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ABSTRACT

INTERROGATIVES IN BIBLICAL HEBREW
A CASE STUDY IN THE JOSEPH NARRATIVE

In the light of the present literature on the subject of interrogatives in Biblical Hebrew
a new study is necessary. Assessing some of the traditional grammatical approaches
to the subject one notices that their presentation is sometimes confusing. The major
problem with these presentations is that they do not make a proper distinction
between the form (interrogative) and the most usual functions of this type of
sentence (question). Thus, although most grammars enable the student to identify
an interrogative sentence through surface level criteria, they do not enable the
student to identify its many functions (usually functions are only listed without any
explicit criteria). Observing the description of interrogatives in other languages one
notes that the descriptions are much more clear when form and function are properly
identified.

In this study we propose to investigate interrogative sentences in their context using
a framework that will allow one to identify their functions. Our initial hypothesis is that
speech act theory combined with an approach that allows the analysis of text,
beyond the boundaries of sentences, can be fruitful. For this purpose we follow the
approach of Schiffrin, Approaches to Discourse (1994). Schiffrin combines speech
act theory with principles of discourse analysis (analysis of text), allowing other
factors (textual and social contexts) to be included in the investigation.

In order to verify our hypothesis we apply the framework above to the interrogatives
in the Joseph Narrative (Genesis 37-50). We chose this narrative as sample for the
simple fact that it is rich in interrogative sentences and allows one to deal with
context more easily. We do not propose to interpret the narrative itself but we only
use it to test the initial hypothesis.

The findings of the investigation are presented in a final section, where some
suggestions are made regarding two aspects: how to approach interrogative
sentences in the First Testament and how the subject of interrogatives in Biblical
Hebrew should be presented to newcomers. The first suggestion incorporate a series
of ‘rules-of-thumb’ as to how to find out the functions of interrogatives.
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OPSOMMING

INTERROGATIEWE IN BYBELSE HEBREEUS. 'N
GEVALLESTUDIE AAN DIE HAND VAN DIE
JOSEFVERHAAL

Geoordeel aan bestaande publikasies op die terrein van interrogatiewe (vraagvorme)
in Bybelse Hebreeus is 'n ondersoek na dié verskynsel onvermydelik. Veral sommige
werke in terme van die tradisioneel grammatika benadering neig om verwarrend te
wees. Die kern van die probleem setel in die feit dat daar nie 'n duidelike onderskeid
gemaak word tussen die vorm (interrogatief) en die mees gebruiklike funksies van die
vorm(e) nie. Gevolglik, alhoewel die meeste grammatikas die identifikasie van die
interrogatiewe sinne op grond van opperviakstruktuurkenmerke moontlik maak, is hulle
nie van veel nut as dit by die identifikasie van die funksies van die konstruksies kom
nie (hulle lys normaalweg slegs die funksies sonder om enige kriteria aan te bied op
grond waarvan die verskillende funksies geidentifiseer kan word). Wanneer 'n mens na
die beskrywing van interrogatiewe in ander tale kyk, blyk die voordele van 'n
konsekwente onderskeid tussen die vorm en funksie duidelik.

In hierdie studie wil ons in die beskrywing van interrogatiewe van 'n taalkundige
raamwerk gebruik wat die identifisering van die funksies van dié konstruksies aan die
hand van eksplisiet kriteria moontlik maak. Ons hipotese is dat die taalhandelingsteorie
in kombinasie met 'n benadering wat die analise van tekste anderkant die grense van
sinne moontlik maak, met sukses vir dié doel ingespan kan word. Vir die doel volg ons
veral die benadering van Debora Schiffrin, soos geformuleer in haar boek Approaches
to Discourse (1994). Sy kombineer die taalhandelingsteorie met beginsels van
diskoersanalise (analise van tekste), en laat dan ook nog toe dat ander faktore
(tekstuele en sosiale konteks) in 'n ondersoek meespeel.

Ten einde ons hipotese te toets, beskryf ons die interrogatiewe in die Josefverhaal in
terme van bg. raamwerk. Ons het besluit om hierdie verhaal as monster te gebruik
omrede dit soveel interrogatiewe bevat. Soveel gegewens binne die bestek van een
verhaal maak dit moontlik om ook die konteks van die verhaal deeglik te verreken. Uit
die aard van die saak gaan ons nie probeer om die verhaal self te interpreteer nie. Dit
bied slegs die data aan die hand waarvan ons hipotese getoets kan word.

Die bevindings van ons ondersoek word in die finale afdeling van die werk aangebied.
Daar word die volgende gesuggereer: (1) hoe interrogatiewe in die Eerste (Ou)
Testament benader kan word en (2) hoe dié tipe konstruksies in BH aan mense wat
die taal aanleer, aangebied kan word. Die eerste suggestie sluit 'n aantal praktiese
wenke in oor hoe die funksie van 'n interrogatief bepaal kan word.

iv
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INTRODUCTION

According to Lyons only three universal functional categories can be found in
language: statements, questions and commands. Other scholars include a fourth
category, viz. exclamations. That most - if not all - languages make use of questions,
however, is widely accepted.! Interrogative sentences in Biblical Hebrew (the most

common way to pose questions) are the subject of this dissertation.

Although the subtitle of the dissertation refers to the Joseph Narrative, | do not
propose to interpret the narrative or extract any lesson(s) based on its interrogatives
(for this a'pproach see Hyman 1984:437-455). Only those bits and pieces necessary
to the interpretation of the interrogatives in the Joseph narrative are dealt with. It
does not mean that the conclusions we come to are not helpful in interpreting the
narrative, but our goal is to strive for a better understanding of interrogatives in

Biblical Hebrew itself.

| However, working with a small corpus limits our conclusions about interrogatives in
Biblical Hebrew to solutions that are of a general nature. We thus acknowledge the
‘incompleteness’ of our investigation. The solutions presented here must still be
scrutinised in the light of Biblical Hebrew interrogative sentences outside our corpus.
| By implication, this means that the solutions we provide are not necessarily and
immediately applicable to each and every interrogative in Biblical Hebrew; however,
they provide a framework which the reader of Biblical Hebrew can use to identify

interrogatives and understand interrogatives throughout the First Testament.

1See Joseph Greenberg (1966) “Some Universals of Grammar’. His study in this particular article has
samples of 30 different languages, including Hebrew and modern Greek.
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The main reason why we chose the Joseph narrative as a case study is because it
proved to be rich in examples of many kinds of interrogatives identified through
surface-level criteria. These interrogative sentences are a good sample of what one
can find throughout the First Testament. We avoided the idea of a study including
the whole First Testament as the corpus. Interrogafive sentences in the First
Testament number in the thousands and could be easily retrieved with the help of
the different kinds of Bible analysis software. However, to deal with each reference,
éonsidering the text and the context of each, would not be practical. Thus, although
‘incomplete’ in the sense that it does not cover each ahd every interrogative
sentence in Biblical Hebrew, our investigation is not ‘inadequate’ because it provides

the reader with a working framework to continue the investigation of the subject.?

The problem that prompted our investigation of interrogatives in‘ Biblical Hebrew is
that while examining some traditional gramm;rs on the subject, we found that the
explanations offered often are vague or confusing. In contrast, examining the
description of interrogatives in some other languages (e.g. English) one observes
that the distinctions made by modern grammars between form and function make it
easier to understand interrogatives in those languages (e.g. Quirk et al. 1985). This
distinction between form and function is lacking in most of the traditional grammars
of Biblical Hebrew. In most cases one finds that their descriptions try to assign
functional categories to the syntactic structure of the interrogatives sentences
wfthout presentiné any explicit criteria according to which one should associate

functional categories with interrogative sentences.

2 See Miller's (1992:13-17) discussion on the subject of the description of ancient languages within a
limited corpus. She proposes, following Lyons (1971:138), that “the corpus of linguistic examples
should be large enough to allow for adequate description, in the absence of native speakers”
(1992:15).
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Although most traditional grammars provide us with some criteria to identify
interrogative sentences in Biblical Hebrew,® they do not provide criteria as to how
one can identify the many functions of these sentences. One can illustrate the

problem with the description of interrogatives marked by the question word .

According to some traditional grammars these interrogatives are uséd to pose real
questions, mostly seeking identification of persons, sometimes used to pose
exclamatory questions, and sometimes rhetorical questions. Firstly, the terminology
is not clear because ‘exclamatory questions’ and ‘rhetorical questions’ are not
defined. What do thesé terms mean? Can these terms be associated with specific
functions? (e.g. criticism, rebuke, etc.) Secondly, only a few random examples from
the First Testament text are given, but without any criteria as to how can one assign
the function of the interrogative in its context. It is obvious that these grammars
recognise the multi-functionality of sentences (one form many functions) but there is
no explanation of the relationship between them. (The descriptions of interrogatives
in general and in Biblical Hebrew, appear in Chapter 1, ‘What do we Know About

Questions?’)

Thus, most of the grammars following a traditional approaéh to interrogatives leave
the reader with a question to be answered: how can one identify the different
functions of interrogative sentences? We propose to answer this question by
investigating interrogative sentences in their context, using a framework that would
allow one to identify their function. Our .initial hypothesis is that speech act theory can
provide this framework, specially if combined with an approach that allows the

analysis of the text beyond the boundaries of sentences.

3 In some cases we disagree with the assumptions of the traditional grammars regarding the criteria for
recognising interrogative sentences.
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The basic proposition of speech act theory is that one can do things with words, viz.
speech acts (Austin 1962:6).* It is possible to do things with words because people
intentionally use rules in their communication. Thus, “speaking a 'language is
engaging in a rule-governed form of behaviour” (Searle 1969:22). These rules (which
are intuitive to the native speaker of a language) are the actuél criteria by which
speaker and hearer identify each other's speech acts. Once identified, these rules
provide the linguist with a taxonomy to identify speech acts. The original works of
Austin (1962) and Searle (1969) deal mostly with hypothetical 'and isolated
sentences (case approach). As pointed out above (see footnote 4) this approach is
problematic and in some cases its foundations can be proved wrong. We do not,
however, limit the application of the theory to isolated senténces in the text, but we
do analyse the “sequential relationships between sentencés themselves” (Schiffrin
1994:61) in an approach similar to Schiffrin’s (1994). Her approach, is not limited to
the applicationiof the theories of Austin and Searle to sentences. She combines
speech act theory with principles of discourse analysis (analysis of text), allowing
other factors (co-text and context) to be included in the investigation. This
combination provides the necessary framework. to analyse the functions of
interrogatives in Biblical Hebrew. Schiffrin’s analysis of questions in English proves to
be very helpful and insightful. (The description of speech act theory and its

developments appears in Chapter 2, ‘Speech Act as an Approach to Discourse.’)

Thus, what we propose is to apply speech act theory to interrogative sentences in
their context and investigate their relations. This allows one to overcome the
problems of a ‘case approach’ in speech act theory. One should note that we use

speech act theory as an instrument to investigate a particular phenomenon in Biblical

4 Mey (1993:170) points out that the empirical basis on which this presupposition is founded does not
always hold up to close scrutiny. This is due to the ‘case approach’ followed by Austin and Searle,
which, in one sense, is overcome in the approach used by Schiffrin (1994) as explained below. -
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Hebrew, viz. interrogative sentences. In Chapter 3, ‘Sample Analysis’, we apply the
principles of speech act theory to the sentences in the Joseph Narrative that are
identified as interrogatives by surface level criteria. In some cases we approach
sentences that, although not marked as interrogatives by surface level criteria, are
pointed out as interrogatives by grammars or translations. We start with a syntactic

. construction to analyse their functions and relations in the immediate context.

We may sum up the goal of this dissertation as providing the means by which the
reader of the First Testament can better understand interrogatives and their
functions in Biblical Hebrew. We deal with the following set of questions: How can
one recognise an interrogative in BH? How can one recognise what function an
interrogative has in BH? Which framework might help one to better understand

interrogatives in Biblical Hebrew?

As a result of our work (Chapter 4 - ‘Conclusions’) we present the findings from the
sample analysis in a more systematised form. We re-state the problem and explain
the constituents of the frame of reference that were used in our analysis so that the

reader can also use them in his/her own investigations of interrogatives.

‘We also present two appendixes. Appendix A is a section explaining how one can
approach interrogatives in Biblical Hebrew (a ‘how-to’ section). In Appendix B we
suggest how the subject should be presented in text books in order to avoid the

confusion that is present in some grammars that adopt a traditional approach.

One should note that, unless otherwise stated, all translations of biblical texts are
from the English Revised Standard Version. The Hebrew text is from BHS, using the

database from BibleWindows 4.0 (Silver Mountain Software, 1995).
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CHAPTER 1

WHAT Do WE KNow ABOUT QUESTIONS ?

METHOD

The intention of this chapter is to broaden our knowledge of interrogatives and ques-
tions.5 It is, however, important to limit these horizons considering the final objective
of this work, viz. to understand interrogatives and their functions in Biblical Hebrew.
The general theme “questions” prompted an enormous amount of research among
the various linguistic schools and espécially in the most recent a.pproaches like
socio-linguistics. To organise these research findings into a comprehensible
framework is a task that goes beyond the scope of the present work. This initial
chapter has no intention of being exhaustive. What we propose is a general
framework to provide the parameters to guide our steps in the analysis of the
material regarding questions -and provide some consistent background information to

analyse questions in Biblical Hebrew.

