lifted his eyes and saw (S1) all of the Jordan valley, that all of it was well-
watered before God destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah, like YHWH’s garden, like the land of 
Egypt as you go to Zoar.  
11And Lot (S1) chose for himself all the Jordan valley and Lot (S1) set out eastward… 

The relexicalization in v. 10 is construed as overencoded, serving to segment Lot’s response to 

Abraham’s speech.  A large amount of thematically salient information is presented in the subordinate 

clauses of v. 10, far beyond what is necessary for disambiguation, but exactly the kind of encoding 

one might expect for thematically highlighting the valley.229  Longacre notes that such thematic 

background information is often placed just prior to a climax as a means of delaying resolution and 

building up the suspense in a narrative (1985:86).  The inclusion of this information in Gen 13 is also 

highly salient for understanding the events in the very next chapter.  The twofold relexicalization in v. 

11, while serving to segment the text, goes beyond what is reasonably expected and attested 

elsewhere in our corpus.  Thus the encoding can be reasonably understood as explicitly adding 

prominence to information which is salient to the discourse.  This marked encoding is also found in 

the context of corroborative highlighting markers, viz. the thematically-salient off-line information.230 

                                                      
229 Levinsohn (1992) claims that postposed as- and when- clauses are used in English to convey information that 
is at least as salient as that in the main clause.  Heimerdinger (1999:94ff) makes similar claims regarding the 
salience of so-called ‘off-line’ material in Biblical Hebrew narrative.   
230 For other examples of the insertion of redundant, thematically-salient off-line information, cf. Gen 14:17 (the 
description of Chedorlaomer); 19:4 (description of men of Sodom); 19:29 (reference to Lot living in the cities 
which were destroyed); 21:1, 2 (the ‘just as the LORD said’ statements; cf. Exod 7:10; 9:12, 35; 12:28, 50); 21:3 
(the specification of Sarah as the birth mother); 22:3, 9 (description of the place as ‘where God had told him’); 
23:13 (reiteration of the bystanders who were listening); 23:19, 20; 25:9-10 (description of which cave was used 
as a burial place). 
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6.4.3 Cataphoric Highlighting in Quotative Frames 
 The previously described examples from Exod 2 and Gen 13 illustrate the use of cataphoric 

highlighting in context S1, but comparable highlighting is frequently observed in context S2 as well.  

Consider Moses’ first audience with Pharaoh to obtain the freedom of the Israelites, recorded in Exod 

5:1-6 

ר ְיהָו֙ה 1 ה־ָאַמ֤ ה ּכֹֽ ן ַוּיֹאְמ֖רּו ֶאל־ַּפְרעֹ֑ ה ְוַאֲהרֹ֔ אּו ֹמֶׁש֣ ר ָּב֚ י...ְוַאַח֗   ...ַׁשַּל֙ח ֶאת־ַעִּמ֔
אֶמר  2 ֹ֣ הַוּי לַּפְרעֹ֔ ח ֶאת־ִיְׂשָרֵא֑ ע ְּבקֹ֔לֹו ְלַׁשַּל֖ ר ֶאְׁשַמ֣ י ְיהָו֙ה ֲאֶׁש֣   ... ִמ֤
א ָעֵל֑ 3 ים ִנְקָר֣ י ָהִעְבִר֖ אְמ֔רּו ֱאֹלֵה֥ ֹ֣ יםַוּי א ֶּדֶרְ֩ך ְׁשֹ֨לֶׁשת ָיִמ֜   ...ינּו ֵנֲ֣לָכה ָּנ֡
אֶמר ֲאֵלֶה֙ם  4 ֹ֤ ִיםַוּי ֶלְך ִמְצַר֔ ן ֶמ֣ ה ְוַאֲהרֹ֔ ָּמה ֹמֶׁש֣ יעּו ָל֚ יוַּתְפִר֥ ֲעָׂש֑ ם ִמַּמֽ   ... ֶאת־ָהָע֖
ה 5 אֶמר ַּפְרעֹ֔ ֹ֣ ֶרץ ַוּי ם ָהָא֑ ה ַע֣ ים ַעָּת֖ ם ֵהן־ַרִּב֥ ם ִמִּסְבֹלָתְֽוִהְׁשַּבֶּת֥   ם׃ ֹאָת֖

1And afterward Moses and Aaron (S3) came and said to Pharaoh (N4), “Thus says YHWH, ‘Let 
my people go…’”  
2And Pharaoh (S2) said (to Ø), “Who is YHWH that I should obey his voice to let Israel go…” 
3And Ø (S2) said (to Ø), “The God of the Hebrews met with us.  Let us go three days journey… 
4And the King of Egypt (S2) said to them (N2), “Why, Moses and Aaron, do you cause to 
refrain… 
5And Pharaoh (S1) said (to Ø), “Look, many now are the people of the land, and you want them 
to… 

The relexicalization of Pharaoh’s reply in v. 2 appears to be a simple development marker, eliding the 

addressees.  He has not yet rejected Moses and Aaron’s proposal, but the frame introducing Pharaoh’s 

question is segmented to mark it as a distinct development from what precedes.  The frame 

introducing Moses and Aaron’s reply in v. 3 uses minimal encoding for both speaker and addressee, 

while the frames of v. 4-5 seem to mark a shift.  Both relexicalize the speaker, and the former 

explicitly encodes the addressee.231  This view is bolstered by the mid-speech reorienting in v. 5, 

which not only segments the Pharaoh’s speech into two parts, but also adds prominence to the latter 

portion that use of only a single quotative frame to introduce the speech would not have achieved.  

Notice also the switch of referring expression from ‘Pharaoh’ to ‘king of Egypt’, a move to ensure 

that the reader is processing this struggle between YHWH/Moses and Pharaoh as more than just 

interpersonal; the future welfare of Egypt is at stake based on its king’s decisions. 

 Another token of overencoding a countering move is found in Gen 14:22, where Abraham 

rejects the king of Sodom’s offer of booty. 

אֶמר  ֹ֥ םַוּי ם ֶאל־ַאְבָר֖ ֶלְך ְסדֹ֑ י ֶאל־ְיהָו֙הֶמ֣ ִתי ָיִד֤   ... ֲהִריֹמ֨

And Abram (S2) said to the king of Sodom (N2), “I have raised my hand to YHWH…” 

The speech between the king of Sodom and Abraham is initiated in v. 21, where the king offers the 

goods Abraham has recovered to him as a reward.  Abraham rejects this offer outright.  His rejection 

                                                      
231 As noted in §4.4.1, Nariyama (2000) argues that zero anaphora is used cross-linguistically as the unmarked 
signal of continuity.  A great many non-initial quotative frames elide the addressee using zero anaphora, which 
would have the pragmatic effect of signaling ‘+continuity’ according to Nariyama’s view.  Thus, it is reasonable 
to conclude that the explicit pronominal mention of the addressee has the pragmatic effect indicating some 
degree of discontinuity with the preceding conversational turn, especially based on the fact that both vv. 2 and 3 
elide the addressee using zero anaphora. 

 172



coincides with the overencoding of both speaker and hearer in a context where minimal encoding is 

default for both.  We would propose that the pragmatic effect of this degree of overencoding is to add 

prominence to Abraham’s reply that it would not otherwise have had.  This is what Longacre (1996) 

refers to as a countering move.  Not only does the encoding serve to segment Abraham’s reply as a 

distinct development, it also adds prominence to it due to the overencoding of the addressee.  Thus 

the use of overencoding here complements the content of the speech which follows. 

 One final example of the overencoding of an active speaker and hearer in a quotative frame is 

found in Gen 16:6.  This verse recounts Abraham’s reply to Sarah’s complaint about Hagar 

disrespecting her.  Sarah goes so far as to blame the problem on Abraham.  Based on the discourse 

context, Sarah’s complaint seems out of place in that it was her idea for Abraham to approach Hagar 

in the first place.  Abraham’s reply is encoded as if it is a countering move, yet he does nothing but 

acquiesce to his wife’s complaint: 

אֶמר  5 ֹ֨ יַוּת י ָעֶליָךֶ֒אל־ַאְבָר֮ם ָׂשַר֣ אֶמר  6 ... ֲחָמִס֣ ֹ֨ םַוּי יָׂש ֶאל־ַאְבָר֜   ...ַר֗
5 And Sarai (S1) said to Abram (N4), “My wrong is on you…” 6and Abram (S2) said to Sarai 
(N2)… 

 Commentators seem to expect some courageous decision from Abraham here, especially in 

light of the Ancient Near Eastern legal precedents.232  Waltke states, “Like Eve, Sarah now shifts the 

blame, and like Adam, Abraham shrugs off responsibility.  Abraham alone has the judicial authority 

to effect a change and up to now has not acted to protect their marriage” (2001:252).233  Von Rad 

goes further stating, “But what happens—Sarah’s outbursts of anger, Abraham’s surrender of Hagar 

to Sarah’s reprisal—is in the narrator’s opinion disagreeable” (1972:192, italics mine).  Von Rad 

does not elaborate on the textual evidence which leads him to this opinion.  We would construe the 

overencoded quotative frame introducing Abraham’s response as adding prominence to the speech 

which follows.  The overencoding seems to anticipate a countering move, as noted by the 

commentators; surprisingly, it is never delivered. 

6.4.4 Conclusions Regarding Cataphoric Highlighting 
 Based on the tokens presented both from our primary corpus and from our test corpus of 

Exodus 1-15, we conclude that the repeated relexicalization in S1, as well as the relexicalization of 

both speaker and addressee in context S2/N2, is intended to create some pragmatic effect other than 

simply indicating a new development.  Based on the discourse context of each token, the location of 

the overencoding was either near or at a point of highest tension in the story.  We do not claim that 

such overencoding is required to grammaticalize a countering or surprising move in a reported 

speech.  However, it clearly represents an option to pragmatically add prominence to a speech by 

utilizing encoding in excess of that necessary to signal a new development.  Similarly, the repeated 

                                                      
232 Cf. Walton (2001:447f) for a thorough discussion on this issue. 
233 Ross (1996:320) characterizes Abraham’s actions as a “surrendering agreement”. 
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relexicalization in S1 serves to segment each clause into its own new development unit, with the 

pragmatic effect of adding prominence to each clause.  This prominence would not have been present 

if the clauses had been minimally encoded within a single, unified development unit.  Viewing this 

kind of overencoding through the lens of the pragmatic processing of anaphora, and informed by 

cross-linguistic principles, our theoretical frame of reference is able to provide a reasonable account 

of the remaining body of marked encoding from our corpus. 

6.5 Conclusion 
 This chapter has provided an account of the remaining group of overencoded tokens from our 

corpus, encoding which exceeded the cross-linguistic and empirical expectations to indicate a new 

development.  It was postulated that encoding in excess of that required to indicate a new 

development is construed by readers as accomplishing some pragmatic effect other than processing.  

This framework is based on the cross-linguistic functions of participant reference postulated by 

Dooley and Levinsohn (2001), and informed by the revised Neo-Gricean principles which we 

demonstrated are attested in diverse languages.  The proposed pragmatic effect of such overencoded 

development units is to cataphorically highlight a salient speech or event which follows.  It was noted 

that empirical studies of anaphora have largely focused on differentiating the processing of 

pronominal versus nominal reference to active agents/subjects, and has not extended to overencoded 

lexical forms or the overencoding of patients.  Therefore this framework relies upon firmly 

established cognitive and pragmatic principles, as well as usage attested in other languages.   

 The application of this theoretical framework to the remaining overencoded tokens from our 

corpus resulted in distinguishing two distinct functions of overencoding in addition to marking 

development units.  The functions can be differentiated by the kind of encoding involved.  On the one 

hand, the substitution or supplementation of referring expressions has the pragmatic effect of 

thematically highlighting the added information itself.  On the other hand, overencoding both the 

agent and the patient, or consecutively overencoding the agent, has the pragmatic effect of 

cataphorically highlighting a following speech or event.  Our conclusions are summarized in the 

following definitions. 

Thematic highlighting:  Assigns added prominence to information that is crucial to 
understanding the interpretive point of the story.  Thematic highlighting places the spotlight 
on the added information itself. 
 
Cataphoric highlighting:  Cataphorically adds prominence to surprising or important 
developments.  Cataphoric highlighting places the spotlight on a following speech or event, 
not on the added information itself. 

 Based on the analysis of the thematic highlighting tokens, several possible pragmatic effects 

were noted depending on the discourse context.  First, thematic highlighting can have the pragmatic 

effect of reorienting an active or semi-active participant to the discourse based on the anchoring 

relation specified by the writer/editor.  Second, thematic highlighting can explicitly indicate the 
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referential center, which prototypically coincides with the current center of attention/initiating 

participant.  Finally, thematic highlighting can also serve to indicate shifts in PoV, the vantage point 

from which the narrative is being recounted.  In the case of cataphoric highlighting, the primary 

pragmatic effect is to add prominence to a following speech or event by creating a marked segment 

which serves to ‘slow down’ the pace of the narrative.   

 Our study began by highlighting the need for a typologically informed, empirical account of 

participant reference in Biblical Hebrew narrative, based on the gaps left from previous studies in 

Chapters 2 and 3.  The default encoding constraints and default forms for the various discourse 

contexts were described in Chapter 4.  This default description served as the baseline for both 

isolating and describing marked forms of participant encoding.  In the process, it was noted that the 

corpus exhibited overencoding of participants in contexts where minimal forms are expected.  

Chapter 5 described the use of redundant lexical NP references to active participants as Biblical 

Hebrew’s means of segmenting a narrative into distinct developments in contexts of relative 

continuity.  This current chapter has provided a description of the remaining overencoded data as 

either thematic highlighting or cataphoric highlighting.   

 Thus far our model has only been applied to our corpus one layer at a time, viz. default 

encoding, marked encoding for processing and marked encoding for discourse-pragmatic functions.  

With our account of participant reference completed, the next chapter is devoted to a unified analysis 

of Gen 27 in order to demonstrate how the pieces fit together, as well how the pragmatic use of 

participant reference complements and interacts with the use of other discourse conventions.  
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7. A Discourse-Functional Account of Participant Reference in 
Genesis 27 

 The last six chapters of this study have outlined a theoretical and methodological framework 

and applied it to a corpus in order to propose a preliminary linguistic description of participant 

reference in Biblical Hebrew narrative.  The theoretical frame of reference is grounded in both a 

functional understanding of discourse grammar and cognitive linguistics.  The discourse-functional 

component has allowed us to describe the non-formal, discourse-related factors which influence the 

encoding of participants.  The cognitive component has allowed us to propose a theoretical 

framework to describe the human-processing factors which influence both the encoding of 

participants, and the processing of that encoding by readers.  Finally, the framework was informed by 

cross-linguistic principles in order to ensure that the proposed description of participant reference is 

consistent with the functions and effects associated with participant reference attested in other 

languages. 

 Up to this point, examples have been presented and conclusions have been drawn from our 

primary corpus of Gen 12-25 and our test corpus of Exod 1-12.  Though our methodological approach 

has been described, it has not been demonstrated to the reader through an extended application to a 

single passage.  This chapter provides an analysis of the participant reference encoding found in Gen 

27, based on the tagged analysis of the Hebrew text in Appendix 2.  The goal in this chapter is to 

provide a summary, reviewing each of the aspects of participant reference presented previously 

through application to Gen 27.  We will begin with the activation of the participants, describing the 

probable status of the first-time reader’s mental representation of the discourse as they begin reading 

the chapter, and then trace the development of that representation.  Then, we will discuss the 

continued reference to active participants, followed by the use of marked encoding to segment the 

text for easier processing.  Finally, we will discuss the uses of marked encoding for pragmatic 

highlighting.  Our goal is not simply to provide a unified account of the referential encoding observed 

in Gen 27, but to demonstrate the contributions our insights make to both the exegesis and translation 

of this passage. 

7.1 Participant Activation  
 Genesis 27 recounts the story of Jacob stealing Isaac’s blessing intended for Esau, with help 

from Rebekah.  All four of the participants have been introduced into the discourse prior to this 

chapter.  Isaac was formally introduced into the narrative in Gen 21:2-3 using a two-step process of 

predicating his existence in one clause, and then assigning a name in the next clause.  Due to the 

thematic significance of Isaac’s birth to the discourse, these verses are heavily overencoded for 

cataphoric highlighting, as described in §6.4.  Rebekah is first introduced to the narrative in Gen 

22:23 via a genealogical report.  She then becomes an active participant in Gen 24:15ff, reactivated 

using a highlighted participial clause, and anchored by an overspecified relative clause. 
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 Jacob and Esau are both generically introduced into the discourse in 25:22 as ‘the children’.  

They are then individually named in 25:25-26 in a two-part introduction of predication and naming.  

In this initial narrative, Jacob is anchored to Esau as ‘his brother’ in v. 26.  The birth narrative is 

followed by contrasting characterizations of the two brothers in 25:27-28. Comments are made about 

both their personal preferences and their parents’ preferences.  After this, a brief pericope recounts 

how Esau sells his birthright to Jacob (25:29-34).  Gen 26 closes with the report that Esau married 

from the daughters of Heth (v. 34), stating that they caused ‘bitterness to Isaac and to Rebekah’ in v. 

35. 

 Due to the mention of Isaac, Rebekah and Esau in the last verse before Gen 27, we construe 

all of the participants as clearly being semi-active with the possible exception of Jacob, who was last 

mentioned in 25:34.  Although all are semi-active, consideration must be given to the most probable 

anchoring relation of each.  In terms of salient anchoring relations, Isaac was the primary center of 

attention in Gen 26 based on his interaction with Abimelech.  Therefore Jacob and Esau are likely 

viewed as ‘Isaac’s sons’, and Rebekah as ‘Isaac’s wife’, as their most salient anchoring relation.  At 

the beginning of Gen 27, we construe all four participants as active due to the fact that none have 

recently been explicitly anchored to one another.  Very little thematic highlighting is observed in Gen 

25-26;234 no explicit anchoring relations are highlighted. 

7.2 Default Encoding for Continuing Reference to Participants 

7.2.1 Default Patterns for Contexts S1, N1, S2, and N2 
 The writer/editor follows the default norms for continuing reference to active participants 

described in §4.3.  In context S1, we observe the regular use of clitic pronouns with finite verbs,235 

and the use of IPP with non-finite verbs236 as expected.  Default minimum encoding is also utilized 

for both agent and patient in context S1/N1.237  In context S2/N2 we regularly observe subjects 

minimally encoded using clitic pronouns, and the addressee either elided or pronominally encoded.238  

There are also a number of overencoded tokens in these contexts, but the proposed default encoding 

values for the various contexts are confirmed by the data from Gen 27.  The remaining overencoded 

tokens will be discussed below.   

7.2.2 Default Patterns for Contexts S3, N3, S4 and N4 
 Default encoding in the -3 and -4 contexts is a lexical NP, in most cases.  A number of role 

switches in Gen 27 are encoded using lexical NPs based on the semantic needs of the context (cf. 

                                                      
234 Cf. ‘his wife’ in Gen 25:21d, 26:7a and 8b.  Cf. ‘his brother’ in 25:26a. 
235 Cf. vv. 1b, 1c, 14b, 14c, 15c, 16, 17, 18b, etc. 
236 Non-finite verbs are not found in the narrative proper of the pericope.  Cf. vv. 8b and 33b for examples 
within reported speech. 
237 Cf. vv. 23b, 27b, and 27d for Cl/Ø encoding.  Cf. vv. 27b, 27c, 39b, 42b, for Cl/Cl encoding. 
238 Cf. vv. 2a, 18c, 20b, 24b, 25a, 27a, 32b, 35a, and 36a for examples of S2/N2 encoded as Cl/Ø.  For switches 
encoded as Cl/Cl, cf. vv. 1c, 25b, 42c. 
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§4.3.4).  Default lexical encoding in context -3/-4 is observed at several points in Gen 27.  For 

instance, v. 5a states that Rebekah heard what Isaac told Esau, and v. 5b reports that Esau went out to 

the field to hunt.  Though it is fairly clear from the preceding discourse that Esau is expected to go to 

the field and not Isaac, the use of the lexical NP quickly eliminates any ambiguity.  The report in Gen 

27:38b that Esau lifts up his voice and weeps is followed in v. 39a by a quotative frame with Isaac as 

speaker.  Given the context, a reader might construe vv. 38b-39a as a complex quotative frame if 

default lexical encoding were not included in v. 39a.  Thus, use of a lexical NP is necessary to 

unambiguously grammaticalize the switch of participants, with Isaac as the new speaker. 

