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Abstract

This study advances a preliminary framework for conceptualising the prosodic nature and
structure of Tiberian Hebrew (TH) represented by the fa ‘amé hammiqra’ through an analysis
of an extant Ashkenazi cantillation tradition. The fa ‘amé hammiqgra’ (lit. “the senses of the
reading [viz. Scripture]”) are notations added by medieval scribes to the written text of the
Hebrew Bible to preserve and transmit its oral performance. Modern prosodic theory and the
musical concept of conjunct and disjunct melodic motion are used to demonstrate that the
ta ‘amé hammiqgra’ have a highly structured iconic and intonational basis that organises the
system and conforms substantially to Selkirk’s (2000, 2009) cross-linguistic prosodic
hierarchy. The intonation-based prosodic model proposed in this study offers a solution to the
limitation Dresher (1994, 2013; see also Dresher and DeCaen 2018; DeCaen and Dresher 2020)
encounters with the intonational phrase domain of his prosodic model, permitting an alternative
analysis of so-called pausal forms as lengthened forms, which can occur at prosodic phrase
boundaries regardless of pause. The intonation-based model is tested by assessing how
accurately it reflects the cross-linguistic prosodic features of restrictive and nonrestrictive
relative clauses. The results indicate that TH distinguishes three prosodic classes of relatives —
prosodically marked restrictives, prosodically marked nonrestrictives, and prosodically
undifferentiated relatives — findings that accord with Birkner’s (2012) intonation-based study
of the prosodic structure of German relative clauses.

Keywords: Masoretic cantillation accents, Tiberian Hebrew, cross-linguistic prosodic
hierarchy, prosodic phonology, syntax-phonology interface, relative clauses

1. Introduction

In the Middle Ages, scribal scholars known as Masoretes, who were dedicated to the

preservation of the received oral and written traditions of the Hebrew Bible, devised a system
of notations for preserving and transmitting the precise oral performance of Scripture.! This

! The authoritative manuscripts of the twenty-four books of the Hebrew Bible are known as the Masoretic Text.
There are two sets of fo ‘amim for the Hebrew Bible — one set for the books of Psalms, Proverbs, and Job (commonly
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notational system is known as the fa ‘amé hammiqra’. Although melody is the most salient
feature of the fa ‘amé hammiqra’ and has been the focus of its earliest descriptions (Yeivin
1980:161,168; Jacobson 2017:1-10), a pausal notion for this system has been the accepted
conceptual framework since Wickes formalised the Law of Continuous Dichotomy (LCD) in
1881/1887 (Breuer 1958; Cohen 1969:37; Dresher 1994; Dresher and DeCaen 2018; DeCaen
and Dresher 2020). The LCD is a philological algorithm that stipulates the order in which the
“pausal melodies” of the fa ‘amim punctuate the text until no further divisions can be made
(Wickes 1887:2, 29). Scholars have attempted to simplify Wickes’ algorithm, but have done so
only by positing categories that effectively reduce their number and disregard their melodic
variety.? Furthermore, as Dresher (1994:12-14; see also Dresher and DeCaen 2018; DeCaen
and Dresher 2020) has shown, his LCD-based model cannot account for so-called pausal forms
within a fully-functioning intonational phrase domain.’> This study argues that the prosodic
structure of the ta ‘amé hammiqra’ extrapolated from an intonation-based analysis of an extant
cantillation tradition is better suited than the LCD for modelling the prosodic organisation of
this system. The intonation-based prosodic model for Tiberian Hebrew (TH) yields 1) a full
prosodic model corresponding to Selkirk’s (2009, 2011) cross-linguistic model and 2) attested
cross-linguistic prosodic phrase structures for the relative clause domain. The intonation-based
prosodic model also offers an alternative explanation for the presence of so-called pausal forms
in places that have long puzzled scholars who adhere to a pausal framework for the fa ‘amé
hammiqra’.

2. Background

The ta ‘amé hammiqra’ represent a prosodic orthography for liturgical TH (Pitcher 2020)
consisting of eighteen disjunctive and eight conjunctive accent marks called fo ‘@mim. The
graphemes of these twenty-six fa ‘amim are positioned over or below each prosodic word in the
Hebrew Bible.* Together with the Masoeretic vowel markings, the fa ‘amé hammiqra’ represent
the full vocalisation of the orally performed biblical text (Pitcher 2020; see also 2017). Ta ‘am,
the singular form of 2 ‘amim, means “taste” or “reason”, alluding to its primary function of
clarifying the meaning of the text (Jacobson 2017:2; see also Portnoy and Wolff 2000:6). The
graphemes of the fo ‘amim represent pitch accents, and together they form the intonational
contours of the verse,® indicating the proper prosodic vocalisation of the biblical text (Pitcher
2020:130-145). Generally speaking, conjunctive fa ‘amim conjoin words to form a cohesive
unit, while disjunctive fa ‘@mim delimit a cohesive unit.

called the Poetic Books), and another set for the remaining twenty-one books (commonly called the Prose Books).
This study focuses on the set of fa ‘@mim for the Prose Books.

2 Scholars have classified the 2 ‘@mim into different groupings (Breuer 1958; Cohen 1969; Dresher 1994 (see also
DeCaen and Dresher 2020); Portnoy and Wolff 2000:72; Scott 2007:27-31; Price 2010:24) in order to explain the
application of the LCD.

* The term “pausal form” in traditional Hebrew scholarship refers to an alternate form of a word that exhibits
vowel lengthening and/or a shift in lexical stress. Pausal forms are most often marked by ‘etnahta’ and silliig, the
two disjunctive fa ‘amim that are understood to signal the greatest pausal value in a verse (Dresher 1994:9, 11-12;
Price 2006:1-2, 5; Revell 2015, 2016).

4 See Yeivin (1980:167) and also Pitcher (2020:viii-ix) for a complete listing of the individual {2 ‘Gmim that
comprise the fa ‘amé hammiqra’ for the Prose Books in the Hebrew Bible. Note that Pitcher (2020:viii-ix) does
not list ma’ayyala’ as an independent conjunctive because it represents secondary stress, much like ga ya’ (also
known as meteg). Regarding ma ‘ayyald’, Yeivin (1980:179-180) states: “In ten or eleven cases in the Bible, a sign
of the same form as fippahd’ appears as a secondary accent on the same word as [ ‘etnahta’ or silliiq]. This sign,
which is also generally marked on an open syllable suitable for ga ‘ya’, is called ma ‘ayyala’.”

5 Pitch accents are post-lexical movements of pitch associated with the locus of lexical stress.
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Towards a prosodic model for Tiberian Hebrew 3

According to Yeivin (1980), the traditional understanding of the ta ‘amé hammiqra’ is that they
have three functions: 1) to represent the melodic motifs “to which the biblical text was chanted
in the public reading,” with the purpose of “emphasizing the logical relationships of the words”
(Yeivin 1980:158); 2) to guide the semantic structure of the text, as the o ‘amim are grouped
into “semantic units, which are not always identical with syntactic units” (Yeivin 1980:158);
and 3) to indicate the locus of lexical stress, as most t2 ‘amim are placed above or below the first
consonant of the stressed syllable (Yeivin 1980:158). These three functions of the fa ‘amé
hammigra’ align with the main components of a modern prosodic system, namely: 1)
intonation, 2) post-lexical meaning (viz. intonational meaning above the domain of the lexeme),
and 3) autosegmental metricality.