General linguistics is commonly divided into descriptive, historical and c_omparati\‘/e6
linguistics (Robins 1980). The names are more or less self-explanatory but it is
worthwhile to give brief definitions of each, in view of the inconsistent terminology
used by the various schools. Descriptive linguistics (nét necessérily in contrast to
prescriptive grammar from the traditional grammarians) describes and analyses the

rules for and ways in which a language operates. This description may refer to dif-

S5 Further in this chapter | provide a more refined distinction between the terms “interrogative” and
“question”. :

6 Unfortunately this terminology is not consistent. Different schools and individual linguists use these
terms in different ways, often without explanation of their meanings. For the sake of clarity we adopt
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ferent periods in time (past or present) but should rather concentrate on one specific
synchronic layer of a language (synchronic description).” Historical linguistics refers
to the changes that occur in a certain language in distinct periods (diachronic
desc\ription). Comparative linguistics, as the title suggests, deals with more than one

language, comparing them from different points of view (identify similarities, historical

relationships, etc.).

This chapter deals mainly with the description and comparison of languages, first in
English and then in Biblical Hebrew. Regarding the descriptive section it is important
to note that the periods of description for both languages (English and Biblical He-
brew) are different and also the description for each period comes from very different
sources. Modern English descriptions are mostly from twentieth-century gram-
marians dealing with clear distinctions between synchronic and diachronic studies,
phonology, morphology and syntax. The same does not apply for Biblical Hebrew in
terms of the description of questions. With few exceptions, most of the Biblical
Hebrew grammars® are dated from the last century and the beginning of this century
and do not make clear the distinctions mentioned above. That is one reason why the
description of Biblical Hebrew grammar is not completely satisfactory. Another
reason is the difficulty of describing Biblical Hebrew grammar synchronically since
the First Testament text was written over a period of many centuries and obviously
many changes occurred in the language during that period (also a reason Why this
work deals with a small cluster of text). These differences of time and sources must
be taken into consideration in the course of our study. We opted to use the subject

“universals of language” to open our discussion to make the analysis of questions as

here the terminology used by Robins (1980) which is similar to Crystal (1985) and Lyons (1968).
7 See Deist (1995) for a discussion of the analysis of ancient literature with a synchronic perspective.

8 The use of the expression grammar here refers to the so-called traditional grammars, but not,
however, with a critical tone.
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brbad as possible at this initial stage. We use the same presupposition as Dawson

(1994:17):

Modern descriptive linguistics, however, has discovered that, despite
the great number of different languages in the world (over 5000 at
latest count, not including languages of the antiquities), and despite
the enormous diversity exhibited among these languages, there is a
remarkable degree of consistency in language features; that is to say,
the world’s languages demonstrate a limited number of possible vari-

ants.
One should also note that the presentation of the material uses different levels of
analysis and flows from descriptive syntax to pragmatic considefations. In the text
we will use the term interrogative when talking about the syntax of sentencés and
reserve the term question for the occasions where we talk about the pragmatic
meaning and relations of interrogatives. The reader will observe, however, that this
distinction is not always clear, specially when quoting authors that do not practice

such a distinction.

In the description of our method it is also important to distinguish between
philosophical linguistics and philosophy of language in relation to the theme,
interrogatives in Biblical Hebrew (see Searle, 1971:1). This allows the reader to
understand the scope of the discussion and the limits of bibliographical data. The
first one is a method by which philosophers attempt to solve philosophical problems
through the analysis of words and its relations, but without a linguistic emphasis. An
example of this approach is the article Argumentation in the Light of a Theory of
Questioning .(Meyer 1982), where questions are approached in a philosophical
perspective. The second one attempts to analyse language and its features, viz.

meaning, sense and reference, etc. It is i.n this sense that Austin, Searle and others
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are calledvphilosophers of language and it is from this perspective that we investigate

interrogatives and questions in Biblical Hebrew.

IN GENERAL - LANGUAGE UNIVERSALS®

Are there language universals? The answer to this question is important if we intend
to analyse questions from a comparative perspective and keep scientific integrity,
understanding that the subject is very controversial. More specifically, is it possible to

identify questions as a universal category?

The answers are bound to definitions and their implications. First, one needs to set
the limits for the search of language universals. | suggest here that at least some
basic generalisations as described by Hockett (1966:18ff) must be clear to
understand our discussion: (1) Every human community has a language; (2) no
species except our own has a language;*® (3) every human communicative system
usually called a (spoken)' language is a language in our sense; (4) every human
language has the vocal-auditory channel, (5) every human language has a tradition;
(6) every human language has learnability.'* These generalisations allow one to
define the set of “languages” we are talking about. Animal languages (bee dancing)
or signal languages (the use of drums, computer language, etc.) do not fit in the
generalisations above. It is, however, interesting to note that the comparison
between human and non-human systems of communication is the means that make

it possible to state such generalisations (see Hockett 1966). Continuing the list above

9 Although the generative school has generated a large amount of literature on the subject of
interrogatives we do not refer to it here because it restrics itself to syntax.

10 So far this generalisation cannot be disproved.
11 It is important to remember that many languages do not have a written form.

12 Hockett discusses appropriately and convincingly each of the generalisations quoted here and
several others. He admits, however, in the reprint of the article, that he would change or withdraw
several of the points discussed.
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we have: (7) every human language has both an intonational system and a
nonintonational system; this dichotomy cuts across that into cenematics and
plerematics;™ (8) In every human language, plerematic patterning and cenematic

patterning are both (independently) hierarchical.

These last two generalisations assume that the kind of languages we are discussing
here have a grammar (phonology, morphology, syntax and semantics). If that is true
and we can apply it to English and Biblical Hebrew (although Biblical Hebrew is not a
époken language nowadays) we can then proceed to discuss grammatical

universals.

It is not wise to assume that every language can follow a predetermined pattern of
grammatical description as it was assumed by early grammarians (assuming the
description of Latin grammar as a cb-ordinate system (Hockett 1966:4)). However,
one can assume that every language has a grammatical system and that these
grammatical systems have points of contact and similarities. | quote here four out of

ten points stated by Hockett (1966:22) that may help us to approach the matter.

(1) In every human language there are at least two basic orders of
magnitude in grammatical patterning (viz. morphology and syntax).
(2) Apart from the three special categories of elements already
mentioned (deictic elements, markers, and proper names), no human
language has a grammatically homogeneous vocabulary.
(3) A major form-class distinction reminiscent of “noun” versus “verb”
is universal, though not -always at the same size level.
(4) Every human language has a common clause type with bipartite
structure in which the constituents can reasonably be termed “topic”

and “comment.”

13 According to Crystal (1985:45 and 235): “Ceneme (cene-matics, tics) - A term used in glossematics
to refer to the minimal unit in a language’s phonological system.” “Plereme - A term used by some
linguists to refer to the minimal units of meaning in componential analysis — what are often called
‘semantic features’ or ‘semantic components’. In glossematics, the term refers to the minimal unit of
meaningful expression” (my emphasis).

10
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Observe that the statements above mention pattern, magnitude, elements, form-
class distinction, clause type and structure. These terms are the actual points of
contact and similarities that allow one to study languages comparatively in terms of
grammar. Looking for language universals from a grammatical perspective leads one

to look for patterns in word order (syntactic relations).

In general terms Greenberg (1966:76-77) pointed out some universals of grammar
that are relevant to our study. Greenberg uses three sets of criteria regarding word
order to develop his analysis of universals. Two are basic for the development of our
work at this stage. The first one is the existence of prepositions as against
postpositions. The second one is the relative order of subject, verb and object in
declarative sentences. In the languages he uses as samples,' several word orders
are present but one is always dominant in a particular language. The six possibilities
of word order are SVO, SOV, VSO, VOS, OSV and OVS, the first three occurring as
dominant orders.> The comparison of declarative sentences with interrogaﬁve
sentences show certain important characteristics of questions as universals.
Greenberg assumes two main categories of questions: yes-no questions and specific
word questions. Some important universals about questions are stated by Greenberg

(1966:80):

When a yes-no question is differentiated from the corresponding
assertion by an intonational pattern, the distinctive intonational
features of each of these patterns are reckoned from the end of the

sentence rather than from the beginning.

English, Portuguese (as spoken in Brazil) and Modern Hebrew'® illustrate this point

with a rise in pitch in the last stressed syllable of the sentence for yes-no questions

14 Greenberg (1966:75) describes the sample.
15 See Dawson (1994:17).
16 See Ultan (1978:219).

11
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/

and a fallving pitch for statements. It is important to note that intonational studies
are a very important area in the study of questions that we are not in a position to
use here. To study intonétional patterns and analyse them we need to approach a
currently spoken language, such as the ones mentioned above. However, we cannot
analyse the intonational patterns of Biblicél Hebrew since it has not been a spoken
language for many centuries now. It is reasonable to assume that the spoken Biblical
Hebrew used also intonational patterns to distinguish declaratives from
interrogatives. However, one needs to remember that if a question is not marked at
all, except by intonation in spoken language, it loses its identity as a questivon in
written discourse. The solution for the writer is to give the reader some sort of clue,
graphical (interrogation mark), syntactic (recreating the question with a différent word
order) or textual. This is a very common characteristic of Portuguese (which is
predominantly a SVO language without auxiliary verbs), where there is no word order
inversion. Some sort of clue is important to understand a question as a question in
written Iénguage where “You ate chocolate” and “Did you eat chocolate?” correspond
to “Vocé comeu chocolate” and “Vocé comeu chocolate?” As one can see the only

difference between the two sentences in Portuguese is the interrogation mark.

So far in this section we have learned that intonation is a very important subject
when one studies questions. Ultan (11 978:218) states that “among clause-level Q-
features, intonation holds the first rank.” However, we cannot study questions in
Biblical Hebrew based on'any intonational criteria. We assume that one must look for
other clues when working with written texts. This is innate to the linguistic analysis of
a written language from a speech community that no longer exists (see Miller,

1992:13).

Three other important universals are stated by Greenberg (1966) that concérn our

study:

12
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With well more than chance frequency, when question particles or
affixes are specified in position by reference to the sentence as a -
whole, if initial, such elements are found in prepositional languages,

and, if final, in postpositional.

Inversion of statement order so that verb precedes subject occurs
only in languages where the question word or phrase is normally
initial. This same inversion occurs in yes-no questions only if it also

occurs in interrogative word questions.

" If a language has dominant order VSO in declarative sentences, it
always puts interrogative words or phrases first in interrogative word
questions; if it has dominant order SOV in declarative sentences,

there is never such an invariant rule."
This last case (dominant VSO) is the case of Biblical Hebrew. In the 91 instances

where interrogative words (72, °». Y%, AR, IR, 3. °R) occur in Genesis the

universal “it always puts interrogative words or phrases first in interrogative word
questions” stated above holds. This is important for us to realise that, although not
ideal, an approach to questions in Biblical Hebrew from a universal point of view may

be helpful in the area of syntax.

Bolinger (1957) divides the identifying characteristics of questions into four classes,

as quoted by Ultan (1978:214).

interrogative distribution (generally occurrence before a reply); syntax
(inversion, interrogative words, interrogative tags, and other syntactic
devices); interrogative intonation (predominance of terminal rising or
high pitch); interrogative gesture (eyebrows lifted, head inclined

forward, mouth left open at end of utterance, etc.).

We discussed interrogative intonation above and concluded that for our study we

need to look for other clues. Regarding interrogative gesture, for obvious reasons we

17 Uitan (1978:231n), however, notes that at least two languages do not conform to this universal, viz.
Samoan and Sango.

13
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cannot apply it here. We are left with interrogative distribution and syntax categories.
Ultan (1978) refines this classification, excluding interrogative gesture because of the
lack of descriptive material in the area. Ultan’s classification is represented in three
levels: (1) intonation, (2) order, and (3) segmental elements. Order and segmental
elements are important features for our study. These include (1) inversion, (2) tags,
(3) interr'ogative particles and (4) interrogative words. A brief summary of these
features should clarify which kind of elements we need to look for in our discussion
of questions in Biblical Hebrew. A éimple model of the English sentence structure

(Figure 1) will help to understand the explanation of these features (Quirk et al.

1985:79):
subject predicate
auxiliary predication
and ;
operator
He ) ' héd given the girl an apple
Had -7 he given the girl an apple?

Figure 1 English sentence structure

Inversion is a common interrogative device where the constituents of a sentence
are inverted with respect to their usual declarative order. Usual inversions are for
Yes/No questions and information questions. The simple declarative sentence in the

figure has an SVO order. By reversing the order of SV to VS the declarative

14
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becomes a yes/no question. Similarly, sentences with wh-words have the operator'®

inversion:

John | is inviting somebody  to dinner

Whom is' John inviting to dinner?

Figure 2 Inversion with wh-words

In terms of Ultan’s languages sample (38 languages) the yes/no question inversion
appears to be uncommon, occurring in only seven of them, while information ques-
tions inversions (normally using question words) are far more common. It is a
general tendency to have inversion and sentence-initial position in the latter case. In
information questions “the QW (interrogative words) substitutes for the item
subjected to questioning” (Ultan, 1978:223). Quirk (1985:81) gives a few process
rules for forming questions in English: |
(@) Yes-no Questions: Place the operator before the subject.

(b) WH-Questions: First identify the wh-element, which is a phrase

containing or consisting of the wh-word. Then:

(i) If the wh-element is the subject, make no change in the
statement order.

(ii) If the wh-element is some other element (e.g. O, C, A),
place it before the subject, and place the operator between the

wh-element and the subject.

(©) ...
(d) In (a), (b), and (c), if there is no operator in the corresponding

statement, introduce the operator DO.

The following examples may be compared with the statement Some-

one (has) borrowed my pencil:

18 Quirk et al. (1985:79) distinguishes between OPERATOR and PREDICATION as two subdivisions of
the predicate. Operator is “normally the word which directly follows the subject”.

15
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(@) Have you borrowed my pencil? [yes-no question]
(i) Who has borrowed my pencil?

(b [wh-question]
(i) Why have you borrowed my pencil?

Did you borrow my pencil?
(d) [with DO as operator]
Why did you borrow my pencil?