 There are also switches of participants in context -3 using minimal encoding where a lexical 

NP might be expected.  Recall that the meaningful distinction between -3 and -4 is that the former 

refers to contexts where the participant was involved in a different role in the preceding clause, while 

in the latter context the participant in question was not involved at all in the preceding clause.  The 

participant is construed as more accessible in context -3 than in -4.  This allows for minimal encoding 

to be used unambiguously in context -3 in place of lexical NPs in certain discourse contexts (cf. 

§4.4.1).  The first context allowing minimally-encoded -3 switches is where a morphological 

distinction exists between the agent and patient, such as gender or number.239  The second discourse 

context is where the semantic expectations are such that the reader is able to discern the switch 

unambiguously.240  We noted that the use of minimal encoding in such contexts introduces the 

potential for ambiguity.  However, based on the claims of Nariyama (2000), we have proposed that a 

pragmatic effect of such under-encoding is to foster greater continuity than would have resulted from 

the use of lexical encoding (cf. §4.4.1). 

 Having said this, Gen 27 manifests a significant number of role switches using minimal 

encoding in context S3/N3 where no morphological distinction exists, but where the semantic 

expectations of the context provide clarity.  These tokens are consistent with those S3/N3 switches 

observed in our corpus under similar discourse contexts.241  Most of these tokens are found in vv. 22-

27 just prior to the climax of the story where Isaac is verifying Jacob’s identity.  Based on the claims 

of Nariyama (2000) regarding zero anaphora as the unmarked sign of ‘+continuity’, it is reasonable to 

infer that the writer is seeking to avoid unnecessary segmentation of the text in this context through 

utilizing such underspecified switches of participants.  The first instance is found in v. 22b, just after 

marking a new development unit where both agent and patient are relexicalized in S2/N2 (v. 22a).  
Jacob draws near to ‘Isaac his father’ in v. 22a, followed by the clauses אֶמר ֹ֗ הּו ַוּי  and Ø felt him‘ ַוְיֻמֵּׁש֑

and Ø said…’  The reader learned from the reported speech of v. 21 that Isaac intends to touch Jacob, 

and based on the fact that both Jacob and Isaac are alternating as initiators it does not seem 

                                                      
239 E.g. Gen 14:13c and 13d; 16:4a, 4b, 6c; 18:1b, 10c; 19:3b, 3d, 3f, 11b, 33d, 35d, 37c; 20:17c; 21:14e; 
24:16c.  
240 E.g. Gen 15:6; 18:7c, 8a, 8d; 21:20b, 33a; 23:2b; 24:30d. 
241 E.g. Gen 16:1, 7a; 21;33a; 24:31a, 32b; 1 Sam 9:2a; 17:12a. 
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unreasonable to expect the use of lexical NPs for at least one of the participants.  Perhaps preserving 

vv. 22-25 as a single development unit outweighed the risk of causing ambiguity.  Based on the 

encoding utilized in this development, the use of minimal encoding has the pragmatic effect of 

facilitating the flow of the narrative. 

 The narrative continues on using only minimal encoding in context S1 in vv. 22c-24a, four 

clauses in all.  The switches of speaker and hearer (context S2/N2) in vv. 24b and 25a are encoded 

using Cl/Ø, while the S2/N2 switch indicating the return to narrative proper in v. 25b is encoded 

using Cl/Cl.  In vv. 25c-e, we find three more S3/N3 switches encoded without the use of lexical NPs, 

but the semantics of the context make the changes somewhat predictable: ‘He1 brought Ø3 near to 

him2 and he2 ate Ø3, and he1 brought wine4 to him2 and he2 drank Ø4.’  Thus from vv. 22-26, we 

observe 11 main clauses encoded without a single lexical NP for the participants.  The pragmatic 

effect of this encoding, we would argue, is to build as tight a unity as possible in these verses, even at 

the risk of creating some ambiguity in vv. 22b and 25c-e.  The DU beginning in v. 22 uses encoding 

consistent with cataphoric highlighting discussed in §6.4.2, while the encoding which marks the end 

of this development unit at v. 26 exhibits both relexicalization and a complex quotative frame to 

highlight the speech which follows.   

 The next development unit from vv. 26-29 also manifests the use of minimally encoded 

clauses.  It is brought to an end by another pragmatically marked temporal clause which recounts 

Jacob’s exit just as Esau returns from hunting.  This clause forms a contrasting enclusio in 

comparison to the minimal encoding within the unit.  Such alternation suggests an intentional use of 

minimal and overencoding to shape both the organization and perceived flow of the narrative. 

7.3 Marked Encoding for Discourse Processing 
 There are 17 discrete development units marked using overencoding in either context S1 or 

S2.242  The will be discussed tokens based on their context, beginning with those found in narrative 

proper. 

7.3.1 Discourse Processing in Narrative Proper 
 The overencoding of agents in vv. 15a, 26a, and 30a is construed as intended to signal the 

beginning of new development units within the narrative proper.  The first DU coincides with a 

switch in initiators from Jacob to Rebekah, and is highly marked through the use of both switches of 

referring expressions and supplementation of reference (cf. §7.4).  This verse also recounts the first 

major stage of Rebekah’s plan, viz. clothing Jacob to look and smell like Esau.  The second 

development unit is marked in an initial quotative frame in v. 26 encoded using NP/Cl in context 

S1/N1, immediately following Isaac’s completion of the meal that Jacob and Rebekah have prepared 

                                                      
242 Cf. Gen 27:11a, 13a, 14d, 15a, 19a, 20a, 21a, 22a, 26a, 32a, 33a, 34a, 37a, 38a, 41a, 41b; 28:1. 
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for him.  Verses 22-25 recount Isaac’s initial questioning of Jacob’s identity, while vv. 26ff recount 

the second round of questioning, eventually resulting in Jacob receiving the first-born’s blessing.   

 The third development unit in v. 30 is highlighted in several ways.  First, we construe vv. 

30a-b to be a compound temporal PoD using two wayehi clauses.  This PoD is most likely intended to 

highlight just how close the two brothers came to meeting each other.  This is followed in v. 30c by a 

marked switch from Jacob to Esau using a referential PoD.243  This development unit given additional 

prominence through the use of two thematically-highlighted referring expressions in vv. 30b and 30c 

which will be discussed further in §7.4.   The first two developments are marked in contexts of 

natural continuity (viz. S1/N4 and S1/N1, respectively).  We already have noted the unification of vv. 

22-25 and 26-29 into individual DUs through the use of minimal encoding.  One consequence of 

these two stretches using minimal encoding (even in context S3/N3) is that the overencoding of vv. 

26 and 30 stands out all the more in the context, unambiguously segmenting the text.  Regarding the 

final narrative DU in v. 30, the three consecutive PoDs create a significant discontinuity in their own 

right.  This discontinuity is further increased through the S1/N1 relexicalization of both agent and 

patient in v. 30a.  We noted in §4.3.2 that in context S1/N1 following a quotative frame the 

lexicalization of one of the two participants244 is needed to counter the cognitive expectation of 

switching roles that would typify minimal encoding in such a context.  Instead we find both 

participants relexicalized, leading us to construe the added encoding material as a further evidence to 

segment the text. 

 So far, we have primarily considered the pragmatic segmentation of the text through the use 

of redundant NPs.  Multiplying the number of participant switches in a given context as an alternative 

means of segmentation has not been discussed.  The encoding of the transition from the introductory 

exposition to the initial events provides a concise illustration of segmentation of a text through 

structuring information rather than through relexicalization.  Verses 2-4 recount Isaac’s commission 

to Esau to go out and hunt in order to prepare a pre-blessing meal.  Prototypically we would expect to 

find a report of obedience in v. 5 following the command (e.g. Gen 22:3), something on the order of 

‘and Esau arose and went to the field…’  Instead we find this: 

ה  ו ְּב֑נֹו ַוֵּיֶ֤לְך ֵעָׂש֙ו ַהָּׂשֶד֔ ק ֶאל־ֵעָׂש֖ ר ִיְצָח֔ ַעת ְּבַדֵּב֣ ה ׁשַֹמ֔   ...ְוִרְב ָק֣

  And Rebekah (S4) was listening to the words of Isaac to Esau his son, and Esau (S3) went to 
the field…  

The writer has placed the comment about Rebekah listening between the command and the report.  

Based on observations from our corpus, the switch to Rebekah as agent is sufficiently discontinuous 

                                                      
243 Cf. Gen 19:4 and 22:1 for similar uses of temporal PoD + a referential PoD to both update the reference time 
as well as make a marked switch of participants at the beginning of a new development unit. 
244 Cf. Gen 16:10, 11; 17:9, 15; 18:33a; for other tokens of S1/N1 overencoding following a reported speech.  
Cf. Gen 12:20; 19:9c; 20:16a for examples of S1 encoding following a reported speech where only one of the 
participants is lexicalized.  Cf. 24:18b-c, 25a, and 58a for S1/N1 tokens with a morphological distinction that 
does not relexicalize either participant following a quotative frame. 
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to be viewed as a distinct development.  Furthermore, the patients of the participial clause are both 

redundantly relexicalized.  The statement could have easily been rendered, ‘Now Rebekah was 

listening to his words…’ and the reader would have understood the words of Isaac to Esau were the 

intended anaphor.  Instead, both Isaac (N3) and Esau (N1) relexicalized, with Esau’s reference being 

thematically marked by the addition of the appositive ‘his son’.  Such overencoding, in combination 

with the switch from Esau to Rebekah back to Esau, all contribute to the discontinuity of this clause 

within the overall flow of the narrative.  Use of a non-finite verbal form further marks v. 5a as 

discontinuous with the flow of finite verbs, marking it as off-line information. 

 We are not arguing here for critically emending the text, but instead are observing the effect 

of what appears to be a thoughtful structuring of the narrative to control the information flow.  The 

switch to Rebekah in a non-finite clause breaks the flow, and necessitates the relexicalization of Esau 

in v. 5b in order to return to the natural flow.  After Esau goes to the field, Rebekah calls Jacob in v. 6 

to tell him of her plan.  She is introduced using a referential PoD.  Again, the narrative could have 

much more efficiently and continuously reported Esau’s departure for the field immediately following 

the command of v. 4, and only then switched to Rebekah.  Instead, there is a switch to Rebekah in v. 

5a, then back to Esau in v. 5b, then back again to Rebekah in v. 6a.  LXX marks each of these three 

switches with the particle de, ostensibly marking new developments.  These verses illustrate the use 

of default encoding constraints to create discontinuity by pragmatically ordering the narrative to 

create three discontinuous switches, comparable to the pragmatic effects of the overencoded narrative 

developments of 27:15, 26 and 30.   

 Attention to participant reference not only informs our understanding the exegetical 

significance of overencoding.  It is also informs the exegetical interpretation of how the writer/editor 

has shaped the flow of the content itself to accomplish certain communicative goals.  The pragmatic 

effect of inserting the comment about Rebekah hearing between the command and report is to create a 

significant disjunction as Esau departs.  Three natural discontinuities were created where there 

potentially only need have been one.  We notice a similar insertion of such disjunctive off-line 

comments elsewhere in our corpus (cf. Gen 13:7b; 14:9b-10a, 13c-d; 15:12b; 16:1b-c; 18:16c; 19:1b; 

23:10a; 24:29a-b, 63c).  In ways parallel to Esau’s departure in v. 5b, we find Esau’s return from the 

field grammaticalized using a number of disjunctive indicators in v. 30, as mentioned above.  Thus, 

understanding the default encoding constraints not only gives readers insight for discerning marked 

encodings, but can also help readers appreciate the kind of impact that the pragmatic ordering of 

events and information can have on the natural continuity or discontinuity of a passage. 
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7.3.2 Discourse Processing in Quotative Frames 
 There are twelve clauses in Gen 27 where overencoding in either context S2 or S1 is used to 

create a new development either within or immediately following reported speeches.245  Each will be 

discussed in turn in order to explain how overencoding in these contexts contributes to the overall 

discourse.  Most of these quotative frames are overencoded for cataphoric highlighting as well (cf. 

§6.4.3 above), but discussion of these issues will be reserved for §7.5.1.  Waltke (2001:376-382) 

breaks the pericope rather naturally into several parts:  Isaac’s instructions to Esau (vv. 1-4), 

Rebekah’s instructions to Jacob (vv. 5-17), Isaac blindly blessing Jacob (vv. 18-29), Isaac giving 

Esau an “antiblessing” (vv. 30-40), and Rebekah arrangement of Jacob’s flight (vv. 41-46).  All but 

the first scene utilize marked quotative frames to segment the dialogue. 

 The scene where Rebekah instructs Jacob (vv. 6-13) contains two developments which are 

signaled in quotative frames.  The new developments coincide with switches of initiator within the 

reported speech.  The initial speech in v. 6 encodes Rebekah as speaker using a referential PoD and a 

complex lemor quotative frame.  In this speech, Rebekah informs Jacob of Isaac’s commission to 

Esau, and of her plan for Jacob to pose as Esau in order to obtain the blessing.  The quotative frame 

which introduces Jacob’s response overencodes both speaker and addressee, which is characteristic of 

countering moves (cf. §6.4.3).  From the content of Jacob’s speech it is clear that he disagrees with 

the plan, claiming it will result in a curse rather than a blessing.  Jacob is explicitly anchored to 

Rebekah in the frame of v. 6.  The frame introducing his reply in v. 11 is not only morphologically 

overencoded, but also contains a supplemented referring expression explicitly anchoring Rebekah to 

Jacob. 

 The quotative frame in v. 13 introducing Rebekah’s rebuttal of Jacob’s protest is also 

overencoded.  In contrast with v. 11 though, only the speaker is relexicalized; the addressee is 

pronominally encoded.  We construe the overencoding in v. 13 as simply marking a new 

development; it is not sufficiently overencoded to mark a switch back to Rebekah as the primary 
initiator.  The thematic substitution of ִאּ֑מֹו for ה  provides further confirmation that Jacob remains ִרְב ָק֖

the current center of reference and is best construed as the primary initiator.  Jacob ostensibly agrees 

to the plan since he makes no reply.  The report of his going and getting the required ingredients in v. 

14 following the speech utilizes minimal encoding, linking these events to Rebekah’s speech as a 

single development.  It was noted in §5.3.1 that 30 of the 39 S2 transitions back to narrative proper 

utilize relexicalization to segment the reported speech from the narrative which follows through the 

creation of a new development.246  Thus, the pragmatic effect of not relexicalizing ‘Jacob’ in v.14 is 

to preserve the cohesion of Rebekah’s command with Jacob’s obedient response through the use of 

minimal encoding.  Somewhat surprisingly, there are no indications of discontinuity to break the 

                                                      
245 Cf. Gen 27:11, 13, 19, 20, 21, 22, 32, 33, 37, 38, 41a, 46a. 
246 For examples of minimally encoded S2 transitions back to narrative proper following a quotative frame, cf. 
Gen 12:7c; 14:20b; 15:6a, 10a; 16:13a; 19:3a; 22:8b; 24:59a, 65c. 
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narrative transition from Rebekah’s preparations ending in v. 17 and Jacob’s presentation of the food 

to Isaac in v. 18; minimal encoding is used throughout. 

 In vv. 18-29, some of the speeches in Isaac’s interview with Jacob also manifest 

overencoding which closely corresponds with the content of the speeches.  The scene opens with 
Isaac being anchored to Jacob (cf. י  his father’ in v. 18a).  Jacob’s response in v. 19 to the question‘ ָאִב֑

‘Who are you, my son?’ from v. 18c is heavily marked, relexicalizing both the speaker and addressee.  

Both interlocutors are well established, and Jacob’s reply is particularly salient.  The relexicalization 

of v. 18c is comparable to cataphoric highlighting observed elsewhere in our corpus.247  Simply 

signaling a new development would only necessitate relexicalization of the speaker; Jacob is not 

countering248 anything Isaac has yet said.  Based on the thematic salience of Jacob’s speech to what 

follows, it seems reasonable to construe the overencoding as cataphorically highlighting Jacob’s 

deceptive reply. 

 Isaac’s reply in v. 20a also relexicalizes both speaker and addressee.  We construe the 

overencoding as signaling a countering move by Isaac based on the content of the speech.  Isaac 

questions how it is that ‘Esau’ could have successfully hunted so quickly, referring to the addressee 

rather mysteriously as ‘my son’.  This initial speech of Isaac counters the premise that the interlocutor 

is Esau based on the improbability of the quick return.  The quotative frame introducing Jacob’s reply 

in v. 20b minimally encodes speaker and addressee using a clitic pronoun and zero anaphora, 

respectively.  Minimal encoding here ensures that Jacob’s reply is processed within the same 

development unit as Isaac’s question.  From a pragmatic standpoint, it is portrayed as though Jacob is 

not attempting to overtly counter Isaac’s question regarding the veracity of Jacob’s story.  Jacob’s 

claim that his success is attributable to YHWH’s intervention is unmarked with respect to participant 

reference. 

 The next overencoded quotative frame occurs in v. 21, where Isaac asks ‘his son’ to draw 

near so he can feel and verify the addressee’s true identity.  Though the content of the speech does not 

explicitly counter anything Jacob has said, it represents a continued refusal by Isaac to accept Jacob’s 

claim that he is indeed Esau.  Isaac has not explicitly rejected the claim, but his speech in v. 21 

certainly appears to insinuate as much.  Isaac’s response seems to thinly veil what he is really 

thinking.  Thus the relexicalization of both speaker and addressee in v. 21 serves two purposes.  First, 

it signals the next salient development of the interview.  Second, it cataphorically highlights the 

content of Isaac’s speech.  Isaac’s request for Jacob to draw near exposes the very vulnerability which 

Jacob raised when he countered his mother’s proposal in v. 12, viz. that Esau is hairy and he is not. 

                                                      
247 Cf. Gen 17:9, 15, 18; 19:29; 20:10. 
248 The overencoding associated with countering moves in a speech also functions to highlight the speech that 
follows, not the frame itself.  Thus, the result is the same whether the intention is specifically countering or 
more generally cataphoric highlighting. 
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 Jacob’s response recorded in v. 22 is context S2/N2, where minimal encoding is expected.  

Instead there is another instance of relexicalizing both speaker and hearer, further segmenting the 

narrative flow through the creation of a DU.  We noted the minimally encoded S3 switch of agent and 

patient in v. 22b (cf. §7.3.1), which is followed by a minimally encoded quotative frame introducing 

Isaac’s response to touching Jacob.  It would appear that Jacob has succeeded in deceiving Isaac at 

this point based on the default encoding.  This view is confirmed by both the content of Isaac’s 

statement in v. 22c that ‘the hands are the hands of Esau’, and by the writer/editor’s statement in v. 

23a that Isaac did not recognize Jacob.  Even though Isaac still has some reservations, he seemingly 

acquiesces to Jacob’s plan.  The use of default encoding here also renders vv. 22-25 as a single 

development unit, which entails four conversational turns and a description of Isaac’s consumption of 

the meal. 

 The narrative following v. 22a moves forward swiftly in comparison to vv. 20-22; the 

participants and verbal arguments alike are minimally encoded until the quotative frame of v. 26a.  

