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DIFFERENTIATING LEFT DISLOCATION  
CONSTRUCTIONS IN BIBLICAL HEBREW1 

Cynthia L. Miller-Naudé and Jacobus A. Naudé 

1.0. Introduction 
Left dislocation (as opposed to topicalisation) involves a constit-
uent that occurs outside of the left edge of the sentence boundary 
and has resumption within the sentence. Characteristic features 
of left dislocation include the following (Alexiadou 2006, 668–
71): (1) a referential constituent is dislocated and precedes a ma-
trix sentence and is accompanied by a separate intonation con-
tour; (2) an alternative position for the dislocated constituent ex-
ists within the matrix sentence, which is filled by an anaphoric, 
coreferential resumptive element; and (3) the matrix sentence is 
considered to be ‘about’ the left dislocated element (the 
‘aboutness requirement’). 

1 This work is based on research supported in part by the National Re-
search Foundation of South Africa (Cynthia L. Miller-Naudé UID 95926 
and Jacobus A. Naudé UID 85902). The grantholders acknowledge that 
opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in 
any publication generated by the NRF-supported research are those of 
the authors, and that the NRF accepts no liability whatsoever in this 
regard. 

© 2021 Miller-Naudé & Naudé, CC BY 4.0         https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0250.20
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Crosslinguistically, left dislocation constructions exhibit 
considerable syntactic variation.2 In our previous publications 
(especially, Naudé 1990 and Miller-Naudé and Naudé 2019) syn-
tactic variation within left dislocation was noted, but not ana-
lysed. In this chapter, the types of left dislocation in Biblical He-
brew will be differentiated on the basis of the following three 
considerations.3 The first relates to the grammatical features of 
the coreferential resumptive element (Oosthuizen 2016). The sec-
ond concerns the relationship of the left dislocated constituent to 
the resumptive element, especially with respect to case agree-
ment. The third relates to the relationship of the sentence involv-
ing left dislocation to the broader syntactic context.4 By consider-
ing these questions within the context of contemporary linguistic 

 
2 See, for example, Ben-Horin (1976); Gross (1987); Khan (1988); 
(2016); Anangnostopoulou (1997); Anangnostopoulou, Van Riemsdijk, 
and Zwarts (1997); Rizzi (1997); Alexopoulou, Doron, and Heycock 
(2004); Alexiadou (2006); Korchin (2015); López (2016). 
3 In a future article we consider the kind of intonational breaks between 
the dislocated constituent and the matrix sentence for each type of left 
dislocation, insofar as they can be determined in the Masoretic system 
of accents. For a prosodic account for differentiating left-dislocated and 
tripartite verbless clauses in Biblical Hebrew, see Naudé and Miller-
Naudé (2017). For a prosodic account of the Masoretic accents and a 
preliminary examination of the intonational break in left dislocation 
and other constructions exhibiting the syntax-phonology interface, see 
Pitcher (2020, 241–358). 
4 An additional type of left dislocation which is distinct from clitic left 
dislocation—broad subject—has been identified for Modern Hebrew 
(Alexopoulou, Doron and Heycock 2004; Doron and Heycock 2010), 
although the category has been disputed (Landau 2009). 
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theory we can determine in a more precise and principled way 
the kinds of left dislocation constructions that are differentiated 
in Biblical Hebrew and their essential characteristics.5 

2.0. Topicalisation and Left Dislocation 
Preparatory to the following discussion, we briefly summarise 
some of the ways in which the syntactic constructions topicalisa-
tion (or fronting) and left dislocation differ from one another. 
Although topicalisation and left dislocation have been differenti-
ated in linguistic analyses of Biblical Hebrew,6 an alternative po-
sition considers the two to be varieties of ‘fronting’, which op-
tionally exhibits resumption.7  

The following verse provides contrastive examples of left 
dislocation and topicalisation in adjacent sentences. 

