
ENCYCLOPEDIA OF 
HEBREW LANGUAGE 

AND LINGUISTICS
Volume 2

G–O

General Editor

Geoffrey Khan

Associate Editors

Shmuel Bolokzy
Steven E. Fassberg
Gary A. Rendsburg

Aaron D. Rubin
Ora R. Schwarzwald

Tamar Zewi

LEIDEN • BOSTON
2013

© 2013 Koninklijke Brill NV  ISBN 978-90-04-17642-3



Table of Contents

Volume One

Introduction  ........................................................................................................................  vii
List of Contributors  ............................................................................................................  ix
Transcription Tables  ...........................................................................................................  xiii
Articles A-F  .........................................................................................................................  1

Volume Two

Transcription Tables  ...........................................................................................................  vii
Articles G-O  ........................................................................................................................  1

Volume Three

Transcription Tables  ...........................................................................................................  vii
Articles P-Z  .........................................................................................................................  1

Volume Four

Transcription Tables  ...........................................................................................................  vii
Index  ...................................................................................................................................  1

© 2013 Koninklijke Brill NV  ISBN 978-90-04-17642-3



220 hypotaxis

© 2013 Koninklijke Brill NV  ISBN 978-90-04-17642-3

zèμ<åm ‘Zetham’, ֵּגְרׁש(ֹו)ם gèršòm ‘Gershom’ / 
-šimšòn ‘Sam ִׁשְמׁשֹון ,’gèršòn ‘Gershon ֵּגְרׁשֹון
son’, ִׁשְמַרת šimraμ ‘Shimrath’, ְׁשֹלִמית šëlòmìμ 
‘Shelomith’, ַרַּדי radday ‘Raddai’, and ִמְרָים 
miry<åm ‘Miriam’ (as an example of a combi-
nation of י ִ- -i + ם ָ- -<åm). The hypocoristic 
status of many of these examples is debated. 
For example, the suffix -àn is very common in 
all known Semitic languages, but it seems to 
function for purposes other than hypocoristic 
in Hebrew names (Zadok 1988:159).
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Hypotaxis

Hypotaxis (Gr. ὑπόταξις ‘subjection, submis-
sion’ < ‘under’ + ‘arrangement’) refers to the 
joining of two clauses or phrases by means of 
an overt function word that indicates the syn-
tactic-semantic relationship between the two. 
Hypotaxis is the counterpart of parataxis (Gr. 
παράταξις ‘placing side by side’), which refers to 
the juxtaposition of two grammatical elements 
without the presence of a function word.

Hypotaxis and parataxis are often discussed 
in conjunction with the closely related concepts 
of  subordination and  coordination (among 
many others, see Lehmann 1988; Cristofaro 
2006:15–60; Fabricius-Hansen and Ramm 
2008). Although some equate hypotaxis with 
subordination and parataxis with coordination, 
it is equally common that the two sets of con-
cepts are viewed as overlapping but formally 
distinct: whereas coordination and subordina-
tion concern the syntactic-semantic relationship 
of two clauses, hypotaxis and parataxis refer 
to the presence or absence of morphological or 
lexical markers of the relationship. The latter 
approach is adopted in this entry.

Hypotactic relations fall into two primary 
categories: coordination and subordination. 
Coordination is the linking of two or more 
clauses that are of equal syntactic status (that 
is, there is no syntactic or semantic hierarchi-
cal relationship between coordinated clauses). 
Hypotactic coordination in Hebrew is signaled 
by a coordinating conjunction attached to the 
front of the second clause. The most common 
Hebrew coordinators are listed below:

Biblical Hebrew Modern Hebrew

‘and’ -ְו wë- (ּו u-, ָו 
w<å-, ַו wa-, ִו wi-)

‘and’ -ו ve (u, va, vi)

‘or’ אֹו ±ò ‘or’ או ±o

‘but’ ֲאָבל ±≥∫ <ål, אּוָלם 
±ùl<åm, ִּכי ִאם kì ±im

‘but’ אבל ±aval, אך 
±ax, אולם ±ulam, אלא 
±ela, ואילו ve-±ilu, כי 
ki ±im אם

(for discussion and examples of coordination 
in Biblical Hebrew see Waltke and O’Connor 
1990:647–73; van der Merwe, Naudé, and 
Kroeze 1999:294–305; and Joüon and Muraoka 
2006:605–616; for modern Hebrew see  Glinert 
1989:382–400 and Coffin and Bolozky 2005:
245–48).

