
Cambridge Semitic Languages and Cultures

New Perspectives in Biblical and 
Rabbinic Hebrew

EDITED BY AARON D. HORNKOHL AND GEOFFREY KHAN

OBP

N
ew

 P
ersp

ectives in
 B

ib
lical 

an
d
 R

ab
b
in

ic H
eb

rew
H

o
rn

k
o
h

l an
d 

K
h

an
 (ed

s)

7

Most of the papers in this volume originated as presenta� ons at the conference Biblical 
Hebrew and Rabbinic Hebrew: New Perspecti ves in Philology and Linguisti cs, which was 
held at the University of Cambridge, 8–10th July, 2019. The aim of the conference was to 
build bridges between various strands of research in the fi eld of Hebrew language studies 
that rarely meet, namely philologists working on Biblical Hebrew, philologists working on 
Rabbinic Hebrew and theore� cal linguists. 

The volume is the published outcome of this ini� a� ve. It contains peer-reviewed papers 
in the fi elds of Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew that advance the fi eld by the philological 
inves� ga� on of primary sources and the applica� on of cu�  ng-edge linguis� c theory. 
These include contribu� ons by established scholars and by students and early career 
researchers. 

This is the author-approved edi� on of this Open Access � tle. As with all Open Book 
publica� ons, this en� re book is available to read for free on the publisher’s website. 
Printed and digital edi� ons, together with supplementary digital material, can also be 
found here: www.openbookpublishers.com

Cover image: Genizah fragment of the Hebrew Bible with Babylonian vocalisati on (Num. 18.27-28, Cambridge 
University Library T-S A38.12; courtesy of the Syndics of Cambridge University Library). Genizah fragment of the 
Mishnah (Ḥ allah 1, Cambridge University Library MS Add.470.1; courtesy of the Syndics of Cambridge University 
Library). Linguisti c analysis of Ps. 1.1 (Elizabeth Robar). Images selected by Estara Arrant.

Cover design: Anna Gatti  

Aaron D. Hornkohl and Geoffrey Khan (eds)

New Perspectives in Biblical and 
Rabbinic Hebrew

ebook and OA edi� ons 
also available

ebook



https://www.openbookpublishers.com

© 2021 Aaron D. Hornkohl and Geoffrey Khan (eds). Copyright of individual chapters is 
maintained by the chapters’ authors.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International license 
(CC BY 4.0). This license allows you to share, copy, distribute and transmit the text; to 
adapt the text and to make commercial use of the text providing attribution is made to the 
authors (but not in any way that suggests that they endorse you or your use of the work). 
Attribution should include the following information: 

Hornkohl, Aaron D., and Khan Geoffrey, eds. New Perspectives in Biblical and Rabbinic 
Hebrew. Cambridge Semitic Languages and Cultures 7. Cambridge: University of 
Cambridge & Open Book Publishers, 2021, https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0250

In order to access detailed and updated information on the license, please visit, https://
doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0250#copyright

Further details about CC BY licenses are available at, https://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/

All external links were active at the time of publication unless otherwise stated and have 
been archived via the Internet Archive Wayback Machine at https://archive.org/web

Updated digital material and resources associated with this volume are available at 
https://doi.org/ 10.11647/OBP.0250#resources

Every effort has been made to identify and contact copyright holders and any omission or 
error will be corrected if notification is made to the publisher.

Semitic Languages and Cultures 7.

ISSN (print): 2632-6906
ISSN (digital): 2632-6914

ISBN Paperback: 978-1-80064-164-8
ISBN Hardback: 978-1-80064-165-5
ISBN Digital (PDF): 978-1-80064-166-2
DOI: 10.11647/OBP.0250

Cover image: Genizah fragment of the Hebrew Bible with Babylonian vocalisation (Num. 
18.27-28, Cambridge University Library T-S A38.12; courtesy of the Syndics of Cambridge 
University Library). Genizah fragment of the Mishnah (Ḥallah 1, Cambridge University 
Library MS Add.470.1; courtesy of the Syndics of Cambridge University Library). 
Linguistic analysis of Ps. 1.1 (Elizabeth Robar). Images selected by Estara Arrant.
Cover design: Anna Gatti



ON PRAGMATICS AND GRAMMAR IN 
BIBLICAL HEBREW: PREDICATE  

ADJECTIVES AND STATIVE VERBS 

Ethan Jones 

1.0. Preliminary Remarks 
Syntax and semantics vie for the attention of Hebraists. This 
means that pragmatics, while important, typically remains un-
derappreciated and understudied.1 Pragmatics, broadly defined, 
“is the systematic study of meaning by virtue of, or dependent 
on, the use of language,” which includes “implicature, presuppo-
sition, speech acts, and deixis” (Huang 2015, 2). In Hebrew stud-
ies, most pragmatic research centres on information structure 
[IS].2 That is the “packaging of information that meets the imme-
diate communicative needs of the interlocutors” (Fe ́ry and Krifka 
2008, 123).  

1 Some well-known exceptions are Muraoka (1985) and Khan (1988). 
2 See, for example, Shimasaki (2002); Holmstedt (2005; 2009; 2011); 
Van Hecke (2010); Hatav (2017); Hornkohl (2018); Khan (2019); Mo-
shavi (2010).  
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Two important, though often debated, categories of IS are 
topic and focus. Though variously defined, topic generally has to 
do with what the communication is about (Mosahvi 2010).3  

ה ַהַשַער   (1) ַעז ָעָלָ֣  ּוב ֹ֨

 ‘No sooner had Boaz gone up to the gate…’ (Ruth 3.17) 
In (1), Holmstedt (2009, 130) observes that the topic (Boaz) “ori-
ents the reader to which character is acting at a major transition 
in the book.” 

Focus, on the other hand, denotes a choice from at least two 
options, as Hornkohl (2018, 34) illustrates in (2):4 

אְמרו ּ֙ (2) יׁש ַוי ֹּֽ ִ֣ הוּ֙ א  י ֶאל־ֵרֵעֵ֔ ִ֥ ה מ  ר ָעָשָׂ֖ ְדְרׁשו ּ֙ ַהֶזֶּ֑ה ַהָדָבִ֣ ַֽי  ו ַוֹּֽ ו ַוְיַבְקׁשֵ֔ אְמרֵ֔ ְדעֹון ּ֙ ַוי ִ֣ ֶבן־ּ֙ ג 

ׁש ה יֹוָאֵ֔ ר ָעָשָׂ֖  ַהֶזֹּֽה׃ּ֙ ַהָדָבִ֥
 ‘So they said to one another, “Who has done this?” After 

searching and inquiring, they were told, “Gideon son of 
Joash did it.”’ (Judg. 6.29) 

Research on IS in Biblical Hebrew relies primarily on the 
establishment of common ground [CG] and syntax and not, for 

 
3 Firbas (1992), on the other hand, frames topic in terms of given or new 
information, and not ‘aboutness’. 
4 Buth (1999, 81) adds more detail to the contrastive feature of focus, 
writing, “It maybe contraexpected, that is, the speaker/writer assumes 
his or her audience maybe expecting something different and so marks 
it for Focus. It may also be new information that is specially marked to 
fill in, or to complete, assumed missing information. It may also be old 
information that needs special reinforcement, through repetition.” 
While scholars typically describe focus as contrastive, Hornkohl (2018) 
observes that topic can also be so. 



 Predicate Adjectives and Stative Verbs 393 

example, on intonation, which is critical for the study of prag-
matics in non-ancient languages.5 CG designates the shared infor-
mation which “is continuously modified in the course of commu-
nication” and includes presuppositions, assertions, and discourse 
referents (Féry and Krifka 2008, 125). Speakers/authors manage 
CG in part through syntax. Thus, it is no surprise that much of 
the research on IS in Biblical Hebrew deals with word order.6  

Let us take (3) as an example.  