The underlying framework for the intonation-based prosodic model for TH proposed in this
study is Selkirk’s (2009, 2011) cross-linguistic prosodic hierarchy. According to Selkirk
(2011:437), the prosodic hierarchy is “the name for an ordered set of prosodic category types”.
This study employs Selkirk’s hierarchy because it exhibits phrase structure domains for the
phonological phrase and the intonational phrase that align with the prosodic phrase structure
identified by an intonation-based analysis of the ta ‘amé hammiqra’. Selkirk’s model for the
cross-linguistic prosodic hierarchy, like many others (Wang and Hirschberg 1991; Beckman
and Pierrehumbert 1986; Pierrehumbert and Beckman 1988; Jun and Fougeron 1995, 2000,
2002; Tabain 2003; Arvaniti and Baltazani 2005; Beckman et al. 2005; Biiring 2016; Gordon
2005; Grice et al. 2005; Gussenhoven 2005; Ladd 2008; Michelas and D’Imperio 2012; Féry
2017), identify a prosodic word domain, a phonological phrase domain, and an intonational
phrase domain, all within the domain of the utterance. However, the distinction in Selkirk’s
model in (1) is that its phonological phrase domain comprises a minor phrase (MiP) and a major
phrase (MaP). The MiP is a phonological phrase that includes “at least one pitch accent”
(Selkirk 2000:252), and the MaP is a phonological phrase that “consists of at least one minor
phrase” (Selkirk 2000:252).

(1) Cross-linguistic Prosodic Hierarchy
Utterance (U)
Intonational phrase (1)
Major phonological phrase ()
Minor phonological phrase (¢i)
Prosodic word (®)

Characteristic features for each prosodic domain of the cross-linguistic hierarchy include the
following: 1) the prosodic word is the domain of metrical stress (Beckman 1996:19, 31;
Arvaniti 2016:38; see also Pierrehumbert 1980:10-11; Ladd 2008:13; Féry 2017:60-61); 2) the
phonological phrase is the primary domain of phonological rules and the syntax-phonology
interface (Selkirk 2011; see also Dresher 1994);% 3) the intonational phrase is primarily
associated with post-lexical meaning (von Heusinger 2007), distinct boundary tones (Jun 2005),
and easily perceived pauses (Jun 2005, Rao 2010); and 4) the utterance is the most structurally
variable unit of speech, as its constitution is semantically and pragmatically determined.

One of the primary motivations for proposing the cross-linguistic prosodic hierarchy is the
observation that the phonology and syntax of an utterance are often incongruent (Selkirk 2000,

® Note that the domain of the phonological phrase is also called the intermediate phrase (see Beckman et al. 2005;
Arvaniti and Baltazani 2005; Biiring 2016; Pitcher 2020).
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2009, 2011). Chomsky and Halle (1968:372) demonstrate this nonisomorphism in their
example reprinted in (2), where the prosodic phrasings in (2b) cut across major syntactic
divisions in (2a).

(2) a. This is [the cat that caught [the rat that stole [the cheese]]]
b. (This is the cat) (that caught the rat) (that stole the cheese)

The nonisomorphism of the syntactic phrasing of the Masoretic Text with its phrasing
delineated by the fa ‘amé hammiqra’ has long been observed (Wickes 1887:44-60, Aronoff
1985:66; Janis 1987:48) and is one of the primary indicators of the system’s prosodic nature
(Dresher 1994:7-8; Pitcher 2020:1-3). Example (3) demonstrates this phenomenon, where (3a)
exhibits the TH syntactic phrasing and (3b) exhibits the TH prosodic phrasing as delineated by

the o ‘amim. In this example, the verb 'Ii?j;‘j forms a prosodic phrase with only one of its
adverbial constituents (13\1#?3'[;3); the second one (1?;‘?_3:3) is excluded from the prosodic unit.

(3)  a w[inb3z dpmTa 9 (Pitcher 2017:62)
[wayydled bidmiito kasalmalvp
[and.he.begat in.his.likeness according.to.his.image]vp
Genesis 5:3
b. (inh33) dpmTz %) (Pitcher 2017:62)
(wayydled bidmiito) (kasalmo)
(and.he.begat in.his.likeness) (according.to.his.image)
Genesis 5:3

The ta ‘amé hammiqra’ reflect the prosodic phrase structure of the orally performed text (see
Janis 1987; Dresher 1994, 2013; DeCaen and Dresher 2020). This can be discerned in part by
the repeated intonational sequences of the fa ‘@mim and the iconicity of their graphemes (Pitcher
2020). The repeated sequences of the f2 ‘amim form small prosodic phrases (viz. MiPs) within
larger prosodic phrases (viz. MaPs). The MiP (¢;) domain for TH consists of a single disjunctive
pitch accent and the conjunctive pitch accents that precede it, while the MaP (¢.) domain
consists of a group of related disjunctive pitch accents belonging to the same intonational
family.” For example, the pitch accents darga’, tobir and tippaha’ are all members of the same
intonational family. Within this intonational sequence, the disjunctive pitch accents tabir
(including its conjunctive darga’) and tippaha’ each form MiPs, while tippaha’, the head of the
larger prosodic unit, delimits the MaP, as in (4).

(4) The phrase structure of a sequence of prosodic constituents marked by darga’, tabir,
and tippaha ™.
((darga’ tabir)e; (tippohd )ei)@a

7 See Pitcher (2017:322-329) for the classification of disjunctive 2 ‘@mim according to their respective intonational
families.
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Towards a prosodic model for Tiberian Hebrew 5

As illustrated in (5), the pitch patterns of these three pitch accents form cohesive call-response
patterns (H/L-L/H).® In (5a), the disjunctive fabir (L) answers the call of the conjunctive darga’
(H), forming a cohesive MiP. In (5b), the disjunctive tippaha’ (H) answers the call of the
disjunctive tabir (L), forming the MaP, a cohesive prosodic unit larger than the MiP.

(5) a. The disjunctive tabir answers the call of the conjunctive darga’, forming a cohesive
MiP:

(see Pitcher 2017:95; Portnoy and Wolff 2000:93)

b. The disjunctive tippoha’ answers the call of the disjunctive taobir, forming a
cohesive MaP:

N

I |
1 |

T

T VIR TIP CHA

N

—I
K—1
—

I*l

(see Pitcher 2017:96; Portnoy and Wolff 2000:92-93)

In addition to the underlying intonational cohesion of the ta‘amim, the iconicity of the
graphemes provides further evidence for the prosodic phrase structure of TH (Pitcher 2020:107-
113). For example, the graphemes tabir and dargd’ are iconic of their conjunctive nature
because they are oriented in the direction the text is read (the stroke of these accents begins at
the top right), indicating the continuation and cohesion of their prosodic unit with the one that
follows. This conjunctive-like attribute is exhibited in the disjunctive tabir and the conjunctive
darga’, examples (6a) and (6b), respectively. The same feature is exhibited in mérka’ (6c),
another conjunctive from the same intonational family. This iconic feature can be contrasted
with disjunctives (like tippahda’) that serve as the heads of their prosodic units, signalling an end
to a larger prosodic phrase (6d). Note that the disjunctive tippaha’, unlike the disjunctive tabir,
is oriented to the right, against the flow of the text.

