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SUSPENSE AND AUTHORITY AMID
BIBLICAL HEBREW FRONT DISLOCATION
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1.0. DELINEATING FRONT DISLOCATION
The one piece of information that the injured King Ahaziah of
Israel urgently wants to learn is whether or not he will recover from
a fall through the lattice of his upper chamber in Samaria (2 Kgs
1:2). Alas, in finally receiving his answer, Ahaziah is not presented
with this one piece of information. Instead, Elijah the Tishbite,
mimicking the words from the angelically mediated oracle of Yahweh (2 Kgs 1:4), couches this singular bit of crucial data (ִּכי מֹות
)תמּות
ָּ within a prefatory flourish that both delays and augments its
full impact:
א־ת ֵרד ִּמ ֶׁמנָּ ה
ֵ ֹ ית ָּשם ל
ָּ ר־ע ִּל
ָּ ָּל ֵכן ַה ִּמ ָּטה ֲא ֶׁש
Therefore, the bed which you have climbed onto—you shall not
descend from it (2 Kgs 1:6, 16).

Both Elijah and the angel of Yahweh deliberately speak here in a
suspenseful and authoritative manner. Both of them, accordingly,
resort to the linguistic device of Front Dislocation (FD).1
1 The construction under consideration has amassed a diverse nomenclature. Semitists have preferred casus pendens (Driver 1998 [1892]:264–74;
Gesenius 1910:457–58 §143; Muraoka 1985:93–99; Joüon and Muraoka
2006:551-54 §156). A less frequent alternative is nominative absolute (Waltke
and O’Connor 1990:76–77; Williams 2007:12). Both of these titles are
technically anachronistic, given that Biblical Hebrew does not preserve a
functioning case system. Other notable designations have included Pendenskonstruktion (Gross 1987), and extraposition (Khan 1988), although the
former has also been applied to fronted constituents that are not syntactically detached, whereas the latter can refer to constituents that are relocated to the back of a syntagm. Linguists (following Ross 1967:421–28)
have grown partial to the term left dislocation or, occasionally, left detachment
(e.g., Lambrecht 1994:181–84). But these descriptions apply literally only
to languages that are written from left to right; in all other instances the
terms are formally incongruent and descriptively confusing. Front Dislocation (e.g., Leech 2000) entails the important dual benefits of remaining
formally and functionally accurate for this construction in whatever lan-
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The formal parameters of FD in Biblical Hebrew are fairly
straightforward, conforming with broad cross-linguistic evidence.2
Front Dislocation consists of an initial substantival (i.e., nominal,
pronominal, or participial) phrase, the whole of which co-refers
with a resumptive constituent occurring inside the juxtaposed subsequent clause.3 Syntactically, the fronted substantival phrase remains unattached to—hence, dislocated from—its adjoining
clause.4 This is the case regardless of the resumptive’s grammatical
function, whether nominative:
יפה הּוא׃
ָּ וְ ָּהע ֶֹׁמר ֲע ִּש ִּרית ָּה ֵא
Concerning the omer—a tenth of the ephah is it (Exod 16:36).

Or, genitive (possessive):
ָּה ֵאל ָּת ִּמים ַד ְרכֹו
As for God—perfect is his way (Ps 18:31).

Or, accusative (direct object):
ל־ה ָּד ָּבר ֲא ֶׁשר ָּאנ ִֹּכי ְמ ַצּוֶׁ ה ֶׁא ְת ֶׁכם אֹתֹו ִּת ְש ְמרּו ַל ֲעשֹות
ַ  ָּכ5ֵאת
Concerning every matter which I am commanding you—it you shall
take care to do (Deut 13:1).

Or, prepositional (indirect object):
ל־ס ֶׁפר
ֵ ֹלהים ַמ ָּדע וְ ַה ְש ֵכל ְב ָּכ
ִּ וְ ַהיְ ָּל ִּדים ָּה ֵא ֶׁלה ַא ְר ַב ְע ָּתם נָּ ַתן ָּל ֶׁהם ָּה ֱא
וְ ָּח ְכ ָּמה
As for these four young men—God gave to them knowledge and
skill in all literature and wisdom (Dan 1:17).

Despite its overall morphosyntactic consistency, the semantic and
pragmatic parameters of FD in Biblical Hebrew remain less sharply
defined. The classic grammars tended to focus upon the formal
guage that it occurs, graphically as well as orally.
2 See Lambrecht 2001; also Givón 2001:265–67; Miller 2011:29–31,
68–74.
3 Front Dislocation differs from topicalization, which involves fronting
of a constituent that does not include a coreferential component in the
subsequent predication (see Gregory and Michaelis 2001:1666). In terms
of generative grammar models (Ross 1967:421–42; Riemsdijk 1997:1–2),
topicalization arises from “chopping” rules, whereas FD is generated by
“copying” rules.
4 “The detached noun phrase is nonsyntactic, at least in the sense that
it does not participate in the predicate-argument structure of the clause”
(Gregory and Michaelis 2001:1667). On the purported relationship
between FD and the copula in Biblical Hebrew, see Holmstedt and Jones
2014:75–76.
5 For the accusative particle preceding FD, see Driver 1998 [1892]:
266; Joüon and Muraoka 2006:417 §125j4, 552–53 §156c.
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boundaries of the construction, which inevitably impacted their
functional explanations. Driver (1998 [1892]:265, 268) viewed the
casus pendens as an “artifice . . . for the purpose of avoiding an unwieldy sentence . . . [to] give the subject (or object) a prominent
place at the beginning, and ease the body of the sentence by permitting a light pronominal suffix to take its place . . . at once less
cumbrous and less abrupt.” Gesenius (1910:458 §143c) argued that
“prominence is given to the principal subject6 (by its mere separation from the context by means of a greater disjunctive, as a casus
pendens) in a manner which would be quite impossible in a simple
noun or verbal-clause.” Brockelmann (1956:121–23 §123) characterized the construction as conveying “die dominierende Vorstellung”
of a sentence. Joüon and Muraoka (2006:551–52 §156a) observed
that casus pendens “is sometimes occasioned by the importance of
the [front dislocated] noun, i.e., it is the element of the clause
which first springs to the speaker’s mind, and sometimes by a
desire for clarity or smoothness of expression.”
Subsequent studies continued to proceed mostly from within
the framework of the construction’s syntactic boundaries. The
detailed work by Gross (1987) was largely descriptive and taxonomic, venturing only occasionally into the territory of broader
functional claims.7 Muraoka (1985:93) suggested that FD “may be
motivated by many factors, one of which is possible emphasis.”
More specifically (ibid.:94), he claimed that “in most examples of
casus pendens, the extraposed part announces the topic of a whole
statement to be made.” A subsidiary function can involve signaling
some sort of contrast with a foregoing situation (ibid.:98–99). Similarly, Waltke and O’Connor (1990:76) argued that “the nominative
absolute construction serves to highlight or focus one element of
the main clause, [and] it may serve in context to contrast this element to a comparable item in another clause.” Khan (1988:78–97)
was among the first to apply a discourse analysis framework to FD
(which he termed “extraposition”), concluding that it can alternately signal onset/closure boundaries for discourse topic spans,
contrastive assertion, or anticipatory agreement.
In the wake of an influential cognitive linguistics study by
Lambrecht (1994), numerous scholars have examined FD from the
perspective of information-structure theory, which explores how speakOr, to “other members of the sentence” (ibid.).
Gross subscribed to inclusive formal criteria for the Pendenskonstruktion which did not mandate the overt presence of a resumptive
coreferential element (Aufnahme). This yielded him more than one
thousand examples which he categorized according to seventy sentence
models. Yet given the morphosyntactic and pragmatic ambiguities that
can arise between a dislocated phrase with a “null element” coreferential
versus a topicalized constituent lacking any coreferential (see Lambrecht
2001:1056–57), my study will, out of due caution, consider an overt
resumptive coreferential element to be a necessary formal diagnostic
criterion for the FD construction in Biblical Hebrew.
6
7

4

JOURNAL OF HEBREW SCRIPTURES

ers build and package their language to integrate newer data with
older data in a contextually effective manner.8 Lambrecht
(1994:183) argues that FD constructions are invoked by languages
“pragmatically as a grammatical device used to promote a referent
. . . from accessible to active status” within discourse. The syntagm,
in other words, functions as “a topic-promoting device” (Gregory
and Michaelis 2001:1665; cf. Lambrecht 2001:1072–74). Additional
meanings—such as contrast, emphasis, anticipation—can co-occur
with FD, but information-structure theorists tend to view these as
pragmatically derivative from the superordinate function of topicpromotion.9 Front Dislocation in Biblical Hebrew has consequently
come to be understood as either establishing or reactivating a referent and raising it to the status of current discourse topic10 (e.g.,
Heimerdinger 1999:151; Van der Merwe et al. 1999:346; Van der
Merwe and Talstra 2002–2003:86; Floor 2004:85–88; Lunn
2006:33; Westbury 2010:104).11
Notwithstanding certain descriptive and functional insights,
much of the foregoing scholarship on FD remains hampered by its
limited explanatory efficacy with respect to the Biblical Hebrew
data.12 Resorting to FD in order to avoid unwieldy sentences, to
8 Lambrecht (1994:5) formally defines information-structure as “That
component of sentence grammar in which propositions as conceptual
representations of states of affairs are paired with lexicogrammatical
structures in accordance with the mental states of interlocutors who use
and interpret these structures as units of information within given discourse contexts.”
9 So argue Gregory and Michaelis (2001:1695), contra Prince (1997;
1998), who contends that FD can encompass multiple language-specific
functions. Lambrecht (1994:183) understands FD as “often used to mark
a shift in attention from one to another of two or more already active
topic referents,” thereby yielding a contrastive function (cf. Givón
2001:229; Geluykens 1992:153–60). Westbury (2010:120) views contrastiveness amid Biblical Hebrew FD as an “additional optional pragmatic
overlay” to topic (re)activation.
10 Notions of topic in cognitive linguistics are as broad as they are
vague. Information-structure models define topic, more or less, as “the
matter of current interest which a statement is about and with respect to
which a proposition is to be interpreted as relevant” (Lambrecht
1994:119).
11 Khan (1988:230)—whose study predates Lambrecht’s—perceptively
observed that extraposition in Semitic languages “coincides either with a
point where a certain topic referent is made cognitively dominant (= topic
shift) or with a point where the cognitive dominance of a topic referent is
renewed and confirmed (= shift on some other axis of the discourse).”
12 In her syntactic and pragmatic analysis of Biblical Hebrew preposing, Moshavi (2010:81–83) devotes cursory attention to FD as a “marked
word-order construction . . . [that] bears a close resemblance to preposing
but has an entirely different syntactic structure,” given that the clause
subsequent to FD remains syntactically complete, unlike with a preposed
construction. She provisionally concludes (ibid.:169) that FD entails a
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increase sentence clarity, and/or to foster smoothness of expression is vaguely plausible concerning extended constructions,13 such
as:
מֹול ְד ִּתי וַ ֲא ֶׁשר
ַ ּומ ֶׁא ֶׁרץ
ֵ ֹלהי ַה ָּש ַמיִּם ֲא ֶׁשר ְל ָּק ַחנִּ י ִּמ ֵבית ָּא ִּבי
ֵ יְ הוָּ ה ֱא
ת־ה ָּא ֶׁרץ ַהזֹאת הּוא
ָּ ע־לי ֵלאמֹר ְלזַ ְר ֲעָך ֶׁא ֵתן ֶׁא
ִּ ר־לי וַ ֲא ֶׁשר נִּ ְש ַב
ִּ ִּד ֶׁב
יִּ ְש ַלח ַמ ְל ָּאכֹו ְל ָּפנֶׁ יָך וְ ָּל ַק ְח ָּת ִּא ָּשה ִּל ְבנִּ י ִּמ ָּשם׃
Yahweh, the God of Heaven, who took me from the house of my father
and from the land of my birth, and who spoke to me, and who pledged to
me, saying: “To your progeny I will give this land”—he will send his
angel before you, and you shall take a wife for my son from
there (Gen 24:7).

Yet such conjectures do not account for the numerous succinct
examples of FD, including:
ַהּצּור ָּת ִּמים ָּפ ֳעלֹו
The Rock—perfect is his work (Deut 32:4).14

Furthermore, notions such as “prominence,” “emphasis,” “importance,” “highlight,” and “salience”15 remain largely intuitive, amorphous, and ad hoc. Even the more linguistically refined concept of
“topic promotion” turns out to be explanatorily constrained, since
it typically does not proceed much deeper than the surface structures which sculpt the discourse topography. Information-structure
dynamics might plausibly capture certain of the formats and procedures by which FD organizes its data into coherent discourse; yet
these dynamics do not substantially address the underlying contents
and intents of the information itself, as it is so organized. What, in
other words, are such topics altogether doing with their promotions?16 Without deeper descriptive and explanatory mechanisms,
functional overlap with preposing (i.e., focusing and topicalization), yet
she concedes that an in-depth study into FD pragmatics still awaits.
13 The substance of Driver’s suggestion (above) has been echoed and
developed by some linguists. Prince (1997:138; cf. Westbury 2010:104)
argues that one function of FD is “to simplify discourse processing by
removing a discourse-new entity from a position in the clause which
favors discourse-old entities, replacing it with a discourse-old entity (i.e., a
pronoun).”
14 See Khan 1988:xxxi.
15 The Sixth International Workshop on Multidisciplinary Approaches
to Discourse in 2005 achieved merely this anodyne description: “Salience
defines the degree of relative prominence of a unit of information, at a
specific point in time, in comparison to the other units of information”
(Chiarcos et al. 2011:2).
16 Nebulous notions of “aboutness” risk circular reasoning: viz., if a
referent has high discourse saliency it will be promoted to an active topic,
and if a topic is active it must be due to its high discourse saliency. For
rigorous linguistic and philosophical attempts to define “aboutness” (and
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our conceptions of Biblical Hebrew FD themselves remain rather
topical. In here pursuing such mechanisms, it is first necessary to
address the underlying semiotic structures and cognitive dynamics
that are involved.