Also very common is the use of tags as an interrogative device in many languages.
English, for instance, has an extended use of question tags, usually following a
declarative sentence or transforming a declarative into an interrogative. Tags can be
a word, a phrase or a clause, frequently using an inversion of the declarative. In
general we can find tags of two kinds: binary choice or multiple choice tags. Ultan
(1978:224) classifies binary tags into two classes: “(1) a request for confirmation of
the statement portion of the question, in essence a YNQ (yes-no question); (2) .an
alternative tag, in which a correlative conjunction or other similarly functioning
constituent is tacked onto the statement.” In class (1) above one can find (a)
negative (like the French “n’est ce pas?”), (b) positive (a positive tag like “... is it?”,
(c) interjections (like the English interjection “... eh?") and other types. A common
characteristic of these tags is the usual final sentence position. However, a few
languages allow other positions for tags, including Hebrew (Israeli and Biblical)
where the class (1) type (a) occurs in initial sentence position. This is the way some

scholars interpret X177 questions in Hebrew. We, however, do not use such

terminology in our work.

Interrogative particles are a widespread device for the formation of questions in
many languages. Ultan (1978: 227) points out that the “use of the term particle here

is strictly speaking inaccurate”. The reason for that is that in many languages the so-

16
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called particle is a prefix (e.g. Biblical Hebrew) or suffix. They differ from interrogative
words as they extend the interrogative function over the sentence as a whole, in
contrast with interrogative words that focus on interrogative constituents of the

sentence. English does not have such a feature.

Regarding its position in sentences Ultan’s conclusion is that although questions
particles may occur in any position in some languages, in most languages it tends to

be fixed. In Biblical Hebrew the question prefix i1 is invariably found in clause initial
position. One of Greenberg's universals stated on page 13 confirms this. This same

particle 11 is used for forming the so-called tag questions in Biblical Hebrew.

Fin.ally, in this section on language universals, we look at interrogative words. This
is a characteristic of all languages without exception. Ultan (1978:228) defines
interrogative words as “interrogative substitutes for nouns and a number of adverb-
like words or phrases expressive of locative, temporal, enumerative, manner,
purpose and other functions.” Some languages will even have»interrogative verb
substitutes. An approximate universal is the presence of question pronouns for
human / non-human or animate / inanimate classes. Th.e vanimate / inanimate
classification applies to interrogative words in Biblical Hebrew. According to Ultan,
most languages tend to have interrogative words in the sentence initial position, but
this is more unusual in languages with SOV order. We have already stated above
(page 13) that in Biblical Hebrew question words are always in the sentence initial

position.'®

19 But see Jotion-Muraoka (§ 161.k) “An interrogative may occupy a non-initial position: e.g. Isaiah
49:21° . .
A3 N7 AW W) AR YT B 72372 0N
D O DR X 727 "RIRYI VIR 17 971 2 A%R) 71730
It seems, however, that these are simple cases of embedded sentences.

17
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We have learned so far that there are language universals and that it is possible to
study some aspects of language from a universal perspective. Despite all the
controversy around the subject, language universals give us a framework to compare
and analyse the sentence structure of interrogatives in Biblical Hebrew. Language
universals provide one with some guidelines to identify sentences as interrogatiVes
(particles, question words, word order, etc.). In the words of Dawson (1994:20) “we
can construct initial hypotheses about our data, based on language universals,
where otherwise we might not notice enough of the signs in our language to make
such observations.” Thus, language universals can be used to compare the grammar
of interrogatives of other languages w.ith Biblical Hebrew and to scrutinise the

description of interrogatives in Biblical Hebrew that is presented in the section below.

IN BiBLICAL HEBREW

In this section we will describe the secondary Biblical Hebrew literature on questions.
To do so, we will follow the description in Waltke and O’Connor (1990) because it is
the most exhaustive of all the descriptions found, specially for question words (but

not for the alleged unmarked questions and questions with interrogative particle i1 -

for these two items we rely more heavily in the works of GKC and Jouon-Muraoka
(1992)). One must be aware, however, that the levels of analysis in Waltke and
O’Connor’s syntax are not always clear. As Dawson (1994:27) points out about this

syntax

On the one hand, it is a remarkable work, and welcome; yet it is also
seriously disappointing on several levels: in the first place, the authors
spent a vast amount of time on semantic evaluation of forms (which is
grammar, not syntax), and, in all honesty, very little time on syntax it-

self.

18
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dne musi also note that, as pointed out by Van der Merwe (1994:21), Waltke and
O'Connor ‘“resist the strong claims of discourse grammarians (p.55) for both
theoretical and practical reasons and prefer to gather the great wealth of individual
studies carried out in terms of the traditional approach.” This clear choice made by
these grammarians also contributes to the problems in the levels of analysis
presented in the grammar. On the other hand, the wealth.of information that they

present the reader proves to be an important source of information.

As we go through the description of interrogatives in Biblical Hebrew as found in
Waltke and O'Connor we will point out the problems regarding the remarks above by
Dawson and Van der Merwe and engage with the work of other grammarians to

enrich the arguments.

Waltke and O’Connor (1990) (from now on WO) start the chapter on interrogatives
with a brief description of English interrogatives and their grarﬁmatical peculiarities.
The description of English interrogatives is used to introduce the discussion of
Biblical Hebrew interrogatives. WO (§18.1.c) classify five question types for Biblical
Hebrew: (1) questions of fact, yes-no questions or polar questions (2) questions of

circumstance, (3) alternative questions, (4) exclamatory questions, and (5) rhetorical

questions.®

Table 1 - Classification of question types in Biblical Hebrew

1 DAY MR TINT Shall | go down after the Philistinés?
1 Sam 14:37
2 7237 ¥ And why is your heart sad?
1Sam 1:8
3 mRnR? 7YY NNYTYR 190 ... shall we go to Ramoth-gilead to
LIm-DX battle, or shall we forbear?
T 1 Kgs 22:156
4 2P PHIR 120 ... how fair are your tents, O Jacob ...
Num 24:5

20 Unless otherwise stated, the translation of the Hebrew is from RSV.
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5 7797 OYR2 TN Who is like thee, O LORD, among the
: T gods?
Ex 15:11

WO (§.18.1 .d) discuss interrogativés according to four major divisions, which are the
“four major parts of the interrogative-indefinite vocabulary of Hebrew: (1) the animate
pronoun, (2) the inanimate pronoun, (3) locative particles, and (4) temporal
particles.”' In our description we add a more extensive treatment of interrogatives

marked. by the interrogative particle i1 and the alleged unmarked interrogatives in

Biblical Hebrew, which are relegated to a short paragraph and a few footnotes in
WO. Thus, one finds below a discussion of (1) the interrogatives marked by the

particle 71 and alleged unmarked interrogatives, (2) interrogatives marked by the

animate pronoun, (3) interrogatives marked by the inanimate pronoun, (4)
interrogatives marked by the locative particles, and (5) interrogatives marked by

temporal particles.

1. Particle 77 and Alleged Unmarked Interrogatives
WO first point out the use of the interrogative particle 7 (sometimes i3) to form

questions of fact and alternative questions in Biblical Hebrew. However, WO point
out in a footnote (§ 18.1.c n1) that the interrogative particles are not necessary to
characterise a question. They say that “Its character as a question was presumably
signalled in speech by intonation.” A similar view can be found in Gesenius-Kautzsch
(German version 1896, § 150) and is followed by many Biblical Hebrew
grammarians.?? However, GKC (§ 150 a n1) points out restrictions by Mitchell

(1908:115-129) regarding non-marked questions. Footnote 1 says that Mitchell

21 Because | follow WO in their description | also use their terminology regarding the interrogative
words, viz. animate pronoun, inanimate pronoun, locative particles, etc).

22 See also Davidson (1902:166), Miiller (1883:97), Jolion-Muraoka (§ 161.a), Brockelmann (1956:54),
Sperber (1966:622).
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restricts the number of these occurrences to 39, 12 of which he attributes to textual.
corruption. In Biblical Hebrew these so-called non-marked questions are sentences
that usually follow the standard declarative word order (VSO - in nominal sentences
S0), do not carry an interrogative particle and are normally translated as questions
because of their context. Jolon-Muraoka (§ 161.a), however, says “Sometimes the
‘question appears further indicated by word order” (example 9, Table 2, page 34).
The grammar also indicates that the “omission of the interrogative i1 is common after
1 introducing an apposition” (see example 28, Table 2, page 34). Furthermore, it says
that “this type of sentence is particularly frequent with a pronoun” (see examples 6, 4
,35, 38, 39, 40, 45, Table 2, page 34). Thus, of the grammars investigated, Joton-
Muraoka is the only one that indicates alternative ways of marking questions that are
not prefixed by the interrogative particle. These assumptions are investigated more

thoroughly at the end of our sample analysis, page 158)

The view that these lexically and grammatically unmarked questions were signalled
as such by intonation cannot be verified. We have already acknowledged the
. importance of intonational studies for questions (page 12), but also indicated that
they have little value for identifying questions in a “written Ianguage".z»3 See Table 2

on page 34 for the most common examples of these alleged questions.

Early in this chapter the difference between ques;(ions with the interrogative particle 77
and question words was pointed out (page 17). Basically, questions using the
interrogative particle are used to form polar questions (yes-no questions) and to
introduce disjunctive questions. A third use would be with the negative X% (R%1)

which was described above (page 16) as tag questions. In these three cases the

position of the particle is always sentence initial and it may occur before nominal or

23 This term is preferred over “dead language”. According to Miller (1992:13) “The issue is not that
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verbal sentences. i1 is used “when the questioner is wholly uncertain as to the

answer to be expected” (GKC § 150 d). A common use for the particle pointed out by
grammarians is for exclamations. It is, however, necessary to be clear regarding this
terminology because when using it we are dealing wifh functional categories. In
terms of sentence classification in English we | usually find declaratives,
interrogatives, imperatives and exclamatives.?* These sentences types are defined

by their syntactic form in English. For instance, Quirk et al. (1985:803) state:

() Declaratives are sentences in which the subject is present and

generally precedes the verb.

(I) Interrogatives are sentences which are formally marked in one of

two ways:

(i) yes-no interrogatives: the operator is placed in front of the
subject.
(i) wh-interrogatives: the interrogative wh-element is

positioned initially.

(N) Imperatives are sentences which normally have no overt

grammatical subject, and whose verb has the base form.

(IV) Exclamatives are sentences which have an initial phrase

introduced by what or how, usually with subject verb order.

In terms of discourse function we find (Quirk et al. 1985:803ff):

(a) Statements are primarily used to convey information
(b) Questions ére primarily used to seek information on a specific
point.

(c) Directives are primarily used to instruct somebody to do

something.

there are no living speakers, but that we know the language only through its written records.”

24 gcholars will differ regarding these categories. Lyons (1981) for instance assumes that only three
categories are universal: making statements, asking questions and issuing commands.
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" (d) Exclamations are primarily used for expressing the extent to which

the speaker is impressed by something.
What happens is that the syntactic class is not always associated with the functional
class. Thus, an interrogative sentence may have an exclamatory function, or a
rhetorical question may have a statement function. It is important then that we
observe which of these classifications is meant by the different grammarians. For

instance, Joton-Muraoka (§ 161.b) calls the particle 7 (and also R%1) an
interrogative adverb (also GKC § 100 i); however he states that “the adverb i1, which

is common for questions, sometimes has an exclamatory nuance.” This is a typical

case where the syntactic device does not match the functional classification.

GKC (§ 150 e) notes that “A few passages deserve special mention, in which the use
of the interrogative is altogether different from our idiom, sihce it serves merely to '
express thé conviction that the contents of the statement are well known to the
hearer, and are unconditionally admitted by him.” This function is contrary to the one

stated above about the use of the particle 77 in simple questions: “when the

questioner is wholly uncertain as to the answer to be expected” (GKC § 150 d)."
Table 3 on page 34 shows a few examples of sentences introduced by the particle i1
with an alleged exclamative use. As Jolion-Muraoka (§ 162.a) points out “The line
between question and exclamation is often ill-defined.” In mosf cases one should say
that it is unnecessary. This point is yet more relevant when we look at the use of
interrogatiye words that can also be used as exclamatives (example 4, Table 1, page
19). The same sort of unclear usage applies to X>77 (or X177). Brongers (1981:177-
189) suggests, on accouﬁt of contemporary translations, many different uses for
sentences introduced by the particle: for genuine questions expecting positive
answers or negative answers; for questidns marked by reproach; speech to ask for

attention; for emphatic stress (rather, certainly, surely, indeed, exactly) and other

23



Stellenbosch University https://scholar.sun.ac.za

alternative renderings (except, only, please). Brongers (1981:189), however,

concludes that he is “fully aware of the subjective character” of some of his

distinctions.

A less controversial use of the particle 17 is in disjunctive questions. Normally the first
member is introduced by the particle 17 and the second is introduced by D&, OXY, 17 or
X. WO calls it alternative questions (example 3, Table 1, page 19). It also occurs as
a double quéstion (@RI"DR17). Jolion-Muraoka (§ 161.e) states that “A disjunctive

question is sometimes a mere stylistic feature, used in cases of synonymous

parallelism, e.g. Gen 37:8.” 17 is also used in indirect questions.

A further discussion about questions using 17 is the fact that originally, without the

Masoretic signs, the definite article and the particle were absolutely identical in form.
Sperber (1966:625) states that they were also identical in pronunciation and that
“The context excluded the possibility of confusion.” He further says that “It is solely
due to Masoretic schematization that the tendency became prevalent to differentiate
between the two functions of the preposition by way of vocalisation.” This position,
however, seems to be isolated. It is obvious that the form in both cases was
identical, but to assume that pronunciation was identical lacks support of any kind.
Besides that, unless otherwise indicated, it is wise to assume that the MT represents

the grammar (including phonology) of biblical times (see WO § 1.6).