י (3) ְמָׁשֳחךִּ֣֙ ְיהָוה ּ֙ ָׁשַלַ֤ח א ת  ֶלךּ֙ ל  ְלֶמֵ֔  

 ‘The LORD sent me to anoint you king.’ (1 Sam. 15.1) 
The object (א ִתי) in (3) begins the speech. Irrespective of one’s 
view of the basic word order in Biblical Hebrew,7 virtually eve-
ryone would agree that י  has been moved to the front of the א ִתֹ֨
sentence for some pragmatic purpose.8 However, scholars expend 

 
5 Van Hecke (2010, 58) writes that intonation being “one of the most 
important clues to the informational structure of clauses is not available 
to us any longer, limiting the analytical detail of pragmatic research in 
Classical Hebrew.” For more on the role on intonation in IS see Lang 
and Pheby (2011) and Blühdorn (2011). 
6 See especially Shimasaki (2002); Holmstedt (2005; 2009; 2011); 
Hatav (2017). 
7 Be it Verb-Subject-Object (VSO) or Subject-Verb-Object (SVO). For the 
important terminological distinction of ‘dominant’ word order as op-
posed to ‘basic’ word order in Biblical Hebrew, see Khan and Van der 
Merwe (2020). 
8 De Regt (2019, 63), for example, argues that “It is not just the partic-
ipant reference device itself... but also its place at the beginning of the 
sentence which is determined by the context beyond the sentence.” 
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considerable energy on the specific reason why, for example,  י  א ִתֹ֨
is fronted and how that relates to the default word order. 

At a general level, Hebraists observe that a topic is typically 
given (or old) information and focus usually brings new infor-
mation (Bandstra 1982). Holmstedt (2009), however, rightly sep-
arates two layers of pragmatics when analysing the Hebrew Bi-
ble. The first layer comprises given information (theme) and new 
information (rheme); the second includes topic and focus.9 While 
I shall strictly define given and new information in §2, it should 
be made quite clear the given/new layer is not one and the same 
as topic/focus (Gross 2001; Moshavi 2010).10 For example, while 
focus often correlates with new information, focus items “may ei-
ther be brand new... identifiable or discourse active” (Van der 
Merwe and Talstra 2002–2003, 76). In fact, recent experimental 

 
9 While I find it preferable to separate and analyse the two layers, it is 
worth noting that Erteschik-Shir (2007, 7) sees things differently, as she 
argues that “topic and focus are the only information structure primi-
tives needed to account for all information structure phenomena.” 
10 Féry and Krifka (2008, 126) note that “given expressions, like pro-
nouns, can be focused.” See also Chen, Li, and Yang (2012). The sepa-
ration of the two layers appears rather prominently in the work of 
Gómez-González (2001). A. Jones (2015, 70) writes that “Unlike theme 
and rheme, topic and focus have proven difficult to define with preci-
sion.” Whilst I may agree with his latter observation, the former is quite 
mistaken. One need only to survey Gómez-González (2001) to notice 
the complexities and lack of agreement in defining given (theme) with 
any precision.   



 Predicate Adjectives and Stative Verbs 395 

research has verified that “focus and newness are different con-
cepts and suggest[s] making a distinction between contrastive fo-
cus and new information” (Chen, Li, and Yang 2012, 6).11  

The two pragmatic layers are illustrated in (4):  

(4) Abigail and Benjamin were drinking juice. Abigail wanted 
to drink another cup.  

Abigail in the second sentence is old information or theme 
(Holmstedt 2009, 127). The rest of the second sentence, wanted 
to drink another cup, presents new information (rheme). The status 
of Abigail in the second layer of pragmatics (topic or focus) de-
pends on the rest of the context.  

(5) And Benjamin wanted another one as well.  

If (5) follows (4), then Abigail and Benjamin are the topic 
(Holmstedt 2009, 127). However, the second layer changes if (6) 
were to follow (4)–(5).12 

(6) But Benjamin wanted milk. 
On account of (6), Holmstedt (2009, 127) finds that “the prag-
matic context changes significantly, and accordingly, so does the 

 
11 Additional experimental research corroborates this claim. For exam-
ple, Toepel and Alter (2013, 227–29) differentiate between new infor-
mation and contrastive information. They develop a “tripartition of fo-
cus into broad, narrow new, and contrastive [focus]... to capture the 
interactions of semantic-pragmatic, phonological, and phonetic aspects 
of focus in discourse.” 
12 Topic as described by Holmstedt is a clause-level rather than dis-
course-level notion.  
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total pragmatic information conveyed by both Abigail and Benja-
min. The situation is now a contrastive one, with the entities Ab-
igail and Benjamin set over against each other. This is Focus.”13   

Hatav (2017, 216–17) adds that rheme can stay in its syn-
tactic place (Subject-Verb-Object, according to her), but focus is 
moved up (Verb-Subject-Object). Similarly, theme is not influ-
enced by syntax, but a topic is moved to clause-initial position 
(cf. Abraham 2009).  

In addition, Gross (2001) distinguishes the two pragmatic 
layers, though, like Holmstedt and Hatav, still majors on topic/fo-
cus. Nevertheless, Van Hecke (2010, 83) comments that Gross 
“adds to the descriptive fine-tuning needed for an accurate de-
scription of pragmatic function.” In his own research, Van Hecke 
(2010) consistently combines the two pragmatic layers with la-
bels such as ‘New Topic’, ‘Given Topic’, and ‘Resumed Topic’.14   

As illustrated above, nearly all the scholarly attention has 
been on the second layer of pragmatics (topic/focus). When the 
first layer (given/new) does appear, it is (at best) a prerequisite to 
move on to an analysis of topic and focus. There is, however, at 
least one significant exception.  

 
13 Holmstedt’s labelling of topic and focus in (4)–(6) is not my own. I 
simply wish to illustrate how a scholar distinguishes the layers of prag-
matics, and especially the emphasis on the second layer, namely, topic 
and focus. For the more appropriate and fine-grained description of 
“contrastive topic” as it relates to “Benjamin” in (6), see Khan and Van 
der Merwe (2020, 371–72) and Hornkohl (2018, 34–38).   
14 These categories are adapted from Dik (1989, 267). See also Lam-
brecht (1994, 77–114) for terms such as ‘active’, ‘accessible’, ‘unused’, 
and ‘brand new’. 



 Predicate Adjectives and Stative Verbs 397 

In 1968, Ernst Jenni laid out his claim for the function of 
the piʿʿel binyan. His work has encouraged many responses, but 
his comments on pragmatics have gone mostly unnoticed.15 Nev-
ertheless, Jenni has continued to develop his ideas. In 2007 (re-
published in 2012), analysing given/new and the grammar of Bib-
lical Hebrew, he attempted to confirm the relationship of prag-
matics and grammar: 

ֵנִ֥ה (7) ם ה  ה ָחָכָ֛ ֵאלּ֙ ַאָתָׂ֖ ָדנ  מ   
 ‘You are indeed wiser than Daniel’ (Ezek. 28.3)16 
ָאָדם ּ֙ ַוֶיְחַכם ּ֙ (8) ָכל־ָהֹּֽ מ   
 ‘He was wiser than anyone else’ (1 Kgs 5.11) 
He claims the predicate adjective ָחָכם in (7) conveys new infor-
mation. Specifically, ם -bringt einen originellen neuen Ver“ ָחָכָ֛
gleich” (Jenni 2012, 80). Whereas   ְחַכם  in (8) “bringt nur die ַויֶּ
logische Fortsetzung zum vorangehenden” in v.10:   ת ָחְכַמָ֣ ֙ב  רֶּ ַות ֹ֨

ּוִמכ ַ֖  ם  דֶּ ֶ֑ י־קֶּ ָכל־ְבנ  ת  ָחְכַמַ֖ ֵֽ מ  ה  ִיםְשֹלמ ֹ֔ ִמְצָרֵֽ ת  ָחְכַמַ֥ ל   ‘Solomon’s wisdom sur-
passed the wisdom of all the people of the east, and all the wis-
dom of Egypt’ (Jenni 2012, 80). Put differently, an au-
thor/speaker of Biblical Hebrew would use the predicate adjec-
tive ם ְחַכם  ) instead of wayyiqṭol ָחָכָ֛  for pragmatic (ָחַכם) or qaṭal (ַויֶּ
reasons and not simply semantics. Thus, the difference between 
the two grammatical forms in (7) and (8) is not limited to ‘are 

 
15 See Joosten (1998) and Beckman (2015).  
16 Translations are mine unless otherwise noted. 
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wiser’ and ‘was wiser’, but includes the dimension of new versus 
given information.17  

Yet Jenni goes further, arguing that pragmatics is built into 
the binyan system: 

א (9) ְתַחֵבֵּ֨ ם ַוי  ָאָדָ֜ ְׁשתֹו ּ֙ ָהֹּֽ ְפֵני ּ֙ ְוא  יםּ֙ ְיהָוִ֣ה מ  ֱאֹלה ֵ֔  
 ‘and the man and his wife hid themselves from the presence 

of Yhwh God’ (Gen. 3.8) 
א׃  (10) ֵֽ ָחב  ִכי ָוא  ם ָאנ ַ֖ יר ַ֥ י־ע  א ִכֵֽ  ָוִאיָרָ֛
 ‘And I was afraid, because I was naked; and I hid myself.’ 