ן (1) ֵּ֣ ל־ַהב  ֹוד כָּ לּ֗ הֹ֙֙ ַהיִּ רָּ ה֙ו ַהְיא ֹ֙ יכ ֻ֔ ת ַתְשלִּ ל־ַהַבַּ֖ ון׃ ְוכָּ ְתַחיּֽ  

 ‘Every son that is born, into the Nile you will throw him, 
but every daughter you will allow to live every daughter.’ (Exod. 
1.22) 

Topicalisation involves a constituent that is moved to the very 
beginning of the sentence. In the second sentence in (1) the ob-
ject (‘every daughter’) is topicalised before the verb; it has been 

 
5 Throughout we use representative examples of the syntactic phenom-
ena discussed rather than comprehensive lists. 
6 Naudé (1990; 1994a; 1994b; 1999); Holmstedt (2014); see also Shlon-
sky (2014). 
7 Westbury (2014; 2016); see Van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze (2017, 
510–18) for a description of both positions. 
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moved from its unmarked position after the verb in the sentence.8 
A zero trace marks the location where the constituent originally 
occurred in the sentence; this is indicated by the small sub-
scripted type.9 What is important is that the object constituent 
remains inside the sentence, although it has been moved to initial 
position within the sentence. It is for this reason that there is no 
resumption of the constituent in its original position in the sen-
tence—the topicalised constituent is required to complete the 
sentence. By contrast, in the first sentence in (1), the object con-
stituent (‘every son that is born’) is left dislocated—it occurs out-
side of the sentence and has a coreferential resumptive element 
(also called a ‘correlate’, see López 2016) that occurs within the 
sentence, viz. the object suffix on the verb (‘him’). The matrix 
sentence ‘you will throw him’ (consisting of a verb and its object 
suffix) is a fully-formed predication apart from the dislocated 
constituent. 

In the first sentence in (1), the resumptive element of the 
dislocated constituent occurs in situ, that is, in the normal posi-
tion after the verb that the constituent would have had within 

 
8 We understand Biblical Hebrew to exhibit unmarked word order of 
VSO (verb-subject-object) followed by other adjuncts (Naudé 1994b), 
although theoretically underlying word order in generative grammar is 
SVO. As a result, topicalisation may involve any non-verbal constituent 
occurring before the verb without a resumptive element. Multiple in-
stances of topicalisation may occur within a sentence (e.g., Gen. 17.6, 
in which both the subject and a prepositional phrase are topicalised). 
9 The object regularly follows this verb, either with (Exod. 1.17) or with-
out (Num. 31.15) the definite object marker. For another example of 
the topicalised object preceding this verb, see Gen. 12.12. 
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the sentence without dislocation.10 However, it is also possible for 
the resumptive element itself to be topicalised within the matrix 
sentence so that it occurs at the beginning of the matrix sentence: 

יׁשו  (2) ִּ֑ ה ְצָב֖אֹות ֹא֣תֹו ַתְקד   ֶאת־ְיהָוָ֥
 ‘The LORD of hosts, him you will regard him as holy.’ (Isa. 

8.13) 
The object noun phrase (NP) (‘the LORD of hosts’) is dislocated. Its 
resumptive element (‘him’) is topicalised (moved to the beginning 
of the matrix sentence); semantically, it conveys contrastive focus. 

The sentence boundary between the left dislocated constit-
uent and the matrix sentence can be detected on the basis of the 
appearance of the following items at the sentence boundary: a 
parenthetical element,11 a quotative frame,12 a consecutive verb 

 
10 For representative examples of the unmarked order of the object oc-
curring after this verb, see Gen. 21.15 (for an NP object) and Gen. 37.22 
(for an independent pronominal object). For topicalisation of the object 
constituent with this verb, see 1 Kgs 14.9. 
11 For example, in Num. 14.24, the dislocated NP ב ל ּ֗ י כָּ ֵּ֣ -and my serv‘ ְוַעְבדִּ
ant Caleb’ is separated from the matrix sentence by a parenthetical sen-
tence ֶקב ֵּ֣ ֙ה ע  ְיתָָּ֞ ּֽ ֙ ֤רוַח֙ הָּ ֶרתֹ֙ ֹ֙ו ַאֶחֹ֙ מֻ֔ ַּ֖א עִּ י ַוְיַמל  ָ֑ ַאֲחרָּ  ‘because another spirit is within 
him and he has followed after me’. The separation of the dislocated 
element and the parenthetical sentences is also indicated by the fact 
that the matrix sentence begins with a consecutive verb with an objec-
tive suffix, which serves as the resumptive element (יו יא תִּּ֗ ּֽ  I will bring‘ ַוֲהבִּ
him’): י ֵּ֣ ב ְוַעְבדִּ ל ּ֗ ֶקב כָּ ֵּ֣ ֙ה ע  ְיתָָּ֞ ּֽ ֙ ֤רוַח֙ הָּ ֶרתֹ֙ ֹו ַאֶחֹ֙ מֻ֔ ַּ֖א עִּ י ַוְיַמל  ָ֑ יו ַאֲחרָּ יא תִּּ֗ ּֽ ֶרץֹ֙֙ ַוֲהבִּ אָֹּ֙ ֲאֶשר־ ֶאל־הָּ