2. The Animate Pronoun - *»
As we pointed out above, the animate pronoun is part of the “four major parts of the

interrogative-in'deﬁnite vocabulary of Hebrew: (1) the animate pronoun, (2) the
inanimate pronoun, (3) the locative particles, and (4) the temporal particles” (WO §
18.1.d). ' These are similar to the wh-words in English and their use is more

straightforward than the interrogatives discussed above. The animate pronoun *2
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does not vary for gender and number and sometimes may even refer to a neuter

noun (WO § 18.2, GKC § 137 a). "» is found in three case functions (nominative,

genitive and accusative) as the examples:

1 PR Oy 9 9% AT n Who told you that you were naked?
' Gen 3:11 |

2 PR *n~N3 ... whose daughter you are.
' Gen 24:23

3 n2WR 2 NR Whom shall | send ...?
' ' Is 6:8

The most basic use of " is to seek identification of persons in direct or indirect

questions. Most frequently it occupies the initial position in the sentence but not

always (see note 19). 1 is also frequently used as an indefinite pronoun, also similar
to the wh-words in English. WO (§ 18.2) classifies the interrogative uses of *» in

simple clauses as:

e a predicate in verbless clauses. To elicit identification or classification.

XN "Who are you?"
Ruth 3:9

¢ With demonstrative 17 following it.

23R WIT 17N "Abner, whose son is this youth?"'
1 Sam 17:55

¢ With the repetition of the question word for emphatic purpose.

QIYIT 0P P but who are to go?
Ex 10:8

e Associated with various partitive constructions

797 1D 1ARI T 7297902 0 "And who among all your servants
AN°22 7290 TDYRYRTIR 10 is so faithful as David, who is the
TmEomE e o king's son-in-law, and captain over
your bodyguard, and honored in
your house?

1 Sam 22:14
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e Also Jdg 21:8; 2 Kgs 6:11

"1 can also govern another clause (1 Sam 26:14; Ex 3:11). When it is embedded in

another clause as a relative pronoun WO (§ 18.2.c) call it an indirect question and
admit that it is a “blending of a relative with an interrogative sense.” We cannot see,

however, any interrogative character in the sentences, but rather a purely relative

sense.
1 ~ I3 9277DR ORY D Ry XY | do not know who has done this
T Y IS ¥ thing.
Gen 21:26
2 N17RTID DR YRV 9900 0R" And the king said, “Inquire whose
' " :ppbyn son the stripling is.”
M 1 Sam 17:56

Two other uses of " pointed out by WO are exclamatory and rhetorical. Again the

terminology used is not clear. WO (§ 18.2.f) use the ambiguous expression
“exclamatory questions.” In other words, it is not clear whether the form or the
function of an expression is referred to. They, however, admit the problem at later
stage: “The considerable overlap among the four functional classes, notébly of
interrogative clauses and exclamations, is not our special concern here. Evaluation
of difficult cases is a matter of more specialised study” (§ 40.1.a). The problem,
however, as we see it, is not the overlap of the functional classes, but a problem of
ill-defined functional categories. The same confusion applies to the descriptions in
GKC (§ 150) and JoUon-Muraoka (§ 162.a). The description by Quirk et al.
(1985:825) may be helpful concerning these distinctions (for English):
The exclamatory question is interrogative in structure, but has the illo-

cutionary force of an exclamatory assertion. Typically it is a negative

yes-no question with a final falling ‘instead of rising tone ...

Concerning rhetorical questions they say:
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The rhetorical question is interrogative in structljre, but has the force
of a stroﬁg assertion. It generally does not expect an answer ...
There are also rhetorical wh-questions. The positive question is
equivalent to a statement which the wh-element is replaced by a
negative element: ... How can [ [stress] help it? [“There is no reason

why | can help it."]
It is obvious that the descripfion for English grammar does not match the Hebrew.
However, the distinctions made by Quirk et al. are helpful for our analysis. They
illustrate the advantages of distinguishing between form and function, sentence type
and discourse function. If the same holds for Biblical Hebrew, it is then necessary to
have a good description of the sentence structure in Biblical Hebrew in order to
describe its function(s). Thus, to define rhetorical questions in Biblical Hebrew it is
first necessary to have a good description of the interrogative sentence structure in

Biblical Hebrew. WO (§ 18.2.f) state:

Exclamatory and rhetorical questions in *» must be recognised from
their context, though there are patterns associated with each group.
Exclamatory questions usually have a non-perfective verb, and the

sense is desiderative: “Who will act?” > “Oh that someone would act!”

N2 D PIPW? 1 IR TIT TIRDN And David said longingly, "O that
MYWa WR anb-na someone would give me water to
TorTh oo drink from the well of Bethlehem
which is by the gate!"
2 Sam 23:15
IR KT N 0 M 0 Behold, he snatches away; who can
SYR-TD hinder him? Who will say to him,
T What doest thou?
Job 9:12
TIR2 LDV "V OR DIPYIAR RN Absalom said moreover, "Oh that |
o were judge in the land!"
2Sam 154

Rhetorical questions aim not to gain information but to give
information with passion ... The rhetorical use of °», however, for self-

abasement or for insult occurs within a consistent grammatical

structure and is considered here.
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WO (§ 18.2.g) quote Coats (1970:26) for this specific grammatical structure. The

structure proposed by Coats consists of two elements:

(i) Question constructed as noun clause with interrogative °», 717 with pronoun,
name or noun.

(i) Assertion introduced by *, TWX or waw consecutive imperfect around a
verbal form.

The relation of the elements is described as follows (WO § 18.2.g n14):

The second element regularly picks up the object of the first element
as the subject or object of the verb or the object of a preposition...
[The pattern] poses a question..., then abases the noun or pronoun
subject by an implied answer to the question. On the basis of the

implied answer, the verb ... is negated.

(i) (i)
%0% 100 IR *J18 »  Who am |... that | should be son-in-
. o law to the king?
1 Sam 18:18
P2 YDUR WK 7 on  Whois the LORD, that | should
I ' heed his voice...
Ex 5:2

The so-called rhetorical questions are dealt with more extensively in the first section

of the sample analysis, Chapter 3.

3. The Inanimate Pronoun - /72

The inanimate pronoun 12 is also found in three case functions (nominative, genitive

and accusative (most common)) with several distinct vocalisations,”® which are

pointed in the examples below. It is also frequently combined with prepositions (e.g.,

example 2):
1 DR27 °2 XN WUBTIR What is my offence? What is my
IR sin, that you have hotly pursued
o me?
Gen 31:36

25 For the vocalisation see GKC (§ 37), Jotion-Muraoka (§ 37).
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2 sTIWPR 0D VIR A0 T 0IR 0K But he said, "O Lord GOD, how
o " S am | to know that | shall possess
it?"
Gen 15:8
3 ' oy "What have you done?”
' Gen 4:10

Although one can find a wide variety of uses for the inanimate 10, its uses are not

controversial. For the sake of completeness we list the most common syntactic uses

of the inanimate pronoun according to WO (§ 18.3).

There are six common uses of it without prepositions of which the common sense of

the pronoun is “what”, with the exception of one case (see case 4 below).
1) As the direct object of a verb.

I27IRR What shall | give you?
' Gen 30:31

2) With demonstrative 117 to add “vividness”.

PPYY DRTTIN What is this that you have done?
Gen 3:13

3) Further specified by an accusative of specification.

MY OTATIMN What guilt is on my hands?
1 Sam 26:18

4) Meaning “why?”, sometimes with 1.

WX PYYRTI Why do you cry to me?
Ex 14:15%

5) In verbless interrogative clauses with lamed of interest, usually with personal ob-

ject, but also with double objects.

26 “What do you cry to me for?” makes perfect sense and the interrogative word retains its original
meaning.
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37 R What troubles you, Hagar?
Gen 21:17

P17 I80Y 7 AR What right have you to recite my
statutes?
Ps 50:16

6) Past time reference with i7°77.

wRpT1ah M nraR What has come over the son of
- ' Kish?
1 Sam 10:11

With prepositions the inanimate pronoun takes a variety of senses which are pointed

out below.

1) Most common with © / 719% meaning “why?”.

1903 N7 3% 1IN OBy Why are you angry, and why has
your countenance fallen?
Gen 4.6

2) Sometimes it has a quasi-rhetorical sense introducing an undesirable alternative

(in some cases preceded by a relative pronoun).

ANMX TNY CIHY Let me go; why should | kill you?
1 Sam 19:17
02°397DX XY Y WX ...my lord the king...should see
that you... ‘

[otherwise he will see you]
WO translation '
Dan 1:10

3) Combined with 2 the pronoun means “in what?, on what?” and “how?” With 2

meaning “how many?” or “how much?”

i bo)i7E iyl o] In what else shall he sleep?
Ex 22:26 Ex 22:27
S W R I3 How many are the days of the
_ years of your life?
Gen 47:8
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4) May combine with ¥ (“ how long?”) and %¥ (“on what basis?”, “why?”).

m% *7903 NRTIY UK 03
Ps 4:3

73y 100 7 %Y

O men, how long shall my honor
suffer shame?

Ps 4:2

Why will you still be smitten...?
Is 1:5

The pronoun is also used for exclamatory questions involving either an adjective or a

verb.

D
Ps 36:8

gk £l

How precious
Ps 36.7

Or how can we clear ourselves?
Gen 44:16

One can also find 111 used for rhetorical questions involving similar principles of the

self-abasement formulas with 7 described above (page 28).

Ay °2 2220 7Y 7 °2
I3 99730 1270

AIN™7 VIR
Ps 8.4

What is your servant, who is but a
dog, that he should do this great
thing?

2 Kgs 8:13

What is man that thou art mindful
of him...?

Ps 8.5

i1 is used for rhetorical questions that expect strong negative answers.

R¥I™AD 4P 13

4. The Locative Particles

...what is that between you and

me?
Gen 23:15

Under question words we still need to describe the locative particles. They are part of

the wh-words in English. According to WO (§ 18.4) they are “organised around X

“where?”, including a variety of compounds (e.g., 7™ °R) and related forms (e.g.,

19°R).” The following uses are described by WO:
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1) °XR as a simple locative particle (alone or with 11T).

IR 927 X Where is Abel your brother?
- Gen 4:9
2) With pronominal suffixes
n2x Where are you?
Gen 3:9

3) As a directional locative - T X.

DRI NIR7R Where have you come from...?
' Gen 16:8

4) Also with the sense of “where?” and related to °R are 1°X and 19°X. 1°X is used

only in nominal clauses and 19°X is used in both, verbal and nominal clauses.
YR W K Where is Sarah your wife?
Gen 18:9

M 53173‘? TOR Where are Samuel and David?
1 Sam 19:22

NAY* XY MoK Where have you not been lain
with?
Jer 3:2

5) Another sense for words related to °X is “how?” and includes 7°X. 112°X and 122X

(the last two are rare).

3y OpR PR How do you advise me to answer
' this people?
1 Kgs 12:6
*72% KPR 1R How can | bear alone...you...?
o Deut 1:12

MIWAYR 122K ...how could | put it on?
Cant 5:3

6) Also related to °X are X and ]’X meaning respectively “where?” and “whence?”.

WO considers the probability of the unattested form J°X be the source of both.
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elgilry I Where did you go?
o ~ 1Sam 10:14
N2p RD Whence have you come?
Job 1:7

7) Two other related forms, which are almost identical are 73R and 773X. The first is
probably 1X with directive h and the second is an extended form of i7IX. Both forms

usually mean “whither, where?”.

2%n M) ...where are you going?
' [Whither are you going]
WO translation
Gen 16:8
D%y MK IR Whither are we going up?
' Deut 1:28

A last use pointed out by WO is the locative sense of 73R extended in the phrase

73R ™7Y meaning “how long?, till when?”.

DRIRRD TIRTTIY How long do you refuse...?
- Ex 16:28

5. Temporal Particle
The adverb °Nn is only briefly cited by WO and it is a temporal adverb that means

“when?” It is often used with % and 7¥. “when? and “how long?”

"D’Q? JIXT0) TWIR DR ARV But now when shall | provide for
my own household also?
Gen 30:30

-

Another question word that must be mentioned is the adverb 1. It is used as a
question word meaning “why?” The difference between Y111 and 1Y, if there is one,

is yet to be determined. Some scholars argue that the words are semantically

different (e.g. Jepsen (1967:106-113), Nakarai (1982:45-50) Hyman (1987:173-
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-183)). Hyman, for instance, argues that in the book of Genesis at least, ¥1
questions are used to seek information while 1% questions are critical/corrective or

expressive/emotive. Against this position (specifically Jepsen's | article) Barr
(1985:33) asserts that “As regard's the difference between M and L, it suggests that
there is very little real distinction of meaning but that a multitude of syntactic and

stylistic factors affect the choice of one term against the other.”