(Gen. 3.10) 
Like the predicate adjective/stative verb pair in (7)–(8), the 
hitpaʿʿel in (9) marks new pragmatic information. The nifʿal in 
(10), however, “ist keine neue Information, sondern wird als 
logische Folge unter den gegebenen Umständen angesehen” 
(2012, 153). To be sure, these observations on the predicate ad-
jective, stative verb, hitpaʿʿel, and nifʿal concern not merely the 
pragmatics of the particular cases in examples (7)–(10). Rather, 
there is a much more comprehensive claim: that the predicate 
adjective and the hitpaʿʿel always bring new pragmatic infor-
mation, whereas the stative verb and the nifʿal exclusively denote 
given information.  

While these arguments have not had scholarly engagement, 
I believe they deserve consideration for at least two reasons. First 
and most important, clarity is needed on whether grammatical 

 
17 Another distinction is that the former is a verbless clause and the 
latter a verbal clause. Jenni (1968 and especially 1977) makes the point 
that new versus given is a critical pragmatic difference between the two 
types of clauses.  
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forms themselves mark pragmatic information in Biblical He-
brew. The relationship between grammar and pragmatics, as lin-
guists have ably demonstrated (Ariel 2008; Deppermann 2011), 
should not be quickly dismissed. Second, the first layer of prag-
matics (given and new) calls for more assiduity, lest it be deemed 
irrelevant or conflated with the second (topic and focus).  

I wish to be quite plain that this article is not merely an 
analytical check on Jenni’s research. Rather, I hope to use it as a 
jumping off point for a scholarly conversation on pragmatics and 
grammar. The relationship between the two has not gone unno-
ticed by Hebraists. 

It is not unusual, for example, to claim that in a verbless 
clause (i.e., null-copula) the subject is given information, whereas 
the predicate is new information (Zewi 1994, 145; Gross 2001, 
44). What is more, scholars are certainly aware that a subject 
pronoun (e.g.,  הּוא) is often given information as well as the prag-
matic topic. That said, Revell (1999, 306) notes “The topic of a 
clause is... usually its subject; this is not necessarily the case.” In 
addition, Hornkohl (2018, 35) describes topic as the “marked 
point of reference for ensuing information,” which can apply to 
temporal setting (Exod. 16.13) and scene setting (Gen. 3.14–17) 
as well. Thus, topic and subject are not one in the same.  

The comments above show that Hebraists are conscious of 
a relationship between pragmatics and grammar, but it arguably 
remains on the periphery. In what follows I centre my study on 
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pragmatics, especially given/new information, and the relation 
(or lack thereof) to the grammar of Biblical Hebrew.18 

2.0. On Method 
In attempting to lay bare Jenni’s far-reaching pragmatic claims 
above, I shall analyse the core of his argument: predicate adjec-
tives and stative verbs. Specifically, I wish to see if predicate ad-
jectives always bring pragmatically new information to the con-
text, and, in turn, if stative verbs always bear given information. 
To go about this study, I make use of the detailed guidelines for 
IS analysis formulated by Michael Götze et al. (2007). Regarding 
the first layer of pragmatics (which is the only layer we concern 
ourselves with), I categorise the information using given, accessi-
ble, and new. The first two have various sub-divisions that allow 
for specificity and have criteria for making decisions on IS.  

Given [GIV], for example, is divided into active [ACT] and 
inactive [INACT]. Active applies to information that has appeared 
explicitly in its exact form within the last or same sentence.19  

(11) John went home. John [GIV-ACT] drank coffee.20 
 

18 In this article, I will not touch on the pragmatics of the binyanim. 
Rather, I will concentrate on the area of grammar on which Jenni bases 
his argument. 
19 For an important study of differentiation within givenness, see Prince 
(1981). Much of what she discusses as given—be it predictable, salient, 
or shared—is covered in Götze et al. (2007). 
20 The following examples of IS guidelines are inspired by Götze et al. 
(2007) unless otherwise noted. 
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Inactive is similar, but does not occur within the immediate sen-
tence. Typically, Götze et al. suggest looking backward for ap-
proximately five sentences. 

(12) So John went into the kitchen. It was clean. John [GIV-
INACT] was happy. 

Accessible information [ACC], which itself is a bridge be-
tween the most often used binary choices of given and new, has 
numerous sub-divisions. First is situative [SIT], which occurs 
within discourse.  

(13) Could you hand me the salt [ACC-SIT], please? 

Second is aggregation [AGGRG]: 

(14)  John went shopping with Emily. They [ACC-AGGRG] 
bought a lot of gifts.   

Third is inferable [INF]. This involves bridging relations, 
such as part-whole relation (the garden… its entrance), set-relation 
(family… children), and entity-attribute (the garden… its scent).  

Fourth is general [GEN]. Here, the speaker understands that 
the hearer knows the referent from his or her world knowledge:  

(15) The sun [ACC-GEN] set.21  

The final broad category of IS is new. This, of course, is any 
participant that cannot be categorised as given or accessible.22  

 
21 Taken explicitly from Götze et al. (2007). 
22 I agree with an anonymous reviewer that a graded category for new 
information would be beneficial. However, I have not found appropri-
ate sub-categories for such. Therefore, I content myself with new as a 
category.  
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These categories as presented above may seem straightfor-
ward and unproblematic. However, in analysing Biblical Hebrew, 
the task is far from easy. Setting aside the well-known issues in 
researching the Hebrew Bible, one major difficulty for us is the 
extra-textual world of pragmatics. The criteria of information 
from Götze et al. primarily concerns the ‘internal’ (i.e., what is 
mentioned earlier in the narrative or speech). The ‘external’, 
however, is information that a narrator and reader share—
though not made explicit (Revell 1999, 307). The intersection of 
the external and internal via pragmatic presupposition is signifi-
cant (Van der Merwe and Talstra 2002–2003, 77; Moshavi 2010). 

Van Hecke (2010, 107) rightly avers that the context for 
pragmatics involves not just “the immediate (narrative or discur-
sive) textual context, but also includes the situation, physical 
context in which the communication takes place, and even the 
information which has not yet been referred to in the ongoing 
communication, but which is shared by the both interlocutors.” 
Speaking specifically on givenness, Floor (2004, 23) observes 
“Most theorists agree that… it is more than just activated by the 
preceding text leading up to it… cognitive and wider extra-tex-
tual assumptions and knowledge of the world determine how 
much of a topic is given.” 

For our purposes, it needs to be remembered that “The in-
terlocutors in written communication can either be a narrator 
and an audience or characters participating in a communicative 
event” (Khan and Van der Merwe 2020, 350). 
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י־ (16) ֹּֽ דּ֙מ  י ֵיֵרִ֥ ָ֛ ת  ול א  ַמֲחֶנֶּ֑ה ֶאל־ָׁשאָׂ֖ אֶמר ֶאל־ַהֹּֽ י ַוי ִ֣ יַׁשֵ֔ י ֲאב  ָׂ֖ ד ֲאנ  ךּ֙ ֵאֵרִ֥ ָמֹּֽ ׃ע   

 ‘“Who will go down with me to Saul, into the camp?” 
Abishai said “I will go down with you.”’ (1 Sam. 26.6) 

So in (16), for example, “the speaker assumes that the hearer pre-
supposes that somebody will go down with him into the camp to 
Saul” (Khan and Van der Merwe 2020, 353).   

The complexities of adducing the pragmatic relevance of 
the situational, physical, and yet-to-be revealed information in 
the Hebrew Bible are self-evident.23 Nonetheless, I shall attempt 
to categorise information of predicate adjectives and stative 
verbs. In doing so, however, I make note of how tentative my 
various linguistic conjectures might be. 

Before moving to the analysis section, we should be aware 
of just how close the relationship of adjectives and stative verbs 
is. Joüon and Muraoka (2006, 331), for example, claim that the 
qaṭal of stative verbs “is originally a ‘conjugated adjective’.” Con-
cerning cross-linguistics, Cook (2008, 10) argues that “the stative 
adjective in Biblical Hebrew presents a split-strategy between 
verbal and nominal encodings,” as evidenced by what he calls 
verbal strategy (17), zero copula (18), and verbal copula (19). 

