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Apposition in Biblical Hebrew: Structure and 

Function 

Robert D. Holmstedt – University of Toronto 
and  
Andrew R. Jones – Austin, TX 

1. Introduction 

As with many issues in Biblical Hebrew (BH) grammar, the phenom-
enon of apposition appears to be fairly well understood in the main. 
Apposition is typically defined as the modification of one noun phrase 
(NP1) by a second noun phrase (NP2), without any morphological or 
syntactic signal such as cliticization (i.e., the so-called construct state), 
and such that the two NPs could be reformulated into a well-formed 
equative predication (i.e., NP1 is NP2). However, both the diversity of 
examples presented in descriptions of BH apposition and the lack of 
consensus concerning the structure of apposition (and even its legiti-
macy as a distinct syntactic relation) signal that apposition is a much 
more complicated and layered grammatical phenomenon than com-
monly thought. Our goal in this study is first to move towards a clear-
er linguistic description of apposition, and in the process establish the 
salient issues and indicate questions for future study. 

2. Brief Overview of Past Analyses 

Grammarians have long noted the juxtaposition of one NP with anoth-
er for the purposes of modifying the first NP. Gesenius includes a 
brief but substantive discussion of apposition in his 1817 grammar, 
though, strangely, it was abbreviated to one paragraph until      
Kautzsch‘s revisions. In fact, it is not until the end of the nineteenth 
century that apposition receives more than passing attention by any 
Hebrew grammarian. For the purposes of the present study, we will 
not survey past treatments, but use the treatment in the commonly 
used grammar by Joüon and Muraoka (second edition, 2006), as a 
reference point. 
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The discussion of apposition in Joüon and Muraoka (2006, second 
edition) is similar to the earlier works, especially Kautzsch 1909. 
Their approach is essentially taxonomic with occasional appeals to 
historical features (i.e., features no longer apparent in BH) or compar-
ative Semitic data. This approach is immediately apparent in the first 
paragraph, where they define apposition as the juxtaposition of two 
NPs, but also categorize it as ―coordination‖ in contrast to the subor-
dination involved when an NP is modified by another NP ―in the geni-
tive or attribute accusative‖ (449). In fact, they later claim that at a 
previous stage of the language, when Hebrew still had morphological 
case, an appositive NP ―may originally have been an attributive accu-
sative.‖ How this explains BH synchronically or adequately describes 
apposition in BH is unclear to us.  

Semantically, Joüon and Muraoka characterize the semantics of 
apposition as ―a relationship of identity or equation‖ and then proceed 
to provide a taxonomy of appositional relationships by semantic type, 
though the identification of these types as linguistically relevant is 
never justified. In quick summary, their categories (with examples) 
are:  

1. NP1(genus)-NP2(species)  ְַַבתּוָלהנ ֲעָרה  ‗a young woman, a 
virgin‘ > ‗a virgin young woman‘ (Deut 22:23); 

2. NP1-NP2(quality) ֱַאֶמת  ‘words, truth‘ > ‗true words‗ ֱאָמִרים
(Prov 22:21); 

3. NP1-NP2(material) ְנֹחֶׁשת ַה  ח  ִמְזבֵּ  the altar, the bronze‘ > ‗the‗ ה 
bronze altar‘ (2Kgs 16:14); 

4. NP1(quantifier)-NP2(entity) ִִַיםַָכֶסףכ ְכר   ‗talents [dual], silver‘ > 
‗two silver talents‘ (1Kgs 16:24); 

5. NP1-NP2(numeral) ַָׁשֹלׁש  ‘cities, three‘ > ‗three cities‗ ָעִרים
(Josh 21:32); 

6. NP1(quantifier)-NP2 ַָבִנים  ‘three, sons‘ > ‗three sons‗ ְׁשֹלָׁשה
(Gen 6:10); 

7. NP-PN ָנָהרְַפָרת  ‘the river, Euphrates‘ > ‗the Euphrates River‗ ה 
(1Chr 5:9); 

8. NP(kinship)-PN ְבָרָהם  ;my father, Abraham‘ (Gen 32:10)‗ ָאִביַא 

9. PN-NP(kinship) ח ָאִביוֶַתר   ‗Terah, his father‘ (Gen 11:28); 
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10. PN-NP(office/occupation/title) ֶמֶלְך ַה   ‘David, the king‗ ָדִוד
(2Sam 13:39); 

11. NP-Quantifier+Pronoun ֹּלה לַכֻּ  Israel, all of it‘ > ‗all of‗ ִיְׂשָראֵּ
Israel‘ (2Sam 2:9); 

12. ―Loose Apposition‖ ַ ַּוְבִריח  ִים ְַדָלת  ְַגֹבָהה ַחֹוָמה רֹות ְַבצֻּ  ָעִרים

‗fortified cities: a high wall, gates, and a bar‘ (Deut 3:5); 

13. Pronominal Suffix-NP ֶמק ַָהעֵּ ַֹיֶׁשֶבת ִיְך ל  ַאֵּ  ,against you‗ ִהְנִני
dweller of the valley‘ (Jer 21:13). 

 
While the data illustrate quite well that apposition is a flexible and 
productive noun modification strategy, it is unlikely that there are 
thirteen (or more1) distinct semantic categories that are linguistically 
operative. Even among those listed, it is unclear how #4 and #6 are 
really different. Similarly, the notion of ―loose apposition‖ misses the 
point that this use of apposition is specific to list-making. In the end, 
the principle of parsimony requires that we at least look for deeper 
connections that would result in significantly fewer types and that the 
type of taxonomic approach illustrated by Joüon and Muraoka 2006 is 
questionably helpful for determining the principles of BH grammar.  

Moreover, there are inaccuracies in Joüon and Muraoka‘s description. 
For example, they assert that a preposition or the differential object 
marker (DOM)2 ֶאת is repeated on the appositive (450). They also 
claim, without qualification, that in the case of NP cliticization (the 
so-called construct), ―the nomen regens is repeated,‖ such as in י ְנׁשֵּ  א 

יְַסֹדם ְנׁשֵּ  men of the city, men of Sodom‘ (Gen 19:4). This also‗ ָהִעירַא 
is inaccurate, since there are many examples like Gen 20:18 ַ֥ר ל־ְדב  ַע 

ה ם׃ ָׂשָרָ֖ ֶׁשתַַאְבָרָהָֽ ַ֥ אֵּ  ‗because of the matter of Sarah, the wife of Abra-
ham‘ (not: ‗because of the matter of Sarah, the matter of the wife of 
Abraham‘).  

                                                         
1 We do not list Joüon and Muraoka‘s paragraphs in which they discuss proper 

nouns that are bound (§131n) or the divine name (§131o). 
2 Although the particle ֶאת is often referred to as a ―definite direct object marker‖ 

or even the accusative marker (nota accusativi), it is better understood as a 

―differential object marker‖ (see Bekins 2014). 
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3. Canonical Apposition–Towards a Linguistic Description 

A. Classifying the Data 

The variety of examples presented in the BH literature suggests that 
apposition in BH is a rather broadly understood and fuzzily-delineated 
grammatical notion. It should comfort us that this state of the question 
is not unique to BH studies. Indeed, providing a unified definition of 
apposition such that the wide variety of structures in English or any 
other commonly studied language are accounted for has proven to be 
an elusive task for linguists of all types. In a recent study, Acuña-
Fariña writes: 

A panoramic view of the theories of apposition reveals the liberali-
ty that is needed if one aims at covering such a heterogeneous 
range of structures. Thus, apposition has been seen as a juxtaposi-
tion of coreferential NPs (Fries 1952; Roberts 1966; Bogacki 
1973), as a dependency structure (Poutsma 1904; Curme 1947; 
Hadlich 1973), as coordination (Hockett 1958; Allerton 1979; 
Brown & Miller 1980), or as a third kind of syntactic relationship 
defined in various ways, but different from coordination and sub-
ordination (Hockett 1955; Sopher 1971; Delorme & Dougherty 
1972; Bitea 1977; Koktová 1985; Taylor 2002: 235ff.). More re-
cently, a few gradative approaches have aimed at illustrating a 
spectrum which exhibits features of both coordination and depen-
dency, as well as of sheer peripherality (Matthews 1981; Quirk et 
al. 1985; Meyer 1992; Burton-Roberts 1993; Taylor 2002: 235ff.). 
This is partly in keeping with yet more approaches which seek to 
reveal the true nature of apposition by invoking several concurrent 
levels of description. For instance, Dupont (1985) considers appo-
sition to be coordination at a deeper level, but dependency at the 
surface. Some have made the point that apposition is not a syntac-
tic notion at all (Zemb 1968; Longrée 1987; Peterson 1999; to a 
certain extent also Burton-Roberts 1993; Huddleston & Pullum 
2002; Ackema & Neeleman 2004; Acuña-Fariña 2006). It appears 
that the concept is not only simply overstretched, but surely ill-
conceived from the start. (2009: 454) 

Whether or not one takes apposition to be a distinct syntactic relation-
ship or a cover term for a variety of different syntactic relationships, 
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there is something about these examples that suggests a commonali-
ty—and to be clear, the diversity of BH examples is sufficiently paral-
leled by the wide variety of English examples given in, for example, A 
Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language by Quirk et al. 
(1985). In the following overview of ―core‖ apposition types in BH, 
we tentatively follow the main distinctions and combinations de-
scribed in Quirk et al 1985, though we find it more helpful to refer to 
the components of the construction as the anchor for the first constitu-
ent, the appositive for the second constituent, and apposition for the 
whole (see Huddleston & Pullam 2002: 1351). 