ה׃ נָּ ֶשּֽ ֹו יֹורִּ ה ְוַזְרעַּ֖ מָּ א שָֻּ֔ ֵּ֣  But my servant Caleb—because a different spirit is‘ בָּ
with him and he has fully followed after me—I will bring him into the 
land that he has entered and his offspring will inherit it.’ 
12 For example, in Gen. 3.3, the quotative frame ים ר ֱאֹלהִּּ֗ ַמֵּ֣  ’God said‘ אָּ
intervenes between the dislocated prepositional phrase ( י ֵּ֣ ְפרִּ ץ֙  ומִּ ע  ֙ר הָּ ֲאֶשֵּ֣
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form,13 and an interrogative.14 The fact that a topicalised constit-
uent remains within the left boundary of the sentence, whereas a 
left dislocated constituent occurs outside of the left boundary, 
results in two additional syntactic features useful for categorising 
the two types of constructions. 

First, the topicalised constituent has the same form that it 
would have in its unmarked position within the sentence, espe-
cially with respect to case marking (Naudé 1990, 126). This is 
especially evident with respect to the various ways in which the 
object may be marked—with the definite object marker (3a), as 
a definite NP without the definite object marker (3b), an indefi-
nite object (3c), or a prepositional complement (3d): 

(3a)  ֙י ֶאת־ק ְלך ְעתִּ ַמַּ֖ ָּ֑֙ן שָּ ָ֑ ַבגָּ  

 ‘Your voice I heard your voice in the garden.’ (Gen. 3.10) 
(3b) ם ְוֶעְרַו ת יֶהַּ֖ א ֲאבִּ ֙ו ל   אּֽ רָּ  

 ‘And the nakedness of their father they did not see the nakedness 

of their father.’ (Gen. 9.23) 
 

ן֒  and its resumption as a pronominal suffix on a preposition (ְבתֹוְך־ַהגָּ
נו) ֶמֻ֔ י :(מִּ ֵּ֣ ְפרִּ ץ֙  ומִּ ע  ֙ר הָּ ן֒ ֲאֶשֵּ֣ ֙ר ְבתֹוְך־ַהגָּ ַמֵּ֣ ים אָּ ֙א ֱאֹלהִּּ֗ אְכלוֹ֙֙ ל ֤ נו ת ּֽ ֶמֻ֔ ֙א מִּ ֙ ְול   ותִּ ֹ֙ו ְגעַּ֖ ון֙׃ בָ֑ תּֽ   ֶפן־ְתמ 
‘and from the tree which is in the middle of the garden, God said, “you 
must not eat from it and you must not touch it lest you die.”’  
13 For example, in Exod. 12.15, the matrix sentence begins with a per-
fect consecutive verb (ה ְכְרתָָּ֞ י׀ :(ְונִּ ֵּ֣ ֵּ֣ל כִּ ל־א כ  ץ כָּ מ ּ֗ ה חָּ ְכְרתָָּ֞ ואֹ֙֙ ַהֶנֶ֤פש ְונִּ ֙ל ַההִּ א ֻ֔ ְשרָּ יִּ מִּ  

‘For every one who eats leavened bread, that person will be cut off 
from Israel.’ 
14 For example, in Job 38.29, the interrogative marker (י ֵּ֣  intervenes (מִּ
between the dislocated NP ( ר ם ְכפ   ַמיִּ שָָּׁ֜ ) and the matrix sentence (ֹו דּֽ  :(ְילָּ
ֹו דּֽ ֙י ְילָּ ֵּ֣ ם מִּ ַמיִּ ר שָָּׁ֜  ’?and the frost of heaven, who bore it‘ וְכפ  
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(3c)  ְֹוץ ו ך ְוקָ֥ יַחַֽ ָלִּ֑ ֣ ר ַתְצמ  ַדְרַד֖  
 ‘And thorns and thistles will sprout thorns and thistles for you.’ 

(Gen. 3.18) 
(3d) ל ַֽ ָּ֖ן נֹאכ  ץ־ַהָג֖ ַֽ י ע  ָ֥ ְפר   מ 
 ‘From the fruit of the trees of the garden we may eat from the 

fruit of the trees of the garden.’ (Gen. 3.2)  
As is described below, the question of the case of the dislocated 
constituent in left dislocation constructions serves as a diagnostic 
tool for differentiating various types. 