(6) a. The disjunctive (-D-) tabir (3) is oriented to the left, in the direction the text is read,
indicating a continuation of the MaP (¢a):
QGO INTTN WD 9(37 172)
((parii urab-D-u1) i (amil ' ‘et"ha’ares)Qi)Pa
((be.fruitful and.multiply)e; (and.fill AcC-the.earth)i)@a
Genesis 1:28

8 The pitch patterns for each of the fo ‘@mim were taken from an Eastern European Ashkenazi cantillation tradition
as described by Portnoy and Wolff (2000); the examples in (5) illustrate how the melodic patterns of the o ‘Gmim
operate within this particular intonational system.
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b.  The conjunctive (-C-) darga’ (7)) is oriented to the left, in the direction the text is

read, indicating a continuation of the MiP(¢;):
a(p(icp(‘f??s ﬂ@?,;_‘?) icp(i:-,i‘?‘nzs 20Y))

((‘arab-C- ‘et~libbo) i (lageset  elay)pi)@a
((he.pledge AccC-his.heart)p; (to.me  to.approach)ei)@a
Jeremiah 30:21b

c. The conjunctive (-C-) mérka’ (3) is oriented to the left, in the direction the text is

read, indicating a continuation of the second MiP(o;):
a(p(icp(‘f??s ﬂ@?,;_‘?) icp(ia‘?‘ng; 20Y))

((‘arab ‘et~libbo) i (lageset-C- ‘elay)oi)a
((he.pledge  AccC-his.heart)p; (to.approach to.me)o;)o.
Jeremiah 30:21b

d. The disjunctive (-D-) fippaha’ (§¥) is oriented to the right, indicating the end of a

MiP (i) and MaP (.):

DGo(PINTN IO 19037 77)

((poru urabii)o; (-mil’'i  “et"ha-'a-D-res)pi)Qa
((be.fruitful —and.multiply)e; (and.fill Acc-the.earth)o;)o.
Genesis 1:28

Dresher (1994:8) identifies two domains above the prosodic word within his prosodic model
for the fa ‘amé hammigra’: the conjunctive phrase and the disjunctive phrase. Dresher (1994:8)
states that the conjunctive phrase corresponds to the phonological phrase, and that three rules
of external sandhi — spirantisation, external gemination, and stress shift — can be applied to this

domain (1994:10-11). Spirantisation is realised in certain consonants (viz. 2 [b], 3 [g], 2 [k], B

[p], D [t]) that are preceded by vowels within the same phonological phrase. For example, in
(7a) the word ﬂj‘[:l, with an initial 2 [b], is preceded by a word that ends in a vowel and that

occupies the same phonological phrase. The initial consonant in this word is accordingly
spirantised. However, when a phonological phrase boundary precedes this word, as in (7b), the

initial consonant is not spirantised (N273).”

(7 a @7  Ni3 kRah
(aradii bidgat hayyam)o
(and.let.them.have.dominion over.fish.of the.sea)o
Genesis 1:26

b o@7 M) (T
(aradit)o (bidgat hayyam)o

(and.let.them.have.dominion)¢ (over.fish.of the.sea)e
Genesis 1:28

® Spirantisation in the consonant 2 is indicated by the absence of a dagésh (viz. the dot) in this letter.
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Towards a prosodic model for Tiberian Hebrew 7

External gemination in TH is realised when a word with a final vowel exerts phonological
pressure on an adjacent word within the same phonological phrase, transforming its initial
consonant into a geminate (viz. doubling the consonant). For example, in (8) the a-class vowel
at the end of the word 2T motivates the doubling of the 5 in the word 5[‘7, as represented
by the dagesh in this consonant.

®) (p(’kl‘? nro2) (Dresher 1994:10)
(batahta lloka)p
(you.trust yourself)e
2 Kings 18:21

Stress shift often occurs in order to alleviate phrase-internal stress clash. For example, the stress
on the word '[51'1 shifts from the ultimate syllable in (9a) to the penultimate syllable in (9b),
depending on the proximity of the stressed syllable in the following word.

©) a ION (PRI N ND) N
ulay  (lo’-telek ha’is§a)o ‘aharay
perhaps (not-she.will.go the.woman)p after.me
Genesis 24:39

b. oG TPR) TN
‘aharayik  (telek hareb)o
after you (it.will.go sword)e
Jeremiah 48:2

While Dresher’s conjunctive phrase is operative, he concludes that the disjunctive phrase is
poorly conceived and does not correlate with a fully-functioning intonational phrase domain
(Dresher 1994:12-14; see also DeCaen and Dresher 2020:337, 352). In fact, according to
DeCaen and Dresher (2020:352), the intonational phrase domain is not represented by the
ta ‘amé hammiqra’ as evidenced by the distribution of so-called pausal forms within the text.

Contrary to Dresher’s prosodic model, this study finds that an intonation-based analysis,
unconstrained by the LCD, can yield a functioning intonational phrase domain for the ta ‘amé
hammigra’. This study explores additional evidence for the prosodic nature of the fa‘amé
hammigra’ and the prosodic structure of TH through an analysis of the melodic structure of an
extant cantillation tradition (Section 3). The intonation-based prosodic model for TH (Section
4) is assessed by its ability to accurately distinguish the cross-linguistic prosodic features of
relative clauses (Section 5). Finally, the prosodic framework conceptualised in this study
presents a solution to Dresher’s conundrum regarding the distribution of so-called pausal forms,
arguing that these forms do not all coincide with pause, but rather all exhibit phonological
lengthening, a ubiquitous feature of prosodic phrase structure (Section 6).

3. Preliminary theory of intonation for the 72 ‘amim
The intonation-based prosodic model for TH is based on a systematic analysis of the melodic

patterns of the Masoretic accents in the twenty-one Prose Books (Pitcher 2017). The
instantiation of the accents employed is an Eastern European Ashkenazi cantillation tradition

http://spilplus.journals.ac.za
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transmitted through A.W. Binder (1959); the individual melodies (viz. pitch patterns) for each
of the a2 ‘Gmim in this section were taken from Portnoy and Wolff (2000:92-93). The analysis
reveals that the fa 'amé hammiqra’ encode internally coherent and cohesive intonational
features and structures that organise syntactic constituents in a manner analogous to the cross-
linguistic prosodic hierarchy.

The prosodic components of an intonational contour of a fa ‘am include the following: a) the
onset, b) the nucleus, and c) the coda (see Pitcher 2017:83-84, 2020:84-85). In example (10),

the pitch pattern for the disjunctive zobir illustrates these components.

(10) a. The onset — consists of the leading tone or prefix of the fa ‘am:!°

b. The nucleus — consists of the main intonational contour of the fa ‘am called the
melisma, which is a group of notes chanted on a single syllable, corresponding to
the locus of lexical stress:

£3\

&

A

¢ @

T VIR

c. The coda — consists of the suffix of the ta ‘am, either a continuing tone (if the suffix
conjoins with the prefix of an adjacent fa ‘am to extend the prosodic unit) or a final
tone (as with the suffix of silliig):

——t

The intonational framework for this prosodic model is rooted in the types of melodic intervals
that conjunctive fa ‘@mim do and do not form. These intervals can be described according to the
musical concept of conjunct and disjunct melodic motion. Conjunct melodic motion is the
movement of pitch by intervals of a unison or a second (Schmidt-Jones 2013:2). Example (11a)
exhibits an interval of a unison because both pitches occupy the same line on the musical staff.