Quirk et al introduce three pairs of contrasts to account for the diversi-
ty of apposition types: full vs. partial, strict vs. weak, and restrictive 
vs. nonrestrictive. Full apposition fulfills three conditions: (i) either 
the anchor or the appositive can be omitted without affecting the ac-
ceptability of the clause; (ii) each constituent fulfills the same syntac-
tic function in the resulting clauses; (iii) there is no difference between 
the original clause with apposition and the two resulting clauses in 
extralinguistic reference. Thus, a BH example of full apposition exists 
in Gen 20:2, given in example (1)—note that we will indicate the 
anchor by single underlining and the appositive by double underlining. 

(1)  
וא ִתיִַהִ֑ ֹוֲַאֹחֹ֣ הִַאְׁשתָ֖ ֹֹ֧אֶמרַַאְבָרָהָ֛םֶַאל־ָׂשָרַ֥ ּי  ו 

‗and Abraham said concerning Sarah, his wife, ―She is my 
sister‖‘ (Gen 20:2) 

 > concerning his wife 
 > concerning Sarah 

In the context, removing either the anchor or the appositive does not 
affect the acceptability or intelligibility of the discourse referent, and 
both have the same syntactic function—the complement of the prepo-
sition ֶאל, which is a verbal adjunct in the clause. In contrast, partial 
apposition fails by one or more of these criteria. This especially occurs 
when a numeral is the anchor, such as in Gen 7:12, given in (2)—note 
that an asterisk * marks an unacceptable example: 
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(2)   
ְיָלה׃ יםַָלָֽ ל־ָהָאִֶ֑רץַַאְרָבִעֹ֣יםַ֔יֹוםְַוַאְרָבִעָ֖ ֶּגֶָׁ֖שםַע  יַה  ְַֽיִהַ֥ ָֽ  ו 

‗and the rain was upon the earth forty day(s) and forty night(s)‘ 
 > *the rain was upon the earth forty 
 > *the rain was upon the earth day 

Neither the numeral without the entity quantified nor vice versa pro-
duces an acceptable clause. The distinction between full and partial 
reflects to a significant degree one part of the traditional approach to 
apposition. Whereas Sarah and his wife may produce an acceptable 
predication, Sarah is his wife, a numeral and noun do not, *forty are 
day.  

The strict versus weak apposition contrast concerns the syntactic cate-
gories that are in apposition. In strict apposition, the two constituents 
are of the same syntactic category. This is by far the case in most BH 
examples, as in (3): 

(3)  
ֹ֣הַנ ְפתַָ ּטֵּ הַ֜הּואִַממ  יֶבן־ִאָּׁשהַַ֩אְלָמָנָ֨ ִלִ֗  

‗a son of a woman, a widow, was he, from the tribe of Naphtali‘ 
(1Kgs 7:14) 

However, there are rare cases that are arguably weak apposition, such 
as in example (4), where the NP anchor is modified by an adjective 
appositive that is clearly not in a typical adjectival phrase: 

(4)   
יְדךַ  ֶַאת־ְיִחָֽ אֶַאת־ִבְנךָ֨ ח־ָנָ֠ אֶמרַק  ֹֹ֡ ּי  ו 

‗and he said, ―take your son, your only‖‘ (Gen 22:2) 

Whether or not we conclude that the example in (4) is weak apposi-
tion, aside from the apposition of a clause to the adverb כן (e.g., 
2Sam 24:10), cases like this are indeed rare in BH. So much so that 
we should question whether proposed examples like (5), cited by    
Kautzsch (1909: 447), and (6), cited by van der Merwe, Naudé, and 
Kroeze (1999: 229), are in fact apposition. 

(5)  
לו תִַ ָֽ ּיֹאכ  ּהַו  ןַּג ם־ְלִאיָׁשָּ֛הִַעָמָ֖ ֹ֧ תֵּ  

‗and she gave also to her husband (who was) with her and he 
ate‘ (Gen 3.6) 
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(6)  
ֹו יׁשִַעמָֽ ֹותִַאָ֖ אַ֥ ע־מֵּ אְת֔ךְַוַאְרב  ְֹ֣ךִַלְקָרָֽ  ְוג םַֹ֙הלֵּ

‗and indeed, (he) is coming to you and four hundred men (are) 
with him‘ (Gen 32:7) 

As my translations suggest, both examples can be given far simpler 
analyses, grounded in frequently attested grammatical structures. 
Thus, it seems that for BH we can concern ourselves almost exclusive-
ly with strict apposition. 

The third distinction that Quirk et al make is restrictive versus nonre-
strictive. Restrictiveness in apposition revolves around the type of 
presupposition set that is created for the proper identification of the 
anchor. In restrictive apposition (RA), the anchor introduces a presup-
position of a set of possible referents, some of which can be specified 
by the appositive and some of which cannot. In nonrestrictive apposi-
tion (NRA), the anchor also establishes a set of possible referents, but 
it is the anchor alone that makes the particular referent specific and 
identifiable. In contrast, in RA, the anchor alone does not render the 
intended referent identifiable; the appositive is needed to make the 
referent specific and identifiable. The simplest contrasts in BH are 
appositions with numerals, illustrated in (7) and (8): 

(7)  
םְַוֶאת־ָיֶָֽפת׃ םֶַאת־ָחַ֥ ָ֖ ִ֑יםֶַאת־ׁשֵּ ְַׁשֹלָׁשֹ֣הַָבִנ ּיַֹ֥וֶלדַֹנָ֖ח   ו 

‗and Noah begat three sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth‘ (Gen 
6:10) 

(8)  
ֹוׁש׃ רַּוָבנַֹ֥ותַָׁשלָֽ ןַָבִנָ֛יםַַאְרָבָעַ֥הַָעָׂשָ֖ יָמִ֗ יםְַלהֵּ ןַָהֱאֹלִה֜ ִּיתֵָּ֨  ו 

‗and God gave to Heman sons, fourteen, and daughters, three‘ 
(1Chr 25:5) 

Numerals often appear in apposition in BH, sometimes as the anchor 
and sometimes as the appositive.3 We interpret apposition where the 

                                                         
3 Numerals differ from adjectives in BH because (a) adjectives always follow 

their head nouns, but numerals may precede or follow their modified noun; and (b) 

numerals in BH are not inflected for number, marking them as morphologically 

distinct from adjectives, which are inflected for number. However, they are 

similar to adjectives in that they are inflected for gender in relation to their head 
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numeral is the anchor as RA (as in 7), because (a) the clause is not 
normally interpretable without the appositive and (b) similar construc-
tions missing the appositive are not attested. In contrast, those apposi-
tions in which the count noun is the anchor and the numeral is the 
appositive appear to be NRA, since the host clause will normally be 
interpretable without the appositive numeral (as in 8).  

In terms of the semantics, in (7) the appositive ָבִנים restricts the 
meaning of the anchor, the numeral ְׁשֹלָׁשה, entailing a contrast be-
tween ―three sons‖ and some others sets of three (such as three daugh-
ters). The two examples in (8) entail no such contrasts (Huddleston 
and Pullam 2002: 447) and the anchors ָבִנים and ָבנֹות, are identifia-
ble without the numerical qualification. 

Although the formal syntactic characteristics of RA are debated, it is 
generally agreed that in the standard nominal RA, the appositive is 
within the scope of the governing anchor NP (or DP), as the tree dia-
gram in (9) illustrates (de Vries 2002: 211). 

(9)           NP    
 

 

   N             DP        

       three   
      

      sons 

The standard NRA has a different structure, and theories on the nature 
of this structure vary significantly (see de Vries 2002: 204-10). What-
ever the specific analysis, the commonality is that the NRA is under-
stood to stand outside of the scope of its anchor. The conservative 
approach is to take the NRA as an adjunct or modifier of the NP (or 
DP), that is, not within the NP but adjoined to it (Potts 2005: 151), as 
in (10). 

 

                                                                                                                    
nouns (according to a complex system). For more details on the syntax of 

numerals, cf. Kautzsch 1909: §134; Joüon and Muraoka 2006: §142; and Waltke 

and O‘Connor 1990: §15. 
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(10) NRA as NP Adjunction 
NP' 

 

        NP           DP 

        sons        
      

         fourteen 

It has also been proposed that the appositive is joined to its anchor as a 
coordinate phrase (CoordP), as in (11) (de Vries 2002: 212-13).  

(11) NRA as coordination 
CoordP' 

 

       DP          CoordP 

 

      D            NP         Coord          DP 

 Ø            Ø   

        sons           fourteen 

We will take up the structural question and its implications for BH 
apposition in our monographic treatment. However, we will make a 
couple of important tie-ins to the coordination analysis as we discuss 
the BH data below. 