2.0. A COGNITIVE-SEMIOTIC APPROACH
In terms of the classic structuralist models, every sign constituting
language (or any other semiotic system) bifurcates into a perceptible component and an intelligible component, termed signifier and
signified,17 or code and message.18 At an abstract semiotic level, language would operate most coherently wherever there existed a oneto-one correspondence between each signifier and each signified
composing a sign.19 Actual languages are never so perfectly aligned,
of course; nor would their users wish them to be. For it is precisely
the incongruity between signifier and signified—the semiotic slippage—that enables the construction of figurative language and the
creation of rhetorical tropes, such as metaphor and metonymy.
Front Dislocation is also structured upon semiotic incongruity, in
that portions of its code end up preceding elements of its message.
In being separated from its ensuing predication, and thereby distanced from its surrounding context, an FD substantival phrase will
tend to default toward its denotative semantic core.20 Only once the
juxtaposed predication is expressed does the FD become fully situthe persistent ambiguities involved), consult Salmon 2007; Endriss and
Hinterwimmer 2007.
17 Originally characterized by Saussure (1959 [1916]:11–12) as “soundimage” (signifiant) and “concept” (signifié). Latinized alternatives include
signans and signatum.
18 Most notably by Jakobson (1987 [1960]; 1990).
19 Andrason (2011) rightly reminds Hebraists of the critical role that
evolutionary processes (amid diachrony) exercise upon the systemic manifestations of language (amid synchrony)—a circumstance to which Jakobson (1985:11–24; 28–36) repeatedly drew attention. Yet Andrason
(idem:29) overstates his case in claiming that linguistic “description in
terms of binary oppositions is inadequate.” Intersecting stages and pathways of development are variously (in)operative for any given gram, as
Andrason recognizes, and they “can never be simplified to a single opposition between two domains” (ibid.). But this in no way prohibits crafting
productive descriptive analyses of language in terms of binarisms predicated upon multiple oppositions across multiple domains, both synchronic
and diachronic. Indeed, binarism likely even entails powerful explanatory
capacities for language origins and usage, given the adaptive bilateral
(a)symmetric morphology of Homo sapiens (see Corballis 2012) that
evolved in response to selective pressures within Hominin (sic) environments (see Hodgson 2011).
20 The extent of this semiotic drift toward lexical–semantic base forms
will depend upon whether the FD contains a discourse-old referent or a
discourse-new referent. If the former, then a greater degree of contextualized meanings will be rendered accessible; if the latter, then a lesser
degree of such meanings will be available.
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ated semiotically, attaining its connotative pragmatic overlay. Yet
until the moment that this happens—amid the communicative
interim—the FD construction remains over-encoded and underinformative. Even once the full signatum has been resolved, portions
of the signans linger superfluously in the way of the FD phrase and
its resumptive element. When evaluated purely against language’s
referential21 function, FD constructions end up speaking more but
saying less. What are the reasons for this structured redundancy?
Why is a linguistic fissure deliberately fashioned between code and
message?
Front Dislocation is evidently capable of conveying more than
merely the referential contents of its signs. At an informationstructure level, cross-linguistic evidence does indeed suggest that
FD can function as a discourse topic-promoting device. But from a
cognitive-semiotic perspective, FD entails additional features which
can be put to effective rhetorical use. By rendering a breach
between a morphosyntactic unit’s signifiers and signifieds, FD
actively delays the cognitive resolution between code and message.
This suspension, effected by the language-sender, establishes a
tension between the unit’s denotative and connotative meanings,
producing within the language-receiver an awareness of uncertainty
between what is expressed and what is meant.22 Such contrived
ambiguity provokes suspense23 for the receiver even while it proJakobson (1987 [1960]:66) astutely realized that “even though a set
(Einstellung) toward the referent, an orientation toward the context—
briefly, the so-called referential . . . ‘cognitive’ function—is the leading
task of numerous messages, the accessory participation of the other functions in such messages must be taken into account by the observant linguist.” In distinguishing the poetic from the mimetic dimensions of language, Sternberg (1990:84) spoke of the “rich and subtle art of temporal
deformation” which yields “a system of gaps” (Sternberg 1985:186) that
must be actively bridged by the reader on behalf of narrative cohesion.
22 In his classic philosophical treatise on conversational implicatures,
Grice (1975:49) recognized that “a participant in a talk exchange may fail
to fulfill a [cooperative] maxim in various ways . . . he may flout a maxim;
that is, he may blatantly fail to fulfill it.” Within a Gricean framework, FD
can be characterized as flouting some or all of the following maxims
under the category of Manner (i.e., how what is said is to be said): “1.
Avoid obscurity of expression; 2. Avoid ambiguity; 3. Be brief (avoid
unnecessary prolixity); 4. Be orderly” (ibid.:46).
23 Sternberg (1985:264) provides the foundational definition:
21

[S]uspense derives from incomplete knowledge about a conflict (or some
other contingency) looming in the future. Located at some point in the
present, we know enough to expect a struggle but not to predict its
course, and above all its outcome, with certitude. Hence a discontinuity
that extends from the moment of prospection on the unknown to the
moment of enactment and release. Hence also the state of mind that characterizes the intermediate phase: expectant restlessness, awareness of gaps,
gap-filling inference along alternative lines, with the attention thrown forward to the point in time that will resolve it all and establish closure by
supplying the desired information.
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motes authority24 for the sender. In using an FD construction rhetorically, the sender deliberately places the receiver into a momentarily extended state of cognitive–semiotic vulnerability,25 thereby
exercising enhanced dominance over the communication event. It
turns out that Biblical Hebrew employs this rhetorical trope frequently and to great effect, rendering FD largely synonymous with
authoritative speaking: language that is variously categorical, prescriptive, didactic, declaratory.

3.0. STRUCTURE BUILDING FRAMEWORK
The rhetorical features of Biblical Hebrew FD proposed herein are
not merely intuitive; they are grounded within dynamics of human
cognition, and they receive empirical support via psychophysiological processes that have been captured experimentally. These
scientific data, furthermore, are not only descriptive; they also provide explanatory insights into the semiotic means and mental
mechanisms by which FD enhances suspense for the languagereceiver and bolsters authority for the language-sender. These
insights are achieved through a model of cognition developed by
M. A. Gernsbacher and her colleagues called the Structure Building
Framework (SBF). The SBF approaches language as an integral
component of a person’s overall cognitive capabilities (Gernsbacher 1990:1; 1991:217).26 The guiding goal for any mode of com24 The dialogic definition of authority posited by Lincoln (1994:10–11)
will serve as a sufficient heuristic, in which language-sender and languagereceiver dynamics “combine in such a way as to produce attitudes of trust,
respect, docility, acceptance, even reverence, in the audience” toward the
individual(s) exercising claims upon such influence.
25 This semiotic breach has a psychological impact because “the cognitive system attempts to integrate information elements of the locally constructed text base into the mental model as quickly as possible . . . any
delay in these operations leads to an imbalance of the system and thereby
forms the basis for the development of suspense experience” (Ohler and
Nieding 1996:143). On the one hand, a cognitive-semiotic approach is not
incongruent with the literary-critical model of Sternberg (e.g., 2003a:327–
28), which grounds itself upon three “universals of narrative” (and their
attendant mental dynamics): suspense (prospection), curiosity (retrospection),
and surprise (recognition). On the other hand, the generation of suspense is
neither solely nor even chiefly dependent upon reader-response, which
constitutes merely one among many modes of semiotic receivership. That
a reader might not always experience the same suspense which is intrinsic
to the participants and episodes of a given text does not mean that such suspense fails to register as a genuine psychological phenomenon (contra
Sternberg 2003b:518).
26 Functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) tests have confirmed that common regions of the human brain get activated regardless
of whether a discourse comprehension task involves written, spoken, or
graphic media (Gernsbacher and Robertson 2005:164–65). Concerning
the ongoing scientific research and debate regarding cognitive modularity,
see Barrett and Kurzban 2006.
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prehension is to build a coherent mental representation (i.e., structure) of the information being presented. Several component processes are involved: “First, comprehenders lay foundations for their
mental structures. Next, comprehenders develop their mental
structures by mapping on information when that incoming information coheres with the previous information . . . if the incoming
information is less coherent, comprehenders engage in another
cognitive process: they shift to initiate a new substructure” (Gernsbacher 1990:1–2; italics added). For SBF, these interactive processes of laying, mapping, and shifting one’s mental representations
represent how comprehension gets constructed within the mind.
Cognitive psychologists have found that initial words in
phrases, clauses, sentences, and paragraphs are read more slowly by
test subjects than are post-initial words, and that even the exact
same words take longer to read when positioned at the onset of a
linguistic unit rather than farther back (Gernsbacher 1990:5–8;
Gernsbacher and Hargreaves 1992). These comparatively slower
reading times are taken to indicate that greater cognitive capacity is
being devoted toward comprehending the initial signs of semiotic
units,27 and data garnered via electroencephalography (EEG) experiments confirm this hypothesis.28 According to SBF, this increased
cognitive effort happens because comprehenders are using initial
words to lay the foundations for their communicatory mental
structures; first words function as the cognitive cornerstones for
their linguistic units. This results in what SBF terms the
“Advantage of First Mention” (Gernsbacher 1990:10–12; Gernsbacher and Hargreaves 1992:88–96), whereby the initial participant
of a sentence retains greater cognitive accessibility than subsequent
participants.29 This also has been verified empirically via faster
27 Experimental results remain consistent for nonverbal (pictorial)
signs, too. The first image within a picture story is viewed for a longer
time by test-subjects than subsequent pictures (Gernsbacher 1990:8).
28 “A larger than average N400 brain wave is elicited by the first content word of a sentence (as opposed to words that occur later in the sentence). N400 brain waves are the (N) negative component of event-related
brain waves that occur about 400 milliseconds after the stimulus. N400
brain waves are associated with difficulty in processing . . . less familiar
words and words that are unexpected (from the context) also elicit large
N400s” (Gernsbacher 1990:9). More sophisticated fMRI tests complement these data by showing that the English definite article, as a discourse
coherence marker, elicits more limited brain activation patterns (and thus,
less cognitive effort) during comprehension than an indefinite article,
which marks discourse nonspecificity (Gernsbacher and Robertson
2005:158–62).
29 This does not contradict another attested phenomenon in verbal
comprehension which Gernsbacher (1991:223) terms the Advantage of
Clause Recency: “words from the most recently read or heard clause are
often more accessible than words from an earlier clause.” Experiments
(Gernsbacher et al. 1989; Gernsbacher 1991:223–27; Gernsbacher and
Hargreaves 1992:96–107) confirm that a second-mentioned participant is
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recall times by test subjects for the first-mentioned participant of a
sentence.30 Initial words are read more slowly and first participants
are recalled more quickly “because they form the foundation of
their sentence-level representations, and because it is through them
that subsequent information is mapped onto the developing representation” (Gernsbacher 1990:25; cf. Gernsbacher and Hargreaves
1992:89).31
According to SBF, the foundations of mental structures are
established via the activation of memory nodes (Gernsbacher
1991:218).32 If subsequent information is sufficiently coherent33
with these foundations, then it will activate similar memory nodes,
thereby mapping (i.e., attaching) onto the same mental structure.
But if incoming data are insufficiently coherent with previous
information, then different memory nodes will get activated,
thereby shifting (i.e., detaching) away from the current structure
and toward development of a new mental substructure. Because
laying a new foundation consumes more cognitive effort than
maintaining an existing foundation, more time is required to comprehend shifting structures than mapping structures, as verified by
numerous reading experiments (see Gernsbacher 1990:64).
Gernsbacher has further demonstrated that the three structure
building processes of foundation-laying, mapping, and shifting are
regulated by two cognitive mechanisms: suppression and enhancement.
These two mechanisms work to modulate levels of activation for
more cognitively accessible than a first-mentioned participant for a very
brief moment after its introduction (within 150 milliseconds), after which
it becomes increasingly less accessible relative to the first-mentioned
participant.
30 Advantage of First Mention persists regardless of whether the initial
participant functions as a semantic agent versus patient, or a syntactic
subject versus object (Gernsbacher 1990:12–25).
31 Psychologists have long known about the Primacy Effect, whereby
information that occurs earlier within a discourse unit retains greater
cognitive salience. Narrative critics have not remained unaware of the
rhetorical possibilities: “That a literary text cannot yield its information all
at once is not just an unfortunate consequence of the linear character of
language. Literary texts may effectively utilize the fact that their material is
grasped successively; this is at times a central factor in determining their
meanings” (Perry 1979:36).
32 Originally termed “memory cells” in Gernsbacher 1990.
33 Gernsbacher (1990:52–63) operationalizes coherence in terms of its
referential (who/what), temporal (when), locational (where), and causal (why)
dimensions, citing numerous empirical studies that record faster reading
and comprehension of sentences in which information is perceived as
being related/sequential as opposed to nonrelated/nonsequential. Coherence thus entails information “connectedness” within cognitive representations (Sanders and Gernsbacher 2004:80). Giora (1996:423–24) argues
for the added necessity of a “discourse-topic proposition” in order to
maintain coherence at a superordinate (rather than merely sentence-tosentence) level.
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memory nodes by transmitting processing signals via the brain’s
neural activity: “Suppression decreases or dampens the activation
of memory [nodes] when the information they represent is no
longer as necessary for the structure being built.34 Enhancement
increases or boosts the activation of memory [nodes] when the
information they represent is relevant to the structure being built”
(Gernsbacher 1990:87).35 Suppression and enhancement are themselves triggered by the particular configurations of the linguistic
signs composing a speech event. Two especially effective triggers
are anaphora and cataphora. Anaphora stimulates memory nodes in
relation to a foregoing referent, thereby enhancing the mental activation of that referent while also suppressing surrounding nonreferents.36 Cataphora stimulates memory nodes in relation to a subse-

34 Comprehension experiments involving homonyms (Gernsbacher
and Faust 1991; 1995; Gernsbacher and Jescheniak 1995:48–52; Gernsbacher 1997:88–90; Gernsbacher and St. John 2002:48–65) show that all
of a lexeme’s possible meanings get activated initially (within one hundred
milliseconds) in accord with their respective usage frequencies (bug =
insect; virus; defect; listening device; to pester). But very soon thereafter (within
two hundred milliseconds), the lexeme’s contextually inappropriate
meanings get actively suppressed—they neither decay, nor are they inhibited—by the neural activity associated with the developing sentence-level
structure (The bug flew away = insect; ≠ virus; defect; listening device; to pester).
The same process is attested with homophones (patience vs. patients). Suppression even operates (Gernsbacher and Robertson 1999; Gernsbacher et
al. 2001) with morphosyntactic parsing (Time flies like an arrow vs. Fruit flies
like a banana), as well as with figurative language such as metaphor (Lawyers
are sharks = aggressive; ≠ aquatic). Suppression is thus “a directed reduction
in activation” (Gernsbacher and St. John 2002:48), and in all cases it functions to attenuate interference to comprehension posed by “extraneous,
unnecessary, or inappropriate” (Gernsbacher and Robertson 1999:1619)
units of information.
35 Enhancement effects have been empirically demonstrated with
respect to metaphor comprehension (Gernsbacher et al. 2001), wherein a
metaphorical sentence (That lawyer is a shark) produces faster verification
response times in relation to a superordinate target property statement
(Sharks are tenacious) than does either a simple baseline sentence (That fish is
a shark) or a nonsensical sentence (My house is a shark). Enhancement is
also operative amid homonym comprehension, as measured by faster
response times to target sentences that follow same-meaning prime sentences, versus either neutral-meaning or different-meaning prime sentences (Gernsbacher et al. 2002).
36 Because anaphora functions as a memory retrieval cue, the degree of
an anaphor’s explicitness about its referent is directly scalar with the
amount and rapidity of enhancement and suppression involved. Experimental results (Gernsbacher 1989; 1990:110–27; 1991:240–44) confirm
that suppression and enhancement are triggered more quickly and strongly
by a repeated proper name anaphor (Spot chased the ball, and Spot got tired),
than by a pronominal anaphor (Spot chased the ball, and he got tired), than by a
zero anaphor (Spot chased the ball, and Ø got tired).
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quent referent, enhancing that referent’s representational status and
suppressing accessibility to foregoing and following nonreferents.37
Structure Building Framework delineates an empirically verifiable cognitive matrix for human comprehension that entails rich
explanatory capacities for the rhetorical uses of FD in Biblical
Hebrew. This is because the aforementioned three processes (foundation-laying, mapping, shifting), two mechanisms (suppression, enhancement), and two triggers (anaphora, cataphora) belonging to SBF all
turn out to be operative within Biblical Hebrew FD constructions.
By being positioned at the beginning of its associated discourse
unit, a front dislocated substantival phrase functions as the cognitive foundation upon which ensuing components of the discourse
unit get constructed. Because foundation-laying for a new mental
structure demands more cognitive effort than continuing on with
an established mental structure, comprehenders take longer to
process unit-initial information than subsequent information.
Given that these cognitive dynamics have been proven to operate
consistently across spoken, written, and pictorial discourse modalities (Gernsbacher and Robertson 2005:164–65), it is reasonable to
expect that they obtain also for Biblical Hebrew. Thus, a
reader/listener will need to invest more time in comprehending an
FD construction’s initial substantival phrase than its subsequent
juxtaposed clause (and any ensuing associated information). So, for
example, upon encountering
עֹולל וְ נָּ ִּשים ָּמ ְשלּו בֹו
ֵ ַע ִּמי נֹגְ ָּשיו ְמ
My people—his oppressor is a suckling, and women rule over
him (Isa 3:12),