10 Rubin and Baron (2006:72) use the terms prefix, nucleus, and suffix to refer to the leading, core, and final pitches
of a fa ‘am. In this study, the phonological terminology of the syllable (onset, nucleus, coda) is used to describe the
structural components of a fa ‘am.

http://spilplus.journals.ac.za



Towards a prosodic model for Tiberian Hebrew 9

Example (11b) exhibits an interval of a second because the second pitch is one pitch removed
from the first — it is on the first space above the first pitch.

(1) a.

Within the intonational system of this particular Ashkenazi cantillation tradition, intonational
cohesion also includes the movement of pitch by intervals of a third and a fourth. Example
(11c) exhibits an interval of a third because the second pitch is two pitches removed from the
first. Example (11d) exhibits an interval of a fourth because the second pitch is three pitches
removed from the first.

(1) .

©

Disjunct melodic motion, which signals intonational discontinuity, is observed between
to ‘amim whose intervals are a fifth or greater. Example (11e) exhibits an interval of a fifth
because the second pitch is four pitches removed from the first.

(11) .
@;E
0 ©

http://spilplus.journals.ac.za



10 Pitcher

The pitch patterns of conjunctive o ‘@mim show that phonologically cohesive units form when
the coda of a conjunctive merges with the onset of an adjacent ta ‘am via an interval of a unison,
a second, a third, or a fourth. Example (12a) illustrates intonational cohesion between the pitch
patterns of the conjunctive mérka’ (-C-) and the disjunctive tippahda’ (-D-), where the
conjunctive merges with the disjunctive via an interval of a unison. Example (12b) illustrates
intonational cohesion between the conjunctive munnah and the disjunctive ‘etnahta’, where the
conjunctive merges with the disjunctive via an interval of a second.

(12) a. Conjunctive merka’ (-C-) followed by the disjunctive tippaha’ (-D-) — an interval
of a unison:
IR
wayhi-C ~ dobar-YHWH-D
and.was  word.of"LORD
1 Kings 17:2

> @ o

—

MER - CHA TIP - CHA

(see Pitcher 2017:84)

b. Conjunctive munnah followed by the disjunctive ‘etnahta’ form an interval of a

second:
) N
"H __‘ ‘_
o/ o
MU NACH__ ET NACH TA

The phonological units in (12a) and (12b) clearly exhibit conjunct melodic motion as these
consecutive pitches are no more than one pitch apart. Based on the nature of the intonational
structure of conjunctive fa ‘@mim and their role in melodically connecting adjacent pitches,
conjunct melodic motion is a phenomenon particularly suited to phonological processing in that
it allows the ear to perceive an uninterrupted intonational sequence between consecutive
pitches, thereby phonologically connecting prosodic constituents within cohesive prosodic
units.

The conjunctive relationships in (13a) and (13b), however, differ slightly from those found in

(12a) and (12b) because these intervals are two and three pitches apart — that is, they form
intervals that jump or skip pitches as the intonational contour of the prosodic unit proceeds.

http://spilplus.journals.ac.za



Towards a prosodic model for Tiberian Hebrew 11

(13) a. Conjunctive munnah followed by the conjunctive mahpak form an interval of a

third:
A—F=
— -l —
\‘/
MU -NACH__ MA - PACH

b. Conjunctive talisa’ gatanna followed by the conjunctive kadma’ form an interval

of a fourth:
x i |} -
% _‘_ [ ——
T LI SHA K’TA NA KAD MA V' AZ LA

The examples in (14a) and (14b) illustrate more clearly the melodic steps of intervals of a unison
and a second, and the intermediate melodic jumps of intervals of a third and a fourth.

(14) a. Melodic steps are intervals of a unison and a second:

o) o)
J oo 0 ok

b. Intermediate melodic jumps are intervals of a third and a fourth:

o)

While the melodic intervals of a third and a fourth cannot strictly be identified as conjunct
melodic motion because they form melodic jumps instead of melodic steps, these intervals are
nonetheless intonationally cohesive. This premise is valid not only because this particular
Ashkenazi cantillation tradition consistently associates intervals of a third and fourth with
conjunctive 2 ‘amim, but also because there is evidence that, at least with regard to an interval
of a third, the ear can perceive this interval more like a step and less like a major jump (Huron
2016:73). Perhaps more importantly though, within this particular cantillation tradition, there
are no attested conjunctive combinations with intervals of a fifth or greater. This intonational
system, then, treats the melodic intervals of a third and a fourth as not so great as to be
considered acoustically discontinuous or a distinctly separate prosodic unit. However, intervals
of a fifth or more are clearly perceived as disjunct melodic motion. These intervals, like the one
in example (14¢) comprise large jumps that signal clear intonational discontinuity.

http://spilplus.journals.ac.za



12 Pitcher

(14) c. Large melodic jumps are intervals of a fifth or greater:

A
o
0 ©

Some conjunctives, like munnah, have multiple pitch patterns that accommodate the different
disjunctives they precede. This versatility in pitch patterns preserves the intonational continuity
between conjunctives and their adjacent fa ‘amim, as in (15).

(15) a. The pitch patterns of the conjunctive munnah followed by the disjunctive ‘etnahta’
exhibit conjunct melodic motion, where the coda and onset form an interval of a
second:

(@78 892)
(bara-C ‘elohim-D)
(created God)

Genesis 1:1
3
" L ‘ ‘_
o/ &
MU NACH__ ET NACH TA

(see Pitcher 2017:93; Pitcher 2020:105)

b. The pitch patterns of the conjunctive munnah (same symbol and name as in (15a),
but different pitch pattern) followed by the disjunctive zagép gaton exhibit conjunct
melodic motion, where the coda and onset form an interval of a perfect unison:

@IoR )

(waruah-C ‘elohim-D)
(and.Spirit.of God)
Genesis 1:2
\
—
MU NACH____ KA-TON___

(see Pitcher 2017:93; Pitcher 2020:105)

The examples in (16) demonstrate that the coda of a conjunctive fa ‘am must conform to the
onset of an adjacent fa ‘am. This ensures that the conjunctive is able to function conjunctively,
forming a cohesive phonological unit with the ta ‘am that follows. In other words, if a
conjunctive does not conform to its adjacent ta ‘am, the ear will not perceive intonational
continuity between the two words. This phenomenon is easily illustrated in (16) by
interchanging the pitch patterns of the two forms of the conjunctive munnah in (15).

If the conjunctive munnah, intended to precede zagép qgaton, were placed in front of ‘etnahta’
(16a), it would no longer be able to produce a cohesive phonological unit with the adjacent
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ta ‘am because the interval between the coda and the onset is a sixth. This interval would
produce clear intonational discontinuity and is not attested.

(16) a. The pitch patterns of the conjunctive munnah (intended to precede the disjunctive
zagep qaton) followed by the disjunctive ‘etnahta’ exhibit melodic disjunction
because the coda and onset form an interval of a sixth:

— @ "’\\ o NOT ATTESTED

- &

MU NACH ET NACH TA

(see Pitcher 2017:94; Pitcher 2020:106)

A similar phenomenon occurs if the conjunctive munnah, intended to precede ‘etnahta’, is
placed in front of zagép gaton (16b).