For now, the salient point is that there is a structural distinction be-
tween RA and NRA. Why? Drawing a distinction between RA and 
NRA raises questions about many aspects of the traditional view of 
apposition. The relationships of the anchor and appositive to one an-
other and to the rest of the clause are different for RA and NRA. The 
claim that the anchor and its appositive are ―nouns or noun equiva-
lents referring to the same person or thing‖ must be reconsidered in 
light of the observation that RA and NRA show different patterns 
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regarding the syntactic categories of their constituents and the extent 
of co-referentiality required.4  

In order to maintain some continuity with the traditional definition, 
yet account for the distinct characteristics of RA and NRA, apposition 
as we use it in this paper is a broad term that encompasses both RA 
and NRA. Apposition is an important and useful term in this respect 
because it enables one to discuss constructions such as those presented 
in (1)-(4) and (7)-(8) as somehow related. Limiting the term apposi-
tion to full or partial, strict or weak, or restrictive or nonrestrictive, 
even if they represent more than one syntactic structure, would cause 
us to miss insightful generalizations as well as leave un-labeled a sig-
nificant set of constituent juxtapositions.5 

Any given example of apposition combines all three of Quirk et al‘s 
basic contrasts. Thus, consider again the examples in (1)–(4) and (7)–
(8): 

(1)' 
ֹֹ֧אֶמרַַא  ּי ואו  ִתיִַהִ֑ ֹוֲַאֹחֹ֣ הִַאְׁשתָ֖ ְבָרָהָ֛םֶַאל־ָׂשָרַ֥  

‗and Abraham said concerning Sarah, his wife, ―She is my sister‖‘ 
(Gen 20:2)  

 = FULL, STRICT, NONRESTRICTIVE 

(2)'  
ְיָלה׃  יםַָלָֽ ל־ָהָאִֶ֑רץַַאְרָבִעֹ֣יםַ֔יֹוםְַוַאְרָבִעָ֖ ֶּגֶָׁ֖שםַע  יַה  ְַֽיִהַ֥ ָֽ  ו 

‗and the rain was upon the earth forty day(s) and forty night(s)‘  
 = PARTIAL, STRICT, RESTRICTIVE 

(3)' 
י  ְפָתִלִ֗ ֹ֣הַנ  ּטֵּ הַ֜הּואִַממ   ֶבן־ִאָּׁשהַַ֩אְלָמָנָ֨

‗a son of a woman, a widow, was he, from the tribe of Naphtali‘  
(1Kgs 7:14)  

 = FULL, STRICT, NONRESTRICTIVE 

                                                         
4 Note that de Vries‘ analysis qualifies the traditional view that appositions are 

not joined together by a coordinating conjunction, because de Vries argues that 

they are joined together by a (often null) specifying coordinator 
5 For an alternative view, see Acuña-Fariña (1999), who argues that the term 

apposition has been applied too broadly and has lost its usefulness.  
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(4)' 
אֶמרַ   ֹֹ֡ ּי יְדךַ ו  ֶַאת־ְיִחָֽ אֶַאת־ִבְנךָ֨ ח־ָנָ֠ ק   

‗and he said, ―take your son, your only‖‘ (Gen 22:2)  
 = PARTIAL, WEAK, NONRESTRICTIVE 

(7)'  
םְַוֶאת־ָיֶָֽפת׃ םֶַאת־ָחַ֥ ָ֖ ִ֑יםֶַאת־ׁשֵּ ְַׁשֹלָׁשֹ֣הַָבִנ ּיַֹ֥וֶלדַֹנָ֖ח   ו 

‗and Noah begat three sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth‘ (Gen 6:10)  
 = PARTIAL, STRICT, RESTRICTIVE 

(8)' 
ֹוׁש׃  רַּוָבנַֹ֥ותַָׁשלָֽ ןַָבִנָ֛יםַַאְרָבָעַ֥הַָעָׂשָ֖ יָמִ֗ יםְַלהֵּ ןַָהֱאֹלִה֜ ִּיתֵָּ֨  ו 

‗and God gave to Heman sons, fourteen, and daughters, three‘   
(1Chr 25:5)  

 = PARTIAL, STRICT, NONRESTRICTIVE 

These representative data suggest that, besides cases in which numer-
als are the anchor, BH apposition is a mostly nonrestrictive noun mod-
ification strategy. 

B. Semantic Categories 

The next step is to consider the semantics of apposition—what kind of 
modification do appositives provide about their anchors? From our 
above survey of past analyses for BH apposition, it should be clear 
that grammarians have focused on the lexical information represented 
by the appositive, such as genus, material, quality, or quantity. But, 
while these categories may be interesting, they are fundamentally not 
about the semantics of appositional modification, that is, the semantics 
of the relationship between the anchor and the appositive.  

For the less common RA, the semantics seem straightforward—the 
appositive specifies and identifies the particular referent of the anchor 
from among the membership set created by the anchor. Interestingly, 
the anchor and appositive in RA produce questionable predications, if 
we employ the traditional definition. For example, with the numeral 
example in (2), ―forty is day(s)‖ is awkward at best. 

In contrast to RAs, predication generally makes clear sense for the 
anchor and appositive in NRAs, such as ―Sarah is his wife.‖ But NRA 
does not specify and identify the particular referent of the anchor. 
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Rather, the data for NRA suggest a variety of semantic functions. In 
an attempt to capture and categorize the variety of ways that NRAs 
relate to their anchors, Quirk et al. (1985: 1308) provide the scheme 
given in (12): 

(12) Semantic Types of non-restrictive appositions 
Category   Gloss 
A. Equivalence6   ‗or‘ 
 (i) appellation:  ‗that is‘ 
 (ii) identification:  ‗namely‘ 
 (iii) designation:  ‗that is to say‘ 
 (iv) reformulation:  ‗in other words‘ 
B. Attribution [specification] ‗being‘ or ‗as you know‘  
C. Inclusion 
 (i) exemplification:  ‗for example‘ 
 (ii) particularization:  ‗especially‘ 

What follows in the next section is a brief description of each of Quirk 
et al‘s semantic types, illustrated with one or more BH examples of 
NRA apposition. 

1. Equivalence: Appellation 

Appellation is a ―naming relation‖ where both constituents are definite 
and the appositive is usually a proper noun (Quirk et al. 1985: 1308). 
In English, that is may be inserted. A typical example, with ֶמֶלְך  as ה 
the anchor and the PN ְיהֹוָאׁש the appositive, is given in (13). 

 

 

                                                         
6 According to de Vries 2002, appositions of equivalence may be syndetic or 

asyndetic in English; i.e., the gloss may or may not be present. Keeping in mind 

the traditional notion that an appositive should be able to exist in a predicative 

relationship with the anchor, note Stassen‘ (1997: 101-13) two forms of 

predication: identification, where a predicate B is a ―label‖ or ―name‖ for an 

argument A, and specification, where B is an attribute or characteristic of A. 

Identification correlates with Quirk‘s idea of equivalence, while Stassen‘s 

specification correlates with Quirk‘s idea of attribution.  
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(13)  
ים ֲהִנ֔ ֹכֹ֣ ןְַ֙ול  ֹכהֵּ עַה  ֶלְךְַיהֹוָאׁ֜שִַליהֹוָיָד  ֶמָ֨ ִּיְקָראַ֩ה   ו 

‗and the king, (that is,) Jehoash, summoned Jehoiada the priest 
and the (other) priests‘ (2Kgs 12:8) 

Appellation, especially in the cases with a definite NP like ֶמֶלְך  ,ה 
may also be a more specialized title formula, similar to ―King Je-
hoash,‖ in which the anchor is capitalized when written (see Meyer 
1992: 47-48, where such appositions are called ―pseudo-titles‖). 

2. Equivalence: Identification 

In identification NRAs, the anchor is an NP, usually indefinite, al-
though not necessarily, while the appositive is more specific. In these 
examples, (14)-(16), namely can be inserted. Note that in these con-
structions it is possible for an indefinite anchor to be paired with a 
definite appositive, as in (14), which contradicts Waltke and 
O‘Connor‘s claim about apposition that the ―all its parts agree in defi-
niteness and reference‖ (1990: 227). 