ְשָרֵאל ּ֙ ְוֵעיֵנַ֤י (17) ו י  ֶקןּ֙ ָכְבדִ֣ ז ֵ֔ מ   
 ‘The eyes of Israel were heavy from old age’ (Gen. 48.10)24  

 
23 As Moshavi (2010, 124) observes, “The mental representation incor-
porates inferences based on the reader’s knowledge and experience; 
thus information not explicitly referred to in the text may nonetheless 
constitute activated information” (emphasis mine). 
24 Translations for (16)–(18) are Cook’s (2008). 
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י (18) יֵדַ֤ יםּ֙ מ ֶׁשה ּ֙ ו  ֵ֔ ְכֵבד   
 ‘The hands of Moses (were) heavy’ (Exod. 17.12) 
י (19) ִ֥ ַמֲחֶנָׂ֖ה ַוְיה  ד ַהֹּֽ דּ֙ ָכֵבִ֥ ְמא ֹּֽ  
 ‘The camp was very great (lit. ‘heavy’)’ (Gen. 50.9) 

To complicate matters further, some qaṭal and adjectival 
forms are identical (Pat-El 2013). 

In general, adjectives “are highly complex and significantly 
less studied than other major lexical categories such as nouns or 
verbs” (McNally and Kennedy 2008, 1). Some of that difficulty is 
present in linguistic typology. Hofherr (2010, 1), for instance, 
notes that “[i]dentifying nouns, verbs and adjectives cross-lin-
guistically is… a difficult enterprise, with adjectives being particu-
larly elusive.”25 Nevertheless, recent study by Naudé and Miller-
Naudé (2016) demonstrates that the adjective in Biblical Hebrew 
is indeed a proper category and should not be indiscriminately 
lumped together with nouns in the broad category ‘substan-
tives’.26 

In certain contexts, prototypical statives may be either sta-
tive or dynamic (Comrie 1976).27 This cross-linguistic tendency 
holds true for Biblical Hebrew. For example, by way of “narrative 

 
25 Emphasis is mine. See also Dixon (2006); Wetzer (2013); Koller 
(2012).  
26 That said, there may be valid reasons for considering adjectives a sub-
category of substantives (Hornkohl, personal communication). For the 
debate to be advanced, we would need to touch on typology, taxonomy, 
and more in the fields of linguistics and philosophy of language (partic-
ular its history). Such discussion is beyond our purpose here. 
27 Rothmayr (2009). 
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sequence and the presence of punctiliar frames” a stative may 
become dynamic (Dobbs-Allsopp 2000, 50). Thus, stative verbs 
are similar and at times even identical to predicate adjectives, 
but the two are distinct. 

 In my study, I analyse the following predicate adjective 
and qaṭal pairs: ָּּ֙֙חָכם  I have .ָקט ן | ָקט ן ;ָגַדל | ָגדֹול ;ָזֵקן | ָזֵקן ;ָחַכם |
chosen these particular pairs because they feature prominently in 
Jenni’s research (1968; 1977; 1999; 2007; 2012).28 I begin with 
 .ָחָכם

3.0. Analysis  

3.1. Predicate Adjective (ָחָכם) 

The predicate adjective (ם  brings new information (NEW) in (ָחָכ 
every case.29 

םּּ֙֙ (20) ָחָכ  יּ֙ ִ֣ ַהֶזֶּ֑הַּ֙ואד נ  רּ֙ בֶּ֙את־ַהָדָבִ֣ יֹוָאָׂ֖ ּ֙ ַעְבְדךִ֥ הּ֙ ָעָשָ֛ רּ֙ ַהָדָבֵ֔ ֶּ֙את־ְפֵנִ֣יּ֙ ַסֵבב  ורּ֙ ְלַבֲעבַ֤
ַעתּּ֙֙ יםָּ֙לַדָׂ֖ ךָּ֙הֱאֹלה ֵ֔ ַּ֙מְלַאִ֣ ֶרץ׃ְּ֙כָחְכַמת  רָּ֙בָאֹּֽ ת־ָכל־ֲאֶׁשִ֥  ֶאֹּֽ

 ‘In order to change the course of affairs your servant Joab 
did this very thing. But my lord has wisdom like the wisdom 
of the angel of God to know all things that are on the earth.’ 
(2 Sam. 14.20) 

 
28 It should be noted I do not include in this study nominalised adjec-
tives (e.g., Lam. 5.14), since these are not predicative adjectives/sta-
tives. 
29 Isa. 31.2; Jer. 4.22; 8.8; Ezek. 28.3 (notably with ה  Hos. 14.10 ;(ִהנ 
(while textually new, it is here part of a rhetorical question); Ps. 107.43 
(cf. Hos. 14.10); Prov. 26.16; 28.11.   
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In (20) the speaker gives a compliment to the king. Her statement 
gives a description that is textually new, but would also be news 
to the addressee (at least his knowledge of her perception). 

3.2. Stative Verb (ָחַכם) 

For the stative verb (ָּ֙חַכם) the pragmatics vary.  

3.2.1. GIV-ACT30 

ֹול (21) עְּ֙בֵנִ֣יָּ֙מחֶּ֑ לְּ֙וַדְרַדָׂ֖ ןְּ֙וַכְלכ ָ֛ יְּ֙וֵהיָמָ֧ ןָּ֙הֶאְזָרח   ָאָדם ֵּ֙מֵאיָתִ֣ ָכל־ָהֹּֽ ּ֙מ   ַוֶיְחַכם 
 He was wiser than anyone else, wiser than Ethan the Ez-

rahite, and Heman, Calcol, and Darda, children of Mahol (1 
Kgs 5.11) 

It is quite clear that (21) is given [GIV-ACT] because of the two 
previous verses:ּּ֙֙בַּ֙כ֕חֹול ַחבֵּ֙לֵ֔ דְּ֙ור ִ֣ הְּ֙מא ֶּ֑ הּ֙וְתבוָנָׂ֖הַּ֙הְרֵבִ֣ ְׁשֹלמ ָ֛ הּ֙ל  יםָּ֙חְכָמָ֧ ֵת֩ןֱּ֙אֹלה ֵּ֨ ַוי 

ָּ֙חְכַמִּ֣֙ ֶרב  תַּ֙הָיֹּֽם׃ַּ֙וֵתֵּ֨ רַּ֙על־ְשַפִ֥ ָחְכַמֲָּׂ֖֙אֶׁשָׂ֖ הֵּ֙מֹּֽ םּ֙תְּׁ֙שֹלמ ֵ֔ י  ְצָרֹּֽ תּ֙מ  לָּ֙חְכַמִ֥ כ ָׂ֖ ֶדםּ֙ומ  תָּ֙כל־ְבֵני־ֶקֶּ֑  
“God gave Solomon very great wisdom, discernment, and 
breadth of understanding as vast as the sand on the seashore, so 
that Solomon’s wisdom exceeded the wisdom of all the people of 
the east, and all the wisdom of Egypt” (1 Kgs 5.9–10). 

 
30 Prov. 9.9 (the A line reads ָחָכם ן ְלְ֭ ָ֣  give to the wise’, making the B‘ ת 
line given [GIV-ACT], though the yiqṭol [ְחַכם  ;(may well be inchoative [ְויֶּ
9.12 (the second qaṭal is given [GIV-ACT]: ְך ְמָת ָלֶ֑ ַכְמָת ָחַכָ֣  if you are‘ ִאם־ָחְ֭
wise, you are wise for yourself’); Prov. 20.1 (cf. 9.9).  
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3.2.2. ACC-SIT31 

רּּ֙֙ (22) זּ֙יֹוֵתֶּ֑ יָּ֙אִ֣ ָׂ֖ יֲּ֙אנ  ְמת  ָמהָּ֙חַכָ֛ יְּ֙וָלָ֧ נ  ְקֵרֵ֔ יּ֙י  ִ֣ ַּ֙גם־ֲאנ  יל  הַּ֙הְכס  ְקֵרַ֤ יְּ֙כמ  ב   יְּ֙בל  יֲּ֙אנ ָ֜ ֹּֽ ְרת  ְוָאַמֵּ֨
ֶבל׃ּ֙ יֶּׁ֙שַגם־ֶזָׂ֖הָּ֙הֹּֽ ב ֵ֔ יְּ֙בל  ְרת  ַבִ֣  ְוד 

 ‘Then I said to myself, “What happens to the fool will hap-
pen to me also; why then have I been so very wise?” And I 
said to myself that this also is vanity.’ (Eccl. 2.15) 

Qohelet understands well his past experience of being ‘very wise’ 
and thus the qaṭal cannot be new information. Since he is speak-
ing to himself, it is reasonable to consider י ְמת  -situational (ACC ָחַכָ֛
SIT). 