Based in the statement of v. 23b (‘and he blessed him’) and the fact that Isaac has eaten the requested 

meal, it would seem that all is well for Jacob and his plan.  However, the speech introduced in v. 26a 

presents yet another obstacle to be overcome.  The quotative frame relexicalizes the speaker using a 

compound expression ‘Isaac his father’, and encodes the addressee using a clitic pronoun.  This 

relexicalization is construed as simply marking a new development.  The complex referring 

expression thematically highlights the current center of attention/initiator, viz. Jacob.  Though Isaac 

asks Jacob to come forward and kiss him, his request does not appear to represent a serious challenge 

to Jacob’s objectives.  Only Isaac’s referring expression is marked.  Verses 27a-c recount the 

fulfillment of the expectations established in the preceding speech and exhibit minimal encoding.  

The pragmatic effect of this encoding is to quickly move the story forward to the next major event, 

the return of Esau in v. 30. 

 We have already commented on the three-fold use of PoDs in v. 30.  We only add that both 

Isaac and Esau are explicitly anchored to Jacob, presumably indicating that he remains the primary 

initiator even as he exits the scene.  After Esau’s reactivation in v. 30c, only the addressee of v. 31c 

exhibits relexicalization (context S1/N1).  This encoding thematically highlights both the new 

referential center of attention and the thematically salient familial ties through the use of a substitute 

referring expression ‘his father’ (cf. vv. 31b and 31c).  The meal that Esau prepares is explicitly 

compared to that of Jacob through the use of gam + minimal encoding in v. 31a.  On the basis of 

participant reference, vv. 30-32 form one continuous unit.  Von Rad comments, “The entrance and 

words of the unsuspecting Esau are represented with considerable restraint” (1975:278).  We construe 

his comment as referring to the lack of prominence markers or segmentation in this portion of the 

narrative.   

 Default encoding gives way to marked encoding in the quotative frame of v. 32a introducing 

Isaac’s discovery that he has been deceived.  The speaker of this frame is relexicalized using the 
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compound expression ‘Isaac, his father’, and the addressee is explicitly mentioned using a clitic 

pronoun.  The amount of encoding is consistent with simply marking a new development, and does 

not compare to where Isaac and Jacob are countering each other’s objectives.  However, note that 

prominence is assigned to this verse using devices other than participant reference: 

ק ֲחָרָד֮ה ְּגדָֹל֣ה ַעד־ְמֹאד֒  ד ִיְצָח֣  ַוֶּיֱחַר֨

And Isaac trembled a great tremble to a great extent(?)…  

Von Rad notes, “The narrator described the old man’s shock by a superlative that we seldom hear 

from him in a narrative from Genesis” (1972:278).  Esau’s reply is framed using minimal encoding of 

Cl/Ø in v. 32b. 

 The next marked frame is found in v. 34 introducing Esau’s response to learning that Jacob 

has stolen his blessing.  The frame is highlighted using both tail-head linkage in the form of a 

temporal PoD, and by what may be construed as a complex quotative frame.249  The PoD contains S2 

relexicalization, and the quotative frame of v. 34b relexicalizes the addressee using a thematically 

marked expression in context N1.  The resulting pragmatic effect is to break up Esau’s interaction 

with Isaac into two separate segments.250  The verbal exchanges of vv. 35-36 are minimally encoded, 

as Esau realizes that Jacob has once again gotten the better of him.  Esau’s speech of v. 36 uses the 
discourse marker הְו ִהֵּנ֥  to highlight the current state of affairs.  The term ְוִהֵּנ֥ה was described in §6.1.1 

as a prominence marker that “draws attention to a proposition indicating it is important or salient in 

the given context… [It] indicates the presence of counterexpected, counterdesired, or overlooked 

presuppositions” (Follingstad 1995:22). 

 Isaac’s pronouncement in v. 37 is introduced using both a complex quotative frame and 
relexicalization of both speaker and addressee.  Miller comments that “the use of ענה in a multiple-

verb frame thus seems to signal the most salient or important response in the conversation” 

(2003:321).  The speech unequivocally states that the best of everything has already been allocated to 

Jacob.  Esau’s speech introduced in v. 38 appears to be a countering move, both in terms of encoding 

and content.  He questions whether Isaac only has one blessing and again implores his father to bless 

him.  A comment follows in v. 38b in which Esau lifts his voice again and weeps, encoded using a 

lexical NP in context S1.  Though this clause uses default encoding to specify that Esau is the one 

crying, the placement of the clause breaks up the flow of the dialogue by separating Esau’s plea for a 

blessing from Isaac’s response in v. 39.251  The creation of a new segment results since Isaac’s reply 

to Esau’s question is now context S3 instead of S2, requiring relexicalization.  The comment about 

                                                      
249 Miller (2003:434) notes that based on the extensive description that is given Esau’s cry, the clause may 
grammaticalize two communicative events (i.e. a cry and a speech) rather than a single marked event. 
250 Cf. Gen 17:3 where Abraham’s reaction to God’s speech by falling to the ground necessitates the insertion of 
an additional quotative frame to continue the dialogue; also the temporal PoD that breaks up the description of 
Laban going to meet Abraham’s servant from the servant coming to Laban’s house in Gen 24:30. 
251 Cf. the use of the same technique in vv. 5-6, noted earlier in §7.3.1 above. 
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Esau’s weeping seems to function more as a summarizing device for what precedes, serving more to 

summarize the current state of affairs rather than to simply create a new development.252 

 The quotative frame used in v. 39 is similar to that of v. 37, though the encoding is slightly 

different in distribution and form.  The speaker is encoded using a thematically-marked compound 

expression in a complex quotative frame; the addressee is only pronominally encoded.  The content of 

this speech is significant, and the information established in v. 38b sets the stage for the encoding of 

the frame to be viewed more as cataphoric highlighting than as countering.  Isaac is not so much 

denying his son’s request as he is delivering what Waltke (2001) refers to as an ‘antiblessing’.  The 

encoding and effect of v. 41 is parallel to that of v. 38b, serving to summarize the state of affairs.  

Simply stating that ‘Esau hated Jacob’ would have been sufficient.  Instead the cause of the hatred is 

specified by both a prepositional phrase and a relative clause which modifies it.  The consecutive 

relexicalizations of Esau in vv. 41a (S2) and 41b (S1) represent the last pragmatic segmentation of 

Esau’s interaction with Isaac.  They serve to highlight Esau’s reaction by separating his resulting 

hatred from his planned response into two distinct developments.253  The use in v. 42a of the generic 

frame ‘and it was reported’ avoids the creation of a discontinuity.  The effect is to closely link 

Rebekah’s response to Esau’s by reactivating her less conspicuously in the comment of v. 42a.254 

 Chapter 28 begins with the final pragmatically marked development unit, an overencoded 

S2/N4 switch from Rebekah’s speech to Isaac’s speech.  The absence of a Masoretic parashiyyot 

marker at this transition fits very well with the referential encoding data, whereby the story seems to 

continue unfolding across the chapter boundary. 

 From a processing standpoint, each of these relexicalized quotative frames noted in vv. 19, 

20, 21, and 22, figuratively slow the progress of Jacob towards his end goal of obtaining the blessing.  

Each relexicalized frame grammatically instantiates the obstruction which is observed in the content 

of the speech itself.  Had the same dialogue been introduced using a series of minimally encoded 
אֶמר ֹ֨  frames, the resulting pragmatic effect would have been strikingly different.255  The same would ַוּי

hold for the marked encoding used to frame Esau’s dialogue with Isaac.  The marked encoding was 

shown to coincide with either countering moves and/or highly salient portions of the dialogue.  We 

also observed its use in conjunction with other highlighting devices, which we will now consider. 

                                                      
252 Cf. Gen 15:5; Ruth 1:9b, 14a for similar uses of a medial narrative summary statement to segment a dialogue. 
253 Cf. Gen 13:10, 11 for comparable segmentation of Lot’s surveying the land from his decision to choose 
Sodom, or 20:14, 15 where Abimelech’s restitution to Abraham and Sarah is segmented from his parting speech 
to them. 
254 Cf. Gen 22:20 for a comparable use of generic quotative frames.  It is the message that is salient, not the 
messenger.  The use of an undisclosed speaker maintains attention on the main participant(s). 
255 Compare the perceivable difference in the pace of the dialogue in Gen 15:6-10; 18:28b-32b; 24:56-59 which 
use minimal encoding, to the pace of Gen 15:1-4; 16:5-6, 7-12; 27:19-22; where nearly each conversational turn 
utilizes relexicalization. 
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7.4 Marked Encoding for Thematic Highlighting 
 Up to this point in the chapter we have only made passing reference to the use of marked 

encoding for pragmatic highlighting in Gen 27.  In light of the amount of pragmatic encoding 

observed, we will organize our discussion based upon the pragmatic effects of the marked encodings, 

rather than the kinds of encodings.  As noted in Chapter 6, different encoding devices can be used to 

achieve similar pragmatic effects.  For continuity sake, it seems best to track one pragmatic effect at a 

time through the pericope, even though this will necessarily entail discussion of several encoding 

devices at once.  We will begin our discussion of thematic highlighting in Gen 27 by looking at its 

various functions:  marking switches in center of attention, expressing points of view, and 

highlighting salient discourse relations. 

7.4.1 Center of Attention 
 There are eight discrete switches in center of attention explicitly identified in Gen 27.  These 

switches coincide with switches of initiators in the narrative itself.256  Each switch is made explicit 

either through substitution of an anchoring epithet for a proper name, or through the supplementation 

of relational anchoring information on a proper name.  Isaac was the center of reference in Gen 26, 

the participant to whom the others were anchored (cf. 26:7, 8).  However most of that chapter uses 

only bare proper names to encode the participants.  Though Gen 26 closes with the report of Esau 

taking wives from the Hittites, it is not made explicit that he is the center of reference at this point. 

 Genesis 27:1 opens by removing all doubt about the center of reference by explicitly 

anchoring Esau to Isaac in vv. 1b and 5, as Isaac is giving him instructions to go out and hunt down a 

meal.  The writer/editor could have continued encoding the participants using only bare proper 

names, or alternatively anchored Isaac to Esau.  However, the well-known themes of ‘older vs. 

younger’ and favoritism will be played out largely through the pragmatic use of referring expressions.  

It was noted in §7.3.1 how the report of Rebekah hearing Isaac’s commission to Esau created a 

natural discontinuity at v. 5.  In spite of this, we note that Isaac remains the center of attention even 

though Rebekah is mentioned.  This is made clear from Esau’s encoding in v. 5b using the compound 

expression ‘Esau, his son’.  The writer could have just as easily switched the anchoring relation to 

make Rebekah the referential center.  Alternatively, bare proper names could have been used, leaving 

the situation implicit.  Instead, Isaac remains the referential center until Esau departs for the field in v. 

5b. 

 Rebekah becomes the next explicit center of reference in v. 6a by reactivating Jacob as ‘her 

son’.  This switch coincides with Rebekah taking the initiative to call Jacob and inform him about 

Isaac’s intentions for Esau.  We commented in §7.3.2 that the overencoding in v. 11 is construed as a 

countering move on the part of Jacob reflecting his disagreement with his mother’s plan.  This 

quotative frame not only relexicalizes both speaker and addressee, but it also includes a supplemental 
                                                      
256 Cf. Gen 27:6, 11, 15, 18, 20, 22, 31, 42. 
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anchoring relation for Rebekah, ‘his mother’.  Including this appositive explicitly indicates a shift in 

the center of reference, again coinciding with the switch in initiators.  Jacob is explicitly affirmed as 

the referential center when he begins to implement the plan to deceive Isaac through the repeated 

reference to Rebekah as ‘his mother’ in vv. 13a, 14c, and 14d.   

 Verses 15-17 recount the most crucial details of the deception.  Jacob’s objection to his 

mother’s plan was based on the fear that Isaac would determine Jacob’s true identity if he were to 

touch Jacob.  Rebekah counters this objection essentially by telling him not to worry about it, but she 

does not disclose how she intends to remedy the issue.  She remains anchored to Jacob as she 

prepares the meal (vv. 14c-14d).  However, at the point that the writer/editor begins to recount the 

implementation of her plan in v. 15, there is an explicit switch back to Rebekah as the center of 

reference.  Rebekah takes the clothes of ‘Esau her older son’ and clothes ‘Jacob her younger son’ 

with them.  This switch is affirmed in v. 17 through the report that she places the food and bread she 

has made in the hand of ‘Jacob her son’ in context N1, in contrast to the preceding pronominal 

encoding used in v. 16 to refer to Jacob. 

 Starting at v. 18a, the writer/editor encodes Jacob as the next referential center by stating that 

he came to ‘his father’.  This substitution of the anchored epithet for the proper name ‘Isaac’ is 

maintained through v. 19.  In verse 19, Jacob makes the bold claim that he is “Esau, your firstborn” in 

response to Isaac’s question about his identity.  The quotative frame of v. 20 masterfully 
grammaticalizes the situation by stating אֶמר ִיְצָח֙ק ֶאל־ְּב֔נֹו ֹ֤  And Isaac said to his son’.  The encoding‘ ַוּי

used here accomplishes several things.  First, as noted above, the relexicalization of both participants 

is construed as intended for cataphoric highlighting.  Second, the use of an anchoring expression in 

the encoding explicitly changes the center of reference to Isaac.  This change coincides with his 

countering of Jacob’s claim.  Finally, encoding Jacob using the anchored epithet ‘his son’ avoids 

assigning him a specific identity, as if to portray the situation from Isaac’s point of view wherein he is 

not exactly sure which son he is talking to.   

 At several points in the narrative Isaac appears to be unsure whether or not to accept Jacob’s 

claim to be Esau.  It is noteworthy that in these contexts the writer/editor uses only bare proper names 

as referring expressions, without any anchoring information to explicitly mark the current center of 

attention.  Verse 20b uses minimal encoding, v. 21a uses the bare proper names of both participants 

for cataphoric highlighting, avoiding explicit disclosure of whether another shift of initiators has 

occurred.  Verse 22, which recounts Isaac’s acquiescing to Jacob, is heavily overencoded.  Part of that 

overencoding is the supplemented anchoring expression ‘his father’.   The lack of specification in vv. 

20b-21 matches the suspense the reader experiences in waiting to see if Isaac will indeed fall for 

Jacob’s deception.  It is only at the point that Isaac begins to follow Jacob’s instructions that the 

switch of referential center is made explicit.  Jacob remains the center of reference for the balance of 

his interview, as indicated by the use of the anchoring expression ‘his father’ in vv. 22a, 26a, and 30b, 

and the anchoring of Esau to Jacob as ‘his brother’ in v. 30c. 
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 Following Jacob’s exit described in v. 30, Esau becomes the next referential center in the 

narrative.  It is interesting to note that the writer/editor does not explicitly mark him as center of 

attention until he actually brings the meal to ‘his father’ in v. 31c; his entrance alone is not sufficient 

to cause the writer/editor to mark a switch (cf. v. 30c).  Isaac continues to be anchored to Esau as ‘his 

father’ using supplementation in v. 39a, and through substitution for a proper name in vv. 34a, 34b, 

and 38a.  Esau’s interview with Isaac ends with him expressing the desire to kill his brother.  Word of 

this threat reaches Rebekah, who then becomes the next center of reference. 

 Rebekah is introduced in v. 42 using a bare proper name, and is explicitly identified as center 
of reference through two expressions in this verse.  She hears the words of ל ו ְּבָנּ֣ה ַהָּגדֹ֑  Esau her‘ ֵעָׂש֖

older son’ and calls for ן  Jacob her younger son’.  Once again, the switch of reference‘ ַיֲעקֹ֙ב ְּבָנּ֣ה ַהָּקָט֔

coincides with the switch in initiators from Esau to Rebekah.  She encourages Jacob to flee to Haran, 

and then encourages Isaac to send Jacob to find a wife from outside of Canaan.  Isaac follows her 

advice, sending Jacob off in Gen 28:1.  Note that once again the writer/editor does not explicitly mark 

a switch of discourse center to either Jacob or Isaac at this point, but instead leaves the issue implicit 

through the use of bare proper names.  

 The evidence from Gen 27 is consistent with the conclusions drawn from our corpus data—

that relationally-anchored referring expressions can be used to explicitly mark pragmatic switches in 

the center of reference.  These switches have also been shown to coincide with switches in the 

primary initiator of the discourse, or alternatively to correspond with the current most-salient 

participant. 

Table 9. Explicitly-Marked Switches of Initiator in Genesis 27 

Isaac in vv. 1-5a Rebekah in vv. 5a-10 Jacob in vv. 11-14 Rebekah in vv. 15-17 

Jacob in vv. 18-19 Isaac in vv. 20-21 Jacob in vv. 22-30 

Esau in vv. 31b-41 Rebekah in vv. 42-46 Isaac in 28:1 

  It was also proposed that in the stretches of the discourse where bare proper names were used the 

center of attention was left implicit (at times apparently on purpose) in order to heighten the 

suspense.257  In light of the near absence of anchoring expressions in Gen 25-26, it seems reasonable 

to infer that the departure from the default preference for bare proper names in Gen 27 is 

pragmatically motivated.  Now that we have discussed the use of marked encoding to indicate (and 

switch) the current referential center of the discourse, we will consider its use to achieve different 

point of view effects. 

                                                      
257 The creation of similar ambiguity was noted in Gen 12 and 20 through avoidance of anchoring Sarah to 
Abraham while he was lying about her true relation to him.  Similarly in 1 Sam 28, Saul is only referred to by 
the writer/narrator using a proper name while he disguises his identity from the medium at En-Dor.  When she 
discovers his true identity in v. 12, the writer/editor switches to the expression ‘king’ to refer to Saul in v. 13. 
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7.4.2 Point of View 
 Section 6.3.3 noted that various devices are available to explicitly disclose the PoV from 

which a story is being told.  This is especially true regarding the deictics of verbs of motion (cf. 

Levinsohn 2001).  The numerous switches in the center of reference were shown to coincide with 

changes in the primary initiator of the narrative.  Generally speaking, it appears that the center of 

reference and the deictic center for the narrative’s PoV are usually the same.  For example, in the first 

scene of 27:1-5 where Isaac commissions Esau, Isaac is both the deictic and referential center.  Esau 

is anchored to him and the deictics of the verbs of motion use Isaac as the reference point (i.e. ‘going 

out’ hunting ‘in order to bring’ savory foods to his father cf. v. 5b).  However, as we compare the 

deictics of the verbs of motion with the various centers of reference, it becomes clear that the deictic 

center does not always mirror the numerous switches of referential center observed in this chapter. 

 It was noted in §7.4.1 that Rebekah becomes the primary initiator in vv. 6ff, until the point 

that Jacob counters her in v. 11.  Rebekah remains explicitly anchored to Jacob until v. 15.  However, 
within the span of vv. 11-15 where Jacob is the referential center, he ‘goes’ (ָהַלְך) in v. 14a to gather 

the things needed for the ruse, and he ‘brings’ (ּבֹוא) them to ‘his mother’ in v. 14c.  Another example 

of dissonance between referential center and deictic center is observed in vv. 18-30.  The scene 

begins with Jacob as the referential center, yet the verbs of motion key on Isaac as the deictic center.  

In fact, Isaac remains the deictic center for motion verbs through v. 41: 

• Jacob ‘comes’ (ּבֹוא) to ‘his father’ in v. 18a (as opposed to ָהַלְך); 
• Jacob ‘comes near’ (ָנַגׁש) to ‘Jacob, his father’ in v. 22 (as opposed to ָיָצא); 
• Jacob ‘brings’ (ּבֹוא) wine to Ø (Isaac) in v. 25d (as opposed to ָלַקח); 
• Esau ‘his brother’ ‘comes’ (ּבֹוא) from his hunting in v. 30c;258 
• Esau ‘brings Ø or comes’ (ּבֹוא) to ‘his father’ in v. 31b (as opposed to ָלַקח or ָהַלְך).  