Table 2 - Alleged non-marked questions in Biblical Hebrew

Letters following the numbers in column one correspond to: GKC 1910 (G); Miller
1883 (M); Davidson 1901 (D); Jotion-Muraoka 1991 (J); Waltke and O'Connor (W),
Sperber 1966 (S). Shaded items correspond to instances where Mitchell (1908)
attributes the absence of the interrogative particle to textual corruption. Items marked
with border lines in the first column are the instances which Mitchell deems that the
sentences were wrongly rendered as interrogatives and classified as instances of the
omission of the interrogative i1.The translations are from RSV which sometimes does
not translate them as questions. . '

(1) YTInN ONY2 IR After | have grown old, and my hus-
GD ' qpT 23T MY band is old, shall | have pleasure?
o Gen'18:12

3) . n2ayin~ny nan m If we sacrifice offerings abominable
G 1:'7,70’ x471 D-,sm;', o7IYn to the Egyptians before their eyes,
" Ex 822 will they not stone us?
- Ex 8:26 .
(4) win '7NT(D’ ’T?{{ T3 anN So then the LORD, the God of Is-
GJ . RRY YRIWY iny 2300 squ nx rael, dispossessed the Amorites
T e from before his people Israel; and
v are you to take possessmn of them?
e L : Jdg 11:23
(5) - "R )L N3 Behold, I have not told my father
G,D, ST9IR T9Y OPTAT KD nor my mother, and shall | tell you?
J o S Jdg 14:16
(6) - WYY TR MIRY Shall Saul reign over us? -
G,S : ‘ 1 Sam 11:12
(7 RYYDR 1202 TNYRY Ry 2 For now the slaughter among the
S , ' Philistines has not been great.
' N 1 Sam 14:30
(8) DR oun | will die.
' ' 1 Sam 14:43

27 The Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch reads 7IRRI as in verse 21.
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1917 IR 7Y 177 2 npYy

oY ARI2 7Y Do you come peaceably? j
G.D, - 1 Sam 16 4 ‘
J,S : 5
(10) 2R QYR Y7 VIR VIO 03 It knew that |t was determined by
GD XYY 99y X92Y YD my father that ﬁ;/lll shtoulﬁ corr;e
© 0 15 IR AR upon you, would | not tell you-
© 17 T ALX 1 Sam 20:9
(11) JTITNR ODX2TTI IR DOVAWR o0 Do | lack madmen, that you have
W, S o Yy VIRWEY brought this fellow to play the mad-
o man in my presence?
1 Sam 21:16
(12) WY 0P 0299% NI W12 1 Will the son of Jesse give every one
G,D NIRD "W D°BOR O°HIOY of you fields and vineyards, will he
59 0o me‘, s make you all commanders of thou-
TToovEs omEmR o sands and commanders of hun-
dreds, that all of you have conspired
against me?
1 Sam 22.7,8
(13) I9-ORWH ~HIRYY N o Is today the first time that | have in-
D, S ' ' 0oToRa quired of God for him?
S 1 Sam 22:15
- (14) 7772 WY 12ORTNR WIR RN For if a man finds his enemy, will he
G S =99p let him go away safe?
1 Sam 24'20 1 Sam 24:19
(15)  °nnav NRY "RRTHX) 2T2TNR AR Shall | take my bread and my water
GD D’WJNb AN vn;b ANV WK and my meat that | have killed for
=T I OR CRYT N‘? QUR my shearers, and give it to men who
oo i come from | do not know where?
1 Sam 25:11
(16) MWIVRT NITTITIT IR 9T Shalll pursue after this band? Shall |
S ' ' ) . - | overtake them? , l
1 Sam 30:8 5
(17) nwa°sn 717 RN And David said, 'Mephlboshethl"
33D ' ' ' 28am 9:6 ,
(18) nispa @°2W® 7737 YRIV 197 The ark and Israel and Judah dwell
G,D, 'sm-b.{; IR 729 281 37X in booths; and my lord Joab and the
J "NP2-Y8 Riay *IRY O TYT servants of my lord are camping in
PYR-OY 22071 NINYST YIRS the open field; shall | then go to my
house, to eat and to drink, and to lie
with my wife? As you live, and as
your soul lives, | will not do this
thing.
2 Sam 11:11
(19) NRY YR VIR 097 IR Yinn You came only yesterday, and shall
G ' ' | today make you wander about with

us, seeing | go | know not where?
2 Sam 15:20
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(20) VDR 7700 Is this your loyalty to your friend?
GM, S 2 Sam 16:17

D

ey © o oibwaRy 1wk oivw?® ~1s it well with the young man Ab-
G,D, T - salom? -

J.w, "2 Sam 18:29

(22) YRIW2 whR npY 0iNn Shall any one be put to death in Is-
D, S " 28am19:23 rael this day?

2 Sam 19:22

(23) n%iy n*™12 °3 YR-0Y N3 197K
D WYY 1WA Y02 MYy oR
PR3 K973 van=2))

Yea, does not my house stand so
with God? For he has made with me
an everlasting covenant, ordered in
all things and secure. For will he not
cause to prosper all my help and my
desire?

2 Sam 23:5

(24) WVIR DR DR 7900 IR My lord the king, have you said,
G,D, SRDI™YY AW RITY MR o0 Adonijah shall reign after me, and
J,S ‘ LT o he shall sit upon my throne?
1 Kgs 1:24
(25) YRIWT-HY 721%n NYyD DY AN Do you now govern Israel?
D, S : 1 Kgs 21:7
(26) - WORTIDT WK 777 "37KY Did I not go with you in spirit when
G.D , J0RIY 9pan Yyn - the man tumned from his chariot to
» ST TR TR T meet you?
: . 2 Kgs 5:26 .
(27) 9330 PR) And shall you be delivered?
D ' -2 Kgs 19:11
(28) DYIoRT DRR Y2p) 2jvINR 03 Shall we receive good at the hand
GJ Yap) XY Y7~ of God, and shall we not receive
. ' I evil?
Job 2:10
(29) TDYTYRY WY MM RITIIT Remember that thou hast made me
G - ' PR of clay; and wilt thou turn me to dust
o again?
Job 10:9
(30) SNOYIN IR BR WY N8I Why does thy anger smoke against
S o the sheep of thy pasture?
Ps 74:1
(31) niama 7N POIYD W Should your springs be scattered
G ' M350 abroad, streams of water in the
R streets?
Prov 5:16
(32) AR W NRY DR Have you seen him whom my soul
D,S o ' loves?

Songs 3:3

28 Mitchell (1908) reads as in verse 32.
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/

P37 3702

(33) AN WYD I They shall be as white as snow ...
S o they shall become like wool.
: Is 1:18
(34) PT ony Does one crush bread grain?
-G Is 28:28 v )
(35)  TIWR °2%» WY IWR DYDY NRR 73T Behold, you have heard what the
G,J 5%IA TARY ONIY DIRG9 kings of Assyria have done to alll
CreooTTE T T T lands, destroying them utterly. And
shall you be delivered?
Is 37:11
(36) MPER R WXRTIDD NYIW P3N Half of it | burned in the fire, | also
G 73!71!1'7 11n91 11'7;11 '7y baked bread on its coals, | roasted
'73&1 W3 7'72& nn‘v ﬂes: atr;d hav_(ej eatefn.; and :hall.l
make the residue of it an abomina-
TR 1Y 5’35 TYIX - fion? Shall I fall down before a block
of wood?
Is 44:19b
(37) 71 on DIPYY Y p DinwY To drink the waters of the Nile? ...
S ' ' ' To drink the waters of the
Euphrates?
Jer 2:18
(38) 7Y DYTRIPI IWR YR 137 2 For behold, | begin to work evil at
G,D, IPIN NRIT OPRY yj:;'? S IR the city which is called l?y my name,
J and shall you go unpunished?
Jer 25:29
(39) nivTa 79"Wpan apx) And do you seek great things for
G,J I ' yourself?
Jer 45:5
(40) 0i27 NINY'Y QLBYH PRTIVR M If those who did not deserve to drink
G,J XY 7pIp r}'p; mn'my_{j mip‘v_ inY the cup must drink it, will you go un-
' b npa% punished?
o Jer 49:12 »
(41) 29077 NIVIT RYD R 1% *8n Is it not from the mouth of the Most
G ' - High that good and evil come?
: Lam 3:38
(42) TIRYRY T Abyn Can it ever be used for anything!

Ezek 15:5

Can he break the covenant and yet

S escape?
Ezek 17:15

(45) WR2 02°12 °2¥732 02°NI0R DXV When you offer your gifts and sacri-

G,D, o)Ly 3 DD"ﬂ'?J '73'7 D°XHYI DR fice your sons by fire, you defile

J,S LXMW 3 DD‘? WITIR 2IX) yourselves with all your idols to this

TTErT T omToomymorms day. And shall | be inquired of by
you, O house of Israel?
' A Ezek 20:31
(46) 7IpDR~RY | will not punish
S - Hos 4:14
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(47) A2 W23 M oYY ANy can the LORD now feed them like a
G, S Tt lamb in a broad pasture?
Hos 4:16
(48) DT7OR IX) | would redeem them
S B ' Hos 7:13
(49) 1917307 9297 12370y 0R KT IR And should not | pity Nineveh, that
G,D, ' ' great city ...?
S Jon 4:11
(50) NMIRY °1ya X7 %D If it is marvellous in the sight of the
G 193703 077 002 157 ova remnant of this people in these
A A A S i days, should it also be marvellous in
MR T, oY R2%! my sight, says the LORD of hosts?
Zech 8:6
Table 3 - Alleged exclamative use of the particle /7
1 PR OY 2 17 737 0 RM He said, "Who told you that you -
‘nYaY PRIE WK TYTTIT were naked? Have you eaten of the
o AYIR 1IDN-9OR tree of which | commanded you not
TeTToowr T to eat?"
Gen 3:11
2 aPY? YRR 00 RN Esau said, “Is he not rightly named
Jacob?”
Gen 27:36
3 DR TIRTIIT 2PYY 12% MRM Then Laban said to Jacob,
ANI2WR N Y% 77°37 07 IPTAN "Because you are my kinsman,
o ' should you therefore serve me for
nothing? Tell me, what shall your
wages be?"
: Gen 29:15
4 Ri2n 777 2IOR 17790 7292 n?ga'x’ba Are they not beyond the Jordan,
Y 139Y3 2w ;;ygaj ]’WNZ! Unwa west of the road, toward the going
T =.'1'1'?;>= 2395% HYR 355 ‘down of the sun, in the land of the
oo oo Canaanites who live in the Arabah,
over against Gilgal, beside the oak
of Moreh?
Deut 11:30
5 T PRIVITIOR MM MY RO The LORD, the God of Israel, com-
nIwy 9y DUE"?W. 99ap 972 PO mands you, Go, gather your men at
:ﬁ'ﬁ:'r 3913 *SADI 13N WX O°DYXR Mount Tabor, taking ten thousand
S Lo from the tribe of Naphtali and the
tribe of Zebulun.
Jdg 4:6
6 I IR D YK MRN ... and said to him, Thus the LORD
ani*a PR N9 nvbad TR has said, | revealed myself to the
T Ty b ovena house of your father when they were
TR T in Egypt subject to the house of
Pharaoh. )
1 Sam 2:27
7 FIRDT R0 v¥ma RiYg Is not the arrow beyond you?

1 Sam 20:37
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8 NMRI IV DY NPT apyTn Do you know that Ramoth-gilead
=uﬁx'?|'775 7 AOR DOpn 0w belongs to us, and we keep quiet
T T ' and do not take it out of the hand of
the king of Syria?
1 Kgs 22:3
9 VDVHTTNR NYT? 0IY RivD Is it not for you to know justice?
o ) T Micah 3:1 -
10 QIR QW 30 IV DY DRI Do you not know this from of old,
o o ':yq'x-s'py since man was placed upon earth ...
o Job 20:4

QUESTIONS IN THE SAMPLE TEXT

With this comprehensive (not exhaustive) catalogue of the surface level
characteristics of questions in Biblical Hebrew we may now point out the marked
questions in our samplevtext. Also, in comparison with an English translation, we
point out alleged unmarked questions in Genesis 37-50. Table 4 on page 46 and

Table 5 on page 47 summarise the questions in the sample text.

Gen 37:8 ,
2iWnTaR 1°%Y 790 1907 IR 17 10R"
PRRYGTRY IR RIV 7Y 107 12 Ywnn
7Y
His brothers said to him, “Are you indeed to reign over us? Or are you indeed

to have dominion over us?” So they hated him yet more for his dreams and for
his words.

Gen 37:10 _
PAN ﬁB‘W.YJ:?'_I 'I’U{{"??j':l 1’;}3"7?5 90N
Xi27 pR70 WR 17 0¥ an 9% oRn
T2 TODWI? TOR) ToR) VIR Ri2)
| TR
But when he told it to his father and to his brothers, his father rebuked him, and
said to him, “What is this dream that you have dreamed? Shall | and your

mother and your brothers indeed come to bow ourselves to the ground before
you?”

Gen 37:13

Y IR RI%T 9099 W MR
2337 12 R PR AR 127 oova

And Israel said to Joseph, “Are not your brothers pasturing the flock at
Shechem? Come, | will send you to them.” And he said to him, “Here | am.”
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Gen 37:15
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And a man found him wandering in the fields; and the man asked him, “What
are you seeking?”

Gen 37:16
"9 RITTTHT WRaR I ORTNR IR
WYY 07 DK
“I am seeking my brothers,” he said, ‘tell me, | pray you, where they are
pasturing the flock.”

Gen 37:26
39171 2 YR2TARD PORTOR 7790 RM
=ﬁn3-n§ 12°92) 1 TIRTDR
Then Judah said to his brothers, “What profit is it if we slay our brother and
conceal his blood?”

Gen 37:30
3§ BPR T2 R IROR YN
NI I
And returned to his brothers, and said, “The lad is gone; and |, where shall |
go?ﬂ

DP28 YR W27 0027 NINDNY MW
193 NINDT RITIT XYY IRT TR
RYOR K17

And they sent the long robe with sleeves and brought it to their father, and
said, “This we have found; see now whether it is your son's robe or not.”

Gen 38:16
RIIN RITTIIT R JITA9R PR 0N
IMRP R NP2 2 ¥7I? KD "D PR
29X X12D °2 7 IppTAn
He went over to her at the road side, and said, “Come, let me come in to you,”

for he did not know that she was his daughter-in-law. She said, “What will you
give me, that you may come in to me?”