3.2.3. ACC-INF32 

הּ֙ (23) ַייןּ֙ה ֶמִ֣ ץַּ֙הַ֭ ם׃ֵלִ֣ אֶּ֙יְחָכֹּֽ ֹו ּ֙ל ִ֣ ֶגהּ֙בּ֝ רְּ֙וָכל־ׁש ִ֥ ֵׁשָכֶּ֑  
 ‘Wine is a mocker, strong drink a brawler, and whoever is 

led astray by it is not wise.’ (Prov. 20.1) 
 

31 Prov. 23.15; Ecc. 2.15; 7.23. It seems appropriate to understand the 
imperative use of ָחַכם in Proverbs as situationally bound [ACC-SIT]: 
Prov. 6.6; 8.33; 13.20; 23.15; 23.19; 27.11. However, there are other 
possible categories for these imperatives.  
32 Deut. 32.29 (with לּו ‘if’); Job 32.9 (though the predicate moves the 
communication, the information still seems inferable from v. 8  ת ְוִנְשַמַ֖
ם ֵֽ ְתִבינ  י   .and the breath of the Almighty makes them discern’ [cf‘ ַשַדָ֣
Prince 1981]); Prov. 19.20 (the B line is inferable from the A:   ָצה ְ֭ ע ע  ְשַמָ֣
ָך׃ ֵֽ ְבַאֲחִריתֶּ ם  ְחַכַ֥ תֶּ ַען  ַמַ֗ ְלְ֝ ר  מּוָסֶ֑ ל  ָ֣  ,Listen to advice and accept instruction‘ ְוַקב 
that you may gain wisdom for the future’); Eccl. 7.23 (it seems possible 
to consider the B line as inferable from the A:  ה ָחְכָמֶ֑ יִתי ַבֵֽ ה ִנִסָ֣  All this‘ ָכל־ז ַ֖
I have tested by wisdom’). 
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The inference (ACC-INF) comes from the A line, twice over. Two 
kinds of drinks are but a fool. Therefore, whoever consumes such 
drink would inevitably be a fool, or ם אֶּ֙יְחָכֹּֽ  .’not wise‘ ל ִ֣

3.2.4. NEW 

There is one example of the stative verb that could perhaps be 
new information.  

ד׃ּ֙ (24) הְּ֙מא ֹּֽ ְכָמָׂ֖ יָּ֙חֹּֽ ִ֥ ֹוןּ֙כ  ידֵ֔ רְּ֙וצ  ּהּ֙צ ִ֣ ְגָבל־ָבֶּ֑ תּ֙ת   ְוַגם־ֲחָמָׂ֖
 ‘Hamath also, which borders on it, Tyre and Sidon, though 

they are very wise.’ (Zech. 9.2) 
In Zech. 9 the information that Tyre and Sidon are ‘very wise’ is 
certainly textually new. However, it may be better to understand 
the stative verb in (24) as accessible [ACC-GEN], considering 
Tyre’s reputation was possibly part of general knowledge of the 
world (cf. Isa. 23.8; Ezek. 26.15–17; 27.3). 

3.3. Predicate Adjective (ן    (ָזק 

All unambiguous instances of the predicate adjective ָזֵקן bring 
new information (NEW)—as Jenni claims.33  

ים ַביָ  (25) ים ָבִאַ֖ ִנֹ֔ ם ְוָשָר֙ה ְזק  ים׃ְוַאְבָרָהָ֤ ַרח ַכָנִשֵֽ ה א ַ֖ ֹות ְלָשָרֹ֔ ים ָחַד֙ל ִלְהיָ֣ ִמֶ֑  
 ‘Now Abraham and Sarah were old, advanced in age; it had 

ceased to be with Sarah after the manner of women.’ (Gen. 
18.11) 

This comment by the narrator in (25) provides new information 
for the reader that proves important for the remainder of the 

 
33 Cf. also Job 32.4. 
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larger narrative (Gen. 12–22). We should keep in mind, however, 
that the syntactic structure of waw + subject + predicate in the 
midst of a wayyiqṭol chain could itself be the device for signalling 
new information, irrespective of whether the predicate is an ad-
jective or not (cf. Moshavi 2010, 14).34  

3.4. Stative Verb (ן    (ָזק 

3.4.1. GIV-ACT35 

אֶמר (26) ם ְיהָוָׂ֖ה ַוי ִ֥ ָמהּ֙ ֶאל־ַאְבָרָהֶּ֑ ה ֶזהּ֙֩ ָלִ֣ הּ֙ ָצֲחָקֵּ֨ ר ָשָרָ֜ ף ֵלאמ   ד ֻאְמָנָ֛ם ַהַאִ֥ יּ֙ ֵאֵלָׂ֖ ִ֥  ַוֲאנ 

י׃ּ֙ ְנת   ָזַָקֹּֽ
 ‘The LORD said to Abraham, “Why did Sarah laugh, and say, 

‘Shall I indeed bear a child, now that I am old?’”’ (Gen. 
18.13) 

The stative verb י ְנת   contains information that not only is ָזַָקֹּֽ
known, but has been stated explicitly in v. 11 (cf. [25] above). 
Though, as Hornkohl (personal communication) observes, the in-
formation is given, it is embedded in direct speech. Therefore, it 
is not necessarily given from the perspective of the characters. 
Like our analysis above, Holmstedt (2009, 132) toggles between 
discourse and narrative. In Ruth 3.17, for example, he considers 
the fronted object (ים ִ֥ -six measures of barley’) given in‘ ֵׁשׁש־ַהְשע ר 
formation, though the characters themselves have not yet shared 

 
34 In addition, we might consider (25) a thetic sentence in which a “uni-
tary situation (‘The situation was...’)” is expressed (Khan and Van der 
Merwe 2020, 358).  
35 Josh. 13.1b; 23.2; 1 Sam. 8.5.   
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that information with each other. The audience, however, is al-
ready privy to such information via the narrator. In such a case, 
we should recall that the study of IS involves that “management 
of the common ground,” which for the Hebrew Bible would mean 
that the interlocutors “can either be a narrator and an audience 
or characters participating in a communicative” (Khan and Van 
der Merwe 2020, 350).   

אֶמר (27) ֵנה־ָנָׂ֖א ַוי ֕ יּ֙ ה  ְנת  ָזַָקֶּ֑  

 ‘He said, “See, I am old.”’ (Gen. 27.2) 
As in (26), the stative verb in (27) refers back to the information 
given (GIV-ACT) in the previous verse: ק ְצָחֵ֔ ןּ֙י  י־ָזֵָקִ֣ ֹּֽ ּ֙כ  י   when Isaac‘ ַוְיה 
was old’ (Gen. 27.1). 

3.4.2. GIV-INACT 

ו (28) יו ַוי אְמרִ֣ ֵנה ּ֙ ֵאָל  ה ה  ְנָתּ֙ ַאָתִ֣ ָזַקֵ֔  

 ‘and said to him, “You are old.”’ (1 Sam. 8.5) 

Here, the verb ְּ֙נָת  harks back to the narrator’s statement that ָזַקֵ֔
ל ןְּׁ֙שמוֵאֶּ֑  Samuel was old’ (1 Sam. 8.1).36‘ ָזֵָקָׂ֖

יּּ֙֙ (29) ְנֻעַרָׂ֖ םּ֙מ  ְפֵניֶכֵ֔ יּ֙ל  ְכת  ְתַהַלִ֣ ּ֙ה  י  םַּ֙וֲאנ  ְתֶכֶּ֑ ָנִ֣םּ֙א  יּ֙ה  יּ֙וָבַנָׂ֖ ְבת  יָּ֙וַשֵ֔ ְנת  ָּ֙זַָקִ֣ י  ֹוםַּ֙וֲאנ  ַעד־ַהיִ֥

ה׃ּ֙  ַהֶזֹּֽ
 ‘I am old and grey, but my sons are with you. I have walked 

before you from my youth until this day.’ (1 Sam. 12.2) 
 

36 While 1 Sam. 8.1 is admittedly ambiguous as to whether it is a stative 
verb or predicate adjective, the pragmatic analysis of (28) still holds. 
For further discussion of the grammatically opaque cases, such as 1 
Sam. 8.1, see §3.5 (especially §3.5.2).  
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י ְנת  -in (29) is a restatement of the explicit descriptions of Sam ָזַָקִ֣
uel’s age in 1 Sam. 8.1 (ל ן ְׁשמוֵאֶּ֑ הּ֙) Samuel was old’) and 8.5‘ ָזֵָקָׂ֖ ַאָתִ֣
ְנָתּ֙  .(’you are old‘ ָזַקֵ֔