In light of these data, it appears that what we have described as the referential center is indeed a 

separate parameter from the deictic center or PoV.  Thus, while there is often overlap between the 

two, each parameter must be considered independently.  This conclusion is consistent with the data 

observed in our corpus (cf. §6.3.3), e.g. Gen 12:5b-c.  Here Abraham was the center of reference 

while he was in Haran.  However, Canaan is explicitly made the deictic center for the verbs of motion 
of v. 5: he ‘went out to go’ (ָהַלְך ָיָצא) to Canaan, and finally ‘came’ (ּבֹוא) there.  Further work is 

needed to systematically examine the consistency of deictic reference with respect to verbs which 

manifest a deictic orientation.  However, this preliminary analysis demonstrates a consistency of 

deictic reference in our corpus and Gen 27.  The data support the conclusion that referential center 

and deictic center are distinct parameters. 

                                                      
258 It is unclear whether Isaac or Jacob is the actual deictic center of this verb, but the deictics are nonetheless 
consistent with the proposed center of the other verbs in the context. 
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7.4.3 Thematic Highlighting of Salient Discourse Relations 
 In §6.2 we presented two different means of thematically highlighting salient information in 

the discourse through the pragmatic use of referring expressions.  These means are:  

• supplementing a semi-active participant’s primary referring expression with additional 
anchoring information about the participant; and 

• switching from a participant’s primary referring expression to a secondary expression, 
(e.g. an epithet).  

The use of these means in Gen 27 will be described, as well as the pragmatic effects achieved by 

each.   

 Of the various commentaries on this passage, only Waltke (2001) gives serious attention to 

the thematic use of referring expressions.  Wenham (1994) makes several observations on the issue, 

but is not systematic in his treatment.  In contrast, many of the commentators make pragmatic use of 

referring expressions in their commentary on Gen 27, using both substitution and supplementation, 

yet they neglect to describe its use by the biblical writer in the text.  Sailhamer (1990), (1992), von 

Rad (1972), Fokkelman (2004), and Ross (1987) make no comments about the pragmatic use of 

referring expressions, yet each regularly utilizes this convention to enhance their commentary.259   

 For example, Sailhamer (1992:190-91) uses the expressions “the disheartened father Isaac”, 

“Isaac, his father”, “the rejected son Esau”, and “his brother Esau”, to refer to the participants.  This 

contrasts with his use of bare proper names to refer to the same participants both before and after the 

marked expressions.  Ostensibly Sailhamer’s use of such expressions is intended to highlight the 

participant’s salient relation to the narrative’s referential center, yet he does not mention the use of 

this convention in the biblical text.  Similarly, von Rad states, “The blind old man feels himself near 

death; therefore he wants to give his favorite son the paternal blessing…” (1972:276).260   

 Thus all of the commentators demonstrate their tacit awareness of the convention through 

their use of it in their commentary, yet not to the point that they comment on its use in the biblical 

text.  Such usage bears out our contention in §6.1.3 that marked prominence will only be recognized 

to the extent that the pattern underlying the usage is recognized.  Wenham (1994) and Waltke (2001) 

represent the exceptions to this, in that both make limited reference to the use of this convention 

besides making use of it in their texts.261 

                                                      
259 Speiser (1964), Kidner (1967), Davidson (1979) and Walton (2001) primarily use bare proper names in their 
comments, yet each make a few switches to what we are calling marked forms.   
260 Cf. comparable pragmatic usage of referring expressions in Wenham (1994:204-208), and Ross (1987:478-
79).   
261 Although Wenham makes several comments about the pragmatic use of referring expressions, they represent 
much more of an interpretation than an objective or systematic understanding of the underlying issues.  He first 
states, “Conversely, that Isaac fails to mention to Jacob that Bethuel and Laban are related to him as well as to 
Rebekah surely reflects the fact that Jacob is her son, while Esau is his (28:1-2)” (1994:204).  It seems quite 
natural to us to choose the closest relative available to anchor these participants to, rather than assuming that the 
speaker must be the center of reference.  One observes a similar Biblical Hebrew convention of referring to 
“YHWH your God” as opposed to “my God”.  Wenham’s point may indeed be valid, but we do not grant that it 
is as obvious as he has made it out to be.  Wenham later states regarding 27:17, “The narrator says ‘his father,’ 
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 In the chapters leading up to Gen 27, bare proper names are the most prevalent kind referring 

expressions used to relexicalize semi-active participants in narrative proper.  There are only seven 

tokens of substitution in Gen 25-26,262 and 14 tokens of supplementation,263 two of which are found in 

toledoth frames and are likely stylistically motivated.264  Of the tokens remaining: three add 

prominence to ‘son(s)’ in the death account of Abraham;265 four more add prominence to Isaac’s 

‘father’ in reference to strife over the wells Abraham had dug;266 two add prominence to Hagar’s 

anchoring relations;267  and the final four tokens add thematic prominence to Rebekah’s relation to 

Isaac as ‘his wife’ both where Isaac prays for her fertility and where he lies about her relation to him 

while sojourning in Gerar.268  Thus, bare proper names tend to be the primary referring expression for 

semi-active participants,269 and that the departures are consistent both with our description above and 

the apparent communicative intent in the context.  In contrast to the seven substitution tokens of Gen 

25-26, there are eleven tokens in Gen 27.270  In contrast to the fourteen tokens of supplementation in 

Gen 25-26, there are sixteen tokens in Gen 27.271  Five of these sixteen include thematically salient 

modifiers in addition to specifying an anchoring relation.  Let us now consider the data from Gen 27. 

Supplementation of Referring Expressions  
 Genesis 27 contains sixteen supplemented referring expressions, five of which include 

thematically salient modifiers.272  Section 6.3 described several pragmatic effects of supplementing 

primary referring expressions with anchoring information.  These effects are:  

• reorienting the reader to the participant based on the anchoring information;  
•  indicating changes in the center of reference which were often found to correlate with the 

current initiator; and  
• indicating changes in the writer/editor’s point of view, the perspective from which the 

narrative is being recounted.  

                                                                                                                                                                     
rather than ‘her husband’ or ‘Isaac,’ to remind us of the rift in the family that has led Rebekah to act in this way” 
(1994:208).  Based on the fact that Jacob is the established center of reference at this point, a switch to ‘her 
husband’ is highly unlikely in the context.  However, the use of the epithet in lieu of a proper name is indeed 
noteworthy.  His comments regarding the family rift would seem much more appropriately applied to the ‘his 
son’/’her son’ distinction in 27:5a and 6a, where bare proper names would be expected. 
262 Cf. Gen 25:21; 26:7, 13a, 15 (2x), 18 (2x). 
263 Cf. Gen 25:6b, 9a, 10b, 11a, 12a (3x), 19, 20 (2x), 21b; 26:8a, 15, 18. 
264 Cf. Gen 25:12, 19.  Genesis 28-29 evince comparable numbers of marked tokens for thematic highlighting, 
four tokens of substitution, and nine tokens of supplementation in the narrative proper. 
265 Cf. Gen 25:6, 9, 11. 
266 Cf. Gen 26:15 (2x), 18 (2x). 
267 Cf. Gen 25:12 (2x). 
268 Cf. Gen 25:21 (2x); 26:7, 8. 
269 Cf. 111 uses of proper names in the narrative proper of Gen 25-26, excluding names within anchoring 
expressions and genealogies, or 145 inclusive of genealogies’. 
270 Cf. Gen 27:13a, 14c, 14d, 18a, 19a, 20a, 31b, 31c, 34a, 38a, 41a for substitutions in narrative proper. 
271 Cf. Gen 27:1a, 5a, 6a, 11a, , 17a, 22a, 23a, 26a, 30b, 30c, 32a, 39a for tokens of simple anchoring 
expressions, and Gen 27:1a, 15a, 15b 42a, 42b for tokens modified by thematically-salient adjectives. 
272 Cf. Gen 27:1a, 5a, 6a, 11a, 17a, 22a, 23a, 26a, 30b, 30c, 32a, 39a for tokens with simple anchoring 
expressions, and Gen 27:15a, 15b 42a, 42b for tokens modified by thematically-salient adjectives. 
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 In the initial scene where Isaac commissions Esau, the latter’s referring expression is 
supplemented with ל  his older son.’  This supplemental phrase adds prominence to several‘ ְּב֣נֹו ַהָּגדֹ֗

relations.  First, anchoring Esau to Isaac makes explicit that Isaac is the referential center at this point.  

One would likely have construed him as the primary initiator based on his speech alone, yet the 

anchoring expression adds prominence by making this explicit.  Second, the addition of the familial 

relation also adds prominence to the relation that it would not otherwise have received.  Isaac was no 

less Esau’s father in Gen 26:34-35, yet the writer ostensibly reiterates the relation due to its 

impending salience.  Finally, specifying that Esau is ‘the older’ adds prominence to his relation to his 

twin brother.  Esau’s familial relations as ‘brother’ and ‘son’ are highlighted six times in the narrative 

proper of the pericope;273 half of them include the comparative modifier ‘older’.  Such usage is 

completely consistent with the broader theme of the story, viz. the younger supplanting the older as 

the son of blessing. 

 The next supplemented expression is found at the transition from Isaac’s commissioning of 

Esau to Rebekah’s call to Jacob in vv. 5a and 6a.  Rebekah hears the words that Isaac has spoken to 

Esau ‘his son’, and in response she summons Jacob ‘her son’.  Waltke comments that use of such 

expressions is intended to highlight the rift in the family associated with the favoritism mentioned in 

25:28 (2001:374).  Waltke’s comment may indeed be accurate, but such a view must also account for 

the anchoring of Esau to Rebekah in 27:15 and 42, or alternatively of Jacob to Isaac in 27:20.  The 

expressions used in vv. 5-6 explicitly highlight the two initiators at the transition between scenes by 

anchoring the son to the initiating parent of the scene.  Use of these marked expressions in the 

context adds prominence to the overspecified relation, and to explicitly indicate the switches of center 

of attention observed elsewhere in this chapter.274  Use of a bare proper name for Rebekah in the 

immediate context further supports this view. 

 The next supplemented referring expression is found in v. 11.  The center of reference 

switches from Rebekah to Jacob through the addition of the appositive ‘his mother’ to her proper 

name.  It is found in the quotative frame that introduces Jacob’s countering move to Rebekah’s plan.  

Jacob remains the referential center until v. 15.  Evidence that substantiates this view include both 

switching from a bare proper name to a relational epithet for Rebekah (‘his mother’) in vv. 13a, 14c, 

and 14d, and switching back to a proper name for Rebekah in v. 15a.  Furthermore, both sons are 

anchored to her using supplemented referring expressions in v. 15 (cf. ‘her older son’ in v. 15a, and 

‘her younger son’ in v. 15b).  Thus, there is consistency in the writer/editor’s use of referential 

centers to explicitly communicate switches at salient points in the narrative that coincide with 

                                                      
273 Cf. vv. 1a, 5a, 15a, 23a, 30c, and 42a 
274 For other examples of switches in initiator coinciding with explicit switches in the anchoring relations of 
participants from one another, cf. the anchoring of Lot versus his daughters in 19:8-32 compared to 19:33-35; or 
the anchoring of Abraham versus his servant in 24:1-2 compared to 24:9-10ff; or the anchoring of Rebekah 
versus Laban in 24:29-30a compared to 24:30b. 

 193



changes in primary initiator (cf. Table 9).  Rebekah remains the center of reference only while she is 

introducing her plan to Jacob.  Jacob remains the referential center only until he has gathered the 

required ingredients and brought them to ‘his mother’ (cf. vv. 14c-14d).  Rebekah then remains the 

center only until the meal has been prepared and placed in ‘her son’s’ hands (cf. v. 17). 
 Another supplementation of note is found in v. 17, viz. the relative clause ָ֣תהֲאֶׁש ר ָעָׂש֑  (‘which 

she had made’) to describe the food that Rebekah had prepared.  It is quite clear from the preceding 

context that Rebekah had prepared the meal and that Jacob was merely delivering it.  The reiteration 

of this information adds prominence to the fact that although Jacob is pretending to be Esau, he does 

nothing to fulfill his father’s commission other than to carry it.  Wenham mentions this issue as 

evidence of how little Jacob has invested in the venture (1994:208).  True or not, the repetition adds 

prominence to Rebekah’s role preparing the meal in contrast to Jacob.  Jacob’s role will in turn be 

contrasted with Esau’s actions of faithfully fulfilling all aspects of his father’s commission, including 

preparation of the meal. 

 The next supplementation of a referring expression is found in v. 22, immediately following 
several switches of reference for both Jacob and Isaac:  יו ק ָאִב֖ ב ֶאל־ִיְצָח֥  And Jacob drew near‘ ַוִּיַּגׁ֧ש ַיֲעקֹ֛

to Isaac his father.’  As stated above, Jacob is the referential center in vv. 18-19, as verified by the 

encoding of Isaac as ‘his father’ in both vv. 18a and 19a.  Verses 21-22 both relexicalize agent and 

patient in context S2/N2, where minimal encoding is expected.  We will discuss this overencoding in 

§7.5.1.  To summarize, Isaac is specified as the referential center in v. 20a through substitution of the 

‘his son’ for ‘Jacob’, followed by a minimally encoded quotative frame to introduce Jacob’s reply to 

Isaac’s question.  Isaac’s request in v. 21 relexicalizes speaker and addressee using bare proper 

names, without explicitly identifying the referential center.  Verse 22 introduces and describes Isaac’s 

request that Jacob come near.  This is one of several suspenseful points in the narrative where the 

first-time reader has reason to doubt that Jacob’s ruse will succeed.  The repetition of ‘his father’ to 

explicitly encode the patient accomplishes two pragmatic effects.  First, it adds further prominence to 

Isaac’s role as ‘father’ as opposed to any other relation that might possibly be in the reader’s mental 

representation.275  Second, it explicitly identifies the current referential center.  The use of bare proper 

names in v. 21 leaves the referential center unspecified, raising the possibility that Isaac remains the 

center of reference as Jacob draws near.  The use of the supplemented expression in v. 22 removes 

this possibility, making it clear that Jacob is the new referential center.   

 The familial theme is also highlighted in the next supplemented token found in v. 23, which 

highlights Esau’s relation to Jacob.  The verse states that Isaac did not recognize Jacob since his 

                                                      
275 Although Isaac could have been anchored as Sarah or Abraham’s son, Ishmael’s brother, or Rebekah’s 
husband, Isaac’s most salient relation in this context is his role as father.  Such a view is supported by Sperber 
and Wilson’s (2002:281) ‘Cognitive Principle of Relevance’.  This principle states that selection of this 
particular relation is based on its being most relevant in the context, compared to the alternatives, and that 
repetition is somehow relevant to understanding the discourse which follows. 
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hands were like the hands of ‘Esau his brother’.  This token immediately follows Isaac’s 

declaration—using only bare proper names—that he recognized the voice as that of Jacob, yet the 

hands were like those of Esau.  Inclusion of the supplemented anchoring expression reinforces Jacob 

as the referential center in a context where one might have expected a switch to Isaac.  The 

supplemented expression thematically highlights Esau’s relation as brother, reminding the reader that 

Jacob is not only deceiving his father, but is also defrauding his own brother. 

 The supplemented referring expressions discussed thus far have referred to patients and not 

agents.  Thus the correlation of the referential center as the primary initiator follows quite naturally 

since they are prototypically the agent of the particular clause.  However, v. 26 is the first of several 

tokens where the thematically marked expression refers to the agent, and not the patient.276  This 

verse follows Isaac’s command that Jacob bring him the prepared meal.  It is also the quotative frame 

which introduces yet another test on Isaac’s part to verify his son’s true identity.  In light of the 

content which follows, it seems as though Isaac’s final request is more a formality than a serious test; 

thus the anchoring of Isaac to Jacob in v. 26 is quite consistent with the content of the narrative.  

Although Isaac is the one making requests, Jacob appears to have overcome all obstacles that have 

arisen to this point, and is well on his way to achieving his desired goals. 

 Two more supplemented expressions are found in v. 30, the verse which recounts just how 

close Esau comes to catching Jacob in the act of stealing his blessing.  The verse is composed of three 

clauses.  The first two clauses establish temporal frames of reference for the final clause.  The first 

clause encodes both agent and patient using bare proper names.  We construe this as slightly 

overencoded based on the S1/N1 context.  Relexicalization of only one participant would have 

disambiguated the transition.  Thus the encoding is likely intended to mark a new development.  The 

second clause switches agent and patient roles from 30a, and supplements Isaac’s expression once 

again with the appositive ‘his father’ in contrast to the bare proper name of the preceding clause.  The 

third clause of the verse adds prominence to the reactivation of Esau using both a referential PoD and 

a supplemented referring expression anchoring him to Jacob.  The effect of the overencoding is to 

reaffirm Jacob as the referential center even as he is departing and Esau is returning.  A second effect 

is to again thematically highlight the salient discourse relations of ‘father’ and ‘brother’.  Esau 

becomes the new referential center in v. 31b; however attention remains on Jacob until he is 

completely off stage. 

 Two supplemented referring expressions are used to anchor Isaac to Esau in vv. 32a and 39a, 

and in both instances Isaac is the grammatical agent of the clause.  These supplemented references, in 

concert with only two references to Isaac using bare proper names, credibly indicate that Esau is the 

                                                      
276 For supplemented referring expressions used in the agent role, cf. 27:26a, 30c, 32a, and 39a.  For substituted 
referring expressions used for agents, cf. 16:4; 27:14d.  Cf. Exod 18, where Jethro is referred to using 
supplemented and substituted referring expressions using the relation ’Moses’ father-in-law’ in both the agent 
and patient role. 
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center of attention in this scene.277  The two bare proper names are used in contexts that we construe 

as cataphoric highlighting, adding prominence both to Isaac’s great shaking in v. 33a, and to Isaac’s 

final rebuff of Esau in v. 37 that nothing of value is left to bless him with.  The spotlight remains 

focused on Esau, building up to his final response in v. 41 of deciding to kill his brother.  The 

thematic highlighting of Isaac’s relation to Esau as ‘father’ may also serve to reiterate the theme of 

favoritism from 25:28.  However, any conclusions drawn must be tempered against the comparable 

anchoring Isaac to Jacob in vv. 18-26. 

 The final supplemented referring tokens are found in vv. 42a and 42b, and both are 

thematically loaded.  Just as in v. 15a above, Jacob and Esau are each related to Rebekah as ‘her son’, 

and contrasted with one another by the use of the modifiers ‘older’ and ‘younger’.  The use of these 

expressions in vv. 15 and 42 forms an enclusio around the execution of Jacob’s deception and its 

aftermath.  They thematically highlight the paradox of ‘the younger’ supplanting ‘the older’.  The 

supplementation makes explicit one final switch of referential center from Esau to Rebekah.  This 

coincides with her orchestration of Jacob’s hasty departure into exile to escape Esau’s wrath.  The 

first verses of Gen 28 use only bare proper names, thus it is unclear whether there is an implicit 

switch to a new referential center, or whether Rebekah maintains in this role.  Whatever the case, 

Rebekah is the clear initiator both in terms of narrative content and pragmatic anchoring.  Thus the 

narrative is brought full circle from her initial plan to steal the blessing to her final plan to preserve 

the blessing by sending Jacob away. 

 This section discussed the two primary effects of pragmatically supplementing expressions 

referring to (semi-)active participants:  explicitly indicating the current referential center of attention, 

and adding thematic prominence to the information in the supplemented expression.  It has also 

shown that these marked tokens coordinate well with the content of the narrative, explicitly 

highlighting themes and switches in initiators which are implicitly present in the narrative.  The next 

section will describe the instances of pragmatically substituting thematically significant referring 

expressions for bare proper names found in Gen 27. 