(16) b. The pitch patterns of the conjunctive munnah (intended to precede the disjunctive
‘etnahta’) followed by the disjunctive zagep gaton exhibit melodic disjunction
because the coda and onset form an interval of a fifth:

¥ NOT ATTESTED

(see Pitcher 2017:95; Pitcher 2020:107)

The intonation-based theory predicts that the type of melodic structures for conjunctive ta ‘amim
represented in (16a) and (16b) are not attested. This prediction is based on 1) the melodic nature
of conjunctive fa ‘amim extrapolated from this particular cantillation tradition, 2) the principles
of conjunct and disjunct melodic motion, and 3) the absence of counter examples during a
manual search of the Prose Books (see Pitcher 2017).

Phonological units created by conjunctive and disjunctive 2 ‘Gmim form three prosodic domains
above the prosodic word: the phonological phrase domain, the intonational phrase domain, and
the domain of the utterance. Intonational phrases are internally unified by sustained intonational
connectivity between phonological phrase constituents. This means that a cohesive intonational
phrase is comprised of phonological units whose disjunctive phrase boundaries exhibit conjunct
melodic motion. Conjunct melodic motion, then, not only connects adjacent prosodic words
marked by conjunctives, but also adjacent words marked by disjunctives. For example, in the
first three words of Genesis 1:1, conjunct melodic motion connects bara-C — the prosodic word
bearing the conjunctive munnah — to the following word ‘é/6him-D, shown in (17a). However,
since the disjunctive tippaha’ on barésit-D also exhibits conjunct melodic motion (an interval
of a unison), this disjunctive connects barésit-D to the larger prosodic unit comprised of the
two prosodic words, bara-C and ‘¢lohim-D, shown in (17b).
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(17) a. Conjunct melodic motion connects conjunctive fa ‘@amim to the disjunctives they
precede:
(@78 RDD) (YN
(baresit-D) (bara-C  ‘elohim-D)
(In.beginning (created God)
Genesis 1:1

b. Conjunct melodic motion also connects disjunctives to adjacent fo ‘@mim in larger
cohesive prosodic units.
(@728 X72) (MW7)

((ba-résit-D) (bara-C ‘elohim-D))
((In.beginning)  (created God))
Genesis 1:1

Disjunctives within cohesive prosodic units connect to adjacent fo ‘amim using the same
conjunctive-like intervals of a unison, a second, a third, and a fourth. Example (18) exhibits
conjunct melodic motion connecting hassamayim-D (bearing the disjunctive tabir) to
wahd ares-D (bearing the disjunctive tippaha’); this is done via an interval of a unison.

(18) a. The pitch patterns of adjacent disjunctives tabir (hassamayim-D) and tippaha’
(waha ares-D) exhibit conjunct melodic motion with an interval of a unison
between the coda and onset:

(78T (BRYT NiT710 T28)

(Celle  toladot hassmayim-D) (waha ares-D))
((These generations.of the.heavens) (and.the.earth))
Genesis 2:4

" — ._: -
o - o o
T VIR TIP CHA

(see Pitcher 2017:90; Pitcher 2020:102)

Disjunctives at intonational phrase boundaries signal the end of this larger prosodic unit by
forming intervals of a fifth or greater with adjacent fa ‘@mim (18b); these intervals mark clear
melodic discontinuity. Only disjunctives encode intonational discontinuity — the coda of a
conjunctive cannot form intervals of a fifth or greater with the onset of adjacent fa ‘amim.

(18) b. The pitch patterns of the disjunctives ‘azla’ (ha ares-D) followed by talisa 'gadola
(dese’-D) produce an intonational phrase boundary (1) of disjunct melodic motion
— the interval between the coda and the onset is a fifth:
- (NPT W(pI8T REIAY)
((wattose’ ha’ares-D)v ((dese’-D). ..
((And.brought.forth the.earth))1  ((vegetation) ...
Genesis 1:12
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- - -
\_/
V' AZ LA T* LI SHA G’DO-LA
(see Pitcher 2017:92)
4. Preliminary Intonation-based Prosodic Model for TH

The intonation-based prosodic hierarchy for TH presented in (19) corresponds to Selkirk’s
cross-linguistic prosodic hierarchy (see also Pitcher 2017).!! The biblical verse corresponds to
the domain of the utterance, and like Selkirk’s model, the TH model exhibits an intonational
phrase domain. The intonation-based model differentiates three types of intonational phrases:
1) the Terminal-1 intonational phrase, signalled by ‘etnahta’; 2) the Terminal-2 intonational
phrase, signalled by si/liig; and 3) Nonterminal intonational phrases, signalled by other adjacent
ta ‘amim whose intervals are a fifth or greater. As with Selkirk’s hierarchy (2000, 2011), the TH
hierarchy is comprised of a MiP domain and a MaP domain. Conjunctive and disjunctive
to ‘amim form distinct MiPs that group into larger, intonationally related MaPs, according to the
parameters of merging outlined in examples (12)-(18).

(19) a. Selkirk’s Cross-linguistic Prosodic (19) b. Intonation-based Prosodic Hierarchy
Hierarchy for TH:
Utterance (U) Biblical verse (U)

Intonational phrase (1) Terminal-1, Terminal-2, and Nonterminal (1)
* Terminal-1 (1) boundary is signalled by

‘etnahta’

* Terminal-2 (1) boundary is signalled by silliig

* Nonterminal (1) boundaries are signalled by
adjacent disjunctive fo ‘amim with intervals > an
interval of a fifth

Major phonological phrase — MaP (¢,)

Major phonological phrase — MaP (¢.)

* a phrase of related disjunctives from the same
intonational family

Minor phonological phrase — MiP (¢;)

Minor phonological phrase — MiP (¢;)

* a phrase of a single disjunctive and the
conjunctive(s) that precede it

Prosodic word (o)

Prosodic word (o)

* any word bearing its own conjunctive or
disjunctive ta ‘am

! The prosodic model for TH proposed in this study accords with the model presented in Pitcher (2017:206).
However, note that this model uses the term silliigin place of sof-pasiig, and identifies both
silliig and ‘etnahta’ as Terminal intonational phrases. Also note that this model replaces the terms “phonological
phrase” and “phonological phrase complex” with MiP and MaP, respectively.
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The intonation-based prosodic model applied to a biblical verse is represented in (20). The
prosodic phrasing of this utterance exhibits two intonational phrases. The first intonational
phrase is comprised of two MaPs; the first with two MiPs, the second with one MiP. The second
intonational phrase exhibits one MaP that contains two MiPs. Conjunct melodic motion not
only connects prosodic words bearing conjunctives (shaded lightly) to prosodic words bearing
disjunctives (shaded darkly), but it also connects prosodic words bearing disjunctives to
adjacent fo ‘amim that occupy separate phonological phrases. In example (20), disjunct melodic

motion is represented by the intonational phrase boundary between the prosodic words D"TI‘?R

/God and N'i?/not. This intonational phrase boundary is signalled by the melodic interval of a
fifth. The melodic intervals between fo ‘amim in the examples below are represented by
superscript numerals: a unison = 1, a second = 2, a third = 3, a fourth = 4, and a fifth = 5. No
interval is indicated following ‘etnahta’ or silliiq because these pitch patterns signal terminal
intonational phrase boundaries (see Pitcher 2020:169).
(20) (o (ETTDR X)) 0GR (aT Tina 1w SGIPET am)
(((fimippari' ha es) @i (‘dser' batok-hagan)'@i)pa ((C@mar' “eélohim)’i)pan
(((but.from.fruit.of' the.tree)'¢; (that' in.midst.of"the.garden)'¢;)@a ((said' God)’¢i)pa)t

- . - 0Go(3RR) (93NN 1ND))

(16" to kalii)> i (mimmennit)Qi)Qa . . . .