Second, topicalisation and left dislocation are differenti-
ated with respect to negation (see Miller-Naudé and Naudé 
2019). To name just one example, topicalised constituents may 
exhibit negation of the topicalised constituent apart from the ma-
trix sentence as a whole when the negative marker precedes the 
topicalised constituent. In (4a) negation extends only to the prep-
ositional phrase and not to the predication as a whole: 
(4a)  ץ ת ַה֣סוס ֶיְחָפִּ֑ ְגבוַר֣ א ב  ֹֹ֤  ל
 ‘Not in the strength of a horse he delights not in the strength of a 

horse.’ (Ps. 147:10) 

By contrast, left dislocated constituents cannot be negated apart 
from their matrix sentence.15 As illustrated in (4b), both a topi-
calised constituent (first poetic line) and a left dislocated constit-
uent (second poetic line) may precede the negative marker that 
negates the entire sentence: 

 
15 Negation with the interrogative marker and ל ֙א, viz., ֲהל א, is a special 
case; see Snyman and Naudé (2003) and Miller-Naudé and Naudé 
(2019). 
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(4b) ֶֹ֙֙סף א ֶכֹ֙ בו ל ֵּ֣ ב / ַיְחש ֻ֔ ַּ֖ הָּ א ְוזָּ ֹו ל   ַיְחְפצו־בּֽ  

 ‘Silver they do not regard silver / and gold they do not delight 
in it.’ (Isa. 13.17) 

This difference in the possibility of constituent negation of topi-
calised constituents as opposed to left dislocated constructions is 
a direct result of their respective syntactic structures—the topi-
calised constituent remains within the matrix sentence, whereas 
the dislocated constituent is outside the left boundary of the ma-
trix sentence. 

3.0. Types of Left Dislocation in Biblical Hebrew 

3.1. Clitic Left Dislocation 

The first type of left dislocation in Biblical Hebrew involves a 
dislocated constituent that exhibits case agreement with its re-
sumptive,16 and the resumptive is a pronominal clitic: 

ְך (5) ת   מָּ ְך ֶאת־זִּ יִּ ְת֙ ְוֶאת־תֹוֲעבֹוַתַּ֖ ים ַאֵּ֣ ָ֑ אתִּ ְנשָּ  
 ‘Your wickedness and your abominations, you bear them.’ 

(Ezek. 16.58) 
The dislocated NP is explicitly marked as the definite object with 
the definite object marker and its resumptive within the matrix 
sentence is an pronominal object suffix on the verb. Because the 
resumptive is a pronominal clitic, this kind of left dislocation has 
been called ‘clitic left dislocation’. 

 
16 Case agreement is used in the sense of abstract case marking within 
generative linguistics. Abstract case is assigned structurally, regardless 
of whether or not a language has morphologically realised case. 
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Clitic left dislocation may involve an object NP (as in [5]) 
or a subject NP (as in [6]): 

י (6) י ַוֲאנִּּ֗ ֤ ְננִּ בֹ֙֙ הִּ ֙ה י ש  ְצפָֻּ֔ ַבמִּ  
 ‘And I, behold I will dwell at Mizpah.’ (Jer. 40.10) 
The dislocated subject pronoun is separated from the matrix sen-
tence by the presentative ִּ֙הנ֙ ה  ‘behold’. The subject is resumed 
with the pronominal subject suffix on the presentative. 

Clitic left dislocation may involve a prepositional phrase 
(PP) (as in [7]), where the dislocated PP contains a relative clause 
and the resumptive is topicalised: 

ות  (7)  ֹו ָימַֽ ה בָ֥ ֹו ֲאֶׁשר־ָעָש֖ וְבַעְולָ֥  

 ‘And in his injustice which he has done, in it he will die in 

it.’ (Ezek. 33.13)17 

In Biblical Hebrew, clitic left dislocation, unlike topicalisa-
tion, can involve a resumptive element that crosses subordinate 
sentence boundaries. In (8), the pronominal resumptive is em-
bedded within an infinitival complement clause: 

יֹ֙֙ (8) י ְוֶאת־ַהְיבוסִּ ֵּ֣ ם יֹוְשב  ִֻּ֔ ַל ושָּ ו ְירּֽ ְכל  א־יָּ ה[ Q]ל ּֽ ַּ֖ י־ְיהודָּ ּֽ ֙ם ְבנ  ָ֑ ישָּ ֹורִּ ְלהּֽ  
 ‘But the Jebusites, the inhabitants of Jerusalem—the sons 

of Judah were not able to drive them out.’ (Josh. 15.63) 
 