Switches of Referring Expressions 
 As noted above, Gen 27 contains eleven tokens where an alternative referring expression (e.g. 

an epithet) is substituted for a participant’s primary referring expression, prototypically a bare proper 

name.  We proposed in §6.3 that such substitutions can achieve several different pragmatic effects, 

depending on the kind of expression used.  Substituted expressions which do not specify an anchoring 

relation add thematic prominence to the expression used, or are used to indicate a switch in the PoV 

                                                      
277 Compare the use of bare proper name for Isaac in vv. 33a and 37a, with the substitution of an anchored 
epithet in vv. 31b, 31c, 34a, 34b, 38a, and 41a, i.e. a total of eight marked relexicalizations. 
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from which the narrative is being recounted.278  It was proposed that substituted referring expressions 

which specify an anchoring relation can have a dual effect.  First, such usage makes explicit the 

current referential center based on who the participant is anchored to.  Second, it has the pragmatic 

effect of cognitively reorienting the participant to the discourse, with the marked expression 

specifying the participant’s most salient anchoring relation.279 

 The first clustering of substituted referring expressions in Gen 27 occurs immediately 

following Jacob’s objection to Rebekah’s plan in v. 11.  Prior to this verse, Rebekah is the center of 

attention with Jacob encoded as the addressee in v. 6 using the supplemented referring expression 

‘her son’.  The quotative frame at v. 11 introduces Jacob’s protest.  It encodes the addressee as 

‘Rebekah, his mother’, indicating a shift in the referential center as noted above.  This shift is 

explicitly reaffirmed via the substitution of the epithet ‘his mother’ for the default expression 

‘Rebekah’ in vv. 13a, 14c and 14d.  The tokens in 13a and 14d are used to specify the subject/agent of 

the clause.  The remaining nine tokens of substitution in Gen 27 involve non-subject roles.  Of the 

approximately 25 explicit switches of reference from a proper name to an epithet observed in our 

Genesis corpus, only one occurs in the subject/agent role where the participant performs an action,280 

the other tokens are subjects of passive, stative or speech verbs.281   

 This apparent pattern of reserving substituted epithets for non-agent roles is consistent with 

de Regt’s observation that participants referred to using epithets tend to be minor participants 

compared to those assigned proper names (1999:4).  Thus, in addition to thematically highlighting the 

participant’s anchoring relation, the use of a substitute expression may also have the pragmatic effect 

of backgrounding the participant relative to the main participant, casting them as more of a minor 

                                                      
278 The non-relational anchors described in §4.2.2 are generic geographical or genealogical anchoring 
expressions (e.g. ‘a young man from Bethlehem in Judah, who was a Levite’ in Jdg. 17:7; ‘Hirah the 
Adullamite’ in Gen 38:12); or titular anchors (e.g. ‘Jethro the priest of Midian’ in Exo. 18:1; ‘Melchizedek the 
king of Salem’ in Gen 14:18). 
279 Cf. the description of the marked use of familial anchoring expressions in Gen 14, 16, and 22 in §6.3.1. 
280 Cf. ‘his mother’ taking a wife for Ishmael in Gen 21:21b. 
281 E.g. Gen 12:14, 15d (‘the woman’ from ‘Sarai’); 12:20b, 13:1 (‘his wife’ from ‘Sarai’ in vv. 5, 11); 14:14a 
(‘his brother’ from ‘Lot’ in 14:12); 14:17a (‘king of Sodom’ from ‘Bera’ in 14:2); 16:4c (‘her mistress’ from 
‘Sarai’ in 16:1); 19:1 (‘the two angels’ from ‘the men’ in 18:22, back to ‘the men’ in 19:10a, and back to 
‘angels’ again in 19:15, then back to ‘men’ in 19:16b); 19:33a, 35a (‘their/her father’ from ‘Lot’ in 19:30); 
19:36 (‘the two daughters of Lot’ became pregnant by their father’ represents several changes from ‘Lot’, 
‘firstborn’ and ‘younger’ in 19:30 and 19:34, respectively); 21:8a (‘the child’ from ‘Isaac’, switches back in 
8c.); 21:9 (‘the son of Hagar the Egyptian which she had born to Abraham’ rather than ‘Ishmael’.  Ishmael is 
called (ostensibly) ‘his son’ in 21:11, but then shifts to ‘the child’ as in v. 8a; in vv. 14c and 15c God hears ‘the 
lad’ in v. 17, 20); 21:21b (‘his mother’ from ‘Hagar’ in vv. 14c, 17b); 22:10b (‘his son’ for ‘Isaac’); 23:12a 
(‘the people of the land’ versus ‘sons of Heth’ in v. 10. Cf. same usage in v. 13a); 24:10a (‘his master’ for 
‘Abraham’); 24:21, 22b, 26a, 29c, 30b, 30c, 32a,  etc. (‘the man’ from ‘the servant’ previously, vv. 9a, 10a, 
17a); 24:16 (‘the young woman’ from ‘Rebekah’ in v. 15); 24:30a (‘his sister’ from ‘Rebekah’ in v. 29a); 
24:52a, 53a (‘the servant of Abraham…the servant’, from ‘the man’ in v. 32a); 24:53b (‘Rebekah’ from ‘the 
young woman’ in v. 15); 24:53c, 55a (‘her brother’ from ‘Laban’ in v. 29c); 24:67e (‘his mother’ from ‘Sarah’ 
in v. 67a). 
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participant in the context.282  Such an explanation would fit well with both the disproportionate use of 

substituted referring expressions in non-agent or passive grammatical roles, and also fits well with the 

present context of Gen 27.  At the point that Rebekah again takes over an initiating role in v. 15, her 

referring expression is switched back to a bare proper name. 

 In this same context of vv. 11-18, Isaac is twice referred to using the substituted epithet ‘his 

father’, although it is unclear what the writer/editor intends with the switch.  Minimally, the epithet 

reaffirms that Jacob is the referential center and highlights Isaac’s relation to Jacob, yet it seems there 

is more involved here.  First, it is noteworthy that Isaac and Rebekah are never explicitly related to 

one another in this pericope.  In contexts such as vv. 14d or 46, a spouse is typically either anchored 

to one of the children, or a bare proper name is used.  Thus, the continuation of the referential center 

on Jacob through the end of v. 14 may be motivated as much by an avoidance of anchoring Isaac to 

Rebekah as it is by a desire to highlight Isaac’s relation to Jacob.  The former seems more plausible in 

the context. 

 Second, there is the possibility that the substitution of the epithet for Isaac’s proper name is 

intended to frame him as more of a minor participant relative to those who are initiating action.  

Fokkelman makes an observation to this effect, yet does not disclose the evidence on which he bases 

this conclusion.  He comments, “What a paradox: Isaac seems to be a subject in ch. 27, for it is he 

who sends off Esau, it is he who performs the solemn and awe-inspiring ceremonial of the blessing, 

but how helplessly he is the object of the manipulations” (2004:100-101). 

 The next group of substitutions is found in vv. 19a and 20a, both of which are 

morphologically overencoded quotative frames.  As Jacob begins his interview with Isaac, the latter is 

lexicalized using the epithet ‘his father’ in vv. 18a and 19a; the intervening quotative frames in vv. 

18b-18c utilize minimal encoding for both speaker and addressee.  The quotative frame of v. 20a, 

which introduces Isaac’s countering response to Jacob’s claim of v. 19, is both overencoded and 

entails a double substitution of referring expressions.  Isaac is here encoded using a bare proper name 

while Jacob is encoded with the epithet ‘his son’.  One might ask why a supplemented expression was 

not used for Jacob, since this level of encoding seems common for countering moves in this chapter.  

We would suggest that the answer to this question lies in the point of view effects of using merely an 

epithet.  From the standpoint of the narrative storyline, Isaac is unsure at this point which of his two 

sons is in front of him.  Encoding the addressee using the less-specific epithet could be intended to 

convey Isaac’s point of view, viz. that he is unsure of which son is before him.  It is quite reasonable 

then that a point-of-view shift is an additional pragmatic effect here in addition to simply highlighting 

the shift in referential center.   

                                                      
282 Cf. Berlin’s (1983:85-86) discussion of characters in the book of Ruth, where she notes that both Boaz’s 
foreman and the goel function as agents in comparison to the main participants.  They are ‘faces without 
names’. 
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 The final group of substituted referring expressions is found in the context of Esau’s 

interview with Isaac in vv. 31-41.  As was the case above, Isaac is encoded as ‘his father’ at the 

beginning of Esau’s interview with him (cf. vv. 31b-c).  In contrast with the former interview with 

Jacob, there are no switches in the referential center in Esau’s interview with Isaac.  The only 

alternation observed in this section is the encoding of Isaac; default encoding is maintained for Esau, 

making him the only explicit referential center of the scene.  Isaac is encoded twice using his proper 

name, once supplemented (v. 32a) and once bare (v. 33).  The switch back to the epithet ‘his father’ 

occurs in v. 34, which recounts Esau’s reaction to the news that Jacob has taken his blessing.  Besides 

affirming the referential center, the use of the epithet thematically highlights Esau’s relationship to his 

father.  Since Esau has obeyed his father in all things requested of him, the effect of highlighting it 

here is quite opposite from its use in the context of Jacob deceiving his father.   

 The encoding for Isaac reverts back to a bare proper name in the countering quotative frame 

of v. 37a.  This frame is the most likely candidate for construing Isaac as becoming an initiator, yet 

the encoding does not make it explicit.  The complex quotative frame, combined with the 

lexicalization of both speaker and addressee, lead us to conclude that it is marked.  The switch from 

lexicalization with an epithet to a proper name is very much in keeping with a switch in initiators, yet 

the writer leaves the issue implicit by not including a supplemental anchoring expression for either 

participant.  Esau’s response in v. 38 to Isaac’s counter makes the referential center explicit by 

reverting back to the epithet ‘his father’ to encode Isaac as the addressee.  Based on the content of 

Esau’s pleading speech, the use of the epithet is likely intended to thematically highlight the relational 

intimacy of father and son in addition to clearly expressing the referential center. 

Conclusions Regarding Thematic Highlighting 
 Genesis 27 was shown to evidence an unusually high number of switches in referential 

center, yet these switches were shown to closely coordinate with switches in initiator based on the 

narrative content itself.  The relational anchoring expressions used for both supplementation and 

substitution in the chapter were also shown to highlight thematically salient relations, cognitively 

reorienting the reader to the participant based on the reiterated relation.  The redundant use of familial 

anchoring expressions was also used by the writer/editor to effectively add prominence to salient 

relations at numerous points as the narrative unfolded in addition to their prototypical use at 

reactivation from inactivity (cf. §2.2.2, §4.2-4.3). 

 The substitution of epithets for default referring expressions in this chapter was shown to play 

a significant role in highlighting salient themes.  This is in addition to functioning as an alternate 

means of explicitly specifying the current referential center.  Substitution of an epithet was also 

shown to have a third pragmatic effect in v. 20, viz. marking a shift in PoV to that of Isaac, possibly 

reflecting in the referential encoding his skepticism over the real identity of the son speaking to him.  

The PoV effect achieved here is consistent with that noted in Gen 12:14-15 and Gen 24:26-32, where 
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the substitution of a more ambiguous epithet for a proper name was claimed to have reflected the 

Egyptian’s and relatives’ PoV in that neither knew the true identity (i.e. discourse relation) of the 

participant in question.  Thus, while both supplementation and substitution using relational anchoring 

expressions can highlight thematic relations and indicate the center of reference, it is the lexical 

ambiguity of the substituted epithet that seems to enable the PoV effect.  The PoV effect is therefore 

an effect associated only with substitution.   

7.5 Marked Encoding for Cataphoric Highlighting 
 So far we have considered the use of overencoding in Gen 27 based on its processing 

function of participant reference to segment the text, as well as its thematic use to highlight the 

marked information added to or substituted in the referring expression.  We will now consider those 

instances from Gen 27 where relexicalization occurs for both agent and patient in contexts S1/N1 or 

S2/N2.  We argued in §5.2 that cognitive research associated the triggering of a new development 

unit predominately with overencoding of the agent, not the patient.  Thus it was proposed in §6.1 and 

§6.4 that overencoding of both agent and patient must be intended to accomplish some function in 

addition to segmentation.  Informed by cross-linguistic principles of pragmatics, analysis of 

comparable encoding from other languages, and the data and research from Biblical Hebrew itself, we 

argued that this level of overencoding has the pragmatic effect of cataphorically highlighting a 

following speech or event.  Overencoding tokens from quotative frames will be considered first, 

followed by tokens from narrative proper. 

7.5.1 Cataphoric Highlighting in Quotative Frames 
 Cataphoric highlighting is utilized to add prominence to speeches at three different points in 

the narrative—speeches which are thematically connected and particularly salient to the overall plot.  

The first highlighted speech is found in v. 11 where Jacob question’s his mother’s plan to steal the 

blessing.  The quotative frame relexicalizes the speaker using a proper name, and the addressee using 

a supplemented referring expression discussed in §7.4.  While we have already construed this frame 

as marked, we have not discussed the significance of the speech’s content to the overall theme of the 

narrative.  The objections Jacob makes to his mother’s proposal explicitly outline the very elements 

that add suspense and interest to this pericope:   

• the ways that Jacob and Esau physically differ,  
• the possibility that Isaac may attempt to verify his identity, and  
• the likely repercussion of this fraud being discovered.    

Perhaps the reader recalls the apparent physical differences between Jacob and Esau last mentioned in 

25:25, viz. that Esau was hairy like a garment.  This assertion implies that Jacob was not so hairy, and 
it is only in the speech of 27:11 that the reader is explicitly informed that he is in fact ק   .’smooth‘ ָחָלֽ

The content of this speech provides a critical frame of reference for the reader to truly appreciate what 

is at stake if Jacob is discovered, and to understand the obstacles which must be overcome for the 
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plan to be successfully implemented.  Verse 15, which specifically describes how the physical 

differences between the men will be masked, also evidences cataphoric highlighting and will be 

discussed in the next section. 

 Not only are the potential problems of Jacob and Rebekah’s plan highlighted in the planning 

stage, they are also highlighted in the implementation stage through a series of overencoded quotative 

frames in vv. 19a, 20a, 21a.  Each of these quotative frames relexicalizes both speaker and addressee 

in context S2/N2, with the addressee of vv. 19a and 20a encoded using a substituted epithet.  The 

marked frame of v. 19a introduces Jacob’s reply to Isaac’s rather cryptic question, “Who are you, my 

son?”  Jacob’s response marks the beginning of his ploy to pass himself off as his brother.  It contains 

a somewhat overspecified claim that he is ‘Esau, your firstborn,’ followed by the claim that he has 

obediently fulfilled Isaac’s commission to him.  He closes the speech by requesting that Isaac arise 

and eat in order that he may bless Jacob. 

 Isaac’s reply to Jacob’s claim and request are countered by Isaac’s speech introduced by the 

overencoded quotative frame of v. 20a.  Based on our claims regarding cataphoric highlighting, the 

overencoding here has the pragmatic effect of adding prominence to the speech in which Isaac 

expresses his incredulity that ‘Esau’ could have possibly done all that was asked so quickly.  The 

improbability of the timing is the first of several objections raised by Isaac.  It also raises doubts 

about whether Jacob will be able to successfully pull off his plan.  Jacob’s rebuttal to Isaac’s question 

is framed using a simplex quotative frame and minimal encoding. 

 Isaac’s second query regarding his son’s identity is introduced using another overencoded 

frame in v. 21a, in which Isaac asks his son to come forward so that he can feel him in order to verify 

whether he is really Esau or not.  The use of the interrogative particle in the speech clearly represents 

Isaac’s doubts and thus the rationale for this test of touching.  The content of this highlighted speech 

reaches back to Jacob’s highlighted speech of v. 11, heralding that his fear of Isaac possibly touching 

him has become a reality.  The choice to highlight this speech is also consistent with the overall 

complication of the pericope, viz. will the plan succeed in the face of Isaac’s skepticism?  Verse 22a 

recounts Jacob’s compliance with his father’s request.  It is appropriately highlighted using 

overencoding of both agent and patient in context S2/N2.  Such overencoding is consistent with the 

cataphoric highlighting found in the quotative frames before it. 

 The final point in the narrative where speeches are cataphorically highlighted is in the midst 

of Esau’s interview with Isaac in vv. 37 and 38.  The first highlighted frame in v. 37a exhibits not 

only overencoding of speaker and addressee in context S2/N2, but also includes what Miller 

(2003:323) construes as a complex quotative frame.283  The frame introduces Isaac’s reply to Esau’s 

question whether Isaac has any blessing remaining to give him.  The content of Isaac’s speech 
                                                      
283 Regarding the complex frames of 27:37, 39 Miller comments, “Note that both utterances introduced with hnv 
in multiple-verb frames are dispreferred (B2, C2); that is, they represent a response in the second pair-part that 
the speaker of the first pair-part does not want” (2003:323). 
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removes any doubt for Esau that everything of value has already been allocated to Jacob.  Thus 

Jacob’s theft of the blessing has been absolute, with nothing positive remaining for Esau.  The two 

pragmatic means used to add prominence to this speech are indicative of its thematic salience to the 

overall narrative.  The quotative frame in v. 38 introducing Esau’s response to v. 37 is the final 

overencoded frame in the pericope.  The level of the encoding is consistent with a countering move, 

even though a simplex frame is used.  The content of the speech itself is emotionally charged, and this 

emotion extends into the narrative clause of v. 38b which separates Esau’s final plea from Isaac’s 

attempt at a blessing.  Surprisingly, the frame introducing the Isaac’s blessing is highlighted using 

only a complex quotative frame; none of the participants are overencoded. 

 The overencoding observed of speaker and hearer in context S2/N2 in Gen 27 is comparable 

to those tokens discussed in §6.4.3.284  While the overencoding does indeed function to segment the 

text into development units, it is often found in contexts where one participant is countering the stated 

desires of another.  As stated in §6.4.4, pragmatic overencoding is not required to specify a 

countering or surprising move in a reported speech, but is merely a pragmatic means of adding 

prominence to the speech that it would not otherwise naturally have had. 

7.5.2 Cataphoric Highlighting in Narrative Proper 
 We will move now from considering the use of cataphoric highlighting in quotative frames to 

its use in narrative proper.  In §6.4.4 we claimed that redundantly overencoding both the agent and 

patient in narrative has the pragmatic effect of cataphorically highlighting a following event (i.e. 

adding prominence that it would not otherwise have received using default encoding).  The use of this 

pragmatic device in our corpus was shown to be consistent with observations regarding comparable 

use of overencoding in other languages (cf. Levinsohn 2000b:4; Dooley and Levinsohn 2001:100-

101).  The events discussed in §6.4.4 that we construed as being highlighted were found either near or 

at the peak of the narrative,285 or just before a surprising or unexpected event.286  We will now 

consider the five tokens of cataphoric highlighting observed in the narrative of Gen 27. 

 The first token is found in v. 15a, which recounts Rebekah taking the clothes of ‘Esau her 

older son’ and clothing ‘Jacob her younger son’ in v. 15b.  In vv. 13-14, Rebekah is referred to using 

the epithet ‘his mother’, as noted in §7.4.  Even in v. 14d where Rebekah is the agent of the clause, 

the use of the epithet is maintained.  As a result of the encoding choices in v. 14, the encoding of v. 

15 represents relexicalization in context S1 since Rebekah remains the agent.  The encoding also 

represents a switch back to the default referring expression ‘Rebekah,’ which coincides with a switch 

in referential center evidenced by the marked anchoring expressions added to Esau and Jacob’s 

proper names.  We noted that the thematic highlighting added prominence both to the ‘older/younger’ 

                                                      
284 Cf. Gen 14:22; 16:6; Exod 5:1-6. 
285 Cf. Gen 13:10ff. 
286 Cf. Exod 2:23b-25. 
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theme, as well as to the switch of referential center by making it explicit.  However, the overencoding 

of Rebekah in S1, in combination with the other overencoding mentioned, is construed here as 

serving to cataphorically highlight the event described as either being unexpected or highly salient to 

the discourse.  For several reasons, we would say it is both.   