(((not' you.shall.eat)’¢i (from.it)pi)p..... )

“But from the tree that is in the midst of the garden, God said: “You shall not eat from it
Genesis 3:3

299

5. The prosodic phrase structure of Tiberian Hebrew relative clauses

The relative clause domain is used to assess how accurately the intonation-based model reflects
cross-linguistic prosodic features of restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses. Relative
clauses are syntactically embedded clauses that modify nouns. Relative clauses have two
fundamental semantic types: restrictive and non-restrictive (see Holmstedt 2016:5-7). A
restrictive relative modifies the head noun by restricting its scope of reference as shown in
(21a), where the identity of the head noun “the place” is being restricted to “where you are
there”.

Q1) a TR TP RIRD
sa’ na’ ‘énéka ura’e
liftup please your.eyes and.look

oY NN DipRR
min~hammaqom ‘aSer=’attd  Sam
from~the.place where-you there

“Lift up your eyes and look from the place where you are there.”
Genesis 13:14
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A non-restrictive relative provides supplemental information for an already identifiable referent
as shown in (21b), where the relative clause “which I am giving to the sons of Israel” provides
additional information regarding “the land of Canaan”.

1) b WK T IRY
Solah~loka ‘anasim
send-for.yourself  men

193D PN IO
wayaturil ‘et™‘eres kana‘an
and.they.will.spy =~ Acc-land.of Canaan

DN R0 M IO
‘aser=’ani notén libné yisra'el
which"l  giving to.sons.of Israel

“Send men to spy out the land of Canaan, which I am giving to the sons of Israel.”
Numbers 13:2

Relative clauses provide an accessible syntactic domain to test the intonation-based prosodic
model because they have attested cross-linguistic prosodic features (Selkirk 1978, 1984, 1995;
Dresher 1994:13; Nespor and Vogel 2007:57; see also Birkner 2012:37). Non-restrictive
relative clauses form intonational phrases separate from their head nouns, while restrictive
relative clauses form cohesive intonational phrases with their head nouns.

Each overtly-headed ‘dser (“that/which”) relative clause in the twenty-one Prose Books were
categorised as prosodically restrictive or non-restrictive according to the intonation-based
model. The expectation was that restrictive relatives would form a cohesive intonational phrase
with their head nouns, while non-restrictive relatives would form a separate intonational phrase
apart from their head nouns. Although a semantic classification apart from the prosodic
classification was not confirmed for all of the relative clauses in this study, a representative
sample was established based on the general semantic features of relative clauses described
above (see Pitcher 2017:224-275 for this representative sample).

The intonation-based prosodic structure of TH relative clauses (Pitcher 2017:330-351) largely
accords with cross-linguistic prosodic features of restrictive and non-restrictive relatives (see
Pitcher 2017:224-301).!? The intonation-based model distinguishes three types of overtly-
headed relative clauses: 1) prosodically marked restrictives, 2) prosodically marked non-
restrictives, and 3) prosodically undifferentiated relatives. The characteristic feature of a
prosodically marked restrictive relative clause is that its constituents (the head noun, relativiser,
and relative clause) are all members of a single MaP within a cohesive intonational phrase.
These relative clauses exhibit intervals of a unison, a second, a third, or a fourth between their
head noun and clause constituents. The characteristic feature of a prosodically marked non-
restrictive relative clause is that it exhibits clear intonational discontinuity — an interval of a

12 The Prose Books refer to the following twenty-one books of the Hebrew Bible: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus,
Numbers, Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, The Twelve (Hosea, Joel,
Amos, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi), Song of Songs, Ruth,
Lamentations, Ecclesiastes, Esther, Daniel, Ezra/Nehemiah, Chronicles.
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fifth or greater — between the head noun and relative clause, separating these constituents into
distinct intonational phrases. Prosodically undifferentiated relative clauses do not make a
prosodic distinction with regard to restriction. The characteristic feature of these relatives is
that the head noun and relative clause belong to the same intonational phrase, but not the same
MaP.

Example (22a) exhibits a semantically and prosodically restrictive relative clause, where the
head noun, shaded lightly (]/'SJU/ the-tree), and the relative clause, shaded darkly ('qin; 75278

1377/that in.midst.of-the.garden), both comprise a single MaP. The interval between these
constituents is a unison.

(22) a. l(a(P(i(PS(D"ﬁB.?? ) «0Go (BTN 1IWR) i(PIEVS?U 1ERY))
(((amippari! ha ‘és)' o (‘aser' batok-hagan)'¢i)¢a
(((but.from.fruit.of! the.tree)'o; (that' in.midst.of the.garden) ¢:)¢.

(Camar" élohim)>@i)@a)

((said"  God)’¢i)pal

“But from the tree that is in the midst of the garden, God said ...”
Genesis 3:3

Example (22b) also illustrates a semantically and prosodically restrictive relative clause, where
the head noun (133/son-his) and the relative clause (37 ﬂ:l%‘:'ﬁ@?tS/that'bore Hagar)
comprise a single MaP. The interval between these constituents is a third.'?

(22) b wa0Ge(13) 1(a(P(i(P5(Dj,:3?5i?) o' (A 17‘?35':]1)))
((watteled" hagar)'ei (lo’abram) ei)ea)t  (((bén)@i)eai
(((and.bore! Hagar)'i (to.Abram)’¢i)@a)t  (((son)@i)@a)t