17 See also 2 Sam. 6.23. 
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Crosslinguistically, clitic left dislocation constructions are 
usually sensitive to ‘island’ constraints, although these are lan-
guage specific; by contrast, hanging topic left dislocation con-
structions (see §3.2) are not usually subject to these constraints.18 

Biblical Hebrew is a pro-drop language, which means that 
when a finite verb is present in the sentence, the pronominal sub-
ject is null or covert, rather than expressed (Naudé 1991; 1993; 
1996; 2001). However, the phonologically null subject pro on fi-
nite verbs cannot serve as an unexpressed resumptive pronoun 
within left dislocation constructions (Naudé 1996; 1999; 
Holmstedt 2014; cf. Cowper and DeCaen 2017). Such an analysis 
would mean that in sentences such as (9), there is no explanation 
for the independent subject pronoun, since the phonologically 
null subject pro on the finite verb serves as the resumptive: 

ֶרץ  (9) יְרׁשו־ָאַֽ ַֽ ָמה י  ֣ ה ה  הָוָ֗ י ְיְ֜ ָ֥  ְוקֹו 

 ‘But those who wait for the LORD, they (pro they) will in-
herit the land.’ (Ps. 37.9) 

3.2. Hanging Topic Left Dislocation 

In the second sub-type of left dislocation in Biblical Hebrew, the 
dislocated constituent is always a noun phrase (not a preposi-
tional phrase or an adverbial phrase), but the resumptive within 
the matrix sentence may bear any grammatical relation to the 
predication. In (10), the noun phrase ‘north and south’ is not 

 
18 Alexiadou (2006, 673–74, 682–85); see also Alexopoulou, Doron, and 
Heycock (2004). For an overview of the long linguistic history of ‘is-
lands’, see Szabolcsi (2006). 
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marked as an object, but its resumptive element within the ma-
trix sentence is an object verbal suffix: 

ֹון  (10) פֵּ֣ ין צָּ מִּ יָּ ה ְוְ֭ ֵּ֣ ֙ם ַאתָּ ָ֑ אתָּ ְברָּ  

 ‘North and south, you created them.’ (Ps. 89.13) 
Because the dislocated NP does not exhibit the case agreement 
with its resumptive, this construction has traditionally been re-
ferred to as casus pendens. It is referred to in the linguistics liter-
ature as ‘hanging topic left dislocation’. 

In (11), the dislocated NP has a resumptive that is a pro-
nominal clitic on the preposition ל-֙ : 

ים   (11) ִּ֑ ית ֱאֹלה  ֣ ה ֖לֹו ב  יָכָ֔ יׁש מ  ֣  ְוָהא 
 ‘(As for) the man Micah, he had a shrine.’ (Literally: ‘and 

the man Micah, to him a house of gods to him’) (Judg. 17.5) 

The NP may be realised by an independent subject pronoun 
whose resumptive element is a possessive pronominal clitic: 

ך   (12) ָתִּ֑ י א  ֖ ית  ָ֥ה ְבר  נ  י ה  ֲאנ   
 ‘I, behold, my covenant is with you.’ (Gen. 17.4) 

The difference between example (12), as a hanging topic left dis-
location, and example (6) (repeated here), with a clitic resump-
tive exhibiting case agreement, is very striking: 

י (6) י ַוֲאנִּּ֗ ֤ ְננִּ בֹ֙֙ הִּ ֙ה י ש  ְצפָֻּ֔ ַבמִּ  
 ‘And I, behold I will dwell at Mizpah.’ (Jer. 40.10) 

Hanging topic left dislocation, like clitic left dislocation, al-
lows the resumptive element to be deeply embedded within a 
subordinate clause; compare (8) above with (13): 
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ה ׀ ֶזֵּ֣ה (13) יש מ ֶשֵּ֣ אִּּ֗ ר הָּ נוֹ֙֙ ֲאֶש֤ ֹ֙ ֱעלָּ ֶרץ ֶהּֽ ֶאֵּ֣ ם מ  יִּ ְצַרֻ֔ א מִּ ְענו ל   ַדַּ֖ ה יָּ יָּ ֹו׃ ֶמה־הָּ  לּֽ  

 ‘This Moses, the man who brought us from the land of 
Egypt, we do not know what happened to him.’ (Exod. 
32.1) 

This syntactic feature, therefore, does not serve to differentiate 
these two kinds of left dislocation in Biblical Hebrew. By contrast, 
topicalisation is a movement construction, which is constrained 
by its sentence boundaries—a topicalised constituent cannot 
move to the beginning of the matrix sentence from an embedded 
sentence. We see this in (14a), in which the topicalised NP moves 
only to the beginning of its embedded sentence: 

(14a)  ָ֥י־ֶע םְוָזַ֣כְרָתָ֔ כ  י  ְצָרִּ֑ ֖יָת ְבמ  ֶבד ָהי   
 ‘You must remember that a slave you were a slave in Egypt.’ 