 The plan that Rebekah describes to Jacob in vv. 8-10 is very limited in detail, simply stating 

that Jacob should bring Rebekah’s meal to Isaac.  In response to Jacob’s very practical concerns about 

the plan, Rebekah essentially tells him not to worry about it.  This creates an information gap wherein 

the first-time reader is in the dark about exactly how Rebekah will overcome the practical problem 

posed by the physical differences between her sons.  Therefore, the details concerning Jacob’s 

disguise in v. 15 are absolutely critical to making the plan viable in the first place.  In the second 

place, it adds suspense to Jacob’s interview with Isaac as each of the elements mentioned in v. 15 are 

tested by Isaac.  The use of both thematic and cataphoric highlighting to draw the reader’s attention to 

this verse ensures that these significant details are not overlooked.  The cataphoric highlighting slows 

the reader down, while the thematic highlighting provides an interpretive frame of older/younger and 

fraternal competition for processing the information.  Neither cataphoric nor thematic highlighting is 

required here, yet the pragmatic choice to highlight the verse is appropriate based on the content, and 

consistent with the literary artistry evidenced in this chapter. 

 The second cataphoric highlighting token observed in Gen 27 has already been briefly 

discussed in §7.5.1—that of Jacob’s response to draw near so that Isaac may feel him.  We noted that 

this verse concludes a series of highlighted countering moves in vv. 19-21.  This verse also represents 

the culmination of a continuing buildup of suspense, where the reader is left wondering whether 

Jacob will be successful or not.  The second half of the verse, using default encoding, recounts Isaac’s 

satisfaction that even though the voice is not right, he is convinced that it is Esau who is standing 

before him.  The request in v. 26 for Jacob to again draw near, this time for a kiss, raises the suspense 

level again, but in the end it turns out to be a mere formality.  Thus, the choice to cataphorically 

highlight v. 22a is construed here as a brilliant use of pragmatics to add more drama to an already 

suspenseful scene, slowing the reader’s progress by overencoding the participants.  The pragmatic 

overencoding of both agent and patient in vv. 19-22 marks each verse as a distinct development.  In 

the case of v. 22 being narrative, the marked segmentation has the effect of highlighting the action 

recounted.  Jacob is certainly bold, but the question is raised whether he is indeed bold enough to 

approach his father for the touch test.   The highlighting places a spotlight on the answer to this 

question, and adds suspense in the process. 

 The final three tokens of cataphoric highlighting are found in Esau’s interview with Isaac in 

vv. 34, 41a and 41b.  It is noteworthy that the writer/editor does not chose to highlight the blessing 
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Jacob receives other than thematically overencoding Isaac,287 thus marking the quotative frame 

introducing the blessing as a new development.  Verse 34 reports Esau’s response to hearing that 

Jacob has surreptitiously stolen his blessing.  The overencoding occurs in a temporal PoD which we 

construe to be tail-head linkage.  The temporal frame explicitly establishes that the great and bitter cry 

which Esau cries is a direct result of hearing the news about the stolen blessing.  The same content 

could have been communicated without a PoD, yet the pragmatic use of this framing device both 

creates a discontinuity to slow the narrative flow, and creates an explicit frame of reference that 

follows.288  We would propose that this tail-head linkage, in combination with the overencoding of 

agent and patient in context S2/N2, functions to pragmatically highlight the event which follows, viz. 

Esau’s cry of frustration and demand that he too be blessed.  An exchange follows between Esau and 

Isaac wherein Esau learns that there is no blessing left for him, it has all gone to Jacob.  The 

overencoding of Esau’s countering moves to Isaac’s speeches in vv. 37 and 38 has already been noted 

in the section above.  The encoding of the quotative frame introducing Isaac’s anti-blessing is 

complex in contrast to the simple frame introducing the blessing pronounced on Jacob, and also 

utilizes a supplemented referring expression for Isaac.   

 Esau’s reaction in v. 41 to the blessing utilizes back-to-back overencoded clauses comparable 

to the encoding observed in Gen 13:10b-11b; 19:29a-29b; and Exod 2:24-25.  Verse 41a is construed 

as context S2/N4, and thus lexicalization is only required for the patient.  There is a relative clause in 

the latter half of v. 41a which we construe as thematic rather than restrictive since the information is 

cognitively accessible.  Since the information is readily available, it has the pragmatic effect of 

slowing down the narrative (cf. Longacre 1985:86, Dooley and Levinsohn 2001:54).  Based on the 

required lexicalization of the patient, it is unclear whether cataphoric highlighting is intended, or 

whether it is simply signaling a new development.  However, in light of the non-restrictive relative 

clause and the relexicalization in the following clause, it seems reasonable to construe v. 41a as 

cataphorically highlighted.  Esau’s hatred for Jacob, which is announced here and further spelled out 

in v. 41b, is the complicating action which moves the final portion of the narrative toward its 

conclusion, viz. Jacob fleeing into exile in Haran in order to escape Esau’s wrath.  Both the statement 

about Esau’s wrath and the internal monologue that describes his intentions receive this highlighting.  

As in the case of highlighting the details regarding Jacob’s disguise in v. 15, we observe the 

writer/editor adding prominence to the final crucial details of the pericope through the use of 

pragmatic overencoding.  Rebekah’s warning to Jacob and manipulation of Isaac are both minimally 

encoded, moving the narrative along quickly towards its conclusion. 

                                                      
287 Most commentators exposited the chapter as though the blessing itself is the high point of the pericope.  
Perhaps the blessing is indeed the high point based on its natural prominence.  However, in contrast to the 
amount and frequency of overencoding which precedes it, the introduction of the blessing seems understated. 
288 Cf. Dooley and Levinsohn (2001:54) who note that languages commonly slow down the story just prior to a 
climax through the introduction of background information or through the use of repetition such as tail-head 
linkage.   
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7.5.3 Conclusion 
 This survey of Gen 27 has demonstrated that both the pragmatic use of overencoding and the 

pragmatic effects achieved are consistent with our data and conclusions from our larger corpus of Gen 

12-25.  Our proposed principles for default encoding were able to provide an account of the data 

observed in the text, and its use was predominantly associated with unmarked portions of the 

narrative.  We noted the regular use of overencoding in contexts of natural continuity as a means of 

pragmatically segmenting the text into distinct development units.  This use of overencoding for 

segmentation was observed both in quotative frames and in narrative proper.  We also noted that the 

segmentation we claimed to be present in BHS correlated well with that observed both in LXX and in 

English translations.  Next we noted that the pragmatic substitution and supplementation of referring 

expressions accomplish various effects including changes in point of view, changes in center of 

attention, and thematically highlighting salient discourse relations.  We noted that overspecification 

through the use of substitution or supplementation had different pragmatic effects from lexical 

overencoding of agent and patient where minimal encoding is expected.  The former we classified as 

thematic highlighting, which pragmatically assigns added prominence to the encoding information 

itself.  In contrast, overencoding agent and patient was construed as cataphorically highlighting an 

unexpected or particularly salient speech or event which follows.   
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8. Conclusion 
 This dissertation has provided a preliminary description of participant reference in Biblical 

Hebrew narrative.  At the same time it has raised a number of significant issues that move beyond the 

stated objective of this dissertation.  Some of these issues require the analysis of a much larger corpus 

than that utilized here.  Other issues are simply ancillary topics which can build upon the conclusions 

of this study.  This final chapter will compare our initial hypotheses with the conclusions reached 

(§8.1), and then will discuss the issues raised which will require further research (§8.2).  

8.1 Hypotheses and Research Results 
 Our first hypothesis was that the use of participant reference attested in the Biblical Hebrew 

narrative of our corpus follows attested, cross-linguistic principles.  These principles were 

hypothesized to be self-consistent, describable, and consistent with attested usage in other languages.  

We provided a description of both default and marked encoding in Biblical Hebrew narrative, and 

demonstrated that our description is able to provide a reasonable account of the encoding data from 

our corpus.  It was also shown that the proposed descriptions are consistent with encoding patterns 

observed in other languages.  They do not go against the expected norms suggested by cross-

linguistic studies.  Our cross-linguistic framework allows the conclusions reached here to be relevant 

for Bible translation work.  It may also provide insight to a language worker’s analysis of his or her 

target language by illustrating how different grammatical constructions can be used to accomplish 

various pragmatic effects. 

 We have also demonstrated that the encoding system described is self-consistent and unified.  

Some have questioned the ability to conduct linguistic studies on books such as Genesis due to their 

compositional history.  Regardless of the literary pre-history of the corpus, we have shown that the 

attested encoding patterns form a self-consistent referential system.  There was no clear stylometric 

evidence of starkly different patterns of reference which could be attributed to multiple sources.289 

 Our second hypothesis was based on the pragmatic principle that ‘Choice implies meaning’.  

It stated that non-default encoding values would be construed as being pragmatically marked, and that 

these marked usages would also form a self-consistent, describable system, that is consistent with 

attested usage in other languages.  We demonstrated that the marked encoding values could be 

divided into three meaningful groups, based on the type and amount of encoding.  The use of 

redundant subject/agent NPs was shown to have the pragmatic effect of segmenting the text into 

distinct developments, which is comparable to usage in a variety of other languages.  Our study also 

affirmed the preliminary findings of Andersen (1994) and Levinsohn (2000b).  This use of 

overencoding for segmentation purposes is relevant not only to translators, but also to biblical 

scholars working in the area of unit delimitation.   

                                                      
289 For an overview of stylometrics, cf. Stamatatos et al. (2001). 
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 We demonstrated that the use of anchoring expressions (either to substitute or supplement 

default referring expressions) is best construed as pragmatically motivated for the purpose of thematic 

highlighting, instead of resulting from stylistic variation.  We demonstrated that the pragmatic usage 

coincided with salient shifts in referential center and shifts in themes.  It was also shown that the 

overencoding of both agent and patient, or the consecutive overencoding of agents, could reasonably 

be construed as having the pragmatic effect of cataphorically highlighting a following speech or 

event.  Such a view is consistent with usage attested in other languages.  It was demonstrated that use 

of pragmatic highlighting in Biblical Hebrew often coincides with use of other prominence markers in 

the context.  Thematic highlighting is relevant for both translation and exegesis.  It will help 

translators understand the relative prominence of features in the source language for translation into 

the target language.  It will help exegetes to more confidently exposit the text in light of the concrete 

data the overspecification represents.   

 Our third hypothesis stated that our description would provide a reasonable account for the 

data in our corpus.  This description allowed us to understand the implications not only of the 

encoding used in a context, but also to understand the implications of possible alternative forms that 

were not used.   

 Our final hypothesis was that our description would be able to account for many of the issues 

left unresolved by past studies, and that it would make a positive contribution to the exegesis and 

translation of Biblical Hebrew narrative.  The theoretical framework combined cognitive linguistics, 

and pragmatics with a functional, cross-linguistic approach to discourse.  It was able to overcome the 

limitations identified in past studies during our literature review.  The findings regarding PoV effects 

clarified the work of poetics scholars.  It demonstrated that there is a meaningful distinction between 

deictic and referential centers, that these are related yet distinct phenomena. 

8.2 Areas for Further Research 
 We will now describe the issues which require further investigation.  This dissertation had 

several objectives which intentionally limited its scope.  The primary objective was to describe 

default referential encoding patterns.  These patterns provided a normative baseline against which to 

identify and describe departures from these patterns.  We noted that misunderstanding default 

encoding constraints was a common problem with previous studies. 

 A corpus was selected which evidenced enough diversity to provide a reasonable 

representation of Biblical Hebrew narrative conventions, yet which was not so large as to preclude an 

exhaustive account of the data.  Based on the research data from the field of cognitive linguistics, a 

greater focus was placed on the pragmatic encoding of agents than on patients.  The use of participant 

reference for cognitive processing was almost exclusively associated with the overencoding of agents 

in the research literature.  As a result, less attention was given to the pragmatic encoding of patients 

or non-subjects in this present study.  Now that a preliminary description has been provided for 
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default and marked encodings, our goal in future research is to both expand the corpus of data under 

consideration as well as to expand the level of detail considered.   

 This study has revealed that participant reference encoding has implications for a number of 

disciplines relating to the Hebrew Bible.  First, our findings demonstrate that the cognitive and 

morphological constraints of a context largely determine the minimum encoding needed.  However, 

such factors have not been given ample consideration either by commentators290 or grammarians291 in 

describing Biblical Hebrew referential encoding.  Second, our conclusions regarding the use of 

overencoding as a means of text segmentation in contexts of natural continuity would provide insight 

to those studying the segmentation of Hebrew texts, such as the Pericope Project lead by Marjo 

Korpel (cf. 2000:1-50).  The Masoretic accents setuma and petucha are predominantly used to 

segment the text of Genesis 12ff into larger pericopes rather than into paragraphs/development 

units;292 thus other means are necessary for identifying this level of discourse segmentation.  In light 

of the natural continuity observed in many of the pericopes in our corpus, consideration of 

overencoding and information structure could provide objective criteria for unit delimitation.  Finally, 

the pragmatic use of participant reference was demonstrated to be only one of several devices used by 

Biblical Hebrew writers to add prominence to salient features of the discourse.  Broader 

understanding of the pragmatic use of prominence markers would undoubtedly advance exegesis of 

Biblical Hebrew narrative.  This study has also identified the following areas which require further 

research. 

8.2.1 Pragmatic Encoding of Non-Agentive Information 
 One significant area of research remaining is to more completely describe the encoding of 

non-subjects, whether direct or indirect objects.  Many of our conclusions have been based upon 

Givón’s (1983a) Iconicity Principle, and upon Nariyama’s (2000) extension of this principle in her 

claim that ellipsis is the unmarked representation of sameness.  In light of these principles, research 

based upon a much more comprehensive corpus is needed to discern the meaningful differences 

among the various means of encoding non-subjects in Biblical Hebrew.  We have already claimed 

that use of zero anaphora is often best construed as indicating greater continuity than representation of 

the non-subject using a minimal pronominal form.  However, several options are available for the 

encoding of addressees and other non-subjects, and the meaningful difference between the options is 

                                                      
290 Recall the treatment of overencoding by commentators in Gen 27.  The limited understanding of default 
encoding requirements likely lead to a failure to recognize marked encodings, especially in the case of those 
claiming close attention to the use of literary devices such as ‘naming.’ 
291 Much is said about what is possible regarding encoding, but systematic treatment of the various 
requirements, functions, or effects is lacking.  Cf. to the treatment of personal pronouns in Muraoka (1985) and 
Joüon/Muraoka (1996), where the constraints of cognitive status and information structure are not recognized.  
The treatment in BHRG (esp. §36.1 and §47.1) reflects a marked difference, yet the topic of encoding 
requirements is peripheral to the topic at hand and thus is not thoroughly considered here either. 
292 For instances where these accents appear to function more at the paragraph rather than the pericope level, 
refer to the book of Judges. 
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unclear.  Typically these options have been catalogued in terms of what is attested or possible; yet 

little explanation is offered regarding the rationale for using one option over another.  The principle 

that ‘choice implies meaning’ calls us to a more rigorous standard in considering the issue.  Let us 

first begin by considering the encoding of addressees, and then we shall move on to non-subjects in 

narrative proper. 

   Biblical Hebrew has several different means of encoding active addressees:  zero anaphora, 
  X, where X can either be a lexical NP or and independent personal pronoun.293+ֶאל X, and+ְל

Consider the following minimal pair taken from Gen 27:26a and 32a: 

  26ֹ֥ 32ֹ֥      ויָאִב֑ קִיְצָח֣ יוֵאָל֖ אֶמרַוּי   יוִב֖ק ָאֹו ִיְצָח֥אֶמר ֛לַוּי
26And said to him Isaac his father…         32And said to him Isaac his father…  

What is the meaningful difference between the encoding using ֶאל and ְל?  Of the 33 separate 

quotative frames found in Gen 27, only five294 utilize ְל to encode the addressee.  Fourteen utilize zero 

anaphora, and the remaining fourteen utilize ֶאל.  If we only consider the simplex אֶמר ֹ֣ אֶמר/ ַוּי ֹ֤  tokens ַוּת

to ensure a proper comparison, these simplex frames represent 30 of the 33.  Based on our theoretical 

presuppositions, these two encoding choices imply that some distinct meaning is associated with 
usage of each.  Our preliminary observation is that ֶאל is prototypically used early in a dialogue, 

especially if the physical proximity of the speaker and addressee has not been clearly established prior 
to the first quotative frame.  After proximity has been established, we observe that use of either ְל or 

zero anaphora is common, with the latter signaling greater continuity.  In contexts where mid-speech 
conversational turns are overencoded (e.g. countering moves) such as those observed in Gen 27, ֶאל 

frequently is used.  Is the use of the less-proximate preposition ֶאל intended to indicate more 

discontinuity than the use of ְל, as though proximity were being re-established in the midst of the 

speech?  Taking into consideration the proximity proviso and Nariyama’s (2000) findings regarding 

zero anaphora noted above, we would preliminarily suggest a descending scale of continuity for the 
use of these encoding options with standard אֶמר ֹ֣  :frames as follows ַוּי

Most Discontinuity     ְל  ֶאל  Ø     Most Continuity 

It would appear that there is some meaningful variation in the use of the two prepositions, yet 

significant work remains in order to clarify the meaningful difference between these encoding 

options.  Analysis of a much larger corpus is necessary in order to determine whether our proposal 

based on our Genesis corpus will withstand broader application. 

                                                      
293 Joüon/Muraoka describe the use of both prepositions to encode indirect objects in 2 Sam 12:4 as an “example 
illustrating the synonymity of the two prepositions” (1996:486).  Cf. Miller (2003:333) Table 12; BHRG §39.3 
and §39.11.   
294 Cf. vv. 13a, 31c, 32a, 34b, and 37a. 
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 The same kinds of questions remain to be answered for the overencoding of non-subjects in 

narrative proper as well.  We noted that use of zero anaphora creates a greater sense of continuity than 

either pronominal or lexical encoding.  However, what is the function of lexical overencoding in 

context N1 or N2 when the default referring expression is used?  Consider the case of Gen 21:12, 

which we analyze as context S4/N1.  We read in v. 11 that Sarah’s demand to drive out Ishmael was 
very distressing ‘in Abraham’s eyes’.  Verse 12 states, ם ים ֶאל־ַאְבָרָה֗ אֶמר ֱאֹלִה֜ ֹ֨  And God said to‘ ַוּי

Abraham’, where Abraham is both in the same role as v. 11, and is the most accessible masculine 

referent that the new agent ‘God’ could be speaking to.  The semantics of the clause would have been 

quite clear without lexicalizing the addressee.   

 Interestingly LXX, six versions and two commentators regard v. 12 as beginning a new 

development.295  We observe in similar contexts that overencoding of context N- could perhaps be 

construed as disambiguating whether the reactivation of an S4 subject is to be connected to the 

current development, or is intended to mark the beginning of a new development.296  Once again, this 

issue must be given much broader consideration in a larger corpus in order to determine whether or 

not our observations are simply coincidental. 

 One final area for consideration regarding non-subjects is to determine whether the presence 
or absence of the direct object marker ֶאת־/ֵאת is pragmatically governed.  Van der Merwe et al 

(2000:245-247) state that it marks definite direct objects of verbs, while indefinite objects remain 

unmarked.  They also note that there are exceptions to this principle in that some definite objects do 

not have the marker, while some indefinite objects do take the marker.  We find several such 

exceptions in Gen 19.  First, the ‘door’ in v. 6b that is closed after Lot leaves the house is preposed, 
has the definite article, but lacks the object marker.  In v. 9d, the same term ֶּדֶלת again evinces the 

definite article, but not the object marker.  In contrast to these tokens, in v. 10c the same word ֶּדֶלת is 

again preposed, again has the definite article but adds the definite object marker.  Is there a 

meaningful difference between these tokens, or is this simply ‘stylistic variation’?   