Subordination is the hierarchical relationship 
between two clauses that have different syn-
tactic status, that is, one clause is syntactically 
and/or semantically dependent on the other, 
the superordinate clause (Huddleston and Pul-
lum 2006:198). Subordinate clauses can also be 
described as ‘embedded’ clauses, since the sub-
ordinate clause as a whole is embedded within, 
and thus is a syntactic constituent of, the super-
ordinate clause. This embedding perspective is 
illustrated by the brackets and subscripting in 
the example below:

ל (1) ץ ְלַמֲאָכ֜ י טֹו֩ב ָהֵע֨ ה ִּכ֣ ִאָּׁש֡ ֶרא ָהֽ  ַוֵּת֣
 wat-tèrÆ h<å-±išš <å kì †ò∫ h<å-≠èß lë-ma±≥ú<ål
 ‘[And the woman saw [that the tree (was) 

good for food]]’ (Gen. 3.6).

In example (1), the subordinate י  kì clause is ִּכ֣
embedded as the syntactic complement of the 
verb ֶרא .wat-tèrÆ in the superordinate clause ַוֵּת֣

Hebrew subordination is accomplished by 
the use of subordinators or the type of verb (see 
Aarts 2006). For the latter, subordination in 
Hebrew interacts with the verbal system along 
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the axis of finiteness. As (1)–(2) illustrate, finite 
verbs (including imperatives and participles) 
may be used in both subordinate and non-
subordinate clauses.

ה  (2) ִמָּכל־ַהְּבֵהָמ֔ ַאָּת֙ה  ָא֤רּור  ּזֹא֒ת  יָת  ָעִׂש֣ י    ִּכ֣
ה ל ַחַּי֣ת ַהָּׂשֶד֑ ּוִמּכֹ֖

  kì ≠ <å«ìμ<å zòμ ± <årùr ±att<å mik-kål-hab-bëhèm <å 
u-mik-kòl ™ayyaμ ha«-«<å≈Æ

  ‘because you did this, you (are) more cursed 
than any domestic or wild animal’ (Gen. 3.14).

Apart from a few constraints (most notably 
on relative clauses and complement clauses), 
subordinate clauses may appear either before 
or after the core of the superordinate clause. In 
(1) the complement clause follows the verb of the 
higher clause in which it is embedded, whereas 
in (2) the subordinate causal clause precedes the 
higher clause. Within the embedding analysis, 
the subordinate clause in (2) would be described 
as a pre-verbal adjunct clause that lies within the 
boundaries of the superordinate clause.

In contrast to finite verbal (which may serve 
as either subordinate or non-subordinate), 
infinitival clauses (3) are necessarily subordi-
nate.

ֶאת־  (3) ֲעבֹ֙ד  ַלֽ ֶדן  ִמַּגן־ֵע֑ ים  ֱאֹלִה֖ ה  ְיהָו֥ הּו   ְיַׁשְּלֵח֛   ַוֽ
ה ֲאָדָמ֔ ָה֣

 wa-y åsallë™èhù YHWH ±(lòhìm mig-gan-
≠è≈Æn la≠≥∫ò≈ ±Æμ-h<å-±≥≈ <åm<å

 ‘and YHWH God cast him out of the Gar-
den of Eden to work the land’ (Gen. 3.23).

Infinitival subordinate clauses may be unmarked 
(that is, no overt subordinator is used), but here 
we will consider only marked examples. The 
marked infinitival clauses are introduced by a 
number of prepositional subordinators, most 
often the clitic prepositions -ְּב bë-, -ְּכ kë-, and 
 lë- (on the overlap between subordinating ְל-
conjunctions and prepositions, see Huddleston 
and Pullum 2006:213) (  Infinitive). The 
semantics of the subordinate relationship are 
determined by the functions of the preposition, 
which, for some prepositions (especially -ְּב bë-, 
-lë-) leaves significant ambigu ְל- kë-, and ְּכ-
ity. For example, when the infinitival clause is 
introduced by -ְל lë-, as in (3) (here -ַל la-), the 
subordinate clause may present a complement, 
purpose, result, or temporal clausal constitu-
ent (see Waltke and O’Connor 1990:605–610) 
(  Purpose Clause; Result Clause; Temporal 

Clause). Interestingly, the -ְל lë- + infinitive 
clause can sit in the nominative position as the 
clausal subject. Such a role does not fit the typi-
cal definition of subordination, although it can 
accurately be described as embedded.