(14)  
יֲַעלֵַּ ְדִתָ֨ ִַָֽ֖יםְַוִהְפק  ינ  ֹותַעֵּ ּלַ֥ תְַמכ  ח  ֔ ד  ּק  ֶחֶֹ֣פתְַוֶאת־ה  ּׁש  ָהָלהֶַ֙את־ה  יֶכ םֶַבָֽ
ִֶ֑פׁש תַָנ  ּוְמִדיֹבֹ֣

‗and I shall impose upon you a terror, (namely,) the 
consumption and the fever that bring eyes to an end and 
make life pine away‘ (Lev 26:16) 

(15)  
ֹ֣יַ׀ַ יְַדמֵּ ְמִתִ֞ ַ֥דִַאיָזֶָֽבלְוִנּק  יְַיהָוָ֖הִַמּי  ַ֥ ְבדֵּ ָ֛יַָכל־ע  יםַּוְדמֵּ ְנִביִאִ֗ ֹ֣יַה  ֲעָבד   

‗and I shall avenge the blood of my servants, (namely,) the 
prophets, and the blood of all the servants of Yhwh from 
the hand of Jezebel‘ (2Kgs 9:7) 

(16)  
ֹולַ ָּגדָ֖ ֶלְךַה  ֶמַ֥ ר־ה  ּוְַדב  ּור׃ִׁשְמעָ֛ ֶלְךַַאּׁשָֽ ֶמַ֥   

‗Hear the word of the great king, (namely,) the king of 
Assyria‘ (2Kgs 18:28) 

A particularly interesting example of identification is the common 
construction in which a singular subject (which has agreement with a 
singular verb) is the anchor for a plural appositive that includes a re-
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sumptive pronoun. In example (17), ְבָרם  the anchor, represents ,א 
himself, his wife, his possessions, and even his nephew, and the appos-
itive ְַוָכל־ֲאֶׁשר־לֹוְַולֹוטִַעמו ֹהּואְַוִאְׁשתֹו  identifies more fully what the 
anchor ְבָרם   really entails in this particular activity or event.7 א 

(17)  
ְַֽגָבה׃ ֶנָֽ ֹוַה  ֹוטִַעמָ֖ ֹוְַולַ֥ ֹוְַוָכל־ֲאֶׁשר־לָ֛ אְַוִאְׁשתֹ֧ ִיםַהּוָ֠ ֜ םִַמִמְצר  לַַ֩אְבָרָ֨ ע  ּי    ו 

‗and Abram went up from Egypt, (namely,) he and his wife 
and all that was his, and Lot (who was) with him, to the 
Negev‘ (Gen 13:1) 

Note that the anchor and appositive are often separated by other con-
stituents, such as the locative PP ִים   .ִמִמְצר 

3. Equivalence: Designation 

In the designation type of apposition, the anchor is more specific than 
the appositive; therefore ―namely‖ cannot be inserted. Examples (18) 
and (19), which are common appositions, are arguably NRAs of des-
ignation. 

(18)  
ם יֶה֔ ֹ֣הֱַאֹלהֵּ ּוֶַאת־ָכל־ִמְצֹותְַ֙יהָו ְזבִ֗ ע  ּי   ו 

‗and they abandoned all of the commandments of Yhwh, their 
God.‘ (2Kgs 17:16) 

(19)  
ִמיםַַ֙וַ  רַי כֻּ הּוֲַאר  ִכיםֲַ֙אֶׁשָ֨ מ  אלִַמן־ה  ֹ֣אְַבִיְזְרֶעִ֗ פֵּ ֶלְךְַלִהְתר  ֶמ֜ םַה  ָּיָׁשבַ֩יֹוָרָ֨

ה ָרָמ֔  ָבָֽ
‗and Joram, the king, returned to heal in Jezreel from the 

wounds that the Arameans gave him at Ramah‘ (2Kgs 
8:29) 

4. Equivalence: Reformulation 

In an apposition of reformulation, the appositive is a rewording of the 
anchor, as in (20). 

                                                         
7 Cf. Waltke and O‘Connor 1990: §16.3.2.c for many other examples. Lev 14:6 

and 2Kgs 11:2 contain such appositions with objects rather than subjects. These 

are sometimes interpreted as reduced clauses (small clauses). 
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(20)  
יַ֙ ְַימֵּ יםְַוָהיֹּ֣וְַלךִ֗ עְַפָעִמִ֑ עַָׁשִנָ֖יםֶַׁשֹ֣ב  ב  יםֶַׁשַ֥ תַָׁשִנ֔ ְבֹתֹ֣ עַׁש  ֶַׁשֶ֚ב  ְלךִ֗ ְרָתַֹ֣ ְוָספ 

ע עְַוַאְרָבִעַָ֖ ֶׁשֶ֚ב  ׁש  ַ֥ יםַתֵּ ָּׁשִנ֔ תַה  ְבֹתֹ֣ יםַָׁשָנָֽה׃ׁש   

‗and you shall count off seven sabbaths of years, seven years 
seven times, so that the seven sabbaths of years will be for 
you forty nine years‘ (Lev 25:8)  

The reformulation in (20) is literal, but reformulation can also be met-
aphorical, as in (21), where staggering is a metaphorical reformulation 
of wine; here the important property of wine is that staggering is one 
of its effects.8 

(21)  
ה׃ ָלָֽ ְרעֵּ ִַֹ֣֣יןַת  נּוַי   ִהְׁשִקיָתִ֗

‗you caused us to drink wine, staggering‘ (Ps 60:5) 

5. Attribution 

In NP appositions of equivalence, either the anchor or the appositive 
could be omitted and the resulting sentence would be an entailment of 
the original (Huddleston and Pullam 2002: 447). Hence, the traditional 
definition of apposition only concerns appositions of equivalence. In 
contrast, in an apposition of attribution, the appositive is not equiva-
lent to the anchor; instead, it modifies or describes it. In example (22), 
the anchor is a referential NP and one of the following appositives is 
indefinite and non-referential (see Quirk et al. 1985: 1313): 

(22)  ַ
י יׁשִַמְצִר֔ ָבִחיםִַ֙אֹ֣ ּט  הַׂש  רַה  ְרֹע֜ יסַפ  רְַ֩סִרָ֨ הּוַפֹוִטיפ  ִּיְקנֵֹּ֡  ו 

‗and Potiphar, the official of Pharaoh, the captain of the guard, 
a man, an Egyptian, bought him‘ (Gen 39:1)  

                                                         
8 Based on the translation, it might seem that staggering could be taken as a 

verbal modifier for the verb drink; but in the Hebrew there is no verb drink. If 

there were an English equivalent for feed with regard to beverages, this would 

produce a better translation, corresponding to You fed us wine, staggering. For 

commentary on alternative interpretations of this phrase, see Kautzsch 1909: 

§131c. 
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Example (22) is rare, however, and almost all other attributive apposi-
tions we found have both an indefinite anchor and an indefinite appos-
itive, as in (23).  

(23)  
ה ֹ֣יַָׁשָנ֔ יםְַתִמיִמםְַ֙בנֵּ תְַכָבִׂש  ֶחםִַׁשְבע ָ֨ ֶּלִ֗ ל־ה  ְבֶתֹ֣םַע   ְוִהְקר 

‗and you shall offer with the bread seven spotless lambs, year-
olds‘ (Lev 23:18) 

In BH an appositive can also be used to indicate the material of which 
something consists, such as ְנֹחֶׁשת in (24), ָזָהב ח in (25), and ה   in ֶקמ 
(26).9  

(24)  
ֶׁשתַ ִיםְַנֹחָ֖ ַ֥ יָתִ֑ןִַבְמִצְלת  ףְַואֵּ ןַָאָסָ֖ יָמַ֥ יםַהֵּ ְרִר֔ ְמֹׁשֹ֣ ׃ְוה  יע  ְׁשִמָֽ ְלה   

‗and the singers, Heman, Asaph, and Ethan, on cymbals (of) 
bronze to make sound‘ (1Chr 15:19) 

(25)  
ֶׁשן׃ ֹחָֽ ֹותַה  ל־ְקצָ֖ תַע  ָבֹעִ֑ ּט  יַה  ָ֖ ל־ְׁשתֵּ בַע  ָזָה֔ תַה  יַָ֙הֲעֹבֹתֹ֣ ּוְַׁשתֵּ ִַּֽיְתנִ֗ ָֽ  ו 

‗and they put the two cords (of) the gold on the two rings on 
the edges of the breast-piece‘ (Exod 39:17) 

(26)  
ֹות׃ גָֽ יַעֻּ ֲעִׂשַ֥ ּוִׁשיַו  ֶלתַלָ֖ חַֹס֔ מ  ׁשְַסִאיםֶַ֙קֹ֣ יְַׁשֹל  ֲהִרִ֞  מ 

‗quickly fetch three seahs (of) flour, finely milled flour, knead 
(it), and make cakes‘ (Gen 18:6)10 

Some appositions of attribution have an intensifying function. The 
appositive alters the sense of the anchor by strengthening it, qualita-

                                                         
9 More examples of appositives of material can be found in Kautzsch (1909: 

§127h, 131d). Other common constructions of this form include a number as an 

anchor followed by the object numbered in apposition (cf. Kautzsch 1909: §97a, 

§134b); and a period of time and its composition, e.g., a month, days (= a month 

of days = a whole month).  
10 In (26), the appositive flour, finely milled flour is probably also itself an 

apposition. It could be an apposition of designation (flour, that is to say, finely 

milled flour) or particularization (flour, especially finely milled flour). See also the 

discussion below for (34). 
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tively or quantitatively. The most common examples of this are with 
NP repetition, as in (27): 