 Similarly, we find variation in the use of the definite object marker with the naming of 

offspring.  We observe in the naming sequence of Moab and Ben-Ammi in Gen 19:37b, 38b the 
absence of the object marker with the collocation א ְׁש֖מֹו  and she called his name…’  The same is‘ ַוִּתְקָר֥

true of the announcement of Ishmael in 16:15b ם ֶׁשם־ְּב֛נֹו א ַאְבָר֧  And Abram called his name…’  In‘ ַוִּיְקָר֨

contrast with these, we find the announcement of Isaac’s birth in Gen 21:3 includes the definite object 
marker:  ת־ֶׁשם־ְּב֧נֹו ם ֶאֽ א ַאְבָרָה֜  and Abraham called (et) the name of his son…’  Such minimal pairs‘ ַוִּיְקָר֨

of the same collocation lead us to argue that the apparent choice implies that some meaning is 

associated with it.  Levinsohn has found that in some languages, “the article is sometimes omitted 

even though the referent is active and specific. The pragmatic effect of omitting the article is usually 
                                                      
295 Cf. Von Rad (1975), Waltke (2001), NAS, NET, NIV, NKJ, NRSV and NLT. 
296 Cf. Gen 14:21a; 21:20; 22:19c; 23:2b; 24:59a. 
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related to prominence” (2006:§9.2.5).  The principle Levinsohn describes may in fact be what is 

observed here in Biblical Hebrew.  However this issue will require a much more thorough analysis in 

order to draw any specific conclusions. 

8.2.2 The Synergistic Effect of Discourse Prominence Markers 
 One of the most significant tasks remaining is to delineate the specific distinctions between 

the various means of pragmatic highlighting observed in Biblical Hebrew.  Miller (2003) has rightly 

claimed that complex quotative frames add prominence to an utterance, such as a countering move in 

a reported speech.  We have argued that prominence can also be added using overencoding of agent 

and patient in contexts S1/N1 and S2/N2.  Consider the following tokens from Gen 27 which form a 

minimal pair.  Both are complex quotative frames, but only v. 39 relexicalizes both speaker and 

addressee: 

אֶמר 37  ֹ֣ יו ַוּי ק ָאִב֖ אֶמר 39                                      יוֵאָלַ֑וַּיַ֛ען ִיְצָח֥ ֹ֣ ק ַוּי ַען ִיְצָח֜ וַוַּי֨   ְלֵעָׂש֗
39And Isaac answered and said to Esau            37And Isaac his father answered and said to him 

Miller (2003) construes these both as countering moves on the basis of the speech content and the 

complex frame.  We would construe v. 39 as a countering move on the basis of overencoding, yet 

Miller’s analysis of v. 37 is clearly valid.  It seems as though multiple highlighting devices are in play 

here.  Yet the question remains, what is the pragmatic effect achieved by the combination of 

highlighting features in v. 39?  How does this effect compare to the default encoding of the complex 

quotative frame in v. 37?  Is there a meaningful difference?  Notice also the contrasting prepositions 

used to index the addressee, mentioned already in §8.2.1.  This is another area where work remains to 

be done before such issues can be resolved. 

 Alternatively, consideration also must be given to overencoding both speaker and hearer in a 

simplex quotative frame as compared to a complex frame.  Notice also the variation in prepositions 

used to index the addressee. 

יו38   ו ֶאל־ָאִב֗ אֶמר ֵעָׂש֜ ֹ֨ אֶמר 39              ַוּי ֹ֣ ק ַוּי ַען ִיְצָח֜ וַוַּי֨   ְלֵעָׂש֗
38And Esau said to his father…           39And Isaac answered and said to Esau  

While the research into various means of highlighting has made significant advances in recent years, 

much more work remains to be done in order to clarify the exact nature and scope of the highlighting.  

Particular attention must be given to the apparent overlap of Miller’s conclusions with those made 

here regarding redundant overencoding of speaker and hearer.  Cases such as Gen 18:27 and 29 are of 

particular interest, in that a complex frame is used in each, yet only Abraham (the speaker) is 

relexicalized.  Our preliminary conclusions based on the encoding data from our corpus regarding 

these issues can be summarized as follows: 

• complex quotative frame—cataphorically highlights following speech 
• S2 relexicalization of speaker using default expression—marks new DU 
• S2 relexicalization of speaker using marked expression—marks new DU and thematically 

highlights speaker 
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• S2/N2 relexicalization of speaker and hearer—marks new DU and highlights following 
speech, prototypically a countering move.   

 Another area of inquiry which remains is the marking of discontinuity in Biblical Hebrew.  

We have claimed that overencoding in contexts S1 and S2 is a pragmatic means of segmenting the 

text into distinct developments.  Another option available in Biblical Hebrew for pragmatically 

creating a discontinuity is the use of marked information structure, especially points of departure.  

This raises the question, what is the meaningful difference between S1/S2 overencoding and a 

referential PoD in the same context?  Does the latter have the pragmatic effect of segmentation, or 

does it simply achieve a marked switch of agent within the same development unit?  What is the 

synergistic effect of combining PoDs with overencoding, as is often observed at the pericope 

boundaries of Genesis 12-25 (e.g. Gen 12:10 with a temporal PoD + S1 overencoding, compared to a 

referential PoD immediately followed by S1 overencoding in Gen 21:1)?  Exactly how much 

discontinuity is required to trigger the beginning of a new development?  Perhaps answers can be 

found in observing the Masoretic judgments on the matter based on the insertion of setuma and 

petucha accents.  In books such as Judges, these markers are prototypically found more at the 

development unit level of the discourse.  In Genesis, these markers appear at higher-level pericope or 

chapter boundaries. 

8.2.3 Encoding in Non-Narrative Genres, including Reported Speech 
 Finally, in an effort to limit the scope of our study we only considered encoding data from 

narrative proper.  We did not describe the usage in non-narrative genres, including reported speeches.  

The representation of speech by a writer introduces many more potential layers of constraints which 

shape and influence the usage observed: e.g., use of honorific expressions, vocatives, use of third-

person expressions for first- or second-person participants, etc.  It is generally accepted that narrative 

is one of the most basic genres of language.  Our goal has been to lay a suitable foundation through 

the description of Biblical Hebrew narrative encoding in order to facilitate its description in other 

genres.  Future description of participant reference in the context of reported speech will undoubtedly 

overlap with other genres which have similar characteristics, such as first-person psalms or prophetic 

oracles.  It is our hope that this study will provide a heuristic basis for future research. 

8.3 Conclusion 
 We have accomplished our stated objectives for this description of participant reference in 

Biblical Hebrew narrative.  After a thorough survey of the current state of research into participant 

reference and anaphora in Biblical Hebrew and in linguistics, a cross-linguistic and pragmatically-

informed theoretical frame of reference was established.  Next, a description of default encoding 

constraints was outlined, informed by and summarizing the data from two separate corpuses: Exod 1-

12 and Gen 12-25.  Departures from these default norms were grouped based on the pragmatic effects 

achieved, and described in light of the cognitive and cross-linguistic data available.  The first 
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pragmatic function described was the processing function:  the use of seemingly redundant 

relexicalization of agents to break the discourse into distinct developments.  Next we described the 

pragmatic use of referring expressions for the purpose of thematic highlighting.  Finally, we described 

the practice of overencoding both agent and patient as a means to cataphorically highlight a following 

speech or event.  Our descriptions are consistent with the linguistic principles and processing models 

established in Chapters 1-2.  Finally, these descriptions were applied to a single pericope to 

demonstrate their efficacy and explanatory value for exposition of Biblical Hebrew narrative. 



Appendix 1:  Division of Participants by Activation Type 
One-step 

 Participant Anchoring Relation Means of Activation Reference  Participant Type  
1) Terah  (Nahor Sr.’s son) Yalad comment  Gen 11:24a  Minor 
2) Abraham (Terah’s son)  Yalad comment  Gen 11:26b  Major 
3) Nahor Jr. (Terah’s son)  Yalad comment  Gen 11:26b  Prop 
4) Haran  (Terah’s son)  Yalad comment  Gen 11:26b  Prop 
5) Lot  (Haran’s son)  Yalad comment  Gen 11:27c  Prop (12)/Minor (13-14) /Major (19) 
6) YHWH  None   Accessible  Gen 2   Major 
7) Canaanites None   Accessible or  Gen 12:6b  Prop 

     Sentence focus 
8) Egyptians None   Accessible     Gen 12:12a, 14a Prop, they do not interact w/ Abraham 
9) Pharaoh’s  

officials   Pharaoh’s  Accessible  Gen 12:15a  Prop, they do not interact w/ Abraham 
10) Pharaoh None   Comment of T/C Gen 12:15a/b  Minor 
      As anchor in v. 15a 

11) Men  (Pharaoh’s)  Comment of T/C Gen 12:20a  Prop 
12) The flesh  (Abraham’s)  Comment of T/C Gen 12:5d, 16b  Prop 
13) Perezzites None   Accessible or  Gen 13:7b  Prop 

     Sentence focus 
14) Men of Sodom of Sodom  Accessible  Gen 13:13  Prop (13)/Minor (19) 
15) Amraphel King of Shinar  Accessible  Gen 14:1  Prop, they never act w/o Cheddar 
16) Arioch  King of Ellasar 
17) Tidal  King of Goiim 
18) Chedorlaomer King of Elam  Accessible  Gen 14:1  Minor (14) 
19) Bera  King of Sodom  Accessible  Gen 14:2  Minor/Foil (14) 
20) Birsha  King of Gomorrah Accessible  Gen 14:2  Prop (14), they never act alone. 
21) Shinab  King of Admah 
22) Shemeber King of Zeboiim 
23) ????  King of Bela/Zoar 
24) Rephaites in Ashtoreth Karnaim Comment of T/C Gen 14:5b  Prop (14) 
25) Zuzites  in Ham 
26) Emites  in Shaveh 
27) Horites  in hill country of Seir 
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28) Amalekites None   Comment of T/C Gen 14:7c  Prop (14) 
29) Amorites in Tamar Hazazon 
30) The fugitive Accessible  Presentational VoM Gen 14:13a  Prop (14), needed to move plot forward. 
31) Mamre  the Amorite  Comment of T/C Gen 14:13c  Prop (14) more scenery than participant, 

   the brother of Eshcol        perhaps debatable as to minor. 
   the brother of Aner 

32) Eshcol  (brother of Mamre) Implicit   Gen 14:13c  Prop (14), never agent of transitive verb. 
33) Aner  (brother of Mamre)  
34) 318 trained  

men    Abraham’s  Comment of T/C Gen 14:14b  Prop (14), never act w/o Abraham. 
35) Melchizedek King of Salem  Presentational VoM Gen 14:18a  Minor (14), interacts with Abraham 

  Priest of God most high Referential PoD 
36) Angel  of Yahweh  Accessible  Gen 16:7  Local VIP (16, 21) 
37) Three men None   Comment of T/C Gen 18:2b  Prop (18), accompany YHWH 

Two angels None      Gen 19:1a  Minor (19) interact with Lot 
38) Two daughters of Lot   Simple predication Gen 19:8a (in RS) Prop (19) /Minor (19) 

     Comment of T/C Gen 19:16b (in narr)  
39) Older     Topic of T/C  Gen 19:31a  Local major (19) 
40) Younger    Comment of T/C Gen 19:31a  Minor (19) 
41) Sons-in-law of Lot   Comment of T/C PFC  Gen 19:12c (in RS) Prop (19), simply respond to Lot    

     Comment of T/C Gen 19:14b (in narrative) 
42) Wife  of Lot   Comment of T/C Gen 19:15c (in RS) Prop (18), never interacts 

     Comment of T/C Gen 19:16b (in narr) 
43) Abimelech King of Gerar  Accessible/VoM? Gen 20:2c  Minor/Local VIP (20) 
44) Servants of Abimelech  Comment of T/C Gen 20:8b  Prop (20), do not interact 
45) Phicol  Captain of   Compound topic Gen 21:22a  Prop (21), does not interact 

  Abimelech’s army with singular verb 
46) Uz  Son of Nahor/Milcah Comment of T/C Gen 22:21  Prop (22), only in genealogy 
47) Buz  Son of Nahor/Milcah     
48) Kemuel  Son of Nahor/Milcah 

  Father of Aram 
49) Kesed  Sons of Nahor/Milcah Comment of T/C Gen 22:22  Prop (22), only in genealogy 
50) Hazo 
51) Pildash 
52) Jidlaph 
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53) Bethuel          Prop (22, 24297) 
54) Rebekah (daughter of Bethuel) Comment of T/C Gen 22:23a  Prop (22), Minor (24) 
55) Sons of Heth of Heth   Comment of T/C Gen 23:3b  Minor (23), no initiating 
56) Ephron Son of Zohar  Comment of T/C Gen 23:8c (in RS) Minor (23) no persistence 

  the Hethite  Topic of T/C  Gen 23:a-b (in narr)  
57) Servant  of Abraham  Comment of T/C Gen 24:2a  Local VIP (24) only persistent in narr, 

  the oldest of his household      however remained linked to Abraham or Isaac 
  the one in charge of all Abraham/s belongings 

58) A man  Generic   PoD   Gen 24:16c  Generic 
59) Household Rebekah’s mother Accessible  Gen 24:28b  Prop (24), patient only 
60) Mother  Rebekah’s  Accessible  Gen 24:28b/53c  Prop (24), patient only 
61) Nurse  Rebekah’s  Comment of T/C Gen 24:59  Prop (24), becomes minor later. 
62) Zimran  Sons of Keturah  Comment of T/C Gen 25:2  Props (25), only mentioned in geneal. 
63) Jokshan (Sons of Abraham) 
64) Medan 
65) Midian 
66) Ishbak 
67) Shua 
68) Sheba   Son of Jokshan  Comment of T/C Gen 25:3a  Props (25), only mentioned in geneal. 
69) Dedan   
70) Asshurites Sons of Dedan  Comment of T/C Gen 25:3b  Props (25), only mentioned in geneal. 
71) Letushites 
72) Leummites 
73) Ephah  Sons of Midian  Comment of T/C Gen 25:4  Props (25), only mentioned in geneal. 
74) Epher 
75) Hanoch 
76) Abida 
77) Eldaah 

 
Two-step  

1) Sarah  Abraham’s wife  Two-step  Gen 11:29a-b  Prop (12-15)/ Minor (18, 21)/Major (16) 

                                                      
297 Only acts as agent of one clause (speech frame), and is the second participant of compound verb (‘Laban and Bethuel said’). 
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2) Milcah  Nahor’s wife  Two-step  Gen 11:29a, c  Prop (11)/Minor (24) 
  Haran’s daughter 

3) Hagar  Egyptian  Two step  Gen 16:1b-c  Prop (16), Minor (21) with Angel as 
  Sarah’s handmaid       local VIP? 

4) Ishmael  son of Hagar/Abraham Two step  Gen 16:11b-c (in RS) Prop (16) /Minor? (21) 
      Two step  Gen 16:15a-b (in narrative) 

5) Moab  son of First-born Two step  Gen 19:37a-b  Prop (19), does not interact 
  son of Lot 
  father of Moabites 

6) Ammon son of the Younger Two step  Gen 19:38a-b  Prop (19), does not interact 
  son of Lot 
  father of Ammonites 

7) Isaac  Son of Sarah  Two step  Gen 21:2-3  Prop (21), does not interact 
  Son of Abraham       Minor (22), center of reference once 

8) Laban  Rebekah’s brother Two-step  Gen 24:29a-b  Minor (24), becomes major later. 
9) Keturah  Abraham’s wife  Two-step  Gen 25:1a-b  Prop (25), only mentioned in geneal. 

 



Appendix 2:  Genesis 27 
 

 1  Temp ֙י־ָז ֵק֣   ַוְיִהי ִָּתְכֶהַ֥ו  3S  קִיְצָח֔   ןִּכֽ    ThemeHigh לַהָּגדֹ֗   ֹוְּב֣נ 4N   ThemeHigh  ׀ וֶאת־ֵעָׂש֣  1S  אַוִּיְקָר֞    Temp תֵמְרֹא֑   ויֵעיָנ֖   ין
 ֹ֤   יְּבִנ֔  N1  ֵאָלי֙ו  S1  אֶמרַוּי
  ֹ֥ ִני  N2  יוֵאָל֖  S2  אֶמרַוּי    ׃ִהֵּנֽ

2 ֹ֕  S2  אֶמרַוּי
ֹ֥   ְנִּתיָז ַק֑   אִהֵּנה־ָנ֖  י׃   ֹום֥י   ְעִּתיָיַד֖   אל   מֹוִתֽ

ִיד[   )ֵציָדה(   יִּל֖   ּוָדהְו֥צ   הַהָּׂשֶד֔   ְוֵצ֙א   ָךְוַקְׁשֶּת֑   ֶּתְלְיָ֖ך   יָךֵכֶל֔   אָׂשא־ָנ֣   ְוַעָּת֙ה 3     ׃]ָצֽ
  ׃ָאֽמּות   ֶרםְּבֶט֥   יַנְפִׁש֖   ְּתָבֶרְכָ֥ך   ּורַּבֲע֛ב   ָלהְוֹאֵכ֑   יִּל֖   יָאהְוָהִב֥  ְבִּתיָאַה֛   רַּכֲאֶׁש֥   יםַמְטַעִּמ֜   יַוֲעֵׂשה־ִל֨ 4 

 ThemeHigh  ֹוְּב֑נ  N1  וֶאל־ֵעָׂש֖  N3  קִיְצָח֔   רְּבַדֵּב֣   ַעתׁשַֹמ֔  S4  הְוִרְב ָק֣  5
 ֤ יא׃   ִידַצ֖   ּודָל֥צ   הַהָּׂשֶד֔  S3  ֵעָׂש֙ו   ֶלְךַוֵּי   ְלָהִבֽ

ְמ  Ref S3  ְוִרְבָק֙ה  6   רֵלאֹמ֑  ThemeHigh  ּהְּבָנ֖  N4  בֶאל־ַיֲעקֹ֥   הָרָ֔אֽ
ר׃  ThemeHigh  יָךָאִח֖   וֶאל־ֵעָׂש֥   רְמַדֵּב֛   יָךֶאת־ָאִב֔   ְעִּתיָׁ֙שַמ֙   הִהֵּנ֤    ֵלאֹמֽ
  ָלהְוֹאֵכ֑   יםַמְטַעִּמ֖   יַוֲעֵׂשה־ִל֥   ִידַצ֛   יִּל֥   יָאהָהִב֨ 7 
י׃   יִלְפֵנ֥   הְיהָו֖   יִלְפֵנ֥   הַוֲאָבֶרְכָכ֛    מֹוִתֽ

ְך׃   הְמַצָּו֥   יֲאִנ֖   רַלֲאֶׁש֥   יְּבקִֹל֑   עְׁשַמ֣   יְבִנ֖   הְוַעָּת֥ 8    ֹאָתֽ
ֹ֔   ֶלְך־ָנ֙א 9  ח־ִל֣   אןֶאל־ַהּצ   יםטִֹב֑   יםִעִּז֖   יְּגָדֵי֥   יְׁשֵנ֛   םִמָּׁש֗   יְו ַקֽ
ֱעֶׂש֨  ב׃   רַּכֲאֶׁש֥   יָךְלָאִב֖   םיַמְטַעִּמ֛   םֹאָת֧   הְוֽאֶ   ָאֵהֽ

  מֹוֽתֹו׃   יִלְפֵנ֥   ְיָבֶרְכָ֖ך   רֲאֶׁש֥   רַּבֲעֻב֛   לְוָאָכ֑   יָךְלָאִב֖   ְוֵהֵבאָת֥ 10 
11  ֹ֣  ThemeHigh  ֹוִאּ֑מ  N2 Relex  הֶאל־ִרְב ָק֖  Relex S2  בַיֲעקֹ֔  Cataphoric  אֶמרַוּי