a reader/listener will slow down, spending measurably (even if
imperceptibly) more time and mental energy processing the initial
constituent ()ע ִּמי,
ַ and thereby establishing it as the base for comprehending what follows. This up-front mental investment yields
cognitive dividends via the Advantage of First Mention, whereby
the front dislocated substantival phrase becomes—and remains,
notwithstanding the Advantage of Clause Recency—the most cognitively accessible (i.e., rapidly and accurately retrievable) portion of
information within its discourse unit.
The SBF process of shifting is also frequently attested with
Biblical Hebrew FD, precisely because shifting entails new foundation-laying which gives rise to “branching substructures” (GernsCataphora clears a cognitive pathway for heightened mental activation of its associated subsequent concept. This too has been verified empirically (Gernsbacher 1990:142–61; 1991:244–46; Gernsbacher and
Jescheniak 1995) via experiments involving the unstressed indefinite article this (There was this dog :: There was a dog), as well as spoken stress (There
was a DOG :: There was a dog). Referents marked with these cataphoric
devices get recognized more rapidly and accurately by test subjects
(enhancement) than nonmarked nonreferents (suppression).
37
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bacher 1990:2).38 As a result, “words and sentences that change the
topic, point of view, location, or temporal setting [thereby diminishing discourse coherence and connectedness] take substantially
longer to comprehend” (Gernsbacher 1990:223), since these shifts
initiate the buildings of new (and cognitively costly) foundations.
So, for example, upon encountering
י־היָּ ה ָּה ָּר ָּעב ְב ֶׁא ֶׁרץ ְכנָּ ַען׃
ָּ וַ יָּ בֹאּו ְבנֵ י יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל ִּל ְשבֹר ְבתֹוְך ַה ָּב ִּאים ִּכ
ל־עם ָּה ָּא ֶׁרץ
ַ ל־ה ָּא ֶׁרץ הּוא ַה ַמ ְש ִּביר ְל ָּכ
ָּ יֹוסף הּוא ַה ַש ִּליט ַע
ֵ ְו
The sons of Israel came to buy grain among those who arrived,
since there was the famine in the land of Canaan. As for
Joseph—he was the governor over the land; he was the grainseller to all the people of the land (Gen 42:5–6),

a reader/listener is, via the FD, presented with a break in discourse
coherence regarding topic (sons of Israel Joseph), viewpoint
(sojourners/buyers governor/seller), location (Canaan
Egypt), and temporality (punctual event durative situation).39 Consequently, the comprehender must shift away from
actively developing the cognitive substructure containing the prior
clause, and toward developing a new substructure encompassing
the FD construction.40
Inside the morphosyntactic parameters of the FD construction the process of mapping is prominent. This happens because
the same (or similar) memory nodes that get activated by the data
within the dislocated substantival phrase remain activated by the
data contained in the adjoining clause. Since there is cognitive
coherence, the comprehender can continue to develop one and the
same mental (sub)structure, augmenting existing information with
incoming information. So, for example, upon encountering:
ּומ ְמ ֵרא ֵהם יִּ ְקחּו ֶׁח ְל ָּקם׃
ַ וְ ֵח ֶׁלק ָּה ֲאנָּ ִּשים ֲא ֶׁשר ָּה ְלכּו ִּא ִּתי ָּענֵ ר ֶׁא ְשכֹל
Concerning the share of the men who went with me—Aner, Eshkol,
and Mamre—let them take their share (Gen 14:24),

38 Foundation-laying does not necessarily presuppose shifting, however, since the inaugural foundations of a discourse unit (Once upon a time,
there lived a king) constitute the unit’s bedrock structures for comprehension.
39 Cf. the FDs which introduce Deborah (Judg 4:4) and Abishai (2
Sam 23:18; 1 Chr 11:20) into their respective narratives.
40 Gernsbacher (1990:70–83) cites numerous empirical studies showing that, after the onset of a new clause boundary, comprehenders
become measurably less capable of accurately and rapidly recalling and
recognizing words that occurred in the immediately preceding clause. The
same findings hold for episode boundaries within narrative stories. This
occurs, according to SBF, because the mind packages coherence-disjunctive information into distinct branching mental substructures.
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a reader/listener is presented with two embedded FDs (the share of
the men as well as Aner, Eshkol, and Mamre) which exhibit strong
discourse coherence with constituents located in the subsequent
main clause (their share and them, respectively), thereby permitting
the latter to be mapped onto the former as cognitively integral and
cumulative.
The SBF posits that enhancement and suppression are the
mechanisms by which foundation-laying, mapping, and shifting get
activated (via boosting) and deactivated (via dampening). These
mechanisms get triggered for the language-receiver by various configurations of morphological, lexical, syntactic, semantic, and discourse structures employed by the language-sender. Anaphora and
cataphora are two such triggers, and both of them are operative
within Biblical Hebrew FD. For example, when encountering:
ֹלהים
ִּ יכה לֹו ֵבית ֱא
ָּ וְ ָּה ִּאיש ִּמ
As for the man Micah—to him there was a shrine (Judg 17:5),

a reader/listener comes upon a third person masculine singular
pronoun ( )ֹוwithin the main clause, the referent41 of which is
located within the antecedent front dislocated phrase (יכה
ָּ )ה ִּאיש ִּמ.
ָּ
This renders the pronoun anaphoric (lit. “back-carrying”), thereby
improving cognitive access to the previously mentioned referent.
Conversely, the front dislocated phrase—because it is syntactically
detached and semantically deferred from its full referential context—directs a comprehender’s cognitive energies in a cataphoric (lit.
“down [forward]-carrying”) direction, toward the coreferential
constituent in the juxtaposed clause. Experimental results confirm
that concepts marked with cataphoric devices are more highly activated (i.e., recalled more quickly and accurately by test-subjects)
than are concepts which lack such devices (Gernsbacher 1990:146–
49). Because the FD construction entails both cataphora and anaphora (in this mutually reinforcing sequence), it substantially amplifies
the cognitive mechanisms of referent enhancement and nonreferent suppression. Front Dislocation is not only an attention-getting
device, but also an attention-creating and attention-directing device.42
41 A pronoun’s specific deictic value gets determined by initial activation of all its contextually present and potential referents, followed by
suppression (via grammatical well-formedness constraints) of less (or,
non)relevant referents, as well as enhancement (via activation of similar
memory nodes) of the most relevant referent (see Gernsbacher 1990:110–
37). Experimental results show that “information from other sources
(such as semantic, syntactic, and pragmatic context) also triggers suppression, but it does so more slowly and less powerfully” (ibid.:142).
42 Cross-linguistic evidence indicates that the pertinent semiotic mechanisms also include a prosodic dimension. A spoken FD in French manifests a perceptible rise in pitch and gain in length to its ultimate or penultimate stressed syllable (De Cat 2004:71–79). These features constitute an
“obligatory prosodic boundary” (Mertens 2006:86–87) that segregates the
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4.0. THE BIBLICAL DATA
The semiotic structures and cognitive dynamics composing FD are,
time and again, put to powerful rhetorical usage within the texts of
the Hebrew Bible. The language-sender’s manipulation of a communication event by combining cataphora with the Advantage of
First Mention serves to amplify anticipation on the part of the
language-receiver.43 Such anticipation is, of course, rapidly defused:
simply upon full syntagmatic integration of the anaphoric constituent into its clause adjacent to the dislocated phrase.44 Yet the conFD from its subsequent main clause into a distinct “intonation group,”
thereby forming a “prosodic island” (De Cat 2006:63–66). Such intonational breaks occur consistently with FDs in other Romance languages,
including Italian (Cecchetto 1999:40), Spanish (Casielles-Suárez 2003:331–
32), and Catalan (Feldhausen 2010:165–71). A similar prosodic profile is
operative within several Indo-European languages, including the Germanic subgroup’s English (Geluykens 1992:97–114), and German
(Grohmann 2003:143–44), as well as the Slavic subgroup’s Russian
(Pereltsvaig 2008:64–65), Czech (Sturgeon 2008:39–41), and Bulgarian
(Krapova and Cinque 2008:259). This broad consistency for FD is not
surprising, given that “stronger syntactic boundaries are more likely to be
associated with the tonal and break index properties of an intonational
phrase boundary” (Warren 1999:166). This association occurs because
linguistic practice in real time is constrained by speakers’ and hearers’
capacities of cognitive processing . . . [and] this constraint guides the
packaging of information in prosodic and syntactic units . . . [therefore]
establishing a referent is often a full-blown action by itself. It is performed
by clausal and phrasal constructions which separate it from the following
predication and serve as a starting point for it . . . Moreover, referential act
and predicative act each occupy an intonational unit of their own (Deppermann
2011:431–32; italics added).

These prosodic dynamics of FD structurally distinguish it from topicalization, where referent and predication both occur within one and the
same intonational unit (Frey 2004:207; cf. Lambrecht 2001:1052, 1071).
Front Dislocation, unlike topicalization, leverages discourse features at
both morphosyntactic and prosodic levels to activate cataphora and
anaphora, thereby heightening attention and amplifying anticipation amid
the language-receiver’s comprehension process. The more prominently
these discourse features are invoked, the greater their cognitive-rhetorical
impacts. The spoken cross-linguistic data strongly suggest, furthermore,
that Biblical Hebrew FDs preserve discernible residues and recoverable
patterns of intonation within their graphic medium (contra, e.g., Westbury
2010:6).
43 Cataphoric devices “are not used primarily for the representation or
the exposition of the narrative course of events, but rather for the manipulation of the anticipated course . . . [cataphora operates] in an ‘open’ textual field of reference where further developments have not yet become
manifest and where they can only be forecast with more or less probability
from the respective place of reading . . . cataphora are constructions of attention” (Wulff 1996:2–3, italics added).
44 Whether the coreferential (anaphoric) constituent is situated at the
beginning, middle, or end of its clause appears to result from a combination of syntactic constraints and stylistic preferences. Verbal clauses, for
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cern here is not with literary or cinematic genres of sustained narrative suspense, but rather with the semiotic structures, cognitive
dynamics, and rhetorical impacts composing punctuated uses of a
particular suspense-building device.45 It is this device—Front Dislocation—that can be applied authoritatively to produce heightened
yet deferred comprehension. A survey of the biblical corpus reveals
that FD constructions are often so utilized within contexts which
can be broadly categorized as narrative, juridical, oracular, lyrical, and
Yahwistic. Examples from each category will be examined in turn.

4.1. NARRATIVE CONTEXTS
Biblical narrative texts contain numerous instances of rhetorical FD.
Following the joyous birth of her own son Isaac (Gen 21:9–11),
Sarah’s jealousy toward her slave-woman’s and husband’s son Ishmael abruptly triggers not only domestic tension among the characters but also cognitive tension within the audience. A conflict has
erupted, but the narrative has not yet clarified whether and how it
can be defused. The initial resolution arrives quickly via God’s
instructions to Abraham—yet not as quickly as it otherwise might
have, since the text incorporates two FDs:
אמר ֵא ֶׁליָך ָּש ָּרה ְש ַמע ְבק ָֹּלּה ִּכי ְביִּ ְצ ָּחק יִּ ָּק ֵרא ְלָך זָּ ַרע׃
ַ ֹ כֹל ֲא ֶׁשר ת
ימנּו ִּכי זַ ְר ֲעָך הּוא׃
ֶׁ ן־ה ָּא ָּמה ְלגֹוי ֲא ִּש
ָּ ת־ב
ֶׁ וְ גַ ם ֶׁא
All which Sarah says to you—heed her voice; for by Isaac your
progeny will be called. As for even the son of the slave-woman—
into a nation I will establish him, because your progeny is he
(Gen 21:12–13).

Two acute uncertainties produced by this episode involve whether
Abraham will yield to his wife’s demands and what fate will befall
his firstborn son. Via the FDs, both of these uncertainties get
resolved in a manner that is semiotically, and thereby cognitively,
protracted. In terms of the SBF rubric, the language-receiver is
confronted with information from the language-sender which
entails the Advantage of First Mention, yet which also lacks suffiexample, tend to shunt the anaphor farther down the syntactic chain than
non-verbal clauses (see note 70), though not always (e.g., Deut 1:36, 38,
39). Regardless of the sequence employed, both the anaphor and its associated clausal constituents must be comprehended before the front dislocated phrase can get fully integrated into the accumulating cognitive
structures of the communication event.
45 “At a formal level we generate suspense when[ever] the distance—
that is, the duration experienced together with other moments of consciousness—between two elements is greater than normal, which means
greater than expected” (Stutterheim 1981:177). Similarly, “suspense has
also been treated as the result of any retardation in closing the structure,
in a wide sense, of a narrative text” (Tan and Diteweg 1996:150). Consult
Sternberg (1985:278) for a discussion of “retardatory suspense” in biblical
narrative.
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cient contextual cues for signaling whether this information should
be mapped onto the receiver’s preceding cognitive structure, or
whether it requires shifting to build a new structure. The unit-initial
position of the FD, coupled with its immediate contextual ambiguity, demand additional cognitive effort for decipherment. Comprehension is momentarily retarded until the front dislocated constituents can be coherently integrated into their associated syntagms. Amid the interim, moments of micro-suspense46 get generated
for the language-receiver, as the language-sender manipulates the
semiotic constituents of the communication event by structuring a
rift between code and message, thereby exercising enhanced dominance over the information exchange.
Earlier in the Abr[ah]am story (Gen 15:2–3), the would-be
patriarch laments his lack of progeny and the impending necessity
of having to bequeath his household to a steward. Yahweh soon
puts an end to such talk—although not quite as soon as he otherwise could have, had he used a simple declarative sentence instead
of this FD:
י־אם ֲא ֶׁשר יֵ ֵצא ִּמ ֵמ ֶׁעיָך הּוא יִּ ָּיר ֶׁשָך׃
ִּ לֹא יִּ ָּיר ְשָך זֶׁ ה ִּכ
This one will not succeed you; only one who comes forth from your
loins—he shall succeed you (Gen 15:4).

Abraham—and by narrative extension, all Israel—is here confronted with a looming existential crisis. This threat is duly defused,
but the answer to the problem (“one who comes forth from your
loins”) is syntactically detached from the solution (“he shall succeed
you”) by means of FD. The language-sender demands greater cognitive processing efforts from the language-receiver, rhetorically
prolonging the latter’s suspense and amplifying the former’s
authority.47
At the cusp of the Israelites’ entry into Canaan, Moses recites
divine judgments making it painfully clear that possession of the
land remains contingent upon loyalty to Yahweh. Neither a single
person from the faithless generation (Deut 1:34–35), nor even
Moses himself (Deut 1:37), will be permitted entry into the promised land. The narrative here intentionally cultivates apprehension
and anxiety on the part of its audience: Of what ultimate good are
the triumphant exodus from Egypt and the mighty travails in the
wilderness if all Israel is condemned to perish beyond the Jordan?
46 Proceeding from pragmatic insights by literary and cinematic critics,
cognitive psychologists acknowledge that suspense can be a componential
phenomenon consisting of multiple elements (“mini suspense and resolution episodes” [Brewer 1996:116], “episodic suspense” [Zillman
1996:207]) that contribute cumulatively to a larger narrative structure (cf.
Sternberg 1990:84).
47 This same technique with FD is employed when Yahweh variously
pledges the land to Abraham and his descendants (Gen 13:15; 35:12; Josh
1:3; 13:6; 23:9).
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It turns out that there are some key exceptions interspersed with
Yahweh’s restrictions, all of which are conveyed via FDs:
ן־יְפנֶׁ ה הּוא יִּ ְר ֶׁאנָּ ה
ֻ זּול ִּתי ָּכ ֵלב ֶׁב
ָּ
However, Caleb the son of Yephunneh—he shall see it [the land]
(Deut 1:36).
הֹוש ַע ִּבן נּון ָּהע ֵֹמד ְל ָּפנֶׁ יָך הּוא יָּבֹא ָּש ָּמה
ֻ ְי
Joshua the son of Nun, the one standing before you—he shall enter
there (Deut 1:38).
יכם ֲא ֶׁשר לֹא־יָּ ְדעּו ַהיֹום טֹוב וָּ ָּרע
ֶׁ ֵּובנ
ְ וְ ַט ְפ ֶׁכם ֲא ֶׁשר ֲא ַמ ְר ֶׁתם ָּל ַבז יִּ ְהיֶׁ ה
ֵה ָּמה יָּ בֹאּו ָּש ָּמה
Your younglings whom you said would become prey, and your sons who
still do not know good and evil—they shall enter there (Deut 1:39).