Gen 38:17
TRET™TR DTYTT3 MWK Y9IR RN
HPY 7Y 13299 TRDTOR TRKA

He answered, ‘I will send you a kid from the flock.” And she said, “Will you give
me a pledge, till you send it?” ‘
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Gen 38:18
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He said, “What pledge shall | give you?” She replied, “Your signet and your

cord, and your staff that is in your hand.” So he gave them to her, and went in
to her, and she conceived by him.

Gen 38:21
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And he asked the men of the place, “Where is the harlot who was at Enaim by -
the wayside?” And they said, “No harlot has been here.”

Gen 39:9
- qDIRYY Capn A7 m22 T N
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“He is not greater in this house than | am; nor has he kept back anything from

me except yourself, because you are his wife; how then can | do this great
wickedness, and sin against God?”

Gen 40:7
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So he asked Pharaoh's officers who were with him in custody in his master's
house, “Why are your faces downcast today?”

Gen 40:8
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They said to him, “We have had dreams, and there is no one to interpret them.”

And Joseph said to them, “Do not interpretations belong to God? Tell them to
me, | pray you.”

Gen 41:38
WO 712 R¥RIT 1VTYTIR VIR IR
92 TR TN R

And Pharaoh said to his servants, “Can we find such a man as this, in whom is
the Spirit of God?”

41



Stellenbosch University https://scholar.sun.ac.za

Gen 42:1

PR 02303 WY 02 IpY RN
Shalels) 173‘7 m:'? Py

When Jacob learned that there was grain in Egypt, he said to his sons, “Why
do you look at one another?”

Gen 42:7
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Joseph saw his brothers, and knew them, but he treated them like strangers

and spoke roughly to them. “Where do you come from?” he said. They said,
“From the land of Canaan, to buy food.”

Gen 42:22
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And Reuben answered them, “Did | not tell you not to sin against the lad? But
you would not listen. So now there comes a reckoning for his blood.”

Gen 42:28
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And he said to his brothers, “My money has been put back; here it is in the

mouth of my sack!” At this their hearts failed them, and they turned trembling to
one another, saying, “What is this that God has done to us?”

Gen 43:6
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Israel said, “Why did you treat me so ill as to tell the man that you had another
brother?”

Gen 43:7
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They replied, “The man questioned us carefully about ourselves and our
kindred, saying, “Is your father still alive? Have you another brother?” What we
told him was in answer to these questions; could we in any way know that he
would say, Bring your brother down?” .
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Gen 43:27
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And he inquired about their welfare, and said, “Is your father well, the old man
of whom you spoke? Is he still alive?”

Gen 43:29
TPRTI2 1OR PRIATOR RN VPP RPN
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And he lifted up his eyes, and saw his brother Benjamin, his mother's son, and

said, “Is this your youngest brother, of whom you spoke to me? God be
gracious to you, my son!”

Gen 44:4
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When they had gone but a short distance from the city, Joseph said to his

steward, “Up, follow after the men; and when you overtake them, say to them,
Why have you returned evil for good? [Why have you stolen my silver cup?”*°

Gen 44:5
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DY WY DOV 13 vy

“Is it not from this that my lord drinks, and by this that he divines? You have
done wrong in so doing.”

Gen 44:7
071272 I8 72T 77 VIR 1R
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They said to him, “Why does my lord speak such words as these? Far be it
from your servants that they should do such a thing!”

Gen 44.8
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“Behold, the money which we found in the mouth of our sacks, we brought

back to you from the land of Canaan; how then should we steal silver or gold
from your lord's house?”

29 This sentence does not appear in the text of BHS.
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Gen 44:15
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Joseph said to them, “What deed is this that you have done? Do you not know
that such a man as | can indeed divine?”

Gen 44:16
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And Judah said, “What shall we say to my lord? What shall we speak? Or how
can we clear ourselves? God has found out the guilt of your servants; behold,

we are my lord's slaves, both we and he also in whose hand the cup has been
found.”

Gen 44:19
:m,z-ﬁx N DQ‘?‘ID'_’_E; KRG PIAYTNR '7?_{!? JIN
“My lord asked his servants, saying, Have you a father, or a brother?”

Gen 44:34
PR NPR IPIT] IR AR TR
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“For how can | go back to my father if the lad is not with me? | fear to see the
evil that would come upon my father.”

Gen 45:3
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And Joseph said to his brothers, ‘| am Joseph; is my father still alive?” But his -
brothers could not answer him, for they were dismayed at his presence.

Gen 46:33 '
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“When Pharaoh calls you, and says, What is your occupation?”
Gen 47:3
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Pharaoh said to his brothers, “What is your occupation?” And they said to
Pharaoh, “Your servants are shepherds, as our fathers were.”
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Gen 47:8
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And Pharaoh said to Jacob, “How many are the days of the years of your life?”

Gen 47:15
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And when the money was all spent in the land of Egypt and in the land of

Canaan, all the Egyptians came to Joseph, and said, “Give us food; why
should we die before your eyes? For our money is gone.”

Gen 47:19
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“Why should we die before your eyes, both we and our land? Buy us and our
land for food, and we with our land will be slaves to Pharaoh; and give us seed,
that we may live, and not die, and that the land may not be desolate.”

Gen 48:8
IPRTD MR 90T *327NR YRIV? XN
When Israel saw Joseph's sons, he said, “Who are these?” '

Gen 49:9
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‘Judah is a lion's whelp; from the prey, my son, you have gone up. He stooped
down, he couched as a lion, and as a lioness; who dares rouse him up?”

Gen 50:19
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But Joseph said to them, “Fear not, for am | in the place of God?”
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Table 4 - Interrogatives in the Joseph narrative - Genesis 37-50

Pericope | Text - Speech Hebrew verbs English verbs in Hebrew Markers
Type in the frame the frame
37:5-11 37:8 Direct - S3T [ 3mxm they said Topn-/oRS2
choral30 ,

37:10 Direct M 993 7 MRN rebuked/said /R
37:12-17 | 37:13 Direct S TR he said N3

37:15 Direct [ IORW?) /7 TORY asked/saying “nn

37:16 Direct S TR he said O
37:23-30 | 37:26 Direct S R™ he said “nn

37:30 Direct S IR he said IR
37:31-33 | 37:32 Direct - choral | S MRN. they said nnag-
38:15-23 | 38:16 Direct S RM she said )

38:17 Direct S MWIRM she said Unmarked

38:18 Direct S RN he said m

38:21 Direct S. | Yxwm he asked R
39:7-10 39:9 Direct M IR /IR refused/said TR
40:7-9 40:7 Direct l YRWN / IRY asked/saying Rk 7o)

40:8 Direct S MR he said Ri%;
41:37-41 | 41:38 Direct S RN said R0
42:1-17 | 42:1 Direct S MR said Y

42:7 Direct M 2N/ spoke roughly [jésa)

MWz MM - said
42:21-24 | 42:22 Direct l 1921 /7 ARY answered/saying Ri%
42:27-28 | 42:28 | Direct I a7 nxy turned trembling | -
Isaying

43:1-7 43:6 Direct S MR said Y

437 Direct - choral | S MRN said TV T
43:26-34 | 43:27 Direct M SRUM 7 IR" asked/said oW/ 1TIvD

43:29 Direct S MR said ]
44:3-10 | 44:4 Direct S PR say Y

445 Direct S DI say R

44:7 Direct - choral | S RN said Y

44:8 Direct - choral | S 1IRN said 'R
44:14-34 | 44:15 Direct S MR said “/RIYT

44:16 Direct S MRN said /R nm

44:19 Direct I YRY / 0Ky asked/saying AT

44.34 Direct S IR PRI
45:1-3 45:3 Direct S IR said TV
47:1-10 46:33 Direct S 1)

47:3 Direct S MNN said I

478 Direct S IMRN said lek]
47:13-21 | 47:15 Direct - choral | ¢ 1IN / 0RY came/saying o

47:19 Direct - choral | S 1R said Y
48:8-9 48:8 Direct S RN said 0
49:1-10 49:9 Direct M R /7 RN called/said n
50:15-21 | 50:19 Direct S RM said nopoe

% Choral speech is an instance in interactive reported speech that is impossible in real life, “which depicts a

group speaking in unison” (Miller, 1992:37).

5= Single verb fr.; M= Multiple verb fr.; I= [2’mér fr. For the definition of the frames see footnote 41 on page73.

32 The [*} means that the prefix is attached to another lexical item.
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Table 5 - Distribution of interrogative markers in the Joseph Narrative

Question | Number Form in the text | Reference

Marker of times

n 13 i/ 37:8, 10, 32; 41:38; 43:7(3), 27(2), 29; 44:19; 45:3 50:19
n 12 a7/ 37:10, 15, 26, 38:16, 18, 42:28; 44:15, 16(3), 46:33; 47:3
Y 6 Y7 /Y 42:1; 4356, 44:4, 7, 47:15, 19

bkl 5 Ri% 37:13; 40:8; 42:22; 44:5, 15

TR 3 T'RY /7 PR 39:9; 44:8, 34

n 2 SR /D 48:8; 49:9

N 1 IR 37:30

KR 1 38:21

0T 1 40:7

'R 1 42:7

93 1 47:8

Alleged 1 38:17

Unmarked

Question
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CHAPTER 2

SPEECH ACT AS AN APPROACH TO DISCOURSE

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK |

In the previous chapter we analysed what some grammars following a traditional
analysis of language have to offer in the area of the description of interrogatives and
questions. We found that they describe Biblical Hebrew interrogatives satisfactorily to
a certain extent. However, they fall short in explaining many of their features in the
area where the fields of syntax and semantics/pragmatics meet. Thus, the

description of interrogatives in Biblical Hebrew exclusively in terms of words and

sentences is not complete and clear enough (see Van der Merwe 1994:14).

in view of that, we propose to analyse interrogatives in Biblical Hebrew in a
framework that allows one to study them beyond the sentence boundaries. It is part
of our hypothesis that a pragmatic approach to the description of interrogatives and
questions in Bitgli'cal Hebrew will yield better results than those achieved by a
traditional approach. We basically mean by pragmatics “the study of the conditions of
human language usés as these are determined by the context of society” (Mey
1993:42). Mey points out that by “context of society” he means “a context which is
‘primarily determined by society’s institutions” (svocietal context). The context created

in interaction itself Mey calls a “social context.”

As an instrument of analysis we chose speech act theory because it allows one to
deal with both contexts, societal and social (although speech act theory was initially
developed as a means of analysing isolated utterances). The advantage we find in
the use of speech act theory as an instrument of analysis is that it provides the
researcher with a set of criteria by which it is possible to identify the function(s) of

different speech acts. These criteria are based on both contexts, social and societal,
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as defined by Mey. Observing the work of Schiffrin (1994) one can see that her
description provides a good starting point for understanding questions in English
from a pragmatic point of view. She merges the principles of Austin and Searle in the
analysis of discourse. Schiffrin (1994:39, 41) understands discourse as “utterances”.
She justifies her definition as follows:

This view captures the idea that discourse is “above” (larger than)

other units of language; however, by saying that utterance (rather

than sentence) is the smaller unit of which discourse is comprised ,

we can suggest that discourse arises not as a collection of

decontextualised units of language use ... | will view utterances as

units of language production (whether spoken or written) that are

inherently contextualised.
An attempt similar to that of Schiffrin is what we propose in our work, viz. to apply
speech act theory to discourse, thus, the title of this Chapter, “Speech Act as an
Approach to Discourse.” More specifically, we attempt to apply speech act theory to

units larger then the sentence by analysing speech act sequences.

In order to apply speech act theory we briefly describe it and point out its positive
aspects for the purpose we intend to accomplish. First we deal with Austin’s and
Searle’s works because they are basic to the theory (our description relies heavily on
the description by Schiffrin, 1994). Second, we verify the further developments of the
theory and then present the way some scholars have proposed to apply the theory to
biblical studies. Finally we brieﬂy describe the approach used by Schiffrin, which we

use as a model to apply speech act theory to the sample text.

J. L. AUSTIN

Speech Act Theory has its origins in the work of the philosopher of language J. L.

‘Austin in the 1950s in a series of lectures that appeared later as a book — How to Do
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Things With Words (1962). John Searle, a former student of Austin, further
developed the theofy after Austin’s death in 1960 (Searle 1969). Austin’s basic
perception is that some utterances look like statements at first sight (he calls them
masqueraders - 1962:4) but do not have an actual “truth value." He says about these
kind of utterances that “they do not ‘describe’ or ‘report’ or ‘constate’ anything at all,
are not ‘true or false’; and the uttering of a sentence is, or is part of, the doing of an
action, which again would not normally be described as saying something.” Austin
calls these utterances performatives (1962:6) in contrast to constatives. He gives

four basic examples of performatives:

“l do (take this woman to be my lawful wedded wife)” — as uttered in

the course of the marriage ceremony.

“I name this ship the Queen Elizabeth’- as uttered when smashing the

bottle against the stem.
“| give and bequeath my watch to my brother™ as occurring in a will.
“l bet you it will rain tomorrow.”
These sentences do not describe something or the doing of something but they do -
something. Note that they all have in common a verb in the first person singular
present indicative active. Although they may inform someone of something, they are
the way someone performs an action.*® To say “l do” in the appropriate context of
marriage is not to convey information about marriage, but to be “indulging in it”, and
" naming a ship is to say “l name it” (Austin 1962:6). The verbs used in the utterances
are used to perform an action. In Austin’s words “It indicates that the issuing of the
utterance is the performing of an action” (1962:6). However, for these performatives
| to be effective, a set of conaitions must be met. These are called the

' “appropriateness conditions”. For instance, to name the ship it is essential that the

33 Stampe (1975:1-39) argues strongly against the basic hypothesis of speech act theory (the
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person doing it is also the person appointed to do the action. To get married it is
essential that the couple involved be not already married (in a monogamous society).