The hypotactic subordination of two finite 
clauses in Hebrew is signaled by the presence of 
a subordinating conjunction (e.g., ִּכי kì) or the 
combination of a preposition and conjunction 
-at the front of the subordi (ka-±≥šÆr ַּכֲאֶׁשר)
nate clause (for Hebrew subordinators  Con-
junctions; Subordination; for discussion and 
examples of Biblical Hebrew subordination see 
Waltke and O’Connor 1990:632–646; van der 
Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze 1999:294–305; and 
Joüon and Muraoka 2006:557–604; for mod-
ern Hebrew see Glinert 1989:308–336, 356–
375 and Coffin and Bolozky 2005:248–249).

One of the primary challenges with Hebrew 
subordination, especially in the ancient texts, 
is determining the precise functions of the 
subordinators, especially in the face of appar-
ent polysemy, such as with the notorious ֲאֶׁשר 
±≥šÆr and ִּכי kì. Whereas teaching and refer-
ence works often simply list the full range of 
discerned syntactic and semantic functions for 
each subordinator, linguistic research exhibits 
a stronger interest in identifying a core func-
tion, or at least a more restricted set of func-
tions, presented within some modern linguistic 
framework. For example, for Biblical Hebrew 
 šÆr there is the question of its categorial≤± ֲאֶׁשר
status—is it a function word (e.g., a relative 
complementizer;  Relative Clause: Bib-
lical Hebrew; Relative Particles) or a noun 
(Schwarzchild 1990)? Also, does ֲאֶׁשר ±≥šÆr 
introduce many types of subordinate clauses 
(relative, complement, causal, temporal, and 
purpose/result clauses; see Joüon and Muraoka 
2006:166–170) or does it have a single, ‘nomi-
nalizing’ function?

Similarly, the numerous apparent functions 
of ִּכי kì have been the object of scrutiny. While 
reference grammars associate ִּכי kì with com-
plement, causal, temporal, conditional, consec-
utive, concessive, adversative, and asseverative 
clauses (see Joüon and Muraoka 2006:169–
173), focused studies have looked for a core 
function from which all others derived, such as 
the etymologically reconstructed demonstrative 
(deictic) origin of ִּכי kì (see Muilenberg 1961; 
Schoors 1981; Muraoka 1985). Others assign 
little importance to etymology and instead 
use context to argue for a core or core set of 
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functions for ִּכי kì, such as introducing comple-
ment and causal clauses as well as serving 
a discourse-pragmatic role beyond the clause 
level (Bandstra 1982; Classen 1983; Aejme-
laeus 1986; Meyer 2001). The most recent 
major study of ִּכי kì is perhaps the most pro-
vocative: Follingstad (2001) proposes that ִּכי 
kì at its core relates to ‘discourse deixis’ (an 
interesting combination of the etymologically-
oriented and discourse-based analyses).

Finally, perhaps the most vexing issue for any 
discussion of hypotaxis in Hebrew is the status 
and function of the conjunction -ְו wë-. Although 
often glossed as a simple coordinating conjunc-
tion, such as English ‘and’, its syntactic and 
semantic characteristics have proven surprising 
difficult to corral. Fundamentally confusing to 
any account of the -ְו wë- is that the implied rela-
tionship between two clauses connected with 
a -ְו wë- is not clearly dis tinguished from the 
meaning of the -ְו wë- itself, thereby associat-
ing this single simple conjunction with every 
conceivable type of subordinate clause (see, for 
example, Joüon and Muraoka 2006:584–604). 
Recent linguistic research has begun to address 
this confusion. For example, Steiner (2000) exe-
cuted a logico-semantic analysis of -ְו wë- and 
concluded that its use falls into two basic cat-
egories: in many cases -ְו wë- is lexically empty 
(“meaningless”) and simply serves to connect 
two clauses syntactically; at other times, when 
there is an apparent lexical value, the meaning 
of -ְו wë- is “the common denominator of ‘and’ 
(&), ‘or’ (∨), ‘then’ ( )” (2000:266). Another 
view (in the spirit of Steiner’s reductionism) is 
that syntactically -ְו wë- could be described as 
a front-edge phrase and clause marker, whose 
semantic value can only be determined after 
the relationship of the preceding and following 
phrase or clause is contextually determined. As 
such, the -ְו wë- never formally signals subor-
dination, though the contextually determined 
relationship between a clause whose front edge 
is marked with -ְו wë- and its predecessor may 
reflect a semantically-based hierarchy.
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