Each of these constructions generates moments of micro-suspense
within the unfolding narrative, directing the audience to focus
attention upon linguistic structures and cognitive values that are
acutely ambivalent. Caleb is explicitly exempted from the fate of his
generation—but is this for better, or perhaps for even worse? The
FD in v. 36 momentarily postpones Yahweh’s decree by channeling
the audience’s cognitive energy into a specific referent situated
amid an ambiguous context. If the incomparable Moses can be
excluded from the promised land, then what is to become of his
loyal deputy Joshua? The slightly longer FD in v. 38 defers clarification until the syntactic arrival at, and cognitive processing of, the
associated main clause. Given that the entire generation of rebellious adults is doomed to extinction, what fate can possibly be in
store for their offspring? The extended FD of v. 39 suspends the
language-sender’s answer for an even greater space and longer time,
thereby requiring increased cognitive effort from the languagereceiver to ensure integration of its data into the accruing mental
structures of comprehension.
Biblical Hebrew FD elsewhere gets employed by Israel’s patriarchs on behalf of rhetorically augmenting their authority. Joseph’s
dream interpretations are practically formulaic in this regard, each
beginning with a front dislocated phrase that simultaneously highlights and yet postpones the very information most sought after by
Pharaoh’s cupbearer and baker, respectively:
ֹלשת יָּ ִּמים ֵהם׃
ֶׁ ֹלשת ַה ָּש ִּרגִּ ים ְש
ֶׁ זֶׁ ה ִּפ ְתר ֹנֹו ְש
This is its interpretation: The three branches—three days are they
(Gen 40:12).
יָּמים ֵהם׃
ִּ ֹלשת
ֶׁ ֹלשת ַה ַס ִּלים ְש
ֶׁ זֶׁ ה ִּפ ְתר ֹנֹו ְש
This is its interpretation: The three baskets—three days are they
(Gen 40:18).
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FDs become even more frequent and prominent when Joseph first
addresses Pharaoh, rhetorically accentuating Joseph’s divinely
sanctioned authority by means of the syntactic structures and cognitive dynamics that his language invokes:
ֹלהים ע ֶֹׁשה ִּהגִּ יד ְל ַפ ְרעֹה׃ ֶׁש ַבע
ִּ ֲחלֹום ַפ ְרעֹה ֶׁא ָּחד הּוא ֵאת ֲא ֶׁשר ָּה ֱא
ָּפר ֹת ַהטֹבֹת ֶׁש ַבע ָּשנִּ ים ֵהנָּ ה וְ ֶׁש ַבע ַה ִּש ֳב ִּלים ַהטֹבֹת ֶׁש ַבע ָּשנִּ ים ֵהנָּ ה
יהן ֶׁש ַבע
ֶׁ ֲחלֹום ֶׁא ָּחד הּוא׃ וְ ֶׁש ַבע ַה ָּפרֹות ָּה ַרקֹות וְ ָּה ָּרעֹת ָּהעֹֹלת ַא ֲח ֵר
ָּשנִּ ים ֵהנָּ ה וְ ֶׁש ַבע ַה ִּש ֳב ִּלים ָּה ֵרקֹות ְש ֻדפֹות ַה ָּק ִּדים יִּ ְהיּו ֶׁש ַבע ְשנֵ י ָּר ָּעב׃
The dreaming of Pharaoh—identical is it.48 That which God is
about to do he has announced to Pharaoh. The Seven good cattle—seven years are they; and the seven good ears—seven years are
they. The dreaming—identical is it. As for the seven gaunt and bad
cattle which arose after them—seven years are they, as are the seven
empty wind-scorched ears. They will be seven years of famine
(Gen 41:25–27).49

Joseph’s father Jacob is also no stranger to FD, using it to decree
the patrilineal and covenantal fate of Joseph’s sons—and by extension, Israel’s dominant tribes—Ephraim and Manasseh:
נֹול ִּדים ְלָך ְב ֶׁא ֶׁרץ ִּמ ְצ ַריִּ ם ַעד־ב ִֹּאי ֵא ֶׁליָך ִּמ ְצ ַריְ ָּמה ִּלי־
ָּ י־בנֶׁ יָך ַה
ָּ ֵוְ ַע ָּתה ְשנ
ֵהם
So now, the two of your sons who were born to you in the land of Egypt
before I came to you at Egypt—mine are they (Gen 48:5);

and also to assure the site of his own final resting place (as recounted by Joseph to Pharaoh’s household, in efforts to bolster the
authority of his father’s request):
יתי ִּלי ְב ֶׁא ֶׁרץ ְכנַ ַען
ִּ יענִּ י ֵלאמֹר ִּהנֵ ה ָּאנ ִֹּכי ֵמת ְב ִּק ְב ִּרי ֲא ֶׁשר ָּכ ִּר
ַ ָּא ִּבי ִּה ְש ִּב
ָּש ָּמה ִּת ְק ְב ֵרנִּ י
My father made me pledge, saying: “Behold, I am dying; in my
grave which I carved for myself in the land of Canaan—there you must
bury me” (Gen 50:5).

As an episode of micro-suspense, Jacob’s demise is skillfully
crafted. Jacob uses his dying words (Gen 49:29–32) to make it
unmistakably clear that he wants to be buried with his wife and
forebearers inside the cave at Machpelah. But Joseph soon after
(Gen 50:2–3) initiates formal Egyptian embalming and lamentation
48 Cf. the reliability of Daniel’s vision (Dan 8:26), which is also reinforced via FD.
49 Also note the FD in Gen 47:21 which relates Joseph’s authoritative
and suspenseful decision regarding the fate of the famished Egyptian
people; and cf. Solomon’s similarly structured ruling (1 Kgs 9:20–21)
concerning the human remnants of the Israelite conquests.
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rituals for his father, raising the question whether Jacob’s last
request will be honored. As the audience encounters the front dislocated constituents of Gen 50:5, it remains uncertain whether
Egyptian funerary pomp and circumstance will trump patriarchal
fidelity: Did Jacob carve out his tomb in the land of Canaan for
nothing? Will the powerful son pay heed to his father’s dying
words? This suspense is relieved precisely at the moment when the
FD gets integrated syntactically and cognitively into its adjoining
clause (“bury me there”), making it clear that Joseph has indeed
remembered Jacob’s wish, and that he does intend to fulfill it (as
Gen 50:5–14 duly illustrates).50
The motif of divine plague is amenable to FD’s rhetorical
dynamics of suspense and authority, as with Yahweh’s decree of
hail against Egypt:51
ר־יִּמ ֵצא ַב ָּש ֶׁדה וְ לֹא יֵ ָּא ֵסף ַה ַביְ ָּתה וְ יָּ ַרד ֲע ֵל ֶׁהם
ָּ ל־ה ָּא ָּדם וְ ַה ְב ֵה ָּמה ֲא ֶׁש
ָּ ָּכ
ַה ָּב ָּרד וָּ ֵמתּו׃
Every man or beast who is found in the field and who is not gathered
indoors—the hail shall come down upon them, and they shall die
(Exod 9:19).52
50 The importance of the cave at Machpelah is also evidenced by the
account of its sale in Gen 23. Amid their business transaction Ephron the
Hittite twice incorporates FDs into his responses, leveraging his language
to render Abraham (and the audience) momentarily off-kilter, thereby
enhancing his influence over the communication event (and the deal).
Abraham expressly wants to purchase the cave within Ephron’s field (Gen
23:9), yet this is precisely the object over which the Hittite delays resolution:

יה
ָּ א־אד ֹנִּ י ְש ָּמ ֵענִּ י ַה ָּש ֶׁדה נָּ ַת ִּתי ָּלְך וְ ַה ְמ ָּע ָּרה ֲא ֶׁשר־בֹו ְלָך נְ ַת ִּת
ֲ ֹל
No, my lord, hear me: The field I give to you; as for the cave which is in it—
to you I grant it (Gen 23:11).

Even as the transaction reaches its monetary stage, Ephron remains
cagy, naming a price within the FD phrase, yet not explicitly acceding to that
price until the juxtaposed clause:
ה־הוא
ִּ ּובינְ ָך ַמ
ֵ ל־כ ֶׁסף ֵבינִּ י
ֶׁ ֲאד ֹנִּ י ְש ָּמ ֵענִּ י ֶׁא ֶׁרץ ַא ְר ַבע ֵמאֹת ֶׁש ֶׁק
My lord, hear me: A land, four hundred shekels of silver—between me and
between you, what is that? (Gen 23:15).

Note elsewhere the bargaining undertaken by the Reubenites and
Gadites with Moses to secure Transjordanian cattle country (Num 32:3–
4), as well as Jephthah’s theological-territorial parley amid tense negotiations with the Amorite king Sihon (Judg 11:24; cf. 1 Kgs 18:24). A different kind of currency (human life) gets arbitrated between King David and
the Gibeonites (2 Sam 21:5–6), as the latter finally present their terms via
an FD.
51 References to divine retribution and reward are similarly structured
in Deut 4:3–4 concerning fidelity to Baal-Peor versus Yahweh.
52 Although the syntagmatic ambiguity triggered by the FD phrase
here gets resolved at the object pronoun of the subsequent clause ()ע ֵל ֶׁהם,
ֲ
the micro-suspense is not fully defused until the language-receiver
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The Israelite memory—and dread—of Yahweh’s plagues against
Egypt are also invoked amid the Deuteronomic blessings promised
for covenant loyalty:
ל־מ ְדוֵ י ִּמ ְצ ַריִּם ָּה ָּר ִּעים ֲא ֶׁשר יָּ ַד ְע ָּת לֹא
ַ וְ ֵה ִּסיר יְ הוָּ ה ִּמ ְמָך ָּכל־ח ִֹּלי וְ ָּכ
ימם ָּבְך ּונְ ָּתנָּ ם ְב ָּכל־ש ֹנְ ֶׁאיָך׃
ָּ יְ ִּש
Yahweh will deflect from you every sickness; regarding all the
pestilences of Egypt, the evil ones about which you know—he will not
set them against you, but he will inflict them upon all your enemies (Deut 7:15).53

Deuteronomy later inverts this promised blessing into a threatened
curse for covenant infidelity, employing another FD that ups the
ante rhetorically in terms of language-receiver suspense and language-sender authority:
יהם וְ ָּד ְבקּו ָּבְך׃ גַ ם ָּכל־
ֶׁ ֵל־מ ְדוֵ ה ִּמ ְצ ַריִּ ם ֲא ֶׁשר יָּ ג ְֹר ָּת ִּמ ְפנ
ַ וְ ֵה ִּשיב ְבָך ֵאת ָּכ
תֹורה ַהזֹאת יַ ְע ֵלם יְ הוָּ ה ָּע ֶׁליָך
ָּ ל־מ ָּכה ֲא ֶׁשר לֹא ָּכתּוב ְב ֵס ֶׁפר ַה
ַ ֳח ִּלי וְ ָּכ
ַעד ִּה ָּש ְמ ָּדְך׃
He will bring back upon you every pestilence of Egypt which
you have dreaded, and they will cling to you. Furthermore, every
sickness and every affliction which is not written in this Book of Instruction—Yahweh will raise them against you, until your destruction
(Deut 28:60–61).54

Leaders attempting to incentivize their forces toward martial action
sometimes resort to FDs. In a tradition preserved identically by
two texts, Caleb employs this rhetorical tactic when encouraging
his soldiers to press their campaign against the Canaanites:
ת־ע ְכ ָּסה ִּב ִּתי ְל ִּא ָּשה׃
ַ ּול ָּכ ָּדּה וְ נָּ ַת ִּתי לֹו ֶׁא
ְ ת־ס ֶׁפר
ֵ ַת־ק ְרי
ִּ ר־יַכה ֶׁא
ֶׁ ֲא ֶׁש
The one who attacks Kiryath-Sepher and captures it—I will grant to
him Achsah my daughter for a wife (Josh 15:16; Judg 1:12).

encounters the additional coreferential element via the ensuing verbal
subject ()וָּ ֵמתּו. Cf., e.g., Gen 42:5–6, where Joseph is not only Egypt’s
governor but also the manager of its grain resources. Thus, one suspenseepisode dissipates (Will Joseph and his brothers have occasion to meet in Egypt?),
even as another coagulates (What will be the outcome of such an encounter?).
53 The Philistines are acutely apprehensive about this fearsome reputation of Israel’s deity, as the FD in 1 Sam 4:8 makes clear.
54 Cf. the FDs in vv. 54, 56, where even the most genteel men and
women of Israelite society will eventually succumb to barbarity for defiance of Yahweh’s covenant. Encounters with divine proximity and/or
agency elsewhere avail themselves of FD, such as with Moses’ inaugural
encounter of Yahweh upon the mountain (Exod 3:5), and with his
receiving the divinely inscribed law (Exod 32:16, below).
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Whereas Caleb invokes his military and paternal authority to dangle
a reward before his men for success, Jehu summons his royal
authority to proffer punishment for failure:
יכם נַ ְפשֹו ַת ַחת
ֶׁ ן־ה ֲאנָּ ִּשים ֲא ֶׁשר ֲאנִּ י ֵמ ִּביא ַעל־יְ ֵד
ָּ ָּה ִּאיש ֲא ֶׁשר־יִּ ָּמ ֵלט ִּמ
נַ ְפשֹו׃
The man who lets escape any of the men whom I have brought into your
hands—his life in place of his life (2 Kgs 10:24).

Similar attention-grabbing, incentivizing language by King Saul
even gets reported as hearsay by the men of Israel while they tremble pitifully before the Philistine warrior Goliath:
יִּתן־לֹו וְ ֵאת
ֶׁ ת־בתֹו
ִּ וְ ָּהיָּ ה ָּה ִּאיש ֲא ֶׁשר־יַ ֶׁכנּו יַ ְע ְש ֶׁרנּו ַה ֶׁמ ֶׁלְך ע ֶֹׁשר גָּ דֹול וְ ֶׁא
ֵבית ָּא ִּביו יַ ֲע ֶׁשה ָּח ְפ ִּשי ְביִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל׃
So be it:55 the man who smites him—the king will reward him with
great riches, and his daughter he will grant to him, and the
house of his father he will render exempt in Israel” (1 Sam
17:25).56

Although the Deuteronomistic movement was surely familiar with
the Yahwistic temple in Jerusalem, the book of Deuteronomy in its
redacted form rhetorically leverages the narrative conceit that Jerusalem has not yet been acquired and that the temple has not yet
been built. The attendant FDs turn out to be not merely formulaic
but also theologically authoritative and literarily suspenseful:
ם־ב ָּמקֹום
ַ ל־מקֹום ֲא ֶׁשר ִּת ְר ֶׁאה׃ ִּכי ִּא
ָּ ֹֹלתיָך ְב ָּכ
ֶׁ ן־ת ֲע ֶׁלה ע
ַ ִּה ָּש ֶׁמר ְלָך ֶׁפ
ֹֹלתיָך וְ ָּשם ַת ֲע ֶׁשה כֹל
ֶׁ ר־יִּב ַחר יְ הוָּ ה ְב ַא ַחד ְש ָּב ֶׁטיָך ָּשם ַת ֲע ֶׁלה ע
ְ ֲא ֶׁש
ֲא ֶׁשר ָּאנ ִֹּכי ְמ ַצּוֶׁ ךָּ ׃
Control yourselves, lest you offer up your burnt sacrifices at
any place that you see. Only at the place which Yahweh chooses amid
one of your tribes—there shall you offer up your burnt sacrifices,
and there shall you do all which I command you (Deut 12:13–
14; see also Deut 12:5, 11; 16:6).