The following conditions are listed by Austin (1962:14-15).

(A.1) There must exist an accepted conventional procedure having a
certain. conventional effect, that procedure to include the uttering of

certain words by certain persons in certain circumstances and further,

(A.2) the particular persons and circumstances in a given case must

be appropriate for the invocation of the particular procedure invoked.

(B.1) The procedure must be executed by all participants both

correctly and

(B.2) completely.

(C. 1) Where, as often, the procedure is designed for use by persons
having certain thoughts or feelings, or for the inauguration of certain
consequential conduct on the part of any participant, then a person
participating in and so invoking the procedure must in fact have those
thoughts or feelings, and the participants must intend so to conduct

themselves, and further

(C. 2) must actually so conduct themselves subsequently.
If any of these conditions are not satisfied the speech act is “unhappy” or
“infelicitous”. If conditions A and B above have not been fulfilled for some reason (if
the person saying “I do” in a wedding ceremony is already married) then the speech
act is not achieved at all. These occurrences are called “misfires”. If conditions C1
and C2 have not been fulfilled, then the case is that the speech act is actually
achieved but under insincere conditions, and these are called “abuses” (when

someone promises something without having the intention of keeping the promise).

performative hypothesis).
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Also in thé core of the theory are the distinctions between locutionary, illocutionary
and periocutionary acts. These distinctions change the focus from the utterance to
the speech situation in which the utterance is produced. An utterance that prbduces
a speech act comprises three acts. The first (locutionary act) refers to the actual
production of an utterance that is acceptéble both grammatically and semantically.
Austin’s concern with the locutionary act (“saying something”) is in order to make
clear that his main concern is with the illocutionary act (“doing something”). The
illocutionary act consists of the “issuing of an utterance with conventional
communicative force achieved ‘in saying™ (Schiffrin 1994:51). This communicative
force achieved “in saying something” happens “as opposed to [the] performance of
an act of saying something” (Austin 1962:99). Thus, in Austin’s view, to perform a
locutionary act is also to perform an illocutionary act. To determine what illocutionary
act is performed it is necessary to ask in what way the locution is being used. Is it
asking or answering a question, pronouncing a sentence or announcing a verdict?
Thus, a sentence classified as a declarative (with SVO or_der) may have the
illocutionary force of an insult (“You are stupid!”). The utterance will also have a third
inferred act, the perlocutionary act. This act is often the “consequential effects upon
the feelings, thoughts, or actions of the audience, or of the speaker, or of other
persons. and it may be done with thé design, intention, or purpose of produciﬁg

them” (1962:101). Example (1962:101-102):

Act (A) or Locution

He said to me “Shoot her!” meaning by “shoot” shoot and

referring by “her” her.
Act (B) or lllocution
He urged (or advised, ordered, etc.) me to shoot her.

Act (C.a) or Perlocution
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He persuaded me to shoot her.

Act (C.b)
He got me to (or made me , etc.) shoot her.
In a further step the initial distinction between performative and constative utterances
is dismantled by Austin, as pointed out by Schiffrin (1994:51):
Recall that constatives are declaratives whose truth could be judged;
performatives are declaratives that “do” an action.' By the end of the
book Austin proposes instead that all utterances have qualities that

were initially seen as characteristic of constatives and performatives.

The focus of attention is no longer the sentences, but “the issuing of

an utterance in a speech situation."**

How does Austin dismantle this distinction? He wants to show that both types of
utterances (constatives and performatives) are in truth defined by the same
conditions. Remember that for the constatives the truth/falsity argument is applied
(see page 50) and for performatives the felicitous/unfelicitous (happy/unhappy - see
page 51) is applied. However,_Austin argues that the same truth/falsity conditions
applied for constatives are applicable for performatives and the other way around
(the same felicitous/infelicitous conditions are applicable for constatives). Note
Austin’s development of the argument (1962:45-46):

Now in general this amounted to saying ... that certain conditions have

to be satisfied if the utterance is to be happy - certain things have to

be so. And this, it seems clear, commits us to saying that for a certain

performative utterance to be happy, certain statements have to be

true.

Thus, if when

34 White (1988:3) says about the same subject: “With this concept the speech act is firmly connected
to its social context’.
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| say “I apologise,” I'do apologise, so that we can now say, | or he did

definitely apologise, then

(1) it is true and not false that | am doing (have done) something —
actually numerous things, but in particular that | am apologising (have

apologised);

(2) it is true and not false that certain conditions do obtain, in
particular those of the kind specified in rules A. 2 and A. 2 [see page
51];

(3) it is true and not false that certain other conditions obtain of our

kind C, in particular that | am thinking something; and

(4) it is true and not false that | am committed to doing something

subsequently.
While this is true for performatives one must investigate whether this is also true for
the constatives. One may say that constatives must meet the conditions of
felicitousness; they may “misfire” or be subject to the same kinds of “abuse” as
‘performatives are. Austin asks “Does the notion of infelicity apply to utterances which
are statements?” (1962:20 - talics in the original). If a statement refers to something
that does not exist, let us say, “The present King of France is bald,” it misfires
because it does not hold for a truth condition (France does not have a king at
present). It is similar to someone giving in a will something that s\he does not own.
“Abuses” of sincerity.also apply to constatives as when one says “The cat is on the

mat” if this one person does not believe that the cat is on the mat.

Austin not only dismantles.the distinction between performatives and constatives but
also points out to the possibility that speech acts can be performed without
specialised verbs (remember that all the initial examples have a first person present

indicative active verb)®*. He asks: “Is the use of the first person singular indicative

35 Austin (1962:56) argues about the misleading terminology for verbs. The normal grammatical use of
‘indicative’ is in the sense of ‘description’ which Austin’s theory states is not description at all, but
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active, so-called, essential to a performative utterance?” (1962:57). He not only
discards that as a necessity but builds this new insight upon the difference of “explicit
performatives” (performatives with a verb) and “primary performatives” (without a
verb). Explicit performatives make certain characteristics in a speech situation clear
as to “who” is acting and “what” the action is (‘l command” refers clearly to “I” — who
is acting — and the action of ordering). However in a primary performative these
characteristics might not be as clear (saying “it is yours” may be taken as equivalent |
to either “I give it to you™ or “it (already) belongs to you” - 1962:62). To solve this
problem situation Austin states that (61-62)
any utterance which is in fact a performative should be reducible, or

expandable, or analysable into a form with a verb in the first person

singular present indicative active (grammatically) ... Thus:
“Out” is equivalent to “I declare, pronounce, give or call you out” ...
“Guilty” is equivalent to “| find, pronounce, deem you guilty.”

“You are warned that the bull is dangerous” is equivalent to “I, John

Jones, warn you that the bull is dangerous” or

This bull is dangerous.
(Signed) John Jones

This does not mean that all problems are solved in terms of grammatical criteria for
performatives. For instance, the use of the present tense does not always convey an
action happening in the time of the speaking (it may convey habitual behavior, be
used as a “historic” present, etc. - p. 63-66). This means that in the outcome there
are no “contextual or textual conditions that support the constative-performative
distinction” (Schiffrin, 1994:53). However, despite the absence of the distinction for
constative-performative utterances the performatives are still very important for

Austin’s theory. Thus, an act in a non-explicit utterance may be made explicit if one

action.
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uses a formula building upon a performative verb (“He did not do it" > “| state that
o)

Speech acts are ultimately contextual bound. The use of a verb (and the
performance of an act) are dependent on the context where they occur. A quotation

from Austin (1962:143) summarises this as follows:

Again, in the case of stating truly or falsely, just as much as in the
case of advising well or badly, the intents and purposes of the
utterance and its context are important; what is judged true in a school
book may not be so judged in a work of historical research ...
In general we may say this, with both statements (and, for example,
descriptions) and warnings, &c., the question of whether, granting that
you did warn and had the right to warn, or did advise, you were right
to state or warn or advise, can rise - not in the sense of whether it was
opportune or expedient, but whether, on the facts and your knowledge
of the facts and the purposes for which you were speaking, and so on,

this was the proper thing to say. (ltalics in original.)
Thus we may sum up Austin’s theory as follows: the uttering of sentences is usually
more than just “saying” something but “doing” something; the actions performed by
“saying” something are contextually bound, thus we need to focus attention in the
“issuing of an utterance in a speech situation”; both “context (what makes an
utterance “true” and “appropriate”) and text (how what is said conveys what is
done)"* are of fundamental importance in understanding a speech act; speech acts
are comprised of three components — locutionary, illocutionary and periocutionary
acts — and all three are subject to the same kind of conditions and, thus, subject to

failure.

36 schiffrin 1994:51
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J. R. SEARLE

A few years after the first publication of Austin's How fo Do Things With Words
(1962) Searle published Speech Acts (1969) in which he further develops Austin’s
theory. | describe Searle work as follows: his basic hypothesis, the shared rules for
the reéognition of speech acts, conditions or rules for speech acts and taxonomy of

speech acts.

Searle's main attempt in the book is to test his hypothesis that “speaking a language
is engaging in a rule-governed form of behaviour” (1969:16). He spells out the
hypothesis as follows:
Speaking a language is performing speech acts, acts such as making
statements, giving commands, asking questions, making promises,
and so on; and more abstractly, acts such as referring and
predicating; and, secondly, that these acts are in general made

possible by and are performed in accordance with certain rules for the

use of linguistic elements.
From this hypothesis he goes further on to “propose a systematic framework by
which to incorporate speech acts into linguistic theory” (Schiffrin 1994:54). Although
he argues that “the speech act is the basic unit of communication” (1969:21) Searle
does not separate speech acts from the study of language itself. Traditionally, and
generally, this “basic unit” has been supposed to be the symbol, word or sentence or
the token of them. However, in Searle’s view, this unit is the “production or issuance
of the symbol or word or sentence in the performance of the speech act” (1969:16).
He argues that even if it seems that his approach is a simple study of parole, in
Saussurian terms, it is not. It is in fact a study of /angue because in his concept of

language, a theory of language is part of a theory of action reflecting his fundamental
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hypothesis that “speaking is a rule-governed form of behaviour." Thus, speech act is

at the very centre of the study of language. Searle illustrates his point as follows:

A way to come to see this point is to ask oneself; what is the
difference between regarding an object as an instance of linguistic
communication and not so regarding it? One crucial difference is this.
When | take a noise or a mark in a piece of paper to be an instance of
linguistic communication, as a message, one of the things | must
assume is that the noise or mark was produced by a being or beings
more or less like myself and produced with certéin kinds of intentions.
If | regard the noise or mark as a natural phenomenon like the wind in -
the trees or a stain in the paper, | exclude it from the class of linguistic
communication, even though the noise or mark may be
indistinguishable from spoken or written words. Furthermore, not only
must | assume the noise or-mark to have been produced as a result of
intentional behavior, but | must also assume that the intentions are of

a very special kind peculiar to speech acts.*
Searle further justifies his approach arguing that there are not two distinct semantic
studies (i.e. one that looks for the meaning of sentences and one that studies the’
performance of speech acts), but one only. In general, the speech act performed in
the utterance of a sentence is a function of the meaning of the sentence itself
(1969:18). Although a speaker may mean more than he actually says, it is possible
for him to say, in principle, exactly what he means. It is, therefore, “possible for every
speech act one performs or could perform to be uniquely determined by a given
sentence (or set of sentences), given the assumption that the speaker is speaking
literally and that the context is appropriate” (1969:18). This introduces the principle of
expressibility, “what can be meant can be said” (1969:19). This principle assumes
that even if there is something that cannot be said in a certain language, it is possible

to expand and adapt that language to express what | mean, and if | don’t know

37 See similar principles from another perspective in the section on fanguage universals, page 9.
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enough of the language to say what | mean, | can always increase my knowledge of
that language. Searle points out two main consequences of this principle (1969:20-

21):

(1) regarding sense and reference (Frege’s theory), cases when a
speaker does not say exactly what he means - the principal kinds of
cases of which are nonliteralness, vagueness, ambiguity, and
incompleteness - are not theoretically essential to linguistic
communication.

(2) it enables us to equate rules for performing speech acts with rules
for uttering certain linguistic elements, since for any possible speech
act there is a possible linguistic element the meaning of which (given
the context of the utterance) is sufficient to determine that its Iite\ral

utterance is a performance of precisely that speech act.

Searle concludes on the topic of expressibility as follows:

The hypothesis that the speech act is the basic unit of communication,
taken together with the principle of expressibility, suggests that there
are a series of analytic connections between the notion of speech
acts, what the speaker means, what the sentence (or other linguistic
element) uttered means, what the speaker intends, what the hearer
understands, and what the rules governing the linguistic elements are
(1969:21).

In theory Searle’s hypothesis brings together the study of language, communication,

meaning and speech acts.

If “speaking a language is engaging in a rule-governed form of behaviour” or “talking
is performing acts according to rules” (1969:22) then, the ability to communicate is

proportional to the shared knowledge of these rules. These rules can be identified by
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“relying heavily on the intuitions (and linguistic characterisations) of native speakers”

(Schiffrin 1994:55) and not the description of the behaviour of a group.*

Schiffrin (1994:55) concludes: “What such intuitions cah prdvide are ‘“idealised
models” (p.56) of the conditions that are necessary and sufficient for the utterance of
a given sentence to be a successful, non-defective performance of a given act.”
Thus, to analyse the act of promising, Searle asks the question “What conditions are
necessary and sufficient for the act of promising to have been successfully and non-
defectively performed in the utterance of a given sentence?” (1969:54). To answer
the question Searle states the conditions as a set of propositions. Once the
conditions are established then the rules for the use of the illocutionary force
indicating device can also be set. Searle illustrates the point as someone who has
learned to play chess without ever having the rules for the game formulated and now
wants the rules. The same applies to illocutionary acts: one learns the game of
illocutionary acts, in general, without explicitly formulating its rules. To formulate
them it is necessary to set first its conditions. To state the conditions and the rules
Searle simply assumes the existence of grammatically well-formed sentences since
his inquiry is semantic rather than syntactic (1969:56). These rules are called
constitutive and they are of a definitional type (X counts as Y or X counts as Y in
context C). They are different from regulative rules that “characteristically have the

form or-can be paraphrased in the form “Do X" or “If Y do X".