13 Although this study identifies an interval of a fifth between fippahd’ and ‘etnahta’ (see the constituents
Dj;?_{i?/to—Abram and ]3/son in the first intonational phrase), this interval is likely an anomaly of this particular
cantillation tradition, incorrectly signalling the disjuncture of an intonational phrase boundary. One indication that
the interval between tippoha’ and ‘etnahta’ is anomalous is that tippahd’ and silliig form an interval of a unison
within this same tradition (see the interval between the final constituents in the MaPs of the second intonational
phrase in this same example (1\3:[/Hagar and i7?4IS,??QF;?T/Ishmael)). Furthermore, in this tradition, when the
conjunctive munnah appears between the tippaha’ and ‘etnahta’, all three constituents belong to a melodically
cohesive intonational phrase (cf. the three constituents (]Z\jﬂ/ giving, ZJ;i?/to.sons.of, and i?;ﬁjfg??/lsrael) at the end
of the second intonational phrase in example (24a)). The prosodic model and intonational classification of the
to ‘amim according to Tone Groups proposed in Pitcher (2020) supports the analysis that there is no underlying
intonational discontinuity between tippaha’ and ‘etnahta’, as these disjunctives are always treated as members of
the same Tone Group and are shown to always form cohesive intonational phrases (see Pitcher (2020:83-86, 113-
120, 145-157) for a detailed description of the Tone Groups and pitch inventory for TH). Given the evolution of
the melodies of the fa ‘@amim over the centuries, no one particular extant cantillation tradition can be expected to
entirely reflect the system’s underlying intonational features. According to Pitcher (2020), adjacent to ‘amim that
belong to the same Tone Group are considered to be a more reliable indicator of the constituency of an intonational
phrase than the interval structure of any one extant cantillation tradition. Therefore, the melodic interval of a fifth
between tippaha’ and ’etnahta’ most likely does not reflect the core intonational and structural features of the TH
prosodic system. For a more fully developed, complexity-based prosodic model for TH that is not dependent on
the intonational instantiation of any one extant cantillation tradition, see Pitcher (2020).
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l(a(P(i(P(ii7x§?@@77)) 200" (T 1”7,"?2'7(,47'25) ip*(3 0w 072N lxﬁ,;??])))
((wayyigqra™ abram' Sem=band)’¢i (laser-yalada' hagar)'¢i)¢a
(((and.called' Abram! name.of-son.his)*¢; (that"bore' Hagar) ¢i)¢.

((isma ‘e ) @i)pan
((Ishmael))@i)@a)t
“And Hagar bore to Abraham a son, and Abraham called the name of his son that

Hagar bore, Ishmael.”
Genesis 16:15

Example (23) illustrates a semantically and prosodically non-restrictive relative clause where
the proper head noun phrase (i7)77)/the LORD) and the relative clause (?[‘ng"lﬂ 1[278 /who

caused.you.to.go.out) are in separate intonational phrases, as signaled by the disjunct melodic
motion in the interval of a fifth between these two constituents.

(23) l(a(P(i(P(vAi??S))) (O (AN)))
((wayy ‘omerY@i)eat — (((Célayw)pi)pal
(((and.he.said)’@i)@a)t  (((to.him)@i)pa)

oG T 178)))

((Cant®  YHWH)’¢i)pa)
((Lam! the.LORD)’¢i)@a)t

- . apGOP@ YD 1KY i’ (TRRSIT 1Y)

(((Caser' hose tika)’ ¢ (mé ur! kasdim)’Qi)@a . . . .

(((who' caused.you.to.go.out)’¢; (from.Ur' Chaldeans)’¢i)@a.... )

“And he said to him: ‘I am the LORD, who brought you out from Ur of the Chaldeans ..."”
Genesis 15:7

In (24a), the proper head noun (]SJJD lrjgs_ﬂkf/land.of Canaan) and relative clause ('7@7}5
]1\'13 2%/ which™l giving) are a part of the same intonational phrase, but they form separate

MaPs. This example, therefore, illustrates a semantically non-restrictive relative that is
prosodically undifferentiated.

24) a (e @TW 7o)
(((salah-loka' Anasim)>e;)Pa)t
(((send-for.yourself!  men)>g;)@a)t

GG (PR PN i’ ()

(((wayaturi) i (et~ eres! kona‘an)*¢i)@a
(((and.they.will.spy)’e; (AcC-land.of' Canaan)’¢;)@.

http://spilplus.journals.ac.za



20 Pitcher

oGo(ONT? 1329) o' (RITINTIY))

((Caser="ani' noten)' i ((libné' yisra el)Qi)pat

((whichI'  giving)'¢i)p.  ((to.sons.of' Israel)@i)@a)

“Send men to spy out the land of Canaan, which I am giving to the sons of Israel.”
Numbers 13:2

In (24b), the head noun (27j2177/the.place) and the relative clause (AW TN WY/ where-you

there) form separate MaPs within a cohesive intonational phrase. As such, this example
illustrates a semantically restrictive relative that is prosodically undifferentiated.

(24) b aGo' (TR @' (TIY N3 X))
((($a? na’ ‘énéka)’¢i (tira €)' ¢i)a
(((liftup®  please! your.eyes)’ei (and.look)!'@i)@a)

a0(o(AY TIRRTIVR) .00 (@IRRTIN)
(((min~hammagom)'¢)e.  (‘aser= atta’  Sam)o;)ea)
(((from-the.place)'¢pi))p.  (wherezyou' there)pi)p.)
“Lift up your eyes and look from the place where you are.”
Genesis 13:14

Birkner’s (2012) study on the prosodic formats of German relative clauses provides support for
the prosodically undifferentiated format of TH relative clauses. Birkner (2012:20) tested the
“correlation between the semantic features and the prosodic phrasing of relative clauses in
spoken German” and found that prosody does not always disambiguate the restrictive nature of
relative clauses. Empirical data from an analysis of 801 overtly-headed German relative clauses
(with their obligatory relative connectors) showed that only 10% exhibited the prototypical
prosodic formats for non-restrictives, while 26% exhibited the prototypical prosodic formats
for restrictives. A far greater proportion of the total — 63% — exhibited more ambiguous or
undifferentiated prosodic formats, neither prototypically non-restrictive nor prototypically
restrictive (Birkner 2012:33-34). The intonation-based analysis of the prosodic formats for the
4,171 overtly-headed ‘aser relative clauses in the Prose Books (see Pitcher 2017), as delimited
by the melodic structures put forth in this study, largely corresponds to Birkner’s findings (25):
478 clauses — 11% — have non-restrictive prosodic formats; 1,326 clauses — 32% — have
restrictive prosodic formats; and 2,367 clauses — 57% — have ambiguous prosodic formats.
These relative clause data provide additional evidence that the prosodic phrase structures
delimited by the intonation-based model for TH correspond to the prosodic phrase structures of
modern spoken languages.

(25) TH and German Relative Clause Data

TH German
Nonrestrictives with prototypical 478/4,171 =11% 84/801 = 10%
prosodic formats
Restrictives with prototypical 1,326/4,171 =32% 211/801 =26%
prosodic formats
Ambiguous or Undifferentiated 2,367/4,171 = 57% 506/801 = 63%
prosodic formats
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6. Pausal forms or lengthened forms — and where?

The preliminary intonation-based prosodic model for TH proposed in this study provides a
solution to Dresher’s (1994; see also Dresher and DeCaen 2018; DeCaen and Dresher 2020)
pausal form conundrum in that it allows for a fully-functioning intonational phrase domain and
can explain the presence of so-called pausal forms at lower levels within the prosodic hierarchy.
Dresher’s LCD-based model for TH, as illustrated in (26), is unable to reconcile the intonational
phrase domain with the distribution of so-called pausal forms on boundaries other than the
intonational phrase. Within Dresher’s (1994:12) LCD-based model, only the disjunctives
‘etnahta’ and silliig, which produce major pauses, qualify as suitable boundaries for the
intonational phrase.'* However, since so-called pausal forms appear not only at the boundaries
of ‘etnahtd’ and silliig, but also at the boundaries of “lesser accents” and even some
conjunctives, Dresher (1994:12-14; see also DeCaen and Dresher 2020) concludes that the
intonational phrase domain as represented by the fa ‘amé hammiqra’ is inoperable.