(27)  
אֲַ בַו  ֹותֲַאֶׁש רַָזָהבַָ֙זָה֔ ִמְזָרקִ֗ ְחתֹותְַ֙וֶאת־ה  מ  חְַוֶאת־ה  ָ֖ ֶׁשר־ֶכֶָ֖סףַָכִֶ֑סףַָלק 

ים ָבִחָֽ ב־ט   ר 
‗and the censers and the bowls, which were gold gold and 

silver silver, the captain of the guard took‘ (2Kgs 25:15) 

The intensifying apposition of attribution with the metals in (27) sug-
gests ―pure gold‖ and ―pure silver‖. However, this also occurs with 
non-material NPs, such as ּגִֵּבים in (28): 

(28)   
ים׃ ִבָֽ יםַ׀ַּגֵּ ִבַ֥ ֶזָ֖הַּגֵּ לַה  ַ֥ח  נ  הַה  ִ֑הַָעֹׂשָ֛ ֹ֣רְַיהָו הַָאמ  אֶמרַֹכָ֖ ֹֹ֕ ּי  ו 

‗and he said, ―Thus said Yhwh: Make this ravine (into) 
ditches, ditches‘ (2Kgs 3:16) 

In (28), the apposition of the same NP suggests an intensifying of type 
(i.e., deep ditches) or number (i.e., abundant ditches). Less common, 
but clearly a type of intensifying apposition, is the juxtaposition of 
two VPs. This mostly occurs in poetry, as (29) and (30), though it also 
occasionally appears in prose, as with the passive participles in (31): 

(29)  
ת־ִצּ֔יֹון תַ֙ב  ְַבתּול  ֹ֣הְַלךִ֗ הְַל֜ךַָלֲעָג   ָבָזָ֨

‗Virgin daughter Zion despises you, derides you‘ (2Kgs 
19:21)11  

(30)  
ְמְלָלהַָ֙אֶ֔רץ  ָאב  לַאֻּ

‗(The) land mourns, languishes‘ (Isa 33:9)12 

                                                         
11 Note that (29) is an interesting example of the cliticization of a noun (i.e., the 

so-called construct relationship) with apposition-like semantics; the expected 

English translation, Zion’s daughter, does not convey the proper sense; daughter 

Zion is what is meant.  
12 Example (30) is cited by Avishur (1971: 72). The first verb, ל  is inflected ,ָאב 

for masculine gender, thereby disagreeing with the feminine gender of ָאֶרץ, the 

expected subject. However, taking ָאֶרץ as the subject seems to be the only 

coherent option.  
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(31)   
ִ֑ל ֹ֣יִַיְׂשָראֵּ ֹוְךְַבנֵּ יִַמתָ֖ ָ֙מהִַ֙ל֔ ִנַ֥יםַהֵּ יםְַנתֻּ ִנָ֨  ִכיְַ֩נתֻּ

‗because given, given [> totally given] were they for me from 
the midst of the children of Israel‘ (Num 8:16) 

6. Inclusion 

The final semantic relationship for apposition is inclusion. In inclu-
sion, the appositive is an example of the anchor—one specific in-
stance of it.13 The example can be representative, a paradigm case, in 
which case Quirk et al (1985) refer to the relationship as particulariza-
tion, marked in English by words and phrases such as especially, in 
particular, mainly, and mostly; or it can be an example that is not 
necessarily representative, which they refer to as exemplification, 
marked in English by for example or say. 

Several constructions that appear to be apposition of inclusion occur 
in BH, though they are not without complications. Consider example 
(32): 

(32)  
ף׃ ָֽ ׁשִַתָּׂשרֵּ ָ֖ ֶלתַָבאֵּ ֶּל֔ יאְַמח  לִַלְזנִֹ֑ותֶַאת־ָאִב֙יָהִַ֙הֹ֣ ָ֖ חֵּ יַתֵּ ןִַכַ֥ יׁשַֹכהֵּ֔ תִַ֙אֹ֣  ּוב 

‗and a daughter of a man, a priest —when she defiles (herself) 
by committing fornication, she profanes her father; she 
shall be burned in the fire‘ (Lev 21:9) 

This appears to be a straightforward example of partial strict restric-
tive apposition—the NPs ִאיׁש and ן  are of the same category 14ֹכהֵּ
(strict), but do not produce contextually acceptable statements if the 
appositive is omitted (partial, restrictive). That is, the point of the 
verse is about a particular type daughter, a priest‘s, not any man‘s 
daughter. However, ִַיׁשא  and ן  produce an awkward non-specific ֹכהֵּ
equative predication, ―a man is a priest.‖ f ן -is a restrictive modifi ֹכהֵּ
er, this cannot be apposition of inclusion, which is by definition NRA. 
Since such examples seem to have the semantics of inclusion, in that 

                                                         
13  There is overlap between this category and the ―appositive of species‖ 

referenced in the standard grammars (Kautzsch 1909: §131b; Joüon and Muraoka 

2006: §131b). 
14 Though ן  .has the participial form, we take it as an agentive noun ֹכהֵּ
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the appositive particularizes the anchor, but are also restrictive, it may 
be that they are not appositions at all, but unmarked relative clauses, 
―a man (who is) a priest.‖ 

Often the data that are candidates for appositions of inclusion present 
such ambiguity—are they appositives or relatives? We provide two 
more for illustration in (33) and (34): 

(33)  
ח אִַיָּקִ֑ ֹֹ֣ ֶּלהַל ָ֖ הֶַאת־אֵּ ֲחָלָלֹ֣הַֹזָנ֔  ַאְלָמָנ הַּוְגרּוָׁשהַ֙ו 

‗a widow or a divorcée or a deflowered woman (who is /, for 
example,) a prostitute‘ (Lev 21:14) 

(34) = (26)  
ֹות גָֽ יַעֻּ ֲעִׂשַ֥ ּוִׁשיַו  ֶלתַלָ֖ חַֹס֔ מ  ׁשְַסִאיםֶַ֙קֹ֣ יְַׁשֹל  ֲהִרִ֞ ׃מ   

‗quickly fetch three seahs (of) flour, (which is /, especially) 
finely milled flour, knead (it), and make cakes‘ (Gen 18:6) 

Example (33) may be a restrictive relative (―a deflowered woman who 
is a prostitute‖) or a NRA with the sense of exemplification (―a de-
flowered woman, such as a prostitute‖). This may even be an apposi-
tion of equivalence—the choice depends largely on the author‘s cul-
tural presuppositions. Example (34) may be a restrictive relative 
(―flour that is finely milled flour‖) or a NRA with the sense of particu-
larization (―flour, especially finely milled flour‖).  

We can reach no clear conclusion regarding the presence of apposi-
tives of inclusion in BH. Furthermore, as we noted with ן  the ,ִאיׁשַֹכהֵּ
semantics of inclusion cannot be convincingly construed as predica-
tion. Perhaps ―a deflowered woman is a prostitute‖ makes some sense, 
but less so ―a man is a priest,‖ and less than this, the equation of ח  ֶקמ 
and ֹסֶלת, ―flour is finely milled flour‖. The purported appositives in 
these examples do not merely specify the nature of their anchors, but 
rather provide a more complex type of information about them, plac-
ing them on the margins of apposition, if not something else, such as a 
relative clause.  

7. Summary 

NP apposition is sometimes considered to be limited to the semantics 
of identification or equivalence, where the anchor and the appositive 



                       Robert D. Holmstedt & Andrew R. Jones 

 

40 

are co-referential and either can be left out of the sentence. This kind 
of apposition is frequent in BH, but unlike English, attributive apposi-
tions also occur frequently. For this reason it is better to describe NP 
apposition in BH as a phenomenon of predication rather than one of 
identification or equivalence. The concept of predication includes 
identification and equivalence, but is a broader category that permits 
an appositive to describe, characterize, or specify its anchor as any 
predicate might do. 

4. Non-Nominal BH Apposition 

Although canonical apposition is considered to be a noun modification 
strategy, the evidence adduced in the reference grammars, as well as 
the VP apposition we gave above in (29)–(31) and below in (35), sug-
gest that non-nominal constituents may also be juxtaposed and so 
parallel NP apposition. 