When construction of the temple finally does happen, Solomon
twice quotes from Yahweh’s decrees to his father David: once to
his Phoenician ally Hiram, and once to the entire Assembly of
55 Where  וְ ָּהיָּ הprefaces an FD (e.g., Gen 24:14, 43; Deut 12:11; Josh
2:19; 1 Kgs 18:24), it functions pragmatically as a declaratory construction
to frame the (future) temporal context of the front dislocated substantive
phrase. See the discussion of clausal adverbs by Moshavi (2010:68–75,
83).
56 Cf. 1 Sam 21:10 where the fugitive David, desperate for any weapon
with which to defend himself, gets directed—slowly and suspensefully—
by the priest Abimelek’s FD to the powerful sword of Goliath which is
stashed behind the ephod at Nob.
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Israel. On both occasions, Solomon invokes FDs which augment
the attentions of his audience and which reinforce his ascendancy
over kingdom and cult:
ל־דוִּ ד ָּא ִּבי
ָּ וְ ִּהנְ נִּ י א ֵֹמר ִּל ְבנֹות ַביִּ ת ְל ֵשם יְ הוָּ ה ֱאֹל ָּהי ַכ ֲא ֶׁשר ִּד ֶׁבר יְ הוָּ ה ֶׁא
הּוא־יִּבנֶׁ ה ַה ַביִּ ת ִּל ְש ִּמי׃
ְ
ל־כ ְס ֶׁאָך
ִּ ֵלאמֹר ִּבנְ ָך ֲא ֶׁשר ֶׁא ֵתן ַת ְח ֶׁתיָך ַע
I indeed propose to build a house for the name of Yahweh my
god, just as Yahweh decreed to David my father, saying: “Your
son whom I shall set in your place upon your throne—he will build the
house for my name” (1 Kgs 5:19).
ם־ל ָּב ְבָך ִּל ְבנֹות ַביִּת ִּל ְש ִּמי
ְ ל־דוִּ ד ָּא ִּבי יַ ַען ֲא ֶׁשר ָּהיָּ ה ִּע
ָּ אמר יְ הוָּ ה ֶׁא
ֶׁ ֹ וַ י
ם־בנְ ָך ַהי ֵֹצא
ִּ ם־ל ָּב ֶׁבָך׃ ַרק ַא ָּתה לֹא ִּת ְבנֶׁ ה ַה ָּביִּת ִּכי ִּא
ְ ֱה ִּטיב ָֹּת ִּכי ָּהיָּ ה ִּע
הּוא־יִּבנֶׁ ה ַה ַביִּ ת ִּל ְש ִּמי׃
ְ
ֵמ ֲח ָּל ֶׁציָך
Yahweh said to David my father: “Because it was in your heart
to build a house for my name, you did well that it was in your
heart. Nevertheless, you yourself will not build the house.
Instead, your son, the one who comes forth from your loins—he shall
build the house for my name” (1 Kgs 8:18–19; cf. 2 Chr 6:8–
9).57

Given that this section of 1 Kgs is attributed by many scholars to
(largely) pro-Solomonic factions, the use of FD in these syntagms
is not surprising. Solomon is structuring his own words in manners
that amplify the attentions and protract the expectations of his
listeners (who themselves possess considerable authority as the
King of Tyre and the Assembly of Israel). In so doing, Solomon
enhances his own dominance over the semiotic structures and the
cognitive-rhetorical dynamics of these momentous communications.58
Israel’s kings are not the only monarchs who put FD to powerful use. Having besieged Ahab’s royal city of Samaria, Ben-Hadad
Solomon’s architectural prowess extends beyond Jerusalem and into
the cities ceded to him by the Tyrian king Huram (2 Chr 8:2; contra 1 Kgs
9:12–13). At an information-structure level, this FD does introduce a
(novel) topic shift in the discourse. But it also functions rhetorically to
reinforce Solomon’s growing royal and territorial dominion. Compare this
with the FDs in 1 Kgs 12:17 and 2 Chr 10:17 that suspensefully (will any
tribes remain?) demarcate Rehoboam’s shrinking kingdom and diminished
authority—a monarchy that nevertheless encompasses the legitimate Jerusalemite cult, as the FD at 2 Chr 13:10 underscores. Also note the FD
employed in 2 Kgs 23:15 to describe Josiah’s climactic destruction of
Jeroboam’s apostate altar at Bethel.
58 It is further noteworthy that the original oracle to which Solomon is
referring (insofar as it is preserved by 2 Sam 7:12–13) does not employ FD
constructions on the royal son’s behalf (contra 1 Chr 28:6), since the focus
of 2 Sam 7 remains politically, theologically, and rhetorically fixed upon
David.
57
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of Aram structures his terms of surrender in a manner that cognitively destabilizes the conquered and rhetorically solidifies the victor:
י־הם׃
ֵ טֹובים ִּל
ִּ ּובנֶׁ יָך ַה
ָּ ַכ ְס ְפָך ּוזְ ָּה ְבָך ִּלי־הּוא וְ נָּ ֶׁשיָך
Your silver and your gold—to me it [belongs]. As for your lovely
wives and sons—to me they [belong]” (1 Kgs 20:3).59

The tables are soon turned on the Arameans, which the Biblical
Hebrew artfully conveys via another FD, contrasting prospective
Israelite mercy with past Aramean severity:
י־מ ְל ֵכי ֶׁח ֶׁסד ֵהם
ַ ִּהנֵ ה־נָּ א ָּש ַמ ְענּו ִּכי ַמ ְל ֵכי ֵבית יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל ִּכ
Please now, we have heard that the kings of the House of Israel—
kings of magnanimity are they (1 Kgs 20:31).

Front Dislocation in Biblical Hebrew narrative often gets employed
in syntagms that function, broadly speaking, to categorize the status
of the referent(s) with respect to the discourse context. In some
cases the construction takes on a contractual tone, delineating the
involved parties and their expected roles. Gen 17 contains a prime
instance of this, wherein four FDs are voiced by God to declare the
respective positions of the covenant participants: of God himself
(יתי ִּא ָּתְך
ִּ “ ֲאנִּ י ִּהנֵ ה ְב ִּרAs for me—indeed, my covenant is with you”;
v. 4); of Abram (יתי ִּת ְשמֹר
ִּ ת־ב ִּר
ְ “ וְ ַא ָּתה ֶׁאAs for you—my covenant
you shall keep”; v. 9); of Abram’s male descendants (וְ ָּע ֵרל זָּ ָּכר ֲא ֶׁשר
יה
ָּ ת־ב ַשר ָּע ְר ָּלתֹו וְ נִּ ְכ ְר ָּתה ַהנֶׁ ֶׁפש ַה ִּהוא ֵמ ַע ֶׁמ
ְ “ לֹא־יִּמֹול ֶׁאAs for any uncircumcised male whose foreskin-flesh is not circumcised—cut off shall that life
be from its people”; v. 14); and of Sarai (א־ת ְק ָּרא
ִּ ֹ ֶׁאת־ ָּש ַרי ִּא ְש ְתָך ל
“ ְש ָּמּה ָּש ָּריAs for Sarai your wife—you shall not call her name Sarai”;
v. 15).60 Elsewhere FD categorization concerns definitive measurements of noteworthy objects, especially involving Yahweh’s tem59 Cf. Nebuchadnezzar’s dealings—all conveyed via FD—with Judah’s
military elite (2 Kgs 24:16), with the conquered people who remained in
Judah (2 Kgs 25:22), and with the sacred temple objects (2 Chr 36:18). A
more beneficent yet no less anticipation-laden exercise of royal authority
is preserved in Cyrus of Persia’s edict at Ezra 1:3–4 which also employs
FD (cf. 2 Chr 36:23). Note, too, Solomon’s subjugation of the Israelites’
residual adversaries to forced labor (2 Chr 8:7–8), a decision that gets
revealed only amid the FD’s juxtaposed clause, up to which point (within
the FD itself) the prospects for even worse fates remain. Asa’s removal of
Maakah as  גְ ִּב ָּירהfor her ostensible idolatry is also conveyed by FD (1 Kgs
15:13; 2 Chr 15:16), thereby undermining her (and Asherah’s) influence
while bolstering his (and Yahweh’s) authority.
60 Cf. Exod 14:16–17 where Yahweh decrees both Moses’ and his own
roles in effecting the Israelites’ escape from Pharaoh through the sea. Also
note Gedeliah’s address (Jer 40:10) to the unexiled poor of the land, stipulating his authority from the Babylonians along with the people’s right to
glean and settle.

SUSPENSE AND AUTHORITY AMID FRONT DISLOCATION 25

ple.61 In some instances FD demarcates subgroups contained
within larger categories.62 But the most frequent and formulaic
categorizing function of FD occurs with the royal acts motif, by
which the numerous unnarrated actions and events of a king’s reign
get generically dangled before the audience—only to be promptly
deferred via an explicit rhetorical question:
ל־ס ֶׁפר
ֵ לֹוא־הם ְכ ֻת ִּבים ַע
ֵ
ל־א ֶׁשר ָּע ָּשה וְ ָּח ְכ ָּמתֹו ֲה
ֲ וְ יֶׁ ֶׁתר ִּד ְב ֵרי ְשֹלמֹה וְ ָּכ
ִּד ְב ֵרי ְשֹלמֹה׃
Regarding the rest of the acts of Solomon, and everything that he accomplished, and his wisdom—are not they written in the Book of the
Acts of Solomon? (1 Kgs 11:41).63

The story could indeed continue, as the narrator teasingly informs
the audience within the front dislocated phrase. But the story will
not continue biblically, as the juxtaposed clause with its resumptive
element finally reveals.64

61 These include the temple’s dimensions (1 Kgs 6:2, 3, 6); the value of
the ritual objects and size of the bronze pillars (Jer 52:20–21); the length
of the cherubim wings within the holy of holies (2 Chr 3:11); and even the
building’s raw materials (1 Chr 29:16).
62 See Yahweh’s instructions to Gideon concerning which men to take
into battle and which ones to leave behind (Judg 7:5); also Ezra’s proclamation shunning those among the returned exiles who do not assemble in
a timely manner at Jerusalem (Ezra 10:8).
63 The royal acts FDs occur at 1 Kgs 14:19, 29; 15:7; 23, 31; 16:5, 14,
20, 27; 22:39, 46; 2 Kgs 1:18; 10:34; 12:20; 13:8, 12; 14:15, 18, 28; 15:6, 11,
15, 21, 26, 31, 36; 16:19; 20:20; 21:25; 23:28; 24:5; 1 Chr 29:29; 2 Chr 9:29;
12:15; 16:11; 20:34; 24:27; 25:26; 27:7; 28:26; 32:32; 33:18, 19; 35:26–27;
36:8; Esth 10:2.
64 The frequent occurrence of the royal acts formula does not automatically deprive it of rhetorical effect. Perry (1979:357) contends that “a
second reading of a text is a sort of conscious reconstruction of the naive
reading.” The resiliency of narrative suspense has been empirically verified, even though its precise cognitive-affective mechanisms remain
debated (e.g., Brewer 1996; Uidhir 2011). One influential theory holds that
suspense endures repetition because human cognition has adaptively
evolved to “incorporate an expectation of uniqueness: because life is made up
of unique experiences—we undergo repeated types, but not repeated
tokens—readers [and listeners] do not ordinarily have reason to search
memory for literal repetitions of events” (Gerrig 1996:102–3; cf. 1989).
Note in this regard the front dislocated refrain throughout the Balaam
cycle (Num 22–24), wherein the nefarious designs of the Moabite king
Balak repeatedly get frustrated by the superior authority of Israel’s patron
deity:

ֹלהים ְב ִּפי אֹתֹו ֲא ַד ֵבר׃
ִּ ַה ָּד ָּבר ֲא ֶׁשר יָּ ִּשים ֱא
The word which God places in my mouth—it I shall proclaim (Num 22:38; see
also 22:20, 35; 23:12, 26; 24:13).
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4.2. JURIDICAL CONTEXTS
It is precisely because a front dislocated phrase requires increased
cognitive effort from the language-receiver for proper decoding
and alignment with the surrounding discourse structures that the
language-sender can exercise enhanced dominance over the communication event, imbuing its contents with added authority. One
might thus expect language within juridical contexts to take
advantage of FD, and this is indeed the case for Biblical Hebrew.
Front Dislocation constructions are especially prominent amid
sections of the legal codes preserved in Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy.65 A frequent topic involves categorical
dietary restrictions, including several within Lev 11:
כֹל ַמ ְפ ֶׁר ֶׁסת ַפ ְר ָּסה וְ ש ַֹס ַעת ֶׁש ַסע ְפ ָּרסֹת ַמ ֲע ַלת גֵ ָּרה ַב ְב ֵה ָּמה א ָֹּתּה
תֹא ֵכלּו׃
Anything with a divided hoof and cloven hoofs that takes up cud among
the animals—it you may eat (Lev 11:3).
אכלּו׃ וְ כֹל
ֵ ֹ ּובנְ ָּח ִּלים א ָֹּתם ת
ַ כֹל ֲא ֶׁשר־לֹו ְסנַ ִּפיר וְ ַק ְש ֶׁק ֶׁשת ַב ַמיִּם ַביַ ִּמים
ּומכֹל
ִּ ּובנְ ָּח ִּלים ִּמכֹל ֶׁש ֶׁרץ ַה ַמיִּ ם
ַ ֲא ֶׁשר ֵאין־לֹו ְסנַ ִּפיר וְ ַק ְש ֶׁק ֶׁשת ַביַ ִּמים
נֶׁ ֶׁפש ַה ַחיָּ ה ֲא ֶׁשר ַב ָּמיִּם ֶׁש ֶׁקץ ֵהם ָּל ֶׁכם׃
Everything on which there are fins and scales in the waters, in the seas
and in the rivers—them you may eat. But everything on which there are
not fins and scales in the seas and in the rivers, of every water-swarmer
and of every such living creature which is in the waters—an abomination are they for you (Lev 11:9–10).66

Proper and improper behaviors with respect to religious offerings
and rituals can also be declared via FD:67
ל־מ ְע ַשר ָּה ָּא ֶׁרץ ִּמזֶׁ ַרע ָּה ָּא ֶׁרץ ִּמ ְפ ִּרי ָּה ֵעץ ַליהוָּ ה הּוא ק ֶֹׁדש ַליהוָּ ה׃
ַ וְ ָּכ
As for every tithe of the land, from seed of the ground, from fruit of the
tree—to Yahweh is it; holy to Yahweh (Lev 27:30).

Instances of FD which refer to the collective Deuteronomic legal
code occur in Deut 13:1 and 30:11. For examples of FD in Qumranic and
Mishnaic law, see Khan 1988:100–4.
66 See also Lev 11:12, 20, 23, 27, 42. Other FDs involving dietary prescriptions and/or restrictions occur in Exod 12:16, 19; Deut 14:6, 19 (cf.
Deut 20:20).
67 See also Exod 30:33; Lev 17:3–4, 8–9; 20:6; 22:3, 28; Num 5:10;
9:13; 18:12.
65
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א־ת ְק ִּריבּו ֵא ֶׁלה
ַ ֹ אֹו־יַב ֶׁלת אֹו גָּ ָּרב אֹו יַ ֶׁל ֶׁפת ל
ֶׁ
אֹו־חרּוץ
ָּ
ַעּוֶׁ ֶׁרת אֹו ָּשבּור
רּוע
ַ ל־ה ִּמזְ ֵב ַח ַליהוָּ ה׃ וְ שֹור וָּ ֶׁשה ָּש
ַ א־ת ְתנּו ֵמ ֶׁהם ַע
ִּ ֹ ַליהוָּ ה וְ ִּא ֶׁשה ל
ּולנֵ ֶׁדר לֹא יֵ ָּר ֶׁצה׃
ְ וְ ָּקלּוט נְ ָּד ָּבה ַת ֲע ֶׁשה אֹתֹו
[Animals] blind, or broken, or maimed, or discharging, or scabby, or
crusty—you shall not offer these to Yahweh; and a fire-sacrifice
you shall not offer with them upon the altar to Yahweh. But a
bull or a sheep extended or stunted—as a freewill offering you may
make it; but for a votive offering it will not be accepted (Lev
22:22–23).