3.4.3. ACC-INF37 

ְבָנה (30) ְכןָּ֙ ְבנ ַתי ּ֙ ׁש ַ֤ י ֵלֵ֔ ִ֥ י כ  ְנת  ֹות ָזַָקָׂ֖ ְהיִ֣ יׁש מ  ֶּ֑ ְלא   
 ‘Turn back, my daughters, go, for I am too old to have a 

husband.’ (Ruth 1.12) 
The previous verse (Ruth 1.11) lays the premise that Naomi is 
past child-bearing years:  ים׃ ם ַלֲאָנִשֵֽ ַ֖ ּו ָלכֶּ י ְוָהיַ֥ ַעֹ֔ מ  י ָבִני֙ם ְבֵֽ ֹוד־ִלָ֤ עֵֽ  Do I still‘ ַהֵֽ
have sons in my womb that they may become your husbands?’ 
Thus, ְנִתי -in (30) is an inference [ACC-INF]—though rhetori ָזַָקַ֖
cally, the repetition is important for Naomi’s argument.  

3.4.4. NEW 

ת  (31) ים ַוָימ ֶ֑ ע ָיִמַ֖ ע ַוִיְשַבַ֥ ן ְיהֹוָיָדָ֛  ַוִיְזַָקַ֧
 But Jehoiada grew old and full of days, and died. (2 Chron. 

24.15) 
Though problematic for Jenni’s comprehensive claim for the sta-
tive verb bringing given information, the wayyiqṭol does not seem 
to be given or accessible. Therefore, (31) should be considered new 
information.   

 
37 Ps. 37.25 (if  ְנִתי ַקַ֥ -is present stative ‘am old’ or inchoative ‘am becom ָזָ֫
ing old’ [i.e., not preterite ‘became old’ or past perfective ‘have become 
old’], then it is an inference from the past time qaṭal יִתי  in the previous ָהִיַ֗
clause: יִתי  I was a boy’; the focus particle prior to our stative verb‘ ַנַָ֤ער ָהִיַ֗
ְנִתי ַקַ֥  .(marks contrast, even if that contrast is inferable ַגם־ָזָ֫
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3.5. Predicate Adjective or Stative Verb (ן    ?(ָזק 

The form ָּ֙זֵקן is ambiguous. It can be construed as a ms predicate 
adjective or as a 3ms stative verb. As such, I do not make a deci-
sion on the grammar of the form, but categorise the pragmatics 
of each occurrence. 

3.5.1. GIV-ACT 

ק (32) ְצַחִ֥ הּ֙ ַות  ּה ָשָרָׂ֖ ְרָבִ֣ ר ְבק  י ֵלאמ ֶּ֑ י ּ֙ ַאֲחֵרַ֤ י ְבֹלת  ִ֣ ְיָתה־ל  ה ָהֹּֽ י ֶעְדָנֵ֔ ָׂ֖ אד נ  ן׃ּ֙ ַוֹּֽ ָזֵָקֹּֽ  
 ‘So Sarah laughed to herself, saying, “After I have grown 

old, and my husband is old, shall I have pleasure?”’ (Gen. 
18.12) 

םּּ֙֙ :gives us information that is known in the verse prior ָזֵקן ְוַאְבָרָהַ֤
ים ְּ֙זֵקנ ֵ֔  .Now Abraham and Sarah were old’ (Gen. 18.11)‘ ְוָשָרה 

3.5.2. GIV-INACT38 

דּּ֙֙ (33) ןְּ֙מא ֶּ֑ ֶלךָּ֙זֵָקִ֣ ְדָרהְּ֙וַהֶמָׂ֖ ַּ֙הַחֵ֔ ֶלך  ֶבעֶּ֙אל־ַהֶמֵּ֨ אַּ֙בת־ֶׁשַ֤ תַּּ֙֙וָתב ֵּ֨ יתְּ֙מָׁשַרָׂ֖ וַנמ ֵ֔ ַּ֙השִ֣ יַׁשג  ֲאב  ַוֹּֽ

ֶלך׃ּ֙  ֶאת־ַהֶמֹּֽ
 ‘So Bathsheba went to the king in his room. The king was 

very old; Abishag the Shunammite was attending the king.’ 
(1 Kgs 1.15) 

It is unlikely that ן  marks new information, because the book of ָזֵָקִ֣
Kings begins by stating ן ָזֵקֵ֔ ּ֙ ד  ָדו  ֶלךּ֙  Now the king, David, was‘ ְוַהֶמַ֤
old’ (1 Kgs 1.1). Jenni (1977, 68), however, argues that (33) is 
“parenthetischer Umstandssatz, der zur Begründung der Zurück-
gezogenheit des Königs die Information von v. 1 wiederholt, ohne 

 
38 Josh. 23.1; 1 Sam. 4.18; 8.1. 
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darauf als etwas Bekanntes zurückzugreifen.” This analysis ap-
pears incorrect, as both vv. 1 and 15 are descriptions of David by 
the narrator.  

םּ֙בַּ֙ (34) ךֶּ֙את־ַאְבָרָהָׂ֖ יהָוָ֛הֵּ֙בַרִ֥ יםַּ֙וֹּֽ ֶּ֑ אַּ֙בָימ  ןָּ֙בָׂ֖ םָּ֙זֵקֵ֔ ל׃ְּ֙וַאְבָרָהִ֣ כ ֹּֽ  

‘Now Abraham was old, well advanced in years; and the 
LORD had blessed Abraham in all things.’ (Gen. 24.1) 

Based on Gen. 18.11–13 (cf. examples (25) and (32), above), ּ֙ן  ָזֵקֵ֔
in (34) is best understood as given information (GIV-INACT). 
Jenni, on the other hand, calls (34) “neueinsetzende Exposition” 
and thus understands the predicate to denote new information 
(1977, 68). Abraham’s age in (34) is already part of the common 
ground between the narrator and audience, however. The narra-
tor’s repetition of ן  here has to do with its relevance for the ָזֵקֵ֔
episode.39   

3.5.3. ACC-GEN 

ֶרךּּ֙֙ (35) ינוְּ֙כֶדָׂ֖ ֹואָּ֙עֵלֵ֔ ָּ֙לבִ֣ ֶרץ  יןָּ֙בָאֵּ֨ יׁשֵּ֙אַ֤ ןְּ֙וא ֵּ֨ ָזֵָקֶּ֑ ינוּ֙ ִ֣ הָּ֙אב  יָרָׂ֖ הֶּ֙אל־ַהְצע  יָרָ֛ אֶמרַּ֙הְבכ  ַות ָ֧
ֶרץ׃ּ֙  ָכל־ָהָאֹּֽ

 ‘And the firstborn said to the younger, “Our father is old, 
and there is not a man on earth to come in to us after the 
manner of all the world.”’ (Gen. 19.31) 

The older sister describes Lot as old—a fact well-known to both 
sisters [ACC-GEN]. This information is used to issue a directive 
in v. 32: ֶּּ֑֙מֹו ע  הּ֙ ְׁשְכָבִ֣ ְונ  ןּ֙ ַיַָֽׂ֖י  ינוּ֙ ָ֛ ֶאת־ָאב  הּ֙ ַנְׁשֶָקָ֧ הּ֙  Come, let’s make our‘ ְלָכֵּ֨
father drink wine and we will lie with him.’   

 
39 I am grateful to the anonymous reviewer for pointing this out more 
clearly.  
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3.5.4. NEW40 

אּ֙ (36) ןָּ֙בָׂ֖ ָּ֙זֵקֵ֔ ד  ֶלךָּ֙דו  ׃ְּ֙וַהֶמַ֤ םּ֙לֹוֹּֽ ַחָׂ֖ אּ֙י  יםְּ֙ול ִ֥ ֵ֔ ַּ֙בְבָגד  הו  יםַּ֙וְיַכֻסֵּ֨ ֶּ֑ ַבָימ   

The king David was old and advanced in years. They cov-
ered him with clothes, but he could not get warm. (1 Kgs 
1.1) 

Introducing the narrative, ן  .is new information ָזֵקֵ֔

3.6. Predicate Adjective ָקט ן  

The only clear use of the predicate adjective is accessible [ACC-
SIT]. 