(35)  
ר׃ ד־ָעָפָֽ ַָלָאֶָ֖רץַע  יע  ילִַהִּגַ֥ חִַהְׁשִפָ֛ ַ֥ ׁש  יךַהֵּ ֹ֣בַחֹוֹמֶתִ֗ רִַמְׂשּג   ּוִמְבצ ִ֞

‘and the fortress of the stronghold of your walls he has thrown 
down, he has brought low, he has thrown to the ground, to 
the dirt‘ (Isa 25:12)  

In fact, if NRA is a specifying type of coordination, a proposal we 
briefly mentioned for the tree diagram in (11), then there is no inher-
ent reason to limit NRA to nominal categories.15 PPs in particular are 
frequently used in ways that are difficult to distinguish from nominal 
NRA, in both BH and English. In BH, we found the following prepo-
sitions governing both the anchor and appositive: ֶאת )37(  )36(,  ֶאל  ,  

בְַַ)38( ִמן ,  ל )39(,  and the DOM ֶאתַ  )40(, ע   .(14(  

(36)  
ַ֥םְַיהָוָ֖ה ְַלֶמֶָ֛לְךֶַאל־ע  יךָֽ ְחִתֹ֧ ל׃ְַמׁש  ָֽ ֶאל־ִיְׂשָראֵּ  

‗I anoint you as king over the people of Yhwh, over Israel‘ 
(2Kgs 9:6) 

 

                                                         
15 Cf. also Demirdache (1991: 117), who argues that ―any maximal projection 

can serve as the head of an appositive.‖ 
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(37)  
ּור אֶַאת־ֲאֹדִנָ֖יֶַאת־ֶמֶֹ֣לְךַַאּׁשִ֑ ֶֹ֣רבַָנ֔ ָתהִַ֙הְתָע  ְוע 

‗and now make a wager with my lord, with the king of 
Assyria‘ (2Kgs 18:23) 

(38)  
ִָ֛םַ ֹ֧רִַבירּוָׁשל  ִּיָּקבֵּ ד׃ו  ירַָדִוָֽ יוְַבִעַ֥ ִעם־ֲאֹבָתָ֖  

‗and he was buried in Jerusalem with his fathers, in the city of 
David‘ (2Kgs 14:20) 

(39)  
רַ הֲַאֶׁשָ֖ ְּלֹבָנ֔ תַָ֙כל־ה  ּהְַואֵּ ְמָנ֔ ִמְנָחהַּ֙וִמּׁש  ֶלתַה  ֹוִַמֹּס  ְמצִ֗ נּוְַבקֻּ יםִַמֶמ֜ ִרָ֨ ְוהֵּ

ִמְנָחִ֑ה ל־ה   ע 
‗and he shall raise some of it in his hand, some of the flour of 

the grain offering and some of its oil and all the 
frankincense that is on the grain offering‘ (Lev 6:8)16 

(40)  
יתַ ְיָמִנ֔ רַ֙ה  הֵּ ִמּט  ֶזןַה  ּוְךַֹא  ל־ְתנִ֞ ןַ֙ע  ֹכהֵּ ֹוִַיתֵּ ןַה  פִ֗ ל־כ  ֶמןֲַאֶׁשֹ֣רַע  ֶּׁש֜ ֶתרַה  ּוִמֶּיָ֨

ֶהןַָידֹוַ֙ ל־ֹב  ם׃ְוע  םַָהָאָׁשָֽ ַ֥ ָ֖לַד  ִ֑יתַע  ְיָמִנ ֹוַה  ְגלָ֖ ֶהןַר  ל־ֹבַ֥ יתְַוע  ְיָמִנ֔ ה   
‗and some the remainder of the oil that is on his hand, the 

priest shall put on the lobe of the right ear of the one 
being cleansed and on the thumb of his right hand and on 
the big toe of his right foot on top of the blood of the guilt 
offering‘ (Lev 14:17) 

 

(41)  ַ
יְדךַ  ֶַאת־ְיִחָֽ אֶַאת־ִבְנךָ֨ ח־ָנָ֠ אֶמרַק  ֹֹ֡ ּי  ו 

‗and he said, ―take your son, your only‖‘ (Gen 22:2) 

When examples like these are mentioned in the reference grammars, 
they are analyzed as nominal appositions of the complements of the 
prepositions (Waltke and O‘Connor 1990: 232, §12.3.f). That is, they 
are discussed in terms of whether the preposition or DOM on the an-

                                                         
16 Example (36) could also be understood in terms of right dislocation, since the 

complement of the first preposition is a pronoun. However, it seems more likely 

that this pronoun refers to the ִמְנָחה, the food offering, mentioned in the 

preceding clause, than to the appositive. 
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chor is repeated or omitted on the appositive. However, this analysis 
does not address the syntactic position of the second preposition—
how can the second PP be taken as a nominal appositive? Rather than 
attempting to maintain an unmotivated theoretical restriction that an-
chors and appositives must be NPs, it is more logical and grounded in 
the data to accept the constituents as they appear—when an anchor is 
an NP, it is nominal apposition, when the anchor is a PP, it is non-
nominal apposition. This follows from both Quirk et al‘s ―weak‖ type 
as well as the proposal that NRA is a specifying coordination. 

5. Extraposed Apposition 

In his linguistic study of relativization, de Vries (2002: 235) suggests 
that any construction that can be divided into two parts can be ex-
traposed under certain conditions. De Vries does not discuss condi-
tions on the extraposition of appositives, but rather focuses on the 
extraposition of restrictive relative clauses. We have not seen any 
clear cases of an extraposed restrictive appositive in BH, but extrapo-
sition of an NRA is common, and this would be expected if de Vries‘ 
analysis is correct. Some examples of extraposed appositives in BH 
follow in (42)-(46). 

(42)   
ֶפרַ ּסֵּ֔ ֹ֣יַה  ֶ֚תַָכל־ִדְברֵּ ְׁשָבִ֑יוַאֵּ ל־ֹיָֽ ֶזָ֖הְַוע  ֹוםַה  ָמקַ֥ יאַָרָעָ֛הֶַאל־ה  ִבַ֥ יַמֵּ ִהְנִנָ֨

ה׃ ֶלְךְַיהּוָדָֽ אֶַמַ֥ רַָקָרָ֖  ֲאֶׁשַ֥
‗look, I am bringing an evil to this place and on its inhabitants, 

all the words of the book that the king of Judah has read‘ 
(2Kgs 22:16) 

(43)  
קַ ּוֲַאֹבת  יְַלָפָניוַַ֙אְבָרָהֹ֣םְַוִיְצָח֔ ְּלכָ֨ יםֲַאֶׁשרִַ֩הְתה  ֱאֹלִהֹ֡ ָהָֽ ֶאת־…ַו  ְַ֮ ְך ְיָברֵּ ה 

ְנָעִרים ַ  ה 
‗the God that my fathers walked before him, Abraham and 

Isaac . . . shall bless the boys‘ (Gen 48:15-16) 

(44)  
יַ ֹ֣ יֲַחִמִּׁשיםְַ֙וָׂשרֵּ ֹותְַוָׂשרֵּ  אִ֗ יַמֵּ ֹ֣ יםְַוָׂשרֵּ יֲַאָלִפ֜ ָ֨ יֶכִ֑םַָׂשרֵּ יםֲַעלֵּ ןַֹאָתָ֛םַָראִׁשָ֖ ַ֥ ָוֶאתֵּ

ם׃ יֶכָֽ יםְַלִׁשְבטֵּ תְַוֹׁשְטִרָ֖  ֲעָׂשֹר֔
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‗and I will make them heads over you, leaders of thousands 
and leaders of hundreds and leaders of fifties and leaders 
of tens and officials for your tribes‘ (Deut 1:15) 

(45)  
הַ ָאהְַ֙מִדיָנ֔ יםַּומֵּ עְַוֶעְׂשִר  ב  יםֶַאל־ֶׁשָ֨ ְּיהּוִדִ֗ יםֶַאל־ָכל־ה  חְַסָפִר֜ ִּיְׁשל ָ֨ ו 

ת׃ַ ֹוםֶַוֱאֶמָֽ יַָׁשלָ֖ ַ֥ ֹוׁשִַדְברֵּ ְׁשוֵּרִ֑ ּותֲַאח  ְלכָ֖ ֶּלהמ  יםַָהאֵּ֜ ִרָ֨ פֻּ יַ֩ה  ת־ְימֵּ םַאֵּ ּיֵֹּ֡ ְלק   
‗and he sent letters to all the Jews, to (the) 127 provinces, the 

kingdom of Xerxes —words of peace and truth—to 
establish these days of Purim‘ (Esth 9:30-31) 

(46)  
בַָוָרַָ֖ ָ֛ ֹולְַור  ֹ֣םַָּגדַ֥ ְֹׁ֣שבּוַָבִּ֑הַע  יםְַלָפִנָ֖יםַָי ִמַ֥ ים׃ָהאֵּ םַָכֲעָנִקָֽ  

‗the Emim formerly dwelled in it [the land], a people great 
and numerous and tall like Anakim‘ (Deut 2:10) 

Thorion-Vardi (1987) coins the term ―ultraposition‖ for extraposed 
apposition in BH and presents much important data for the topic. She 
proposes that two rules govern the extraposition of appositives in BH: 
(1) the subject and predicate must remain adjacent; and (2) the apposi-
tive cannot be inserted until the rest of the clause in which the anchor 
is found has been completed.17 

The only exceptions to Thorion-Vardi's second rule, that the rest of the 
clause must be completed before the appositive is inserted, involve 
clauses with two or more extraposed appositions. Thorion-Vardi iden-
tified two examples of this phenomenon in BH, and we add two ex-
amples from the data we have already presented: 

(47)  
ןַ ֔ ְרדֵּ ּי  ל־ה  ַ֙ע  ֙ח  הַָׁש םִַמְזבֵּ ֶּׁשָ֨ ְמנ  ָֽ ֶבטַ֩ה  יַׁשֵּ ֲחִצֹ֣ דַו  ֹ֣ןַּוְבנֵּי־ָגֹ֡ ִּיְבנֹּ֣וְַבנֵּי־ְראּובֵּ ו 