Categorical FDs involving ritual purity often encompass both sacrificial and dietary dimensions:68
אכל ָּב ָּשר ִּמזֶׁ ַבח ַה ְש ָּל ִּמים ֲא ֶׁשר ַליהוָּ ה וְ ֻט ְמ ָּאתֹו ָּע ָּליו
ַ ֹ וְ ַהנֶׁ ֶׁפש ֲא ֶׁשר־ת
ל־ט ֵמא ְב ֻט ְמ ַאת ָּא ָּדם
ָּ י־תגַ ע ְב ָּכ
ִּ יה׃ וְ נֶׁ ֶׁפש ִּכ
ָּ וְ נִּ ְכ ְר ָּתה ַהנֶׁ ֶׁפש ַה ִּהוא ֵמ ַע ֶׁמ
ל־ש ֶׁקץ ָּט ֵמא וְ ָּא ַכל ִּמ ְב ַשר־זֶׁ ַבח ַה ְש ָּל ִּמים
ֶׁ אֹו ִּב ְב ֵה ָּמה ְט ֵמ ָּאה אֹו ְב ָּכ
יה׃
ָּ ֲא ֶׁשר ַליהוָּ ה וְ נִּ ְכ ְר ָּתה ַהנֶׁ ֶׁפש ַה ִּהוא ֵמ ַע ֶׁמ
As for the mortal who consumes flesh from a sacrifice of well-being which
is for Yahweh while his impurity is upon him—that mortal shall be
severed from its people. As for a mortal that touches anything
impure (whether human impurity, or an impure animal, or any impure
creature), and who consumes from flesh of the sacrifice of well-being which
is for Yahweh—that mortal shall be severed from its people (Lev
7:20–21).

Authoritative sexual mores also can be stipulated by FD, and
nowhere more categorically so than within the juridical collection
of Lev 20:69
מֹות־יּומת
ַ
ת־א ֶׁשת ֵר ֵעהּו
ֵ ת־א ֶׁשת ִּאיש ֲא ֶׁשר יִּ נְ ַאף ֶׁא
ֵ וְ ִּאיש ֲא ֶׁשר יִּ נְ ַאף ֶׁא
יהם
ֶׁ ֵיּומתּו ְשנ
ְ ת־כ ָּלתֹו מֹות
ַ  וְ ִּאיש ֲא ֶׁשר יִּ ְש ַכב ֶׁא. . . ַהנ ֵֹאף וְ ַהנ ָֹּא ֶׁפת׃
. . . יהם
ֶׁ ֵתֹוע ָּבה ָּעשּו ְשנ
ֵ  וְ ִּאיש ֲא ֶׁשר יִּ ְש ַכב ֶׁאת־זָּ ָּכר ִּמ ְש ְכ ֵבי ִּא ָּשה. . .
ת־ה ִּא ָּשה
ָּ ל־ב ֵה ָּמה ְל ִּר ְב ָּעה א ָֹּתּה וְ ָּה ַרגְ ָּת ֶׁא
ְ ל־כ
ָּ וְ ִּא ָּשה ֲא ֶׁשר ִּת ְק ַרב ֶׁא
ת־ע ְרוָּ ָּתּה
ֶׁ ת־א ָּשה ָּדוָּ ה וְ גִּ ָּלה ֶׁא
ִּ  וְ ִּאיש ֲא ֶׁשר־יִּ ְש ַכב ֶׁא. . . ת־ה ְב ֵה ָּמה
ַ וְ ֶׁא
יהם ִּמ ֶׁק ֶׁרב
ֶׁ ֵת־מקֹור ָּד ֶׁמי ָּה וְ נִּ ְכ ְרתּו ְשנ
ְ ת־מק ָֹּרּה ֶׁה ֱע ָּרה וְ ִּהיא גִּ ְל ָּתה ֶׁא
ְ ֶׁא
ַע ָּמם׃

68 See also Lev 7:9, 25; 27; 17:10, 11, 14; Deut 12:23 (cf. Gen 9:6). For
FDs associated with somatic purity issues, see Lev 13:15, 29, 38, 40; 15:16,
18; Num 19:20 (cf. Num 19:15).
69 Quranic Arabic employs FD similarly for juridical pronouncements:
“The
adulteress and the adulterer—scourge each one of them with a hundred lashes”
(Q 24:2); cf. Q 4:16; 5:38; also see Khan 1988:47–49.
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Regarding a man who commits adultery with the wife of a man, who
commits adultery with the wife of his neighbor—the adulterer and the
adulteress shall be put to death . . . Concerning a man who lies with
his daughter-in-law—they both shall be put to death . . . Regarding
a man who lies with a man like the lying of a woman—they both have
committed an abomination . . . Regarding a woman who
approaches any beast to copulate with it—you shall kill the woman
and the beast . . . Concerning a man who lies with a menstruating
woman, and has revealed her nakedness, and has exposed her flow, and
she has revealed the flow of her blood—they both shall be cut off
from the midst of their people (Lev 20:10, 12, 13, 16, 18).70

The foregoing examples demonstrate that FD phrases employed in
juridical contexts function similarly to conditional protases for
juxtaposed clausal apodoses (see Gesenius 1910:494 §159i; Waltke
and O’Connor 1990:529, 535–36).71 Unlike the syntactically subordinate protasis of a formal conditional sentence, however, the FD
remains syntagmatically indeterminate with respect to its ensuing
clause, becoming momentarily suspended within the comprehender’s cognitive architecture. In terms of modality, furthermore,
FD constructions in juridical contexts present their contents in a
prescriptive and declarative (realis) manner, whereas conditional
sentences are structured as conjectural and contingent (irrealis).
Rhetorically, this categorical clarity of the FD gets leveraged against
its cognitive-semiotic ambiguity, simultaneously demanding attention and postponing clarification. In this regard such FDs function
not unlike titles or captions, which declare their own semiotic content even as they defer their full semiotic context.72
70 English translations that literally convey Hebrew word order are frequently awkward, given the divergent morphosyntactic profiles of each
language (subject—verb—object and verb—subject—object, respectively). The clausal predication of Lev 20:10, for instance, is structured as
die (infinitive) + shall be made dead (3ms prefix verb) + adulterer (participle)
+ adulteress (participle), whereas Lev 20:12 unfolds syntactically as die
(infinitive) + shall be made dead (3mp prefix verb) + two-them (pronominal).
Discerning the precise cognitive impacts of differing word orders upon
native versus non-native language users would be a fruitful enterprise for
cognitive psychology and evolutionary linguistics. Although such data are
not directly accessible for an ancient unspoken language such as Biblical
Hebrew, comparative and cross-linguistic studies into how the human
brain processes morphosyntax would likely shed some light on our
homologous ancestors (N.B. Heine and Kuteva 2007; Givón 2009).
71 Akkadian omen, medical, and legal texts (see Khan 1988:158–59)
commonly go so far as to integrate an FD into the protasis of a formal
conditional (
) syntagm: e.g.,
-ma a-wiḫ -bu- - - - - -ma, “If a man—a debt upon him has happened . . .”
72 Baicchi (2004:19) observes that “The cataphoric quality of titles
derives from their being indexical signantia, whose signata have to be
retrieved from the text base. Although titles are external to the text, they
are related to it in terms of contiguity . . . co-interpretability is delayed,
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4.3. ORACULAR CONTEXTS
Front Dislocation is also put to rhetorical use within certain oracular
utterances by Israel’s prophets. This includes the extension of
Yahweh’s covenant to previously marginalized categories of people:
יקים
ִּ ִּּומ ֲחז
ַ ּוב ֲחרּו ַב ֲא ֶׁשר ָּח ָּפ ְצ ִּתי
ָּ תֹותי
ַ ת־ש ְב
ַ  ֲא ֶׁשר יִּ ְש ְמרּו ֶׁא73יסים
ִּ ַל ָּס ִּר
. . . ּומ ָּבנֹות
ִּ ּובחֹומ ַֹתי יָּ ד וָּ ֵשם טֹוב ִּמ ָּבנִּ ים
ְ יתי
ִּ יתי׃ וְ נָּ ַת ִּתי ָּל ֶׁהם ְב ֵב
ִּ ִּב ְב ִּר
ת־שם יְ הוָּ ה ִּל ְהיֹות לֹו
ֵ ּול ַא ֲה ָּבה ֶׁא
ְ ּובנֵ י ַהנֵ ָּכר ַהנִּ ְלוִּ ים ַעל־יְ הוָּ ה ְל ָּש ְרתֹו
ְ
ל־הר
ַ יאֹותים ֶׁא
ִּ יתי׃ וַ ֲה ִּב
ִּ יקים ִּב ְב ִּר
ִּ ִּּומ ֲחז
ַ ַל ֲע ָּב ִּדים ָּכל־ש ֵֹמר ַש ָּבת ֵמ ַח ְללֹו
ָּק ְד ִּשי וְ ִּש ַמ ְח ִּתים ְב ֵבית ְת ִּפ ָּל ִּתי
Concerning the eunuchs who keep my sabbaths, and choose that which
has pleased me, and remain strong in my covenant—I shall grant to
them, within my house and within my walls, a monument and a
name better than sons or daughters . . . Regarding offspring of the
foreigner who join themselves to Yahweh for his ministry, in order to love
the name of Yahweh, to be servants to him; all who keep from profaning
the sabbath, and who remain strong in my covenant—I shall bring them
to my holy mountain, and I shall gladden them in my house of
prayer (Isa 56:4–5, 6–7).

The eunuchs and foreigners are counseled in Isa 56:3 not to despair, but it is only within these subsequent verses—and only gradually, via suspense-inducing FDs—that Yahweh categorically reveals
their new social standings. A similar rhetorical ploy is invoked
within the response to the panicked inquiry (Isa 33:14) by the sinful
ones regarding their prospects for surviving Yahweh’s fiery wrath:
יש ִּרים מ ֵֹאס ְב ֶׁב ַצע ַמ ֲע ַשקֹות נ ֵֹער ַכ ָּפיו ִּמ ְתמְֹך
ָּ ה ֵֹלְך ְצ ָּדקֹות וְ ד ֵֹבר ֵמ
רֹומים
ִּ ַבש ַֹחד א ֵֹטם ָּאזְ נֹו ִּמ ְשמ ַֹע ָּד ִּמים וְ ע ֵֹצם ֵעינָּ יו ֵמ ְראֹות ְב ָּרע׃ הּוא ְמ
ימיו נֶׁ ֱא ָּמנִּ ים׃
ָּ יִּ ְשכֹן ְמ ָּצדֹות ְס ָּל ִּעים ִּמ ְשגַ בֹו ַל ְחמֹו נִּ ָּתן ֵמ
The one who walks righteously and who speaks uprightly, who rejects gain
from oppressions, who shakes his hands from grasping a bribe, who stops
up his ears from hearing bloodshed, and who shuts his eyes from seeing
evil—he atop the heights shall dwell, a rock fortress his stronghold, his bread granted, his water assured (Isa 33:15–16).

Yahweh elsewhere proclaims that transgressors of his covenant will
suffer a fate akin to that of the ritually-severed calf used to seal the
original pledge (Jer 34:18). Yet precisely what this will entail does
not get revealed until the following verses, in a manner both suspenseful and authoritative:

sometimes even to the end of the reading process.”
73 For FD introduced by ל,
ְ see Gesenius 1910:458 §143e.
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רּוש ַלם ַה ָּס ִּר ִּסים וְ ַהכ ֲֹהנִּ ים וְ כֹל ַעם ָּה ָּא ֶׁרץ ָּהע ְֹב ִּרים
ָּ ְהּודה וְ ָּש ֵרי י
ָּ ְָּש ֵרי י
ּוביַ ד ְמ ַב ְק ֵשי נַ ְפ ָּשם
ְ יהם
ֶׁ אֹותם ְביַ ד א ֵֹיְב
ָּ ֵבין ִּב ְת ֵרי ָּה ֵעגֶׁ ל׃ וְ נָּ ַת ִּתי
The princes of Judah and the princes of Jerusalem, the eunuchs and the
priests, and all the people of the land, those who passed between the halves
of the calf—I will give them into the hand of their enemies, into
the power of those who seek their lives (Jer 34:19–20).74

4.4. LYRICAL CONTEXTS
Lyrical uses of Biblical Hebrew within liturgical and sapiential genres also take rhetorical advantage of FD’s cognitive-semiotics. One
common application occurs among the parallelismus membrorum that
correlate with the poetic75 function of language. Some examples are
extant from within the first half of a distych:76
אתם ָּתבֹור וְ ֶׁח ְרמֹון ְב ִּש ְמָך יְ ַרנֵ נּו׃
ָּ ָּצפֹון וְ יָּ ִּמין ַא ָּתה ְב ָּר
North and South—you yourself created them; Tabor and Hermon
in your name rejoice (Ps 89:13).
גֹורת ָּר ָּשע ִּהיא
ַ  ְמ. . . א־יֹוסף ֶׁע ֶׁצב ִּע ָּמּה׃
ִּ ֹ ִּב ְר ַכת יְ הוָּ ה ִּהיא ַת ֲע ִּשיר וְ ל
יִּתן׃
ֵ יקים
ִּ בֹואנּו וְ ַת ֲאוַ ת ַצ ִּד
ֶׁ ְת
The blessing of Yahweh—it makes rich; And toil does not increase
with it . . . The dread of the wicked one—it comes upon him; But
the desire of the righteous ones he grants (Prov 10:22, 24).
הֹולְך
ֵ ֶׁה ָּח ָּכם ֵעינָּ יו ְברֹאשֹו וְ ַה ְכ ִּסיל ַבח ֶֹׁשְך
The wise man—his eyes are in his head; But the fool in darkness
walks (Qoh 2:14).77
Also see FDs involving divine wrath and judgment in Jer 22:12, 27;
23:34; 27:11; Ezek 16:58; 18:4, 20; 44:15; Hos 7:8; 9:11; 11:5; Zech 1:5;
Lam 1:4; 2:22. Note, too, how FD is employed to convey the Yahwistic
agency and authority imbuing the oracles of Balaam (see note 64), Micaiah
(1 Kgs 22:14), and Jahaziel (2 Chr 20:14). Ignoring or fabricating this
divine agency/authority entails dire consequences, as stipulated by the
juridical FDs in Deut 18:19–20.
75 See Berlin 2008 [1985]; Jakobson 1987 [1960].
76 See also Ps 125:2; Prov 12:16; Job 28:28. For instances in nonliturgical and nonsapiential contexts, see Exod 1:22; Ezek 32:7–8.
77 Qohelet elsewhere takes full rhetorical advantage of FD’s suspenseful and authoritative dynamics in describing the tragedy of fortunes
earned and yet not enjoyed:
74

ֹלהים ע ֶֹׁשר ּונְ ָּכ ִּסים וְ ָּכבֹוד וְ ֵאינֶׁ נּו ָּח ֵסר ְלנַ ְפשֹו ִּמכֹל ֲא ֶׁשר־
ִּ ִּאיש ֲא ֶׁשר יִּ ֶׁתן־לֹו ָּה ֱא
אכ ֶׁלנּו זֶׁ ה ֶׁה ֶׁבל וָּ ֳח ִּלי ָּרע
ֲ ֹ ֹלהים ֶׁל ֱאכֹל ִּמ ֶׁמנּו ִּכי ִּאיש נָּ ְכ ִּרי י
ִּ יטנּו ָּה ֱא
ֶׁ יִּ ְת ַאּוֶׁ ה וְ לֹא־יַ ְש ִּל
הּוא׃
A man to whom God has given riches, possessions, and honor, so that nothing is lacking in his life from anything which he desires, and yet God does not empower him to use
them, but a foreign man uses them—this is futility, and a grievous ill is it (Qoh
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Instances of FD within the second half of a distych are even more
frequent:78
ֹלאּה ַא ָּתה יְ ַס ְד ָּתם׃
ָּ ּומ
ְ ף־לָך ָּא ֶׁרץ ֵת ֵבל
ְ ְלָך ָּש ַמיִּם ַא
To you the heavens, also to you the earth; The world and its fullness—you have established them (Ps 89:12).
 ִּמ ֶׁב ֶׁטן ִּמי יָּ ָּצא ַה ָּק ַרח. . . ֵאי־זֶׁ ה ַה ֶׁד ֶׁרְך יִּ ְש ָּכן־אֹור וְ ח ֶֹׁשְך ֵאי־זֶׁ ה ְמקֹמֹו׃
יה ַתנְ ֵחם׃
ָּ ֶׁל־בנ
ָּ  ֲהת ִֹּציא ַמזָּ רֹות ְב ִּעתֹו וְ ַעיִּ ש ַע. . . ּוכפֹר ָּש ַמיִּ ם ִּמי יְ ָּלדֹו׃
ְ
Where is the path to the dwelling of light? As for darkness—
where is its abode? . . . From whose belly does the ice come
forth? As for the frost of heaven—who birthed it? . . . Can you
lead out Mazzaroth in its season? As for the Bear and her cubs—
can you guide them? (Job 38:19, 29, 32).79
ה־ש ַחת ָּבּה יִּ פֹל וְ ג ֵֹלל ֶׁא ֶׁבן ֵא ָּליו ָּתשּוב׃
ַ כ ֶֹׁר
One who digs a pit into it shall fall; As for one who rolls a stone—
to him shall it return (Prov 26:27).