אֶמר (37) ל ַוי ִ֣ ֹוא ְׁשמוֵאֵ֔ ן ֲהל  ם־ָקט ַ֤ יךּ֙ ַאָתה ּ֙ א  אׁשּ֙ ְבֵעיֶנֵ֔ י ר ָ֛ ְבֵטִ֥ ל ׁש  ְשָרֵאָׂ֖ ָתה י  ְמָׁשֲחךָּ֧֙ ָאֶּ֑  ַוי 

ֶלךּ֙ ְיהָוָ֛ה ל׃ּ֙ ְלֶמָׂ֖ ְשָרֵאֹּֽ  ַעל־י 
 ‘Samuel said, “Though you are small in your own eyes, are 

you not the head of the tribes of Israel? Yhwh anointed you 
king over Israel.’” (1 Sam. 15.17) 

3.7. Stative Verb ָקט ן 

For the stative verb there is no given information proper (GIV-
ACT or GIV-INACT).  

3.7.1. ACC-SIT 

ְקַטןּ֙֩ (38) ֹוד ַות  את עֵּ֨ יך ּ֙ ז ַ֤ ה ֲאד ָנִ֣יּ֙ ְבֵעיֶנֵּ֨ ר ְיהו ֵ֔ םּ֙ ַוְתַדֵבָ֛ ית־ַעְבְדךָּׂ֖֙ ַגִ֥ ֹוקּ֙ ֶאל־ֵבֹּֽ ָרחֶּ֑ ְלֵמֹּֽ  
 ‘And this was a small thing in your eyes, O Lord Yhwh; you 

have spoken also of your servant’s house for a great while 
to come.’ (2 Sam. 7.19 || 1 Chron. 17.17) 

 
40 Gen. 27.1; Josh. 13.1a; 1 Sam. 2.22; 17.12; 2 Sam. 19.33; 2 Kgs 4.14. 
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David presents nothing new in the first clause of (38). Rather, his 
statement is situational [ACC-SIT] (cf. Prince 1981, 230–31).41  

3.7.2. NEW 

ת (39) ֱאמֶֹּ֔ ל ַהֲחָסִדי֙ם ּוִמָכל־ָהָ֣ ְנִתי ִמכ ָ֤  ָקט ֹ֜
 ‘I am not worthy of the least of all the steadfast love and all 

the faithfulness.’ (Gen. 32.11) 
Since there is no clear information that is given or accessible in the 
surrounding context of (39), the verb ּ֙י ְנת  -would seem to ex ָקט ָ֜
press new information. Jacob appears to use י ְנת   along with ָקט ָ֜
ך  your servant’ for purposes of deference. This politeness‘ ַעְבֶדֶּ֑
strategy lays the foundation for the request ּ֙יָּ֙נָ֛אַה נ  יֵלִ֥ צ   ‘please de-
liver me’ (Gen. 32.12; cf. Bridge 2019, 576–77). We should note 
that (39) poses a rather significant problem for the argument that 
stative verbs always bring given information. 

3.8. Predicate Adjective  ָגדֹול 

Unlike the predicate adjectives ָזֵקן and ָגדֹול ,ָקט ן does not present 
new information exclusively.  

3.8.1. ACC-GEN42 

ים׃ּ֙ (40) ֹּֽ ואַּ֙על־ָכל־ֱאֹלה  אּ֙הָׂ֖ דְּ֙ונֹוָרִ֥ ְּ֙מא ֵ֔ ֹולְּ֙יהָוַ֤הּ֙וְמֻהָלל  ֩יָּ֙גדֵּ֨  כ 

‘For great is Yhwh, and greatly to be praised; he is to be 
revered above all gods.’ (1 Chron. 16.25) 

 
41 The possibility of inference or general [ACC] categories here should 
not be dismissed, however. In any case, the stative verb does not convey 
given information. 
42 Cf. 2 Chron. 2.4b. 
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Based on the description of Götze et al. (2007), ֹול  in (40) would ָגדָ֜
seem to be generalised information in which the speaker and ad-
dressee readily understand the predicate as something as obvious 
from general world knowledge (e.g., the setting of the sun).  

3.8.2. NEW43  

אֶמר (41) א׃ַּּ֙֙וי ִ֥ ְנש ֹּֽ יּ֙מ  ָׂ֖ ֹולֲּ֙עֹונ  ןֶּ֙אל־ְיהָוֶּ֑הָּ֙גדִ֥ י  ַקָׂ֖  

‘Cain said to the LORD, “My punishment is greater than I 
can bear!”’ (Gen. 4.13) 

ֹול -in (41) is fronted. In particular, the predicate adjective is fo ָגדִ֥
cused. It is not surprising that the fronted, focused predicate ad-
jective also relates new information. Nevertheless, we should not 
conflate focus with new information (Moshavi 2010). Nor should 
word order be seen as corresponding directly to the status of in-
formation (Gross 2001).  

 
43 Gen. 39.9 (with comparative ִמן); Exod. 18.11 (with comparative ִמן); 
Deut. 1.28 (with comparative  ִמן); 9.1 (with comparative ִמן); 11.23 
(with comparative ִמן, cf. Holmstedt [2016, 306–7] for analysis of zero-
relatives); Josh. 10.2; Judg. 5.16 (though possibly accessible [ACC], 
ב ֵֽ י־ל  ים ִחְקר  ן ְגדֹוִלַ֖ ֹות ְראּוב ֹ֔  Among the clans of Reuben the searchings of‘ ִלְפַלגָ֣
heart were great’ may best be understood as part of the general 
knowledge of the speaker and addressee); 2 Sam. 13.15; Ps. 135.5 (the 
psalmist seems to raise the CG so that the addressees will know [י ַדְעת   [ָיַ֭
that Yhwh is great); 2 Chron. 2.4a. 
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3.9. Stative Verb (ָגַדל) 

3.9.1. GIV-ACT 

י׀ (42) ִ֣ יַּּּּ֙֙֙֙וְיה  ֵ֔ ְצר  יׁשּ֙מ  ִ֣ ּ֙א  םַּ֙וַיְרא  ְבֹלָתֶּ֑ יוַּ֙וַיְַָֽׂ֖ראְּ֙בס  ַּ֙וֵיֵצִ֣אֶּ֙אל־ֶאָחֵ֔ לּ֙מ ֶׁשה  ְגַדַ֤ םַּ֙וי  יםָּ֙הֵה  ִ֣ ַבָימ 

יו׃ּ֙ יֵּ֙מֶאָחֹּֽ ָׂ֖ ְבר  יׁש־ע  הּ֙א   ַמֶכִ֥
 ‘One day, after Moses had grown up, he went out to his peo-

ple and saw their forced labour. He saw an Egyptian beating 
a Hebrew, one of his kinsfolk.’ (Exod. 2.11) 

The wayyiqṭol in (42) refers back to ֶלד לַּ֙הֶי  ְגַדִ֣  when the child grew‘ ַוי 
up’ in v. 10.    

3.9.2. GIV-INACT44  

ל (43) ְגַדָׂ֖ ְרָצהַּ֙וי  יוָּ֙אֹּֽ ָכל־ְדָבָרָׂ֖ ילּ֙מ  ִ֥ פ  א־ה  מֹוְֵּ֔֙ול ֹּֽ ָּ֙הָיִ֣הּ֙ע  יהָוה  לַּ֙וֹּֽ ׃ְּׁ֙שמוֵאֶּ֑  

‘As Samuel grew up, the LORD was with him and let none 
of his words fall to the ground.’ (1 Sam. 3.19) 

Earlier in the narrative, Samuel was growing up: ּּ֙֙ך לּ֙ה ֵלִ֥ ְוַהַנִַ֣ערְּׁ֙שמוֵאֵ֔
ֹוב לָּ֙וטֶּ֑  and the boy Samuel continued growing in stature and‘ ְוָגֵדָׂ֖
favour’ (1 Sam. 2.26). Thus, the information in (43) is given (GIV-
INACT).45 

 
44 Cf. also 1 Kgs 12.10 || 2 Chron. 10.10. 
45 Though children growing up is categorised as accessible [ACC-GEN] 
elsewhere, (41) is given [GIV-INACT], because its information was stip-
ulated explicitly earlier in the narrative. 
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3.9.3. ACC-INF46 