ק׃   יׁשִא֥   יְוָאֹנִכ֖  רָׂשִע֔   יׁשִא֣  emeHighTh  ָאִחי֙   וֵעָׂש֤   ןֵה֣   12  ָחָלֽ
ֹ֥   הְקָלָל֖   יָעַל֛   יְוֵהֵבאִת֥  ַעִּכְמַתְעֵּת֑   יוְבֵעיָנ֖   יִתיְוָהִי֥  יָאִב֔   ִניְ֙יֻמֵּׁש֙   יאּוַל֤  ה׃   אְול   ְבָרָכֽ

13  ֹ֤  Changed Relex S2  ֹוִאּ֔מ  N2  לֹ֙ו  DU  אֶמרַוּת
  יְּבִנ֑   ִקְלָלְתָ֖ך   יָעַל֥ 
י׃   ְךְוֵל֥  יְּבקִֹל֖   עְׁשַמ֥   ְךַא֛  ח־ִלֽ   ַקֽ

 S2  ֶלְ֙ךַוֵּי֙  14
 S1  חַוִּיַּק֔ 
 Changed  ֹוְלִאּ֑מ  S1  אַוָּיֵב֖ 
יו׃   בָאֵה֥   רַּכֲאֶׁש֖   יםַמְטַעִּמ֔  New name Relex S3  ִאּמֹ֙ו   ַעׂשַוַּת֤    ָאִבֽ

  ִיתַּבָּב֑   ּהִאָּת֖   רֲאֶׁש֥   תַהֲחֻמדֹ֔    ThemeHigh ַהָּגדֹ֙ל   ּהְּבָנ֤ N4   ThemeHigh  וֵעָׂש֜   יֶאת־ִּבְגֵד֨  Relex S1  ְבָקהִר֠  Cataphoric  חַוִּתַּק֣  15
ת־ַיֲעקֹ֖  S1  ׁשַוַּתְלֵּב֥   ן׃   ּהְּבָנ֥ N4   ThemeHigh  בֶאֽ   ThemeHigh  ַהָּקָטֽ

 16 Ref  ֗תְוֵא   ֹ ֣   ֙תעֹר ִעִּז֔   יְּגָדֵי יו׃   תֶחְל ַק֥   לְוַע֖   יוַעל־ָיָד֑  1S  יָׁשהְלִּבִ֖ה    Ref יםָהֽ   ַצָּואָרֽ
ּה׃   בַיֲעקֹ֥   דְּבַי֖   ָתהָעָׂש֑   רֲאֶׁש֣   ֶחםְוֶאת־ַהֶּל֖   יםֶאת־ַהַּמְטַעִּמ֛  S1  ןַוִּתֵּת֧  17  ThemeHigh  ְּבָנֽ

18  ֹ֥ ֹ֣ Changed N4  ויֶאל־ָאִב֖  S3  אַוָּיב   יָאִב֑  S1  אֶמרַוּי
  ֹ֣ י   הַאָּת֖   יִמ֥   ִּניִהֶּנ֔  2S  אֶמרַוּי   ׃ְּבִנֽ

19  ֹ֨  N2 Relex  יוֶאל־ָאִב֗  Relex S2  בַיֲעקֹ֜  Cataphoric  אֶמרַוּי

  ThemeHigh ָךְּבכֶֹר֔   וֵעָׂש֣   ָאֹנִכי֙ 
  יֵאָל֑   ְרָּתִּדַּב֖   רַּכֲאֶׁש֥   יִתיָעִׂש֕ 
ָך׃   ִּניְּתָבֲרַכ֥   ּורַּבֲע֖ב   יִמֵּציִד֔   ְוָאְכָל֙ה   הְׁשָב֗   אֽקּום־ָנ֣     ַנְפֶׁשֽ

 20 ֹ֤ ֹ֖   ְרָּתִמַה֥   הַמה־ֶּז֛  Relex 2N Changed  ֹוֶאל־ְּב֔נ  2S Relex  ִיְצָח֙ק  Cataphoric  אֶמרַוּי   ThemeHigh יְּבִנ֑   אִלְמצ
 ֹ֕ י   יָךֱאֹלֶה֖   הְיהָו֥   הְקָרִ֛ה   יִּכ֥  2S  אֶמרַוּי   ׃ְלָפָנֽ

 21 ֹ֤ ל־ַיֲעקֹ֔  2S Relex  ִיְצָח֙ק  Cataphoric  אֶמרַוּי ְׁשָ֖ך   אְּגָׁשה־ָּנ֥  Relex 2N בֶאֽ ַאָּת֥  ThemeHigh  יְּבִנ֑   ַוֲאֻמֽ א   וֵעָׂש֖   יְּבִנ֥   הֶז֛   הַהֽ ֹֽ    ׃ִאם־ל
 ThemeHigh  יוָאִב֖  N2 Relex  קֶאל־ִיְצָח֥  Relex S2  בַיֲעקֹ֛  Cataphoric  ׁשַוִּיַּג֧  22

 S3  הּוַוְיֻמֵּׁש֑ 
 ֹ֗ ו   יְיֵד֥   ִיםְוַהָּיַד֖   בַיֲעקֹ֔   ֹול֣ק   ַהּקֹ֙ל  1S  אֶמרַוּי    ׃ֵעָׂשֽ

23  ֹ֣ י־ָה֣י  S1  ֹוִהִּכי֔ר   אְול הּו׃  תרְֹׂ֑שִע  ThemeHigh  יוָאִח֖   וֵעָׂש֥   יִּכיֵד֛   יוָיָד֗   ּוִּכֽ  ְיָבְרֵכֽ    ַוֽ
 241S  ֹ֕   וֵעָׂש֑   יְּבִנ֣   הֶז֖   הַאָּת֥  1S  אֶמרַוּי
 ֹ֖ ִני  S2  אֶמרַוּי   ׃ָאֽ

 25 ֹ֗ ְכָל֙ה   ִּלי֙   ָׁשהַהִּג֤  2S  אֶמרַוּי ֶרְכָ֖ך   ַעןְלַמ֥   יְּבִנ֔   ידִמֵּצ֣   ְוֹאֽ   יַנְפִׁש֑   ְּתָבֽ
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 N2 S2  ַוַּיֶּגׁש־לֹ֙ו  
 S3  לַוּיֹאַכ֔ 

  ִיןַי֖    ֹו֦ל  S3  ֵבאַוָּי֧ 
 S3  ַוֵּיְֽׁשְּת׃  

 26 ֹ֥ י׃   יּוְׁשָקה־ִּל֖   אְּגָׁשה־ָּנ֥  ThemeHigh  יוָאִב֑  1S Relex  קִיְצָח֣   יוֵאָל֖  DU  אֶמרַוּי   ThemeHigh ְּבִנֽ
 S2  ַוִּיַּגׁ֙ש  27

  יוְּבָגָד֖   יַחֶאת־ֵר֥  S3  ַרחַוָּי֛  S1  ֹוַוִּיַּׁשק־֔ל 
ְיָבֲרֵכ֑    S1  הּוֽוַ
 ֹ֗    S1  אֶמרַוּי

ה׃   ֹוֵּבֲר֖כ   רֲאֶׁש֥   הָׂשֶד֔   יַחְּכֵר֣   יְּבִנ֔   יַחֵר֣   ְרֵא֙ה    ְיהָוֽ
ֶּתן־ְלָ֙ך 28      בְורֹ֥   ֶרץָהָא֑   יּוִמְׁשַמֵּנ֖   ִיםַהָּׁשַמ֔   ִמַּט֙ל   יםָהֱאֹלִה֔   ְוִיֽ ׁש׃   ןָּדָג֖   ְוִתירֹֽ
ַעְב 29  ַ ְׁשַּתֲח֤ו[   )ְוִיְׁשַּתחּו(   יםַעִּמ֗   ּוָך֣דיֽ   יםְלֻאִּמ֔   ְלָ֙ך   ]ּוְוִיֽ
  ָךִאֶּמ֑   יְּבֵנ֣   ְלָ֖ך   ְוִיְׁשַּתֲחּוּו   יָךְלַאֶח֔   ְגִבי֙ר   הֱהֵו֤ 
  ָּבֽרּוְך׃   יָךֽ◌ּוְמָבֲרֶכ֖   ּורָא֔ר   יָךֹאְרֶר֣ 

ת־ַיֲעקֹ֒ב   ְךְלָבֵר֣  1S  ִיְצָח֮ק   הִּכָּל֣   רַּכֲאֶׁש֨  DU Temp  יַוְיִה֗ 30   Relex 1N Temp  ֶאֽ

 Temp ְ֗ךַא֣   יַוְיִה   ֹ֤    Temp  ThemeHigh יוָאִב֑  Relex 3N  קִיְצָח֣   יְּפֵנ֖   תֵמֵא֥  3S  בַיֲעקֹ֔   ָיָצ֙א   אָיצ
 Ref֣יוָאִח֔   וְוֵעָׂש   Ref ThemeHigh  ִ֖מֵּציֽדֹו׃   אָּב   

  יםַמְטַעִּמ֔  S1  ַּגם־הּו֙א   ַעׂשַוַּי֤  31
 Changed  יוְלָאִב֑  S1  אַוָּיֵב֖ 

 ֹ֣ ָך   ִּניְּתָבֲרַכ֥   ּורַּבֲע֖ב   ֹוְּב֔נ   ידִמֵּצ֣   ְויֹאַכ֙ל   ָאִבי֙   םָי ֻק֤  Relex  יוְלָאִב֗  1S  אֶמרַוּי    ׃ַנְפֶׁשֽ
32  ֹ֥   ָּתהִמי־ָא֑  ThemeHigh  יוָאִב֖  Relex S2  קִיְצָח֥  N2  ֹו֛ל  Cataphoric  אֶמרַוּי

  ֹ֕ ְרָ֖ך  ThemeHigh ThemeHigh  ִּבְנָ֥ך   יֲאִנ֛  2S  אֶמרַוּי ו   ְבכֹֽ   ׃ֵעָׂשֽ
ֹ֡   ַעד־ְמֹאד֒   הְּגדָֹל֣   ֲחָרָד֮ה  Relex S2  קִיְצָח֣  DU  דַוֶּיֱחַר֨  33  S1  אֶמרַוּי

י־ֵא֡פ  ד־ַצִי֩ד   ּוא֣ה   ֹואִמֽ   ַהָּצֽ
  ֹואָּת֖ב   ֶרםְּבֶט֥   לִמּכֹ֛   לָוֹאַכ֥  יִל֜   ֵבאַוָּי֨ 
  ִיְהֶיֽה׃   ּוְךַּגם־ָּב֖ר   הּוָוֲאָבֲרֵכ֑ 

 34 Temp ֤2  ֵעָׂש֙ו   ַעִּכְׁשֹמS Relex  ֣יוָאִב֔   יֶאת־ִּדְבֵר Temp   Relex 2N Changed  ֣1  קַוִּיְצַעS  ֔דַעד־ְמֹא֑   הּוָמָר֖   הְּגדָֹל֥   הְצָעָק  
  ֹ֣ י׃   ִניַגם־ָא֖   ִניָּבֲרֵכ֥  Changed Relex  יוְלָאִב֔  S1  אֶמרַוּי  ThemeHigh  ָאִבֽ

 35 ֹ֕ ָך   חַוִּיַּק֖   הְּבִמְרָמ֑   יָךָאִח֖   אָּב֥  2S  אֶמרַוּי   ׃ִּבְרָכֶתֽ
36  ֹ֡  S2  אֶמרַוּי

  בַיֲעקֹ֗   ֹוְׁש֜מ   אָקָר֨   ֲהִכ֩י 
ַּיְעְקֵב֙    ִיםֲעַמַ֔פ   הֶז֣   ִניֽ֙וַ
  חָלָק֔  Ref  יֶאת־ְּבכָֹרִת֣  
  יִּבְרָכִת֑   חָל ַק֣  Temp  הַעָּת֖   הְוִהֵּנ֥ 

ה   יִּל֖   ְלָּתֲהלֹא־ָאַצ֥  1S  רַוּיֹאַמ֕     ׃ְּבָרָכֽ
ֹ֣  Relex S2  קִיְצָח֜  Cataphoric  ַעןַוַּי֨  37  N2 Relex  וְלֵעָׂש֗  S1  אֶמרַוּי

   ָלְ֙ך   יוְמִּתַׂ֥ש  Foc  ירְּגִב֞   ןֵה֣ 
     יםַלֲעָבִד֔   לֹ֙ו   ִּתיָנַת֤  Ref  יוְוֶאת־ָּכל־ֶאָח֗  

Ref   ֱעֶׂש֖   הָמ֥   ֹואֵא֔פ  Ref  הּוְלָכ֣   יוְסַמְכִּת֑    Ref ׁשְוִתירֹ֖   ןְוָדָג֥ י׃   הֽאֶ   ThemeHigh ְּבִנֽ
 38 ֹ֨ ְבָרָכ֨  Relex 2N ngedCha  יוֶאל־ָאִב֗  2S Relex  וֵעָׂש֜  Cataphoric  אֶמרַוּי וא־ְלָ֙ך   תַאַח֤   הַהֽ   יָאִב֑   ִניַגם־ָא֖   ִניָּבֲרֵכ֥   יָאִב֔   ִהֽ

  ַוֵּיְֽבְּך׃   ֹוקֹ֖ל  S1  וֵעָׂש֛   אַוִּיָּׂש֥  
ֹ֣  ThemeHigh  יוָאִב֖  S3  קִיְצָח֥  DU  ַעןַוַּי֛  39   יוֵאָל֑  S1  אֶמרַוּי

֣   ֶר֙ץָהָא֙  fRe Ref  יִמְׁשַמֵּנ֤   הִהֵּנ֞   ל׃   ִיםַהָּׁשַמ֖   לּוִמַּט֥   ָךֽמֹוָׁשֶב֔   הִיְהֶי ְחֶי֔  Ref  ְוַעל־ַחְרְּבָ֣ך 40  ֵמָעֽ   דַּתֲעֹב֑  Ref  יָךְוֶאת־ָאִח֖   הִתֽ
   Temp ידָּתִר֔   רַּכֲאֶׁש֣   ְוָהָי֙ה Temp    ָ֥ך   לֵמַע֥   ֹוֻעּ֖ל   ּוָפַרְקָּת    ׃ַצָּואֶרֽ

ת־ַיֲעקֹ֔  Relex S2  ֵעָׂש֙ו  DU  םַוִּיְׂשטֹ֤  41  Changed N2 Relex  יוָאִב֑   ֹוֵּבֲר֖כ   רֲאֶׁש֥   הְּבָרָכַ֔על־ַה֨   בֶאֽ
 ֹ֨   ֹוְּבִלּ֗ב  Relex S1  וֵעָׂש֜  Cataphoric  אֶמרַוּי

  יָאִב֔   ֶבלֵא֣   ְיֵמי֙   ִיְקְרבּ֙ו 
ַהְרָג֖  י׃   בֶאת־ַיֲעקֹ֥   הְוַאֽ   hThemeHig ָאִחֽ

  ThemeHigh לַהָּגדֹ֑   ּהְּבָנ֣ ThemeHigh    וֵעָׂש֖   יֶאת־ִּדְבֵר֥  N4  הְלִרְבָק֔  DU  דַוֻּיַּג֣  42
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 ThemeHigh  ןַהָּקָט֔   ּהְּבָנ֣ N4   ThemeHigh  ְלַיֲעקֹ֙ב  S1  אַוִּתְקָר֤  S3  חַוִּתְׁשַל֞  
 ֹ֣   יוֵאָל֔  S1  אֶמרַוּת

 ָך׃   ְלָ֖ך   םִמְתַנֵח֥  ThemeHigh  יָךָאִח֔   וֵעָׂש֣   ִהֵּנ֙ה     ְלָהְרֶגֽ
  יְּבקִֹל֑   עְׁשַמ֣  ThemeHigh  יְבִנ֖   הְוַעָּת֥ 43 
ָנה  ThemeHigh  יָאִח֖   ןֶאל־ָלָב֥   ְּבַרח־ְלָ֛ך   ּוםְו֧ק     ׃ָחָרֽ

יָך׃   תֲחַמ֥   ּובֲאֶׁשר־ָּתׁ֖ש   דַע֥   יםֲאָחִד֑   יםָיִמ֣   ֹוִעּ֖מ   ְוָיַׁשְבָּת֥ 44    ThemeHigh ָאִחֽ
  ֹוּ֔ל   יָתֲאֶׁשר־ָעִׂש֣   תֵא֣   ְוָׁשַכ֙ח   ִמְּמָ֗ך  ThemeHigh  יָךַאף־ָאִח֜   ּובַעד־ׁ֨ש 45 
  םִמָּׁש֑   יָךּוְלַקְחִּת֣   יְוָׁשַלְחִּת֖ 
ד׃   ֹום֥י   םַּגם־ְׁשֵניֶכ֖   לֶאְׁשַּכ֛   הָלָמ֥    ֶאָחֽ

46  ֹ֤    N4  קֶאל־ִיְצָח֔  S1  ִרְבָק֙ה  DU  אֶמרַוּת
   תֵח֑   ֹותְּב֣נ   יִמְּפֵנ֖   יְבַחַּי֔   ְצִּתיַק֣
 Condֶ֣רץָהָא֔   ֹותִמְּב֣נ   ֶּל֙הָּכֵא֙   תִמְּבֽנֹות־ֵח֤   הִאָּׁש֨   ֲעקֹבַי֠   ַחִאם־ֹל ֵק Cond    ֥ים   יִּל֖   ָּמהָל   ׃ַחִּיֽ

ל־  Relex S2  קִיְצָח֛   אַוִּיְקָר֥  28:1  N1  ֹוֹא֑ת  S1  ֶרְךַוְיָב֣ N4  בַיֲעקֶֹ֖אֽ
ֹ֣ N1 S1  הּ֙וַוְיַצֵּו֙   N1  ֹו֔ל  S1  אֶמרַוּי

א־ִתַּק֥  ֹֽ ַען׃   ֹותִמְּב֥נ   הִאָּׁש֖   חל ה ֲאָרַּ֔פֶּד֣   ֵלְ֙ך   ּום֥ק 2  ְּכָנֽ   ָךִאֶּמ֑   יֲאִב֣   לְבתּוֵא֖   יָתהֵּב֥   םָנֽ
ָך׃   יֲאִח֥   ןָלָב֖   ֹותִמְּב֥נ   הִאָּׁש֔   ִמָּׁש֙ם   ְוַקח־ְלָ֤ך  ְתָ֔ך   ְךְיָבֵר֣   ַׁשַּדי֙  Ref Ref  לְוֵא֤ 3  ִאֶּמֽ   ֹאֽ
  ָךְוַיְרֶּב֑   ְוַיְפְרָ֖ך 
ים׃   לִלְקַה֥   יָתְוָהִי֖     ַעִּמֽ

ֶּתן־ְלָ֙ך 4     יָךְמֻגֶר֔   ֶרץֶאת־ֶא֣   ָ֙ךְלִרְׁשְּת   ְךִאָּת֑   ּוְלַזְרֲעָ֣ך   ְלָ֖ך   םַאְבָרָה֔   תֶאת־ִּבְרַּכ֣   ְוִיֽ
ם   יםֱאֹלִה֖   ןֲאֶׁשר־ָנַת֥        ׃ְלַאְבָרָהֽ

ת־ַיֲעקֹ֔  S1  ִיְצָח֙ק   חַוִּיְׁשַל֤  5  N1 Relex  בֶאֽ

ה ֲאָרַּ֑פֶּד֣  S3  ֶלְךַוֵּי֖  ֲאַרִּמ֔   ֶּבן־ְּבתּוֵא֙ל   ןֶאל־ָלָב֤   םָנֽ ו׃   בַיֲעקֹ֖   םֵא֥   הִרְבָק֔   יֲאִח֣   יָהֽ ְוֵעָׂשֽ
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