Another portion of Proverbs interweaves FDs into an elegant pattern of alternating B/A/B/A distychs:
ּוב ָּר ָּכה
ְ יֹורא׃ מֹנֵ ַע ָּבר יִּ ְק ֻבהּו ְלאֹום
ֶׁ ּומ ְרוֶׁ ה גַ ם־הּוא
ַ ש־ב ָּר ָּכה ְת ֻד ָּשן
ְ נֶׁ ֶׁפ
בֹוט ַח
ֵ בֹואנּו׃
ֶׁ ְלרֹאש ַמ ְש ִּביר׃ ש ֵֹחר טֹוב ַיְב ֵקש ָּרצֹון וְ ד ֵֹרש ָּר ָּעה ְת
יִּפ ָּרחּו׃
ְ יקים
ִּ ְב ָּע ְשרֹו הּוא יִּ פֹל וְ ֶׁכ ָּע ֶׁלה ַצ ִּד
A generous soul will be enriched; As for one who waters—also he
will be watered. One who hoards grain—the people will curse him;
But a blessing is on the head of one who sells. One who craves
good seeks contentment; As for one who pursues evil—it will
come upon him. One who trusts in his riches—he shall fall; But like
foliage righteous ones will blossom (Prov 11:25–28).80

There is even one extant example which incorporates FD into both
portions of its distych:
הֹולְך ְב ָּח ְכ ָּמה הּוא יִּ ָּמ ֵלט׃
ֵ ְבֹוט ַח ְב ִּלבֹו הּוא ְכ ִּסיל ו
ֵ
One who trusts in his instinct—he is a fool; But one who proceeds by
wisdom—he shall escape (Prov 28:26).

6:2).
78 See also Ps 18:41; 20:4; 23:4; 37:9; 90:17; 125:4–5; 140:12; Prov
10:18; 13:3, 13; 18:14; 19:21; 21:29; 29:18; Job 17:15; 29:16 (cf. 1 Sam
25:29; Jer 6:19). In Exod 15:15 the FD occurs within the second portion
of a poetic tristych.
79 An FD encompassed by a rhetorical question also occurs in Prov
18:14 (and see note 63).
80 Also see Ps 89:12–13.
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Front Dislocation in the foregoing liturgical81 and sapiential82 genres is evidently leveraging its semiotic structures and cognitive
dynamics to heighten the rhetorical and aesthetic qualities of the
associated poetic parallelism, which typically functions in such
lyrical contexts as the dominant formal device.83 By employing an
FD to introduce the first portion of a parallel distych, the languagesender often announces a topic shift between the onset of the distych and the immediately foregoing discourse unit: a shift that calls
enhanced attention to itself via the added cognitive processing time
and effort required from the language-receiver. When using an FD
to commence the second portion of a parallel distych, the languagesender introduces increased cognitive load demands at a syntagmatic point that heightens a topic shift84 between the first and the
second portions of the distych itself. FD within poetic parallelism
thereby gives rise to bifurcated suspense peaks for the languagereceiver, wherein comprehension slows and attention grows as
ambiguity amid active and potential mental structures momentarily
spikes, before getting resolved. This unexpected cognitive rhythm is
thereby brought into a productive and playful tension with the
anticipated metrical rhythm that is constitutive of Biblical Hebrew
parallelism (cf. Tsur 2003:150–53).

4.5. YAHWISTIC CONTEXTS
Biblical Hebrew also incorporates FD into explicitly Yahwistic settings, where the construction’s properties are centered upon the
supremely authoritative God of Israel. The motif of Yahweh as
warrior god who fights for his people when they invade the covenantal land is prevalent within Deuteronomistic texts:85

Several instances of liturgical FD do initiate a topic shift within their
discourse contexts, as information-structure theory predicts (see Lambrecht 1994:183–84). Rhetorically, however, all of the extant examples
also speak about their referents in overtly authoritative manners, such as
by praising God (Ps 18:31; 145:6; cf. 103:15), or by contrasting the righteous psalmist with the despicable actions of others (Ps 35:13; 41:13; 46:5;
57:5; 59:17; 69:14; 73:28; 101:5).
82 Examples of FD where parallelism is either less prominent or
absent include Prov 17:15; 18:9; 20:10, 12, 20; 21:13; 23:8; 24:12, 24; 28:9,
10; 29:12, 14; 30:17; 31:30; Job 3:4, 6; 21:4; 28:5; 36:7; Qoh 1:16.
83 Khan (1988:89) suggests that in such instances “the major function
of extraposition (sic) is to place in clause-initial position an element which
is required to be in this position by the parallelistic or chiastic matrix of
the construction.”
84 A topic shift does not necessitate changing to an entirely different
discourse topic per se. It may also, or instead, involve switching amid multiple referents which are encompassed, information-structurally, by a
superordinate discourse topic (see Lambrecht 1994:183–84).
85 See also Deut 3:22; 31:3, 6, 8; Josh 23:3, 5, 10 (cf. 24:17); 1 Sam
17:37; elsewhere, cf. Isa 47:4.
81
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הּוא־הע ֵֹבר ְל ָּפנֶׁ יָך ֵאש א ְֹכ ָּלה הּוא יַ ְש ִּמ ֵידם
ָּ
ֹלהיָך
ֶׁ וְ יָּ ַד ְע ָּת ַהיֹום ִּכי יְ הוָּ ה ֱא
יעם ְל ָּפנֶׁ יָך
ֵ ִּיַכנ
ְ וְ הּוא
You shall realize today that, Yahweh your God—he is the one
crossing before you, a devouring fire is he; he will destroy
them, and he himself will subdue them before you (Deut 9:3).

These examples tend to be situated narratively amid moments of
acute apprehensiveness as the Israelites contemplate attacking formidable, even militarily superior, enemies. By conventional strategic
standards the anticipated outcomes are in no way encouraging.86
Aware of this situation, these texts funnel the resultant anxiety into
the cognitive choke-point of an FD construction, thereby rhetorically crescendoing suspense and maximizing attention, before
dissolving suspense and redirecting attention into an authoritative
assertion. Elsewhere, Yahweh’s radical exclusivity with respect to
Israelite worship is conveyed via FD, implying dire consequences
for divided allegiance:87
יכם ֲא ֶׁשר ָּכ ַרת ִּע ָּמ ֶׁכם
ֶׁ ֹלה
ֵ ת־ב ִּרית יְ הוָּ ה ֱא
ְ ן־ת ְש ְכחּו ֶׁא
ִּ ִּה ָּש ְמרּו ָּל ֶׁכם ֶׁפ
ֹלהיָך
ֶׁ ֹלהיָך׃ ִּכי יְ הוָּ ה ֱא
ֶׁ יתם ָּל ֶׁכם ֶׁפ ֶׁסל ְתמּונַ ת כֹל ֲא ֶׁשר ִּצּוְ ָך יְ הוָּ ה ֱא
ֶׁ וַ ֲע ִּש
ֵאש א ְֹכ ָּלה הּוא ֵאל ַקנָּ א׃
Watch yourselves, lest you forget the covenant of Yahweh
your God which he cut with you, and you make for yourselves
any sculpted image about which Yahweh your God commanded you. Because Yahweh your God—a devouring fire is he, a
jealous god (Deut 4:23–24).88

FDs are further employed89 to depict Yahweh as not simply a jealous deity, but as the one and only valid God:
86 This is masterfully conveyed by the ominous descriptions provided
in Deut 9:1–2 (which preface the FD in 9:3): “Hear, O Israel! You are
today crossing the Jordan to enter and dispossess nations greater and
more mighty than you; great cities fortified sky-high; a people big and tall,
the Anakites, of whom you know, and of whom you have heard [said],
‘Who can withstand the sons of Anak?’. ”
87 See also Exod 34:14; 2 Kgs 17:36; Isa 8:13.
88 The dominant function of this FD (and numerous others: Deut
3:22; 4:35, 39; 7:9; 10:17; 31:6; Josh 23:3, 5, 10; 2 Sam 22:31; 1 Kgs 8:60;
18:39; Ps 50:6; 100:3; 2 Chr 16:9; 33:13) is neither to shift nor to
(re)activate a topic within the discourse information-structure, but rather
to momentarily dissociate an already highly activated topic (here, Yahweh
your God [Deut 4:2, 3, 4, 10, 19, 21]) from its larger syntagmatic framework. This has the effect of acutely decontextualizing the referent for a
language-receiver, requiring increased cognitive effort for its
(re)integration into the ongoing communicative event. Such instances of
heightened attention are optimal times, both cognitively and rhetorically,
for a language-sender to speak in authoritative manners.
89 See also Deut 7:9; 10:17; Josh 2:11; 1 Kgs 8:60; 18:39; Ps 100:3; 2

34

JOURNAL OF HEBREW SCRIPTURES

 וְ יָּ ַד ְע ָּת. . . ֹלהים ֵאין עֹוד ִּמ ְל ַבדֹו׃
ִּ ַא ָּתה ָּה ְר ֵא ָּת ָּל ַד ַעת ִּכי יְ הוָּ ה הּוא ָּה ֱא
ֹלהים ַב ָּש ַמיִּם ִּמ ַמ ַעל וְ ַעל־
ִּ ל־ל ָּב ֶׁבָך ִּכי יְ הוָּ ה הּוא ָּה ֱא
ְ ַהיֹום וַ ֲה ֵשב ָֹּת ֶׁא
ָּה ָּא ֶׁרץ ִּמ ָּת ַחת ֵאין עֹוד׃
You have been shown in order to understand that Yahweh—he
is God; there is not another beside him . . . So you know now
and you ruminate that Yahweh—he is God in heaven above and
on earth below; there is no other (Deut 4:35, 39).90

All three doxologies in the book of Amos also employ FDs, suspensefully and authoritatively depicting Yahweh as the supreme
creator and sole master of the universe:91
יפה
ָּ ה־שחֹו עֹ ֵשה ַש ַחר ֵע
ֵ ּומגִּ יד ְל ָּא ָּדם ַמ
ַ רּוח
ַ יֹוצר ָּה ִּרים ּוב ֵֹרא
ֵ ִּכי ִּהנֵ ה
י־צ ָּבאֹות ְשמֹו׃
ְ ֹלה
ֵ ל־ב ֳמ ֵתי ָּא ֶׁרץ יְ הוָּ ה ֱא
ָּ וְ ד ֵֹרְך ַע
Most truly: The one who formed the mountains and who created the
wind, and who has declared to man his will; the one who makes dawn
[from] darkness, and who treads upon the heights of the earth—Yahweh
God of the Hosts is his name (Amos 4:13).
קֹורא ְל ֵמי־
ֵ ּוכ ִּסיל וְ ה ֵֹפְך ַלב ֶֹׁקר ַצ ְל ָּמוֶׁ ת וְ יֹום ַליְ ָּלה ֶׁה ְח ִּשיְך ַה
ְ ימה
ָּ ע ֵֹשה ִּכ
ל־פנֵ י ָּה ָּא ֶׁרץ יְ הוָּ ה ְשמֹו׃
ְ ַהיָּ ם וַ יִּ ְש ְפ ֵכם ַע
The one who made Pleiades and Orion, and who turns into morning deep
gloom, and day into night darkens; the one who commands the waters of
the sea, and pours them out upon the face of the earth—Yahweh is his
name (Amos 5:8).
ל־יֹוש ֵבי ָּבּה וְ ָּע ְל ָּתה
ְ
וַ אד ֹנָּ י יְ הוִּ ה ַה ְּצ ָּבאֹות ַהנֹוגֵ ַע ָּב ָּא ֶׁרץ וַ ָּתמֹוג וְ ָּא ְבלּו ָּכ
לֹותיו
ָּ ַכיְ אֹר ֻכ ָּלּה וְ ָּש ְק ָּעה ִּכיאֹר ִּמ ְצ ָּריִּ ם׃ ַהבֹונֶׁ ה ַב ָּש ַמיִּם ]מעלותו[ ַמ ֲע
ל־פנֵ י ָּה ָּא ֶׁרץ יְ הוָּ ה
ְ י־היָּ ם וַ יִּ ְש ְפ ֵכם ַע
ַ ל־א ֶׁרץ יְ ָּס ָּדּה ַהק ֵֹרא ְל ֵמ
ֶׁ וַ ֲאגֻ ָּדתֹו ַע
ְשמֹו׃
The Lord, Yahweh of the Hosts:92 The one who touches the earth
and it melts, and all who dwell on it mourn, and all of it rises like the
Nile and sinks like the Nile of Egypt; the one who built in the heavens
Chr 33:13; and cf. Deut 32:4; 2 Sam 22:31; Ps 50:6; Job 37:23; 2 Chr 16:9.
Regarding Yahweh as the tribe of Levi’s exclusive inheritance, see the FDs
at Deut 10:9; 18:2; Josh 13:33.
90 Cf. Quranic Arabic:
, “Allah—there is no
god but Him” (Q 2:255).
91 These instances could just as reasonably be categorized under the
lyrical examples (see section 4.4 above); a certain degree of stylistic fluidity
is to be expected.
92 Viewed against the morphosyntactic structures of the other two
doxologies, this prefatory Yahwistic nomenclature is almost certainly a
later addition, evidently intended by its redactor to clarify the topic and to
dispel any ambiguity—and alas, any suspense and requisite cognitive
effort!
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his upper chambers, and as for his vault—upon the earth he founded it;93
the one who commands the waters of the sea and pours them out upon the
face of the earth—Yahweh is his name (Amos 9:5–6).

5.0. RHETORICAL INVERSIONS
The numerous foregoing examples have amply demonstrated the
range of communicative contexts—narrative, juridical, oracular,
lyrical, and Yahwistic—across which Biblical Hebrew frequently
employs the FD construction in order to elicit increased cognitive
effort from the language-receiver amid authoritative pronouncements by the language-sender. By way of concluding, it is fascinating to observe how this technique occasionally gets inverted within
narrative contexts, being invoked by/for agencies that manifestly
lack the authority ostensibly being conveyed by the statements. The
rhetorical impacts of these inversions range from subtle irony to
outright satire. There is, for example, this response by a panicky
Adam to Yahweh’s persistent interrogations:
ן־ה ֵעץ וָּ א ֵֹכל׃
ָּ ה־לי ִּמ
ִּ ָָּּה ִּא ָּשה ֲא ֶׁשר נָּ ַת ָּתה ִּע ָּמ ִּדי ִּהוא נָּ ְתנ
The woman whom you put beside me—she gave to me from the tree,
and I ate (Gen 3:12).