ה׃ ְרֶאָֽ ֹולְַלמ  ַָּגדָ֖ ח  ַ֥  ִמְזבֵּ
‗and the sons of Reuben, the sons of Gad, and half of the tribe 

of Manasseh built there1 an altar2, by the Jordan1, an altar 
great in (its) appearance2‘ (Josh 22:10) 

 

                                                         
17 However, an appositive cannot be extraposed outside of a subordinate clause 

within which it appears; for example, in (43) the appositive is only extraposed to 

the end of the relative clause within which it is contained. 
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(48)  
ַ֥יםַ םְַׁשנֵּ ֹ֣יתֲַאֹבָת֔ ֶהםְַ֙לבֵּ יאֵּ אֵּ תַָכל־ְנִׂשָֽ יתַָא֜בַמֵּ ֶּטהְַ֩לבֵָּ֨ ֶּטֹ֣הַמ  םַמ  ִאָתֹ֡ ָֽ חַמֵּ ֹ֣ ְוק 

ֹות ּטִ֑ רַמ    ָעָׂשָ֖
‗and take from them1 a staff2 for each ancestral house3 from 

each of their leaders1, for their fathers‘ house3, twelve 
staffs2‘ (Num 17:17) 

(49) = (17) 
ְַֽגָבה׃ ֶנָֽ ֹוַה  ֹוטִַעמָ֖ ֹוְַולַ֥ ֹוְַוָכל־ֲאֶׁשר־לָ֛ אְַוִאְׁשתֹ֧ ִיםַהּוָ֠ ֜ םִַמִמְצר  לַַ֩אְבָרָ֨ ע  ּי   ו 

‗and Abram1 went up from Egypt1, (namely,) he and his wife 
and all that was his, and Lot (who was) with him2, to the 
Negev2‘ (Gen 13:1) 

(50) = (44) 
יַ ֹ֣ יֲַחִמִּׁשיםְַ֙וָׂשרֵּ ֹותְַוָׂשרֵּ  אִ֗ יַמֵּ ֹ֣ יםְַוָׂשרֵּ יֲַאָלִפ֜ ָ֨ יֶכִ֑םַָׂשרֵּ יםֲַעלֵּ ןַֹאָתָ֛םַָראִׁשָ֖ ַ֥ ָוֶאתֵּ

תַ ם׃ֲעָׂשֹר֔ יֶכָֽ יםְַלִׁשְבטֵּ ְוֹׁשְטִרָ֖  
‗and I will make them heads1 over you2, leaders of thousands 

and leaders of hundreds and leaders of fifties and leaders 
of tens and officials1 for your tribes2‘ (Deut 1:15) 

The order of the anchors is not necessarily the same as that of the 
appositives.18 Though they do appear in the same relative sequence 
in (45) and (50), that is not the case in (48). In example (48), apposi-
tives #2 ( ית ֲאֹבָתם ְלבֵּ ) and #3 (ּטֹות  appear in reverse order (ְׁשנֵּיםַָעָׂשרַמ 
from that of their respective anchors, ֶּטה ֶּטה מ  מ   and ַָאב ית  19.ְלבֵּ
Critically, if we take the Thorion-Vardi‘s observation that extraposed 
appositions must be moved to the right-most edges of their clauses as 
a grammatical principle in BH, it actually guides our analysis of ex-
amples like (49) and (50). While the locative phrase ֶנְגָבה  in (49) ה 
and the PP יֶכם  in (50) might in different contexts be taken as ְלִׁשְבטֵּ
verbal adjuncts for ל ע  ּי  ן and ו  -here they must be extraposed ap ,ָוֶאתֵּ
positives. Both ֶנְגָבה יֶכםְלִׁשְבטֵַּ and ה   follow an extraposed apposi-

                                                         
18 The appearance of multiple extraposed appositives in the same clause is further 

evidence against taking such extraposed appositions as free-adjunct or right-

dislocation structures (and for the latter, we add also the observation that 

dislocation overwhelmingly employs a coindexed, ―resumptive‖ pronoun in the 

core clause, not a full NP). 
19 Thorion-Vardi (1987: 58) groups the phrases differently in (48) and argues that 

the appositives occur in the same order as their respective anchors. 
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tion, which by Thorion-Vardi‘s principle must be position at the end 
of its clause. This position for ֶנְגָבה יֶכם and ה   indicates that ְלִׁשְבטֵּ
they, too, must be extraposed appositives, modifying the anchors 
ִים יֶכם and ִמִמְצר    .respectively ,ֲעלֵּ

More evidence for the extraposition of NRA in BH comes from appo-
sitions with a pronominal or null anchor. On the surface it can be dif-
ficult to distinguish extraposition from right dislocation in cases where 
the anchor of the extraposition is a pronoun or is not phonologically 
present, because they have the same structure: in right-dislocation a 
pronoun appears in a clause, and a co-referential NP appears at the 
end of the clause.20 However, in some cases it is clear that the pro-
noun is not part of a right-dislocation construction because it refers to 
a clause-external entity. For example, lists with a ―this is …‖ introduc-
tion, where the demonstrative pronoun זֶה refers only to the subse-
quent list, should be taken as right-dislocation (51); but pronouns that 
refer to a known entity from the preceding discourse should be taken 
as anchors in an apposition (52). 

(51)  
תַ ֹ֣חַֹא֔תֹוֲַעִׂשיִרָ֨ הְַביֹוםִַ֙הָמׁש  יהָוִ֗ ָֽ יבּוַל  ְקִרֹ֣ יוֲַאֶׁשר־י  ןַּוָבָנ֜ ןַַ֩אֲהֹרָ֨ הַָקְרב  ֶזֹ֡

הַ ֶלתִַמְנָחָ֖ הַֹסָ֛ ָפַ֥ ֶרב׃ָהאֵּ ּהַָבָעָֽ ֲחִציָתָ֖ ֶקרַּומ  ֹב֔ ֲחִציָתֹּ֣הַב  ידַמ  ָתִמִ֑  
‗this is the offering of Aaron and his sons that they shall bring 

near to Yhwh on the day of him being anointed (on the 
day when he is anointed): a tenth of an ephah of flour, (as) 
a regular offering; half of it in the morning and half of it 
in the evening‘ (Lev 6:13) 

(52)  
הַ ָ֛ןְַתנּוָפָ֖ ֹכהֵּ יףַֹאָתֹ֧םַה  ִנָ֨ ָּׁשִֶ֑מןְַוהֵּ גַה  םְַוֶאת־ֹלֹ֣ ָ֛ןֶַאת־ֶכֶַ֥בׂשַָהָאָׁשָ֖ ֹכהֵּ חַה  ֹ֧ ְוָלק 

ַ֥יְַיהָוָֽה׃  ִלְפנֵּ
‗and the priest shall take the lamb of the guilt offering and the 

log of oil, and the priest shall wave them, a wave offering 
before Yhwh‘ (Lev 14:24) 

Constructions like (52) can also occur with a null anchor, as in (53). 

                                                         
20 We use the term right-dislocation to refer to cases where a NP appears at the 

right periphery of a clause and a pronoun appears in its expected position in the 

clause; see Holmstedt 2014b. 
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(53)  
ַ יח  ַ֥ ָ֛הַרֵּ ִָ֑חהִַאּׁשֵּ ִמְזבֵּ ירַ__ַה  ּהְַוִהְקִטָ֖ ִמְנָחהֶַ֙את־ַאְזָכָֹ֣רָת֔ ֹכהֵּ ןִַמן־ה  יםַה  ִרָ֨ ְוהֵּ

יהָוָֽה׃ ַל  ח   ִניֹחָ֖
‗and the priest shall set aside from the grain offering its token 

offering and he will turn Ø/(it) into smoke (on) the altar, a 
fire-offering of an aroma of appeasement for Yhwh‘ (Lev 
2:9) 

In (53), the final phrase stands in apposition to an implied (null) ob-
ject,21 which is the offering described in the preceding clause: its 
memorial offering. It is technically possible that there is no null object 
and that the final appositive, a fire-offering of an aroma of appease-
ment for Yhwh, is actually the object of the second clause above. 
However, three factors argue against this reading. First, such a reading 
obscures the connection between the two clauses, which is clearer 
with an appositional reading. Second, such a reading is inconsistent 
with the typical pattern in the book of Leviticus, where several NPs 
beginning with ה  are clause-final and function as (fire-offering) ִאׁש ֶ
extraposed appositions to some preceding non-null NP. Third, and 
most importantly, there is an accent on ְִַמז ָחהה  בֵּ  that marks pausal 
forms (a D0 accent—an atnaḥ). As Dresher has argued, a pausal form 
was used in Tiberian Hebrew at the right-boundary of an intonation 
phrase (1994: 11-14).22 The presence of the D0 accent in this unex-
pected position therefore provides good evidence that this is an ex-
traposed NRA. There is no explanation for the atnaḥ in this position if 
the final phrase is a the complement of the verb 23.ִהְקִטיר 

                                                         
21 Cf. Creason 1991 and Holmstedt 2013. 
22 Some words, including ָחה ִמְזבֵּ  do not have pausal forms, which makes the ,ה 

identification of intonation boundaries difficult. However, D0 accents 

unambiguously co-occur with pausal forms when pausal forms are possible. Only 

two D0 accents can appear in a verse; one appears on the final word of the verse, 

and the other is the atnaḥ. Since there are no pausal forms in Lev 2:9, the only 

two intonation breaks marked occur at the end of the verse and after hammizbēḥâ. 