ְענוַּּ֙֙על־ֵכִּ֥֙ (44) לֲּ֙אֶׁשר־ָׁשַמָׂ֖ ְבכ ִ֥ ךּ֙ וָלֶתֵ֔ זֹּֽ ּ֙ ים  יןֱּ֙אֹלה  ְוֵאַ֤ ֹוךּ֙ יןָּ֙כמ  י־ֵאִ֣ ֹּֽ כ  הּ֙ ֶּ֑ ְיהו  ֲאד ָנִ֣יּ֙ ְלָתּ֙ ָגַדָׂ֖ ןּ֙

ינו׃ּ֙  ְבָאְזֵנֹּֽ
 ‘Therefore you are great, O Yhwh God; for there is no one 

like you, and there is no God besides you, according to all 
that we have heard with our ears.’ (2 Sam. 7.22) 

The previous verse (2 Sam. 7.21) does not give the exact infor-
mation as (44) per se, but the inference is not difficult to discern: 
ך יַעֶּ֙את־ַעְבֶדֹּֽ ָׂ֖ אתְּ֙להֹוד  הַּ֙הז ֶּ֑ תָּ֙כל־ַהְגדוָלָׂ֖ יָתֵּ֙אִ֥ ָּ֙עש ֕ ְבךֵ֔ ְכל  ּ֙וֹּֽ ְרך  ורְּ֙דָבֹּֽ  because of‘ ַבֲעבַ֤
your promise, and according to your own heart, you have 
wrought all this greatness, so that your servant may know it.’ Of 
course, the inference is made clearer because of ן  ’therefore‘ ַעל־ֵכִ֥
(cf. Van der Merwe et al. 2017, 450–51). 

 
46 Gen. 24.35 (inference coming from the previous verb ְך ַרַ֧  [and Yhwh]‘ ב 
blessed’); 26.13; 1 Sam. 26.24a; 2 Sam. 7.22, 26 || 1 Chron. 17.24; 1 
Kgs 10.23 || 2 Chron. 9.22; Zech. 12.7 (the first clause  ת־ יַע ְיהָוָ֛ה אֶּ ְוהֹוִשַ֧
אש ָנֶ֑ה  ה ָבִרֵֽ י ְיהּוָדַ֖ ַ֥ א־ Yhwh will deliver the tents of Judah first’ allows‘ ָאֳהל  ל ֵֽ
ל  will not surpass’ to be an inference; moreover, the negated yiqṭol‘ ִתְגַדֹ֜
suggests that the yiqṭol itself was already presupposed); Mal. 1.5; Ps. 
92.6 (inference from previous verse  ֵּֽן ֵֽ יָך ֲאַרנ  ָ֣ י ָידֶּ ַ֖ ַמֲעש  ָך ְבֵֽ ֶ֑ ִני ְיהָוָ֣ה ְבָפֳעלֶּ י ִשַמְחַתָ֣  ִכָ֤
‘for you Yhwh have made me glad by your work; at the works of your 
hands I sing for joy’); Job 2.13; Lam. 4.6; Ezra 9.6 (the qaṭal clause ‘our 
guilt is great/high (ה  as the heavens’ is inferable from the previous (ָגְדָלַ֖
clause:  אש ְעָלה ר ֹ֔ ינּו ָרבּ֙ו ְלַמָ֣ ָ֤  .(’our iniquities have risen above our head‘ ֲעֹונ ת 
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3.9.4. ACC-GEN47 

אְמרוּ֙לֹו ּ֙ (45) חַּ֙וי ַ֤ ְפָת  וֶּ֙את־י  הַּ֙וְיָגְרׁשִ֣ ָשָ֜ ֵני־ָהא  וְּ֙בֹּֽ ְגְדלֵּ֨ יםַּ֙וי  ֶּ֑ ָּ֙בנ  דּ֙לֹוָׂ֖ ְלָעָ֛ ֶׁשת־ג  ֶלדֵּ֙אֹּֽ א־ַּ֙וֵתָ֧ ּ֙ל ֹּֽ

ָתה׃ּ֙ ֶרתָּ֙אֹּֽ הַּ֙אֶחָׂ֖ ָשִ֥ יֶּ֙בן־א  ָ֛ ינוּ֙כ  לְּ֙בֵבית־ָאב ֵ֔ ְנַחִ֣  ת 
 ‘Gilead’s wife also bore him sons; and when his wife’s sons 

grew up, they drove Jephthah away, saying to him, “You 
shall not inherit anything in our father’s house; for you are 
the son of another woman.”’ (Judg. 11.2) 

Though ו ְגְדלֵּ֨  is new textually, I find the wayyiqṭol in (45) to be ַוי 
generalised, as this is simply the process of human life, similar to 
the sun setting (Götze et al. 2007).  

 
47 Because several occurrences are inchoative ‘become great’ or ‘grow’, 
we could understand the information as new. However, the majority has 
to do with children growing up. This is, of course, expected from gen-
eral knowledge of the world: Gen. 21.8, 20; 25.27; 38.11, 14; Exod. 
2.10; Judg. 13.24; 1 Sam. 2.21; 2 Kgs 4.18; Ezek. 16.7; Ruth 1.13. A 
similar assessment of horns in Daniel appears; they ‘grow’—as horns do: 
Dan. 8.9, 10. At least one has to do with prominence (of the first-born): 
Gen. 48.19a. However, there are a few texts which speak to Yhwh’s 
greatness. In such cases, it appears that CG is shared in a general 
knowledge that Yhwh is ָגַדל: Ps. 35.27; 40.17; 70.5; 104.1. 
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3.9.5. NEW48  

ם׃ּ֙ (46) ֹּֽ א־ַהגֹוי  ְהֶיִ֥הְּ֙מל ֹּֽ ֹוּ֙י  נוְּ֙וַזְרעָׂ֖ ֶמֵ֔ לּ֙מ  ְגַדִ֣ ּ֙י  יוַּ֙הָקט ן  ַ֤ םָּ֙אח   ְואוָל 
‘Nevertheless, his younger brother shall be greater than he, 
and his offspring shall become a multitude of nations.’ 
(Gen. 48.19) 

Contra Jenni’s expectations of pragmatic information, I do not 
see any basis for the categories of given or accessible in (46). In 
the biblical narrative it is much to Joseph’s chagrin that the new 
information is that the younger brother will be greater than the 
older. His stated expectation was for the first-born: ּ֙ףֶּ֙אל־ אֶמרּ֙יֹוֵסָ֛ ַוי ָ֧

י יםְּ֙ימ  ִ֥ רּ֙ש  י־ֶזִ֣הַּ֙הְבכ ֵ֔ יּ֙כ  ֶּ֑ ןָּ֙אב  יוּ֙ל א־ֵכִ֣ ָׂ֖ ֹו׃ָאב  ַּ֙על־ר אׁשֹּֽ ְנךָׂ֖  ‘Joseph said to his fa-
ther, “Not so, my father! Since this one is the firstborn, put your 
right hand on his head”’ (Gen. 48.18).  

4.0. Conclusions 
My study allows for several conclusions—some certain and oth-
ers tentative. First, Jenni is often correct that predicate adjectives 
denote new information, while stative verbs bring given infor-
mation. However, that is not always the case. A stative verb at 
times denotes new information (§§3.2.4; 3.4.4; 3.7.2; 3.9.5), and 
predicate adjectives do not always indicate new information 
(§§3.6; 3.8.1). Second, the analysis of IS using three categories 
(given, accessible, new) provides clarity and specificity in a way 

 
48 Num. 14.17; 1 Sam. 26.24b; 1 Kgs 12.8 || 2 Chron. 10.8; Mic. 5.3 
(new textually and it seems that the scope of greatness was not common 
ground: ץ רֶּ י־ָאֵֽ ל ַעד־ַאְפס  ה ִיְגַדַ֖ י־ַעָתַ֥  for now he will be great to the ends of‘ ִכֵֽ
the earth’); Zech. 12.11.  
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that the typical given-new dichotomy does not. Third, examina-
tion of the first layer of pragmatics (theme/rheme as some call it) 
should be a more prominent and explicit part of pragmatic re-
search on Biblical Hebrew, even if the layer is more banal than 
the second layer (topic/focus). Fourth, and perhaps most im-
portantly, more work is needed on the intersection of grammar 
and pragmatics in Biblical Hebrew. 

The above research demonstrates that Jenni’s study is ulti-
mately unsuccessful. That is not to say, however, that his suppo-
sition of grammar marking pragmatics is fallacious. As pragmat-
ics gains more attention from Hebraists, study of the relationship 
of grammar and pragmatics will  hopefully follow. It is my hope 
that this article may help, at least in some small way, to advance 
the conversation on how grammar and pragmatics relate to one 
another.   
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