Adam here makes an audacious—yet ultimately fruitless—effort to
divert blame from himself, and he does this not only in what he
says, but also in how he says it: by structuring his response as an
FD syntagm so characteristic of authoritative pronouncements. Yet
the rhetorical chasm which the narrative here rends between
Adam’s last-ditch appeal and Yahweh’s inevitable verdict could
hardly be more gaping, especially when this is contrasted with the
authoritatively appropriate use of FD by Yahweh himself earlier in
the story:
אכל ִּמ ֶׁמנּו
ַ ֹ ּומ ֵעץ ַה ַד ַעת טֹוב וָּ ָּרע לֹא ת
ֵ
But concerning the tree of the knowledge of good and evil—you shall
not eat from it (Gen 2:17; cf. 3:3).

A posturing authority is also adopted by the impatient Israelites at
the foot of God’s holy mountain as they instruct Aaron to craft for
them new patron deities, in defiance of Moses’—and hence, Yahweh’s—authoritative legitimacy:
ֹלהים ֲא ֶׁשר יֵ ְלכּו ְל ָּפנֵ ינּו ִּכי־זֶׁ ה מ ֶֹׁשה ָּה ִּאיש ֲא ֶׁשר ֶׁה ֱע ָּלנּו
ִּ ה־לנּו ֱא
ָּ קּום ֲע ֵש
ה־היָּ ה לֹו׃
ָּ ֵמ ֶׁא ֶׁרץ ִּמ ְצ ַריִּם לֹא יָּ ַד ְענּו ֶׁמ

93 Notice how one FD construction (located within the second
portion of a parallel distych) has been nested within the larger FD that
composes the bulk of the doxology.
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Get up, make for us gods who will go before us; because this
Moses, the man who brought us up from the land of Egypt—we do not
know what has happened to him (Exod 32:1; cf. 32:23).

This brash insubordination is duly trumped by Moses’ eventual
return from the mountaintop, carrying objects infinitely more
authoritative than gold-wrought gods, and bringing Yahweh’s eternal edicts into direct contention with the people’s ephemeral idols:
ֹלהים הּוא ָּחרּות ַעל־
ִּ ֹלהים ֵה ָּמה וְ ַה ִּמ ְכ ָּתב ִּמ ְכ ַתב ֱא
ִּ וְ ַה ֻלחֹת ַמ ֲע ֵשה ֱא
ַה ֻלחֹת׃
Regarding the tablets—the work of God were they; as for the
writing—the writing of God was it, inscribed upon the tablets
(Exod 32:16).

During Israel’s wilderness wanderings, the comrades who have
spied out the land of Canaan with Caleb attempt to refute the latter’s martial aggressiveness by masking their own cowardice behind
the authority-enhancing structure of FD:
ל־ה ָּעם
ָּ יה ִּהוא וְ ָּכ
ָּ יֹוש ֶׁב
ְ ָּה ָּא ֶׁרץ ֲא ֶׁשר ָּע ַב ְרנּו ָּבּה ָּלתּור א ָֹּתּה ֶׁא ֶׁרץ א ֶֹׁכ ֶׁלת
תֹוכּה ַאנְ ֵשי ִּמדֹות׃
ָּ ר־ר ִּאינּו ְב
ָּ ֲא ֶׁש
The land which we crossed into to survey therein—a land94 devouring
its settlers is it, and all the people who we saw in the midst of it
are huge men (Num 13:32).

But the narrative soon makes clear that it is Caleb’s view which
should, and ultimately does, prevail—a view validated by Yahweh’s
genuinely authoritative FD pronouncements upon the cowardly:
ת־ה ָּא ֶׁרץ ֲא ֶׁשר
ָּ יאתי א ָֹּתם וְ יָּ ְדעּו ֶׁא
ִּ וְ ַט ְפ ֶׁכם ֲא ֶׁשר ֲא ַמ ְר ֶׁתם ָּל ַבז יִּ ְהיֶׁ ה וְ ֵה ֵב
יִּפלּו ַב ִּמ ְד ָּבר ַהזֶׁ ה׃
ְ יכם ַא ֶׁתם
ֶׁ ּופגְ ֵר
ִּ ְמ ַא ְס ֶׁתם ָּבּה׃
Your little ones whom you said would become spoil—I shall make them
enter, and they shall know the land which you have rejected.
As for you95—your corpses will drop in this wilderness (Num
14:31–32).

The same lexeme ()א ֶׁרץ
ֶׁ is here employed in both the FD and the
juxtaposed clause, though it appears as definite in the former and indefinite in the latter. This combination of cataphora and anaphora undoubtedly enhances the cognitive accessibility of the lexeme as a referent (see
Gernsbacher and Robertson 2005). Yet it is not until the language-receiver
encounters the resumptive pronoun ()הוא
ִּ at the end of the predication
that “the land” and “a land” can be verified as one and the same referent.
95 Although text critical witnesses are lacking, the syntagmatic typology
of FD constructions argues for here transposing the independent pronoun and the nominal subject, thereby juxtaposing the latter with its governing verb and slotting the former into the front dislocated portion of
the syntagm: יכם יִּ ְפלּו
ֶׁ ּוא ֶׁתם ִּפגְ ֵר
ַ (cf. Gen 17:4, 9; Exod 9:30; 14:16–17;
94
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Another example of rhetorical inversion with FD occurs during the
Israelite military campaigns into the land of the Canaanites, as even
the mightiest of the latter’s city-states proves no match for the
former’s divinely sanctioned Blitzkrieg:
ת־מ ְל ָּכּה ִּה ָּכה ֶׁב ָּח ֶׁרב ִּכי־
ַ ת־חצֹור וְ ֶׁא
ָּ הֹוש ַע ָּב ֵעת ַה ִּהיא וַ יִּ ְלכֹד ֶׁא
ֻ ְוַ יָּ ָּשב י
ל־ה ַמ ְמ ָּלכֹות ָּה ֵא ֶׁלה׃
ַ ָּחצֹור ְל ָּפנִּ ים ִּהיא רֹאש ָּכ
Joshua swung around at that time and captured Hazor, and its
king he smote by the sword; after all, Hazor—beforehand it
was the head of all these kingdoms (Josh 11:10).

But no longer, of course. Indeed, to drive home this point, Joshua
exercises his authority in order to render the formerly supreme citystate forever supine:
ת־חצֹור
ָּ זּול ִּתי ֶׁא
ָּ ל־ת ָּלם לֹא ְש ָּר ָּפם יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל
ִּ ל־ה ָּע ִּרים ָּהע ְֹמדֹות ַע
ֶׁ ַרק ָּכ
הֹוש ַע׃
ֻ ְְל ַב ָּדּה ָּש ַרף י
Yet, all the cities standing upon their mounds—Israel did not burn
them; except for Hazor—only it Joshua burned (Josh 11:13).96

A less triumphalist rhetorical inversion occurs later in the story,
where the narrator concedes at the end of Judah’s tribal allotments
that Israelite power has met its match within the (future) Holy City:
ישם וַ יֵ ֶׁשב
ָּ הֹור
ִּ הּודה ְל
ָּ ְרּוש ַלם לֹא־]יוכלו[ יָּ ְכלּו ְבנֵ י־י
ָּ ְיֹוש ֵבי י
ְ יְבּוסי
ִּ ת־ה
ַ וְ ֶׁא
ירּוש ַלם ַעד ַהיֹום ַהזֶׁ ה׃
ָּ הּודה ִּב
ָּ ְת־בנֵ י י
ְ יְבּוסי ֶׁא
ִּ ַה
But as for the Jebusites, the inhabitants of Jerusalem—the Judahites
were not able to dispossess them; and so the Jebusites dwell
with the Judahites in Jerusalem to this day (Josh 15:63).

Later on, the Transjordanian tribes of Reuben, Gad, and Manasseh
resort to the authoritative rhetoric of juxtaposed FD syntagms in
prefacing their (ultimately successful) effort to deflect blame for
their suspicious construction of a Yahwistic altar on the east bank
of the Jordan:
ֹלהים יְ הוָּ ה הּוא י ֵֹד ַע וְ יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל הּוא יֵ ָּדע
ִּ ֹלהים יְ הוָּ ה ֵאל ֱא
ִּ ֵאל ֱא
Supremely divine Yahweh! Supremely divine Yahweh!—he knows; as
for Israel—let it know (Josh 22:22).

Num 3:12; 18:8; 1 Kgs 9:4; Isa 59:21; Jer 1:18; 26:14; 40:10; Ps 69:14;
73:28; Qoh 1:16; 1 Chr 22:7). Alternatively, the extant text might intend to
convey something like: “As for your very own corpses—they will drop in this
wilderness” (see Gesenius 1910:438 §135f).
96 Notice the categorizing dimension of these FDs, and cf. 1 Sam 15:9,
where rhetorical tension is generated by King Saul’s selective implementation of Yahweh’s command for categorical destruction of the Amalekites
(see also Lev 27:28; Josh 6:19).
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An FD is even employed to turn the rhetorical tables on King
David, as he unwittingly convicts himself of lacking the very type
of protective mercy toward his son Absalom that he authoritatively
grants for the wise woman of Tekoa:
ַה ְמ ַד ֵבר ֵא ַליִּ ְך וַ ֲה ֵבאתֹו ֵא ַלי וְ לֹא־י ִֹּסיף עֹוד ָּלגַ ַעת ָּבְך׃
Anyone who speaks [thus] to you—you shall bring him before me,
and he will not again pester you (2 Sam 14:10).

Soon after the woman’s ruse is revealed so too is its chief perpetrator, via the suspenseful and authoritative dynamics of another
FD, this time directed from a female subject to her sovereign:
אמר ֵחי־נַ ְפ ְשָך
ֶׁ ֹ יֹואב ִּא ָּתְך ְב ָּכל־זֹאת וַ ַת ַען ָּה ִּא ָּשה וַ ת
ָּ אמר ַה ֶׁמ ֶׁלְך ֲהיַ ד
ֶׁ ֹ וַ י
ר־ד ֶׁבר ֲאד ֹנִּ י ַה ֶׁמ ֶׁלְך ִּכי־
ִּ ּול ַה ְש ִּמיל ִּמכֹל ֲא ֶׁש
ְ ם־אש ְל ֵה ִּמין
ִּ ֲאד ֹנִּ י ַה ֶׁמ ֶׁלְך ִּא
ל־ה ְד ָּב ִּרים ָּה ֵא ֶׁלה׃
ַ יֹואב הּוא ִּצּוָּ נִּ י וְ הּוא ָּשם ְב ִּפי ִּש ְפ ָּח ְתָך ֵאת ָּכ
ָּ ַע ְב ְדָך
The king said, “Is the power of Joab with you in all this?” And
the woman answered, saying, “By your life, my royal lord, one
is not able to turn right or to turn left from all which my lord
the king has said; because your servant Joab—he commanded me,
and he placed in the mouth of your maidservant all these
words” (2 Sam 14:19).

When, centuries later, the Israelites are ruled by foreign kings, the
hapless Haman laments his ostensibly high standing at court via the
authoritative style of an FD, thereby ironically amplifying the actual
fragility of his situation:
יֹושב
ֵ הּודי
ִּ ְת־מ ְר ֳד ַכי ַהי
ָּ ל־עת ֲא ֶׁשר ֲאנִּ י ר ֶֹׁאה ֶׁא
ֵ וְ ָּכל־זֶׁ ה ֵאינֶׁ נּו ש ֹוֶׁ ה ִּלי ְב ָּכ
ְב ַש ַער ַה ֶׁמ ֶׁלְך׃
Yet even all of this—it is like nothing to me, every time that I
see Mordechai the Jew sitting in the gate of the king (Esth
5:13).

6.0. CONCLUSIONS
Although there does exist a topical—one might even say, a topicalizing—resemblance between FD and topicalization syntagms (see,
e.g., Prince 1998; Gregory and Michaelis 2001; Westbury 2010:124–
25), such similarity is outweighed by their respective formal and
functional differences. When encountering a fronted substantival
unit in a written medium such as the Hebrew Bible, a reader
undertaking the process of building mental structures might well
experience a moment of initial syntagmatic ambiguity, until it
becomes clear whether that unit is dislocated from a juxtaposed
predication (with a resumptive element) or whether that unit
remains within the predication (without any resumptive). Such
ambiguity typically gets quickly resolved by the visual compre-
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hender97 and then cognitively (re)routed into an appropriate mental
structure. For FD, this is facilitated by the presence of cataphoric
and anaphoric lexemes and/or morphemes linking the substantival
unit and its resumptive element; for topicalization, this is facilitated
by the absence of such morphosyntactic features (see notes 3 and
4). In an oral-aural medium, however, both the language-sender
and the language-receiver have access to additional cognitive cues
in the way of prosodic features such as length and pitch (see
Cruttenden 1997:2–12, 175–77; Repp and Drenhaus 2015). By
employing increased length and rising pitch amid an initial substantival unit, a language-sender can craft a cataphoric intonation
group98 and can thereby signal to the language-receiver the onset of
a front dislocated construction. This, in conjunction with the morphosyntax, cognitively primes the language-receiver for processing
a mental structure that is simultaneously imminent and yet
deferred. That Biblical Hebrew availed itself of such prosodic features is quite likely, judging by modern cross-linguistic evidence
(see note 42). But further suggestive evidence resides within the
biblical corpus itself, given that FD is so frequently employed
within syntagms involving direct discourse between the characters of a
narrative, as well as within proclamatory utterances amid juridical,
oracular, lyrical, and Yahwistic contexts.
At the level of a communicative event’s information-structure,
FD does indeed possess a cross-linguistic utility for signaling the
(re)activation of a particular topic in the given discourse.99 But the
foregoing study has shown how Biblical Hebrew100 frequently puts
97 This is often resolved graphically by the use of a comma or an emdash to separate the FD from its clause.
98 A familiar contemporary example of cataphoric prosody is operative
in English’s High Rising Terminal, colloquially known as “upspeak,”
whereby a rising intonation pattern is employed at or near the end of a
preliminary assertion (akin to interrogative prosody) in order to introduce
a referent that figures into the subsequent conversation: e.g., “So, y’know
what? I have a professor, ‘n he . . .” (Gernsbacher and Jescheniak 1995:54;
cf. Warren 2005).
99 Biblical Hebrew is certainly no stranger to this function of FD.
Some instances where topic shifting is prominent include Num 11:7 (Israelites manna); Josh 17:3 (Manassites Zelophehad); 1 Sam 9:20
(Saul asses); Ps 46:5 (sea river); 69:14 (drunkards psalmist);
73:28 (licentious psalmist); 103:15 (Yahweh mortals). Although
the information-structure functions and the rhetorical functions proceeding from FD are not coextensive, neither do they preclude each other.
100 Whether and to what degrees other languages so utilize FD remain
to be explored (cf. Arabic in notes 69, 90). Koine Greek is clearly
acquainted with it:

ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν ὁ ἐμβάψας μετ’ ἐμοῦ τὴν χεῖρα ἐν τῷ τρυβλίῳ οὗτός
με παραδώσει.
So he answered, saying: “He who has dipped with me the hand in the bowl—this
one will hand me over” (Matt 26:23).

Following his accusation in v. 21 (ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν
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the semiotic structures and cognitive dynamics inherent in FD to
effective rhetorical use by cultivating listener vulnerability and
speaker control. In so availing itself of Front Dislocation syntagms,
Biblical Hebrew nimbly leverages the friction between langue and
parole in order to spark mental processes that ignite suspenseful and
authoritative communication.
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