This latter division, marked by atnaḥ, would normally appear on the last word of 

the first clause in a verse containing two separate clauses, but in this verse the end 

of the first clause is marked with a D1 accent, which does not necessarily occur 

with a pausal form.  
23 For similar use of the accents to guide the parsing of the Masoretic text, see 

 



Apposition in Biblical Hebrew 

 

47 

The above evidence demonstrates that several conditions exist under 
which NRA can be extraposed in BH, although it appears that restric-
tive appositives cannot be extraposed. This comports with the evi-
dence of relative clauses (see Holmstedt, in press). 

6. Apposition as a Type of Coordination 

We have mentioned a number of pieces of evidence that we take in 
favor of the specifying coordination analysis promoted by de Vries 
2002 and illustrated in (11). We will end with another set of data that 
we take to be strongly suggestive in this regard. Consider example 
(54)—in 2Kgs 24:14, we have what would otherwise appear to be a 
clear case of an appositive of designation. 

(54)  
ִילַ ח ִ֗ ֹ֣יַה  ֹ֣תַ׀ַָכל־ִּגבֹורֵּ יםְַואֵּ ָּׂשִרִ֞ ֶאת־ָכל־ה  ִםְַוָֽ רּוָׁשל  ְוִהְגָלֹ֣הֶַאת־ָכל־ְיָ֠

הְַוָכל־ֶהָחָרַָ֖ ָ֖תֲַעָׂשָרהַ]ֲעֶׂש ֶרת[ֲַאָלִפיםַּ֙גֹוֶל֔ אִַנְׁשַא֔רַזּול  ֹֹ֣ ִ֑רַל ְסּגֵּ מ  ׁשְַוה 
ם־ָהָאֶָֽרץ׃ ַ֥תַע  ּל   ד 

‗and he deported all Jerusalem, [and] all the officials and all 
the warriors (men of power)—ten thousand captives—and 
all the artisans and all the metalworkers. Nothing 
remained except the poor of the people of the land‘ (2Kgs 
24:14) 

The New Revised Standard Version leaves out all the conjunctions in 
its translation: ―He carried away all Jerusalem, all the officials, all the 
warriors, ten thousand captives, all the artisans and the smiths. . .‖ The 
expected anchor is ִם  and the expected appositive is what ,ָכל־ְירּוָׁשל 
follows, but in the Hebrew, a ו conjunction intervenes between the 
two.24 

Here are two additional BH examples of NRA with a coordinating ו, 
one with NPs (52) and one with PPs (53). 

                                                                                                                    
Holmstedt 2014a. 
24 This clause also appears to contain an appositive nested within its anchor, 

although what anchor is intended for the phrase ten thousand captives is unclear. 

It may apply only to the warriors, but if it applies to all of the captives, it is nested 

within its anchor. 
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(55)  
אַַאְרָבִעֹ֣יםַוַ  ָּׂשָ֖ ֶׂשקַמ  ֶמ֔ ּובַד  חִַמְנָח הְַבָידֹוְַ֙וָכל־טֹ֣ ִּיּק ָ֨ ו   ַ ִלְקָראתֹו ְַ֮ ל ֶֹ֣לְךֲַחָזאֵּ ּיֵּ

 ָּגָמִ֑ל
‗and Hazael went to meet him, and he took a gift in his 

hand—[and] all the best things of Damascus, a load of 
forty camels‘ (2Kgs 8:9) 

(56)  
ְק֜לֹוַבְַ חַמ  ִּיּק ָ֨ ֶֹׂ֣שםַו  ָּי לַו  ח  נ ֹ֡ ֹ֣יםַ׀ִַמן־ה  י־ֲאָבִנ ָֽ קֵּ ּלֻּ ֹוֲַחִמָּׁשֹ֣הַח  ר־לֹ֣ ִּיְבח  ֹוַו  ָידִ֗

ּוט ְלקָ֖ ּי  ֹוַּוב  יַָהֹרִעֹ֧יםֲַאֶׁשר־לָ֛ ָתםִַבְכִלָ֨   ֹאָ֠

‗and he took his staff in his hand, and he chose for himself 
five smooth stones from the wadi, and he put them in the 
shepherds‘ bag that was his, [and] in the shepherd‘s pouch‘ 
(1Sam 17:40)25 

Within the framework of specifying coordination, it seems appropriate 
also to re-classify uses of Waltke and O‘Connor‘s ―epexegetical waw‖ 
(1990: §39.2.4, §33.2.2) as NRA. Waltke and O‘Connor classify the 
epexegetical ו as a conjunction that ―may stand before clauses which 
serve to clarify or specify the sense of the preceding clause.‖ Since 
clauses connected by the epexegetical ו have the same structure as 
the NP and PP apposition we see in (52) and (53) and the semantics 
are similar, it seems plausible that the epexegetical ו also serves to 
connect a clausal (CP) appositive, as in (57)-(59). In such cases, the ו 
should not be translated as ―and,‖ but either omitted altogether or with 
an appropriate English appositive marker, such as ―that is to say‖ or 
―in other words‖ (see above, in [12]).26 

 

                                                         
25 The meaning of י ְלקּוט, ―shepherd‘s pouch,‖ in 1Sam 17:40 is uncertain, but in 

the context, it makes more sense as a gloss of ―shepherds‘ bag‖ than as a name for 

a second, separate place where David put some of his five stones.  
26 Besides the conjunction ו as a signal for apposition, Zewi (1999) has argued 

that the third person pronoun may sometimes function as a specifying coordinator 

(40-45). Examples are those like Gen 36:1 ֹום׃ ּואֱַאדָֽ וַהַ֥ ָׂשָ֖ ֹותַעֵּ ֶָּ֛להַֹתְלדַ֥  This is― ְואֵּ

the line of Esau—that is, Edom‖ (1999: 44). However, we think that Zewi‘s data 

are better interpreted either as the copular use of the pronoun or parentheses, 

depending on the structures. This does, however, highlight the close relationship 

of apposition to parenthesis; see Burton-Roberts 1994. 
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(57)   
םְַתבּוָנָֽה׃ יןַָבֶהָ֖ ַ֥ ִָ֑מהְַואֵּ ֹותַהֵּ צָ֖ דַעֵּ ַ֥  ִכי־גָֹ֛ויַֹאב 

‗indeed, they are a nation lacking sense, [and] there is no 
understanding in them‘ (Deut 32:28) 

(58)  
ֹוְַלָפָנָֽיו׃ ָּלתָ֖  ִהנֵּ הְַׂשָכרֹוִַ֙א֔תֹוַּוְפעֻּ

‗look, his wages are with him, [and] his reward is before him‘ 
(Isa 40:10b) 

(59)  ַ
ִ֑הַ ֹ֣יְַיהָו תְַנִביאֵּ ָ֖ ֶבלַאֵּ גִַאיֶז֔ ֲהֹרֹ֣ יִתיַב  ֹ֣תֲַאֶׁשר־ָעִׂש֔ אֹדִניַ֙אֵּ ָֽ ּג  דַל  א־הֻּ ָֹֽ ֲהל

יׁשַחֲַ ָֹ֣אהִַאִ֗ הַמֵּ יְַיהָו֜ הַָוַאְחִבאִַ֩מְנִביאֵָּ֨ ְמָעָר֔ יםִַאיׁשַ֙ב  יםֲַחִמִּׁשַ֥ ִמִּׁשָ֨
ִים׃ ָ֖םֶַלֶַ֥חםַָוָמָֽ ְלְכלֵּ  ָוֲאכ 

‗was it not told to my master what I did when Jezebel killed 
the prophets of Yhwh [and] I hid 150 of the prophets of 
Yhwh, fifty in a cave, and I provided them (with) bread 
and water?‘ (1Kgs 18:13) 

7. Conclusion 

In conclusion, apposition is a complex, multivalent phenomenon with 
boundaries more blurry than it is usually given credit for. The limita-
tions placed on apposition by the traditional definition do not hold 
consistently, and BH demonstrates this even more clearly than Eng-
lish. NRA in BH is best understood as broader ―predicational‖ coordi-
nation due to its predicative, and especially attributive, uses as well as 
the extraposition of appositives and the use of the conjunction ו as an 
appositional signal. Issues that now remain to be investigated are the 
issue of definiteness agreement between the anchor and its appositive 
(Is it necessary? Are there patterns?); the use of the demonstrative as 
the anchor for an appositive (see Holmstedt 2014a for the time being); 
the nature of apposition in contrast to right-dislocation; and the rela-
tionship of apposition to poetic parallelism. 
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