(Deut. 16.12) 

If a topicalised constituent could move past a sentence boundary, 
then the unattested sentence in (14b), in which the topicalised 
NP has moved from a deeply embedded sentence to the beginning 
of the matrix sentence, would be possible: 

(14b) *A slave you must remember that you were a slave in Egypt 

3.3. Left Dislocation with a Deictic Resumptive 

The third type of left dislocation involves a deictic resumptive 
which is coreferential with the dislocated constituent. In (15), the 
deictic resumptive is the pronominal deictic ֶל֙ה  these’ and the‘ א 
dislocated constituent exhibits case agreement: 

דו׃  (15) ר ָיָלַֽ ן ֲאֶׁשָ֥ יֶה֖ ְבנ  ֹו ל  ֹום אָ֥ ֶלהֵ֙ ַהיָ֔ ה ָלא ֵ֙ ֱעֶשֹ֤ ה־ֶאַֽ י ָמַֽ ְבֹנַתַ֞  ְול 
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 ‘…and for my daughters, what should I do for these today 
or for their sons which they have borne?’ (Gen. 31.43) 

In (16), the dislocated constituent is a prepositional phrase 
and the resumptive element is the deictic ֙ םשָּ  ‘there’ (Naudé 1990, 
115; Holmstedt 2014, 121).19 

ַׁשְבנו  (16) ם ָיָ֭ ל ָׁש֣ ֹות׀ ָבֶבָ֗ ל ַנֲהרֵ֙  ַעָ֥
 ‘By the rivers of Babylon, there we sat there.’ (Ps. 137.1)  

In (17), the deictic resumptive is ז  :’then‘ אָּ

ֹו (17) ר ַבֲעש תֵּ֣ ֵּ֣ טָּ ק ַלמָּ ֶרְך ח ָ֑ ֶדּ֗ יז ְוָׁ֜ ֹות ַלֲחזִּ  ֙ז: ק לּֽ ֵּ֣ ּה אָּ אָּ ּה רְָּ֭ ָ֑ ְָּ֑יַסְפרָּ ּה ַוּֽ ינָּּ֗ כִּ ּה֙׃ ֱהָׁ֜ ּֽ רָּ ְוַגם־ֲחקָּ  

 ‘When he made a rule for the wind and a path for the thun-
derstorms, then he saw it [=the wisdom, Job 28.12] and 
gauged it, he measured it and probed it.’ (Job 28.26–27) 

In (16) and (17) there is no case agreement between the 
resumptive deictic and the dislocated constituent, but in a differ-
ent sense than we have seen thus far. The dislocated constituent 
is headed by a prepositional phrase, whereas the resumptive ele-
ment is not headed by a preposition, but is an adverb. 

This category of left dislocation with a deictic resumptive 
cannot be considered a sub-category of the two categories of left 
dislocation previously identified. It is not a sub-category of clitic 
left dislocation (§3.1), because the resumptive element is not a 
clitic and there is not necessarily case agreement between the 
dislocated constituent and the resumptive element. Neither is it 
a sub-category of hanging-topic left dislocation (§3.2), because 
the dislocated element is not a NP. 

 
19 See also Gen. 25.10; Deut. 12.11; Qoh. 3.16. 
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3.4. Left Dislocation with an Independent Pronominal 
Resumptive 

The fourth type of left dislocation involves a dislocated noun 
phrase whose resumptive element is a strong, tonic pronoun, ra-
ther than a pronominal clitic. In Biblical Hebrew, only independ-
ent subject pronouns are strong, tonic pronouns: 

֤ה (18) יֶכםֹ֙֙ ְיהוָּ ה  ְֵּ֣ך ֱאֹלּֽ ם ַהה ל  יֶכֻ֔ ְפנ  וא לִּ ם הַּ֖ ֵּ֣ ח  לָּ ֶכָ֑ם יִּ לָּ  
 ‘The LORD your God who goes before you, he will fight for 

you.’ (Deut. 1.30)20 

Semantically, the resumptive independent pronoun con-
veys contrastive focus when it occurs as the first element in the 
matrix sentence; in (18), the meaning is ‘he (and no one else) will 
fight for you’. 