(26)
Cross-linguistic Prosodic Hierarchy Dresher’s (1994) TH Hierarchy
(see also DeCaen and Dresher (2020))
Utterance Biblical Verse
Intonational phrase Defunct/Non-existent
Phonological phrase Disjunctive phrase
Conjunctive phrase
Prosodic word Prosodic word

For example, the same word is shown in (27a) in its non-lengthened, contextual form marked
by a “lesser accent” (tippahd’) and in (27b) in its lengthened or so-called pausal form marked
by ‘etnahta’. Note the lengthening of the vowel in the highlighted syllable from a schwa to a
full i-class vowel. This is the pattern for phonological lengthening that Dresher expects to find
(see also Revell 1980, 2016).

@7) a T2
bayadaka
“in your hand”
Jeremiah 36:14

b. TI3
bayadeka
“by your hand”
Isaiah 42:6

However, as illustrated in (27¢), the TH data also exhibit instances where “lesser accents” (like
zagep qaton) mark these lengthened forms.

!4 Dresher’s classification of the fa ‘Gmé hammiqra’ into four groups (D0, D1, D2, D3) is modelled after Cohen
(1969). The DO disjunctives are identified as “major disjunctives” that produce long pauses in the text, while the
other disjunctives are “lesser accents” and fall into the D1, D2, D3 categories. The “lesser accents” also produce
pauses in the text, however these fa ‘amim are understood to indicate increasingly shorter pauses.
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@7) e T2
bayadeka
“in your hand”
2 Kings 9:1

The intonation-based model for TH offers a solution to the unexpected patterns of lengthening
in Dresher’s LCD-based model in the following two ways. First, it rejects the notion that pausal
segmentation is the only or most relevant feature of the fo ‘amim for discerning the prosodic
structure of TH, and instead advances a prosodic structure for the ta ‘amé hammiqra’ based on
intonation, the system’s most salient feature. This yields a prosodic model for TH that not only
corresponds to Selkirk’s cross-linguistic prosodic hierarchy, but also yields intonational phrase
boundary junctures other than ‘etnahta’ and silliiq. Second, it rejects the notion that so-called
pausal forms are only found at junctures of “major” pause, and instead proposes that these forms
should be considered lengthened forms, which cross-linguistically exhibit wider distribution
within the prosodic domains of the utterance (Beckman 1992; Rao 2007, 2010; Fletcher
2010:536, 542-543; Cho 2016; Gosy and Krepsz 2018).

In particular, prosodic research on pausal phenomena and lengthening conducted by Rao
(2010:69-70,79) concludes that pauses in Spanish speech are associated with both the
intonational and phonological phrase domains. Perhaps more significantly, Rao observes final
lengthening of syllables, vowels, and words at the ends of intonational and phonological phrases
regardless of pause, although pause increases lengthening over instances with no pause (Rao
2010:70,75-76,79). The distribution of these lengthened forms in Price’s (2006) study accords
with the general distribution of lengthening observed by Rao. According to Price (2006:5), 98%
of TH “pausal” forms coincide with ‘etnahtd’ and silliig. This is expected because ‘etnahta’
and silliiq are terminal intonational phrase boundaries, and accordingly they most often coincide
with pausal segmentation within the verse (see Pitcher 2020:169-170). Note that the
concurrence of pause with ‘etnahta’ and silliq is reflected in their nomenclature: “coming to a
rest” and “cessation/separation”, respectively (see Jacobson 2017:345-346; Wickes 1887:16-
28; Idelsohn 1929:70). In light of Rao’s findings, it is not surprising, then, that Price’s data
show the occurrence of lengthened forms much less frequently at junctures other than ‘etnahta’
and silliiq."> Therefore, TH “pausal” forms are more appropriately understood as lengthened
forms, most often found at phonological and intonational phrase boundaries and associated with
or without pauses. Reconceptualising pausal forms as lengthened forms provides a cross-
linguistic explanation for their appearance with “lesser” accents.!®

7. Conclusion

This study is based on the premise that the primary phonetic feature of the ta ‘amé hammiqra’
is not pause, but intonation, and argues that the fo ‘amim delineate distinct intonational
groupings that encode prosodic structure and meaning. As research in the field of prosody
continues to illuminate the centrality of intonation in organising speech and listening
comprehension, scholars of the fa‘amé hammiqra’ now have a compelling framework —

15 Note that after ’etnahta’ and silliiq Price’s data (2006:5) identify zagép gaton and rabi ‘a to be the third and fifth
most common {2 ‘amim to mark lengthened forms. Also note that Pitcher (2020) identifies these four fo ‘@Gmim as
intonational phrase boundary junctures.

16 This includes instances of these forms marked by phrase-internal conjunctive f2 ‘@mim as they can be understood
as phrase-medial lengthening rather than phrase-medial pause.
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namely, modern prosodic phonology — for reconceptualising and decoding the prosodic system
that the fo ‘amim represent. Although the melodies of the Masoretic accentual tradition have
evolved, the core logic (viz. its “basic logical rules” (Dotan 1978:1410; see also Rubin and
Baron 2006:69, 71-72)) for this system remains in the iconicity of the graphemes (Pitcher 2020)
and in many of the extant melodies.

The intonation-based analysis of the fa ‘amé hammiqra’ presented in this study has revealed
that the melodic structure of the fo ‘amim organises a coherent and cohesive prosodic structure
that corresponds to Selkirk’s model for the cross-linguistic prosodic hierarchy. This study has
identified the following three principles that reflect the prosodic phrase structure of TH as
represented by the ta ‘amé hammiqra’: 1) the orthographic feature of the iconicity of the
ta ‘amim; 2) the musical concept of conjunct and disjunct melodic motion, which explains how
conjunctive and disjunctive fa ‘@mim form intonational continuity and discontinuity within the
text, demarcating cohesive prosodic units and their boundaries; and 3) the notion that both
conjunctive and disjunctive fo ‘amim have intonational features that enable them to form
melodically continuous prosodic units within an utterance. Melodic principles and intonational
features such as these were used to establish a preliminary intonation-based prosodic model for
TH that corresponds to the cross-linguistic prosodic model for modern spoken languages. A
preliminary testing of this model within the syntactic domain of the overtly-headed relative
clause revealed TH data that align with attested cross-linguistic prosodic structures and features.

Finally, the intonation-based model for TH provides a preliminary framework for
understanding the features and structures of the fa ‘amé hammigra’ apart from the LCD. The
inability of the LCD to treat phonetic features of the fa ‘amim other than pause is compounded
by the limitations it places on a linguistic description of the phenomena that the ta ‘amé
hammiqgra’ represent. Dresher demonstrates this by showing that the LCD does not permit a
fully-functioning intonational phrase domain because “pausal” forms appear in places where,
according to his model, major pauses do not occur. As a result, Dresher concludes that the
Masoretic prosodic representation is flawed. However, the intonation-based model is able to
accommodate these forms by treating them as phonological lengthening rather than as strictly
coinciding with pause. Cross-linguistic data confirm the presence of lengthened forms not only
at intonational phrase boundaries, but also at the lower-tiered prosodic boundaries of
phonological phrases (including their phrase-internal constituents), which helps explain the
distribution of lengthened forms in the Masoretic Text. Furthermore, a preliminary analysis of
the TH non-restrictive and restrictive relative clause data provides additional evidence that the
intonation-based model for TH corresponds to the prosodic phrase structures of modern spoken
languages.
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