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The primary syntactic pattern associated with casuistic law is the conditional 
period. The ‘basic’ pattern of the conditional period consists of two proposi-
tions or clauses; the protasis and the apodosis. According to this definition, 
the conditional period proper contains a double predication. In distinguishing 
between various combinations of clauses found in the conditional period, the 
protasis is defined by the use or non-use of conditional particle, and the 
apodosis by the presence or absence of the so-called waw apodosis. In addi-
tion to the conditional period proper, there are similar types of utterances 
used in casuistic juridical discourse. That is, utterances that are similar since 
they, from a logical point of view, may be perceived to “indicate a condition, 
the contingent occurrence of which involves a further consequence” GKC 
(§116w). Of particular interest are patterns involving ‘ever-clauses’ (i.e. 
general relative clauses) that precede the head clause in order to express the 
equivalent of English ‘he who, whoever, anyone who’. In contrast to the 
syntax of the conditional period proper, these types of constructions are not 
independent predications in relation to the head clause. The descriptions of 
the use and distribution of these conditional structures in Biblical juridical 
discourse are based on samples of text that may be considered representative 
of the different Biblical law corpora in the Pentateuch. Including: (a) the 
Covenant Code, (b) the legal Code of Deuteronomy, (c) the Holiness Code, 
(d) the Priestly Code. The juridical discourse in text-samples (a–d) share 
many similarities, and at the same time they all have syntactic preferences 
with regard to conditional structures that set them apart from each other. 

From a textlinguistic point of view, casuistic juridical discourse is not 
characterized by one mainline construction in the same sense as is common 
in most other discourse types. At the same time, casuistic legal utterances 
often develop into larger units by extending the parts of the conditional peri-
od. As a unit, the extended conditional period may be considered to form a 
‘mini-discourse’ (Longacre 1994:91). A mini-discourse may also be formed 
thematically, by combining several conditional periods on the same subject 
(e.g. a principal case is elaborated on in sub-conditions). It has been argued 
that the conditional period – as a construction – constitutes the mainline in 
juridical discourse. However, the variety of clause combinations found in the 
conditional period makes it clear that it cannot be reduced to one (primary) 
verbal category. 