In cases where the matrix sentence is a verbless clause, it is 
important to distinguish constructions involving left dislocation 
and those which are tripartite verbless clauses (see Naudé 1994a; 
2002; Naudé and Miller-Naudé 2017 for the argumentation and 
additional bibliographic sources). Left dislocation constructions 
have an intonational break (indicated by a disjunctive Masoretic 
accent) after the dislocated constituent (19): 

ן  (19) ד ֣הוא ַהָקָטִּ֑ ֖  ְוָדו 
 ‘As for David, he was the youngest.’ (1 Sam. 17.14) 

The pronoun (֣הוא) as resumptive agrees in person, gender, and 
number with the dislocated element and semantically conveys 

 
20 See also Gen. 37.30; 47.6; Deut. 30.1; 1 Sam. 17.14; 2 Sam. 21.2; 
Zech. 1.5. 
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contrastive focus. When the predicate rather than the subject of 
a verbless predication is in contrastive focus, it will be topicalised 
so that it precedes the pronominal subject; in (20) the preposi-
tional predicate ְלָפֶנ֣יָך is topicalised: 

וא  (20) םֵ֙ ְלָפֶנ֣יָך ה ָ֔ י  ְצַרֵ֙ ֶרץ מ   ֶאֹ֤
 ‘As for the land of Egypt, before you it is before you.’ (Gen. 

47.6) 

By contrast, in tripartite verbless clauses, the pronominal 
element after the first constituent is joined to it by maqqef or a 
conjunctive accent; the pronominal element is neither a resump-
tive element nor a copula: 

ו֙א  (21) ה־הֵּ֣ י ַאתָּ ֵּ֣ י֙ם ַמְלכִּ ָ֑ ֱאֹלהִּ  
 ‘You are my king, O God.’ (Ps. 44.5) 
The pronominal element אהו  is a ‘last resort strategy’ to avoid 
ambiguity in the identification of the nominal subject. In (21), an 
additional argument against viewing the third person pronoun as 
a resumptive element in a dislocation construction involves the 
lack of agreement between the subject (ה וא֙ and the pronoun (ַאתָּ  הֵּ֣
that follows—a third person pronominal element cannot function 
as an anaphoric pronoun resuming a second person pronoun. In-
stead, the pronoun וא -functions in a ‘last resort’ strategy to in הֵּ֣
sure that ה -is understood as the subject of a verbless predica ַאתָּ
tion in which י ֵּ֣  .is the predicate ַמְלכִּ
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3.5. Left Dislocation with a Noun Phrase Resumptive 

The fifth type of left dislocation involves a noun phrase resump-
tive which is coreferential with a dislocated noun phrase: 

ֶפש (22) ל ַהֶנָׁ֜ ר ֲאֶשר־ת אַכֵּ֣ שָּּ֗ ֶזַ֤בח בָּ יםֹ֙֙ מִּ מִּ ר ַהְשלָּ ה ֲאֶשֵּ֣ ֹו ַליהוָֻּ֔ תַּ֖ ְמאָּ יו ְוט  ָ֑ לָּ ֙ה עָּ ָ֛ ְכְרתָּ ְונִּ  

וא ַהֶנ ֶפש ַּ֖ ֙׃ ַההִּ יהָּ ַעֶמּֽ מ   
 ‘But the person who eats flesh from the sacrifices of well-

being which belong to the LORD and his uncleanness is upon 
him, that person shall be cut off from his relatives.’ (Lev. 
7.20) 

When the resumptive element is the subject, the dislocated 
NP exhibits case agreement with it, as illustrated in (22). How-
ever, when the resumptive is not the subject, there is no case 
agreement between the dislocated NP and its resumption as the 
object of the verb: 

ְנךֹ֙֙ ֶעְרַו֤ת  (23) ֹו ַבת־בִּ ְתךֻ֔֙ אֵּ֣ ת־בִּ א ַבּֽ ן ְתַגֶלַּ֖ה ל   ָ֑ תָּ   ֶעְרוָּ
 ‘The nakedness of the daughter of your son or the daughter 

of your daughter—you must not uncover their nakedness’. 
(Lev. 18.10) 

3.6. Marginal Constructions 

We now briefly consider two marginal constructions. The first 
construction is illustrated in (24). The first constituent (‘the word 
which he shows me’) has no resumptive element within the ma-
trix sentence and thus is not a variety of left dislocation. How-
ever, some scholars have understood the so-called consecutive 
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verb form in the matrix sentence to indicate a sentence boundary 
which should block the topicalisation of a constituent. 

ך   (24) י ָלִּ֑ ְָּ֖דת  ַג֣ י ְוה  נ  ֖ ר ַמה־ַיְרא   וְדַבָ֥
  ‘...and the word which he shows me and I will declare the 

word which he shows me to you.’ (Num. 23.3) 

This construction was first identified in Naudé (1990). It 
was called ‘heavy topic focus’ by Holmstedt (2014), who argued 
that the so-called consecutive verbal forms, which obligatorily 
begin with waw, should not be considered uncrossable bounda-
ries for the movement of constituents. Miller-Naudé (2019) and 
Miller-Naudé and Naudé (2019) call the construction ‘heavy top-
icalisation’ and provide additional arguments against viewing it 
as a type of left dislocation. 

The second marginal construction is exemplified in (25):21  

ר (25) בָֻּ֔ דָּ ר ְוַהֹ֙ ְרנו ֲאֶש  ַבַּ֖ י דִּ ֵּ֣ ה ֲאנִּ תָּ ָ֑ אָּ ֵּ֧ה וָּ נ  ָ֛ה הִּ י ְיהוָּ ינִּ  יְנךַּ֖֙ ב  ם׃ וב  ּֽ    ַעד־עֹולָּ

 ‘And the word which we spoke, I and you—behold the LORD 
is between me and between you for ever.’ (1 Sam. 20.23) 

The noun phrase ‘the word which we spoke, I and you’ cannot be 
understood as a topicalised constituent, because it cannot be un-
derstood as playing a grammatical role in the matrix sentence. 
The construction is also not a type of left dislocation, properly 
speaking, because there is no resumption of the dislocated noun 
phrase within the matrix sentence. 

Van Riemsdijk (1997) has identified a similar construction 
in French, which he refers to as ‘Loose Aboutness Left Disloca-
tion’; however, the only feature of left dislocation that is present 

 
21 See also Lev. 25.32; 2 Kgs 22.18b–19. 
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is the semantic ‘aboutness requirement.’ O’Connor (1993) refers 
to the Biblical Hebrew construction as ‘thematisation’, and insists 
that it must not be grouped together with left dislocation, be-
cause the absence of the resumptive is ‘definitive’. We agree with 
O’Connor’s analysis and describe the noun phrase as providing 
the ‘frame of reference’ for the following discourse in a construc-
tion that is neither topicalisation nor left dislocation (see also 
Blau 1977). 

In (26), a complicated construction is found:  

ְתךַּ֖֙ ְוַעְבְדך֙  (26) ֙ר ַוֲאמָּ ְך ֲאֶשֵּ֣ ָ֑ ְהיו־לָּ ת יִּ ֵּ֣ א  ֙ם מ  ם ֲאֶשרֹ֙֙ ַהגֹויִּּ֗ יֶכֻ֔ ת  יב ֵּ֣ ם ְסבִּ ֶה  ֙ו מ  ְקנַּ֖ ֶבד תִּ  ֶע 

ה֙׃ ּֽ מָּ  ְואָּ
 ’And your male slave and your female slave which will belong 

to you—from the nations which are around you, from them 
you will buy a male slave and a female slave from them.’ (Lev. 
25.44) 

The left dislocated prepositional phrase ‘from the nations which 
are around you’ has its resumption in the matrix sentence (‘from 
them’). The coordinate noun phrase ‘your male slave and your 
female slave which will belong to you’ seems to function as a 
frame of reference rather than a dislocated constituent, because 
the relative clause dependent upon it (‘which will belong to you’) 
does not appear with the NP in the matrix sentence. The verse, 
then, has a frame of reference that introduces a left dislocated 
construction. The matrix sentence echoes the coordinate noun 
phrase of the frame of reference without resuming it syntacti-
cally. 
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4.0. Conclusions 
In conclusion, we have attempted to further the analysis of left 
dislocations in Biblical Hebrew in four ways. First, we differenti-
ated left dislocation constructions on the basis of the grammatical 
features of the coreferential resumptive element. Second, we ex-
amined the relationship between the left dislocated constituent 
and the resumptive element, especially with respect to case 
agreement. Third, we examined the role of matrix sentences and 
‘islands’ in the framework of left dislocation constructions. 
Fourth, we provided additional clarity on two marginal construc-
tions, neither of which can be categorised as left dislocation. The 
first, ‘heavy topicalisation’, we identify as a marginal type of top-
icalisation. The second, ‘frame of reference’, is neither left dislo-
cation nor topicalisation, but rather a detached noun phrase 
which provides the frame of reference for the following dis-
course.  
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