One should note that in Searle’s conditions and rules both context and text are
important. Schiffrin points out that “Like Austin, Searle classifies conditions and rules

according to their necessity to the act. But in contrast to Austin, Searle classifies

38 From the beginning we pointed out the difficulties of applying such an approach to a language in
which there are no native speakers. This is a problem that affects all levels of studies of Biblical
Hebrew. Many of the deductions we make are based on our own reconstruction of the meaning of an
expression in a particular context.
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different kinds of conditions (and rules) according to what aspect of text_and context

is focused upon in the condition or rule” (1994:55).

Contrary to Austin, Searle does not accept the distinction between locutionary and -
illocutionary acts (explained above in page 52) but he still uses the both terms (see
Searle 1969:23 n 1). The segments of a speech act in Searle’s view (1969:23-25)
are the utterance act (the uttering of words), the propositional act (referring and
predicating), the illocutionary act (stating, questioning, commanding, promising) and
the perlocutionary act (the consequences of illocutionary acts). Searle points out that
| the purpose of'abstracting each of these kinds is that the “identity criteria” are
different in each case. For instance, the same propositional acts can be common to

different illocutionary acts according to their contexts.

Basic to the concept of speech acts is the idea of “doing something” with words. This
“doing” is constituted in terms of rules (see Searle’s basic hypothesis, page 57), and
it is also intentional (see quotation on pagé 58). With these factors in mind we may
list the conditions presented by Searle for illocutionary acts as they are summarised

by Schiffrin (1994:56).

First, we have the propositional content conditions or rules: they concern reference
and predication (the propositional act) and focus upon the textual content (Searle
1969:57-58). Second, we have the preparatory conditions or rules. They are
related to background conditions and knowledge of both the speaker and hearer
prior to the performance of the act (58-60). Third, we have the sincerity conditions
or rules which are related to the speaker’s psychological state as it is expressed in
the performance of an illocutionary act (60). Fourth, we have the essential
condition or rule which is the “point” of the act or how it “count as”, the illocutionary
point (60). As the name says, this last .rule is essential for the performance of a

certain speech act while the others are more or less fundémental for the non-
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defective performance of it. See Table 7 - Types of illocutionary act (page 72) for the
rules on requesting, asserting, questioning, | thanking (for), advising, warning,

greeting and congratulating.

These types of illocutionary acts mentioned above must fit into a larger taxonomy
that could be applied to all kinds illocutionary acts. In his How To Do Things With
Words Austin proposed five classes of speech acts: verdictives, exercitives,
commissives, behabitives and expositives (1962:150). Searle, however, disagrees
with Austin’s taxonomic principles stating that his categories are not based on
consistent principles (1979:8-12). Searle (1979:2-8) points out 12 dimensions in

terms of which he thinks illocutionary acts differ from one another.

1. Differences in the point (or purpose) of the (type of) éct. These refer to the
essential conditions, which Searle believes form the best basis for a taxonomy. The
point or purpose of an order is an attempt to get the hearer to do something. The
point or purpose of commissives is that they commit the speaker to a future act. This
point or purpose of an illocution is named the iflocutionary act. See essential
conditions in Table 7 - Types of illocutionary act (examples of types of illocutionary

acts from Searle 1969:66-67).

2. Differences in the direction of fit between words and the world. “Some illocutions
have as part of their illocutionary point to get the words (more strictly, their
propositional content) to match the world, others to get the world to match the words”

(p. 3). The first case, word-to-world fit, includes speech acts like statements,

descriptions, assertions and explanations. The words are used to describe, explain,

etc., a “pre-existing” world. This “world” is not created by the words. In the second
case, world-to-words fit, includes requests, commands, vows and promises. The
speaker creates a world from the words (e.g., in a promise, the speaker undertakes

to create a world represented in the words).
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3. Differences in expressed psychological states. “In general, in the performance of
any illocutionary act with a propositional content, the speaker expresses some
attitude, state, etﬁ., to that propositional content” (1979:4). This attitude may be
belief, intention, want or desire or pleasure.‘Thus, if someone asserts something, his
attitude towards the propositional content of the assertion is belief. Even if the
’asserﬁon is insincere the belief is expressed in the performance of the speech act.
Searle (1979:4) explains that “This fact is marked linguistically by the fact that it is
linguistically unacceptable (though not self-contradictory) to conjoin the explicit
performative verb with the denial of the expressed psychological state. Thus one

ny

cannot say ‘| state that p but | do not believe that p.

4. Differences in the force or strength with which the illocutionary point is presented.
Although two or more speech acts may have the same illbcutionary point they may
be presented with different strength, e.g., “I suggest we go to the movies” and ‘|

insist we go the movies”.

5. Differences in the status or position of the speaker and hearer as these bear on
the illocutionary force of the utterance. The status of the speake_r and hearer is of
fundamental importance to understand the preparatory conditions to identify a
certain speech act. Thus, the position of speaker and hearer must be noted (e.g., if
the general asks the private to clean up the room, that is in all likelihood a command

oran order) to be able to distinguish between a simple request and an order.

6. Differences in the way the utterances relate to the interests of the speaker and
hearer. This is also related to the preparatory conditions. For instance, the two pairs
boasts/laments and congratulations/condolences show the differences between what
is and what is not in the interests of both speaker and hearer respectlvely The first
pair, both assertives, are in the interest of the speaker. The second pair, both

expressives are in the interest of the hearer.
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7. Differences in relations to the rest of the discourse. The relation of a certain
utterance to the rest of the discourse may be marked by performative expressions.
They fill the purpose of relating the utterances to its surroundings. Searle includes
expressions such as: | reply, | conclude, | deduce and | object. Also the so-called
discourse markers like “however’, “moreover’ and “therefore” may perform these

discourse relating functions.

8. Difference in propositional content that are determined by illocutionary force
indicating devices. “The differences, for example, between a report and a prediction
involve the fact that a prediction must be about the future whereas a report can be

about the past or present” (1979:6).

9. Differences between those acts that must be speech acts, and those that can be,
but need not be performed as speech acts. One can estimate, conclude or classify
something without saying anything. However, it is possible to perform speech acts in

these terms like “I conclude”, “| estimate, etc. But in order to “conclude”, “estimate” it

~ is not necessary to say anything at all.

10. Differences between those acts that require extra-linguistic institutions for their
performance and those that do not. If one is to bless, excommunicate, baptise, it is
necéssary to have .a position within an extra-linguistic institution. This is to ‘be
considered differently from the position of speaker and hearer mentioned in rule 5
above. One may give an order without being part of an extra-linguistic institution, let

us say, a robber’s order to the victims to raise their hands.

11. Differences between those acts where the corresponding illocutionary verb has a
performative use and those where it does not. “Not all illocutionary verbs have
performative verbs” (1979:7). For instance, one cannot boast by saying “I hereby

boast.”
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12. Differences in the style of performance of the illocutionary act. Two different
illocutionary acts may have the same illocutionary point and propositional content
and yet be different from each other as a result of style. Consider for instance,

announcing that “My wife is pregnant” and confiding that “My wife is pregnant”.

With these principles in mind Searle proposes a basic taxonomy divided into five
classes: Assertives (Searle previously called them Representatives (Searle
1976:10), Directives, Commissives, Expressives and Declarations. These five
categories are differentiated from each other by the first three principles (1-3) stated
above and the different speech acts within these categories are differentiated by the

remaining principles (4 to 12).

In the following chapters we will be concerned with the category called directives
since questions belong to it. It is worthwhile to quote Searle’s general description of
this category’s features (1979:13-14) for future reference while the specific rules for

questions are exemplified in Table 7.

The illocutionary point of these consists in the fact that they are
attempts (of varying degrees, and hence, more precisely, they are
determinates of the determinable which includes attempting) by the
speaker to get the hearer to do something. They may be very modest
“attempts” as when | invite you to do it or suggest that you do it, or
they may be very fierce attempts as when | insist that you do it... The
direction of fit is word-to-worlds and the sincerity conditions is want (or
wish or desire). The propositional content is always that the hearer H
does some future action A. Verbs denoting members of this class are,
ask, order, command, request, beg, plead, pray, entreat, and also
invite, permit, and advise ... Questions are a subclass of directives,
since they are attempts by S to get H to answer, i.e., to perform a

speech act.
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Searle dedicates one chapter of his Expression and Meaning (1979) to explain his
theory of speech acts in relation to indirect speech acts. The most fundamental point
of the explanation is the fact that it is possible to perform more than one speech act
with an utterance and the ihterpretation of the different speech acts is dependent on
the context of the utterance. Searle’s (1979:32) hypothésis is that In indirect speech
acts the speaker communicates to the hearer more than he actually says by way of
relying on their mutually shared background information, both linguistic and non-
linguistic, together with the general powers of rationality and inference on the part of
the hearer.” Thus, there is a primary speech act which is “performed by the
performance of another act (a ‘literal’ act)” (Schiffrin 1994:59). The ability of a hearer
to interpret these acts is due to his knowledge of co-operative principles of
communication and knowledge of the speech acts themselves. The co-operative
principles mentioned above are stated mainly in the theory of communication

exposed by Grice. See table below (from Pratt 1977:130).

Table 6 - Grice’s co-operative principle

“Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the -
accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged.”

I. Maxims of Quantity
1. “Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the current
purposes of your exchange).”
2. “Do not make your contribution more informative than is required.”
Il. Maxims of Quality
Supermaxim: “Make your contribution one that is true.”
Maxims
1. “Do not say what you believe to be false.”
2. “Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.”
lll. Maxim of Relation
1. “Be relevant.”
IV. Maxims of Manner
Supermaxim: “Be perspicuous.”
Maxims .
1. “Avoid obscurity of expression.
2. “Avoid ambiguity.”
3. “Be brief.”
4. “Be orderly.”
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Schiffrin uses two sentences to illustrate the point: “I hope you will write a letter of
recommendation for me” and “Would you be able to write a letter of recommendation
for me?” The two sentences are promptly recognised and understood as directives
because that is their primary act. However, the first one is literally a statement and
the second one is literally a question (as we saw above, questions are classified in
the directives class, but not statements). What is it that allows one to understand the
utterances as directives? The fact that the “literal” speech act that they perform is
based upon a condition that allows directives to be performed. Thus, the first one
holds to a sincerity condition for requests (S wants H to do A) while the second has a
preparatory condition of the form “H is able to perform A.” In conclusion, “An
utterance can do more than one thing at a_time” (Schiffrin 1994:60) when one act is
performed by the way of another. This, for instance, is a way of explaining so-called

rhetorical questions.

Searle’s theory may be summarised as follows: speaking a language is performing
speech acts. The speech acts performed are to be recognised by speakers of a
language according to rules that are shared by the speakers in the context which
these acts are performed. Each spéech act consists of four basic segments, viz.
utterance, propositional, illocutionary and perlocutionary acts. Four kinds - of
conditions or rules allow a speaker to understand a certain speech act: propositional
content, preparatory conditions, sincerity conditions and essential conditions.
According to these conditions it is then possible to establish a large taxonomy that
can be applied to all kinds of illocutionary acts. It is also possible to perform indirect

speech acts.
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DEVELOPMENTS

Before moving to the application of the theory it is important to take a look at further
developments of the theory and especially how some biblical scholars approach
speech acts. White (1988b) in his article “Speech Act Theory and Literary Criticism”
characterises three approaches to speech act theory according to the emphasis of

each, i.e. right, left and centre.

First there is the “right” approach. This approach is represented by those linguists
that keep the theory of speech acts within the scope of Austin's and Searle’s works
and conclusions. These scholars apply speech act theory to utterances and their
context. Most of them actually use fictitious data (constructed utterances and

hypothetical contexts) to analyse speech acts.

White characterises the “centre” approach as the extension of the scope of speech
act theory into the use of the insights of another philosopher of language, viz., Paul
Grice. According to this approach a larger contextual situation ié to be taken into
consideration and the act of writing itself is considered a “type of speech act which
has significance for the whole of every literary work” (1988b:4). This approach is well
represented in the work of Pratt (1977). Bach and Harnish (1979) also represent this

approach.

The “left” approach emphasises the performative dimension of language itsélf. White
himself wrote an article (1988c) in which he develops the idea of the value of speech
acts theory for First Testament hermeneutics. He seeks in speech act theory a
mediating position between the concepts exposed by Roland Barthes and Jaques
Derrida in the speech event. The recent work by Neufeld (1994) can be also included

in the this category. He states that
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’ ’

At the heart of this approach [speech act theory] is the insight of the

rhetorical character of historiography and the view that language is a

// ) » . 3 .
form of action and power. Discourse becomes responsible for creating

reality and not merely reflecting it ... The author stands behind the
words giving a pledge and is personally backing that he or she is
prepared to undertake commitments and responsibilities that are
entailed in the extra-linguistic terms by the proposition which is
asserted (1994:4-5).

Neufeld also speaks of texts as “effective acts which change situations .." (p. 6).

~ These are clear examples of the “left” approach.

In biblical scholarship the work of Eugene Botha (1991) is a good example of the
“centre” position. Botha engages with the works of Austin (1962), Searle (1969,
1979) and Pratt (1977), and Leech (1983), etc. His concern is to analyse the style of
John's Gospel and particularly Chapter Four of the book as a literary work. These
two approaches (centré and left) are mainly concerned with the relation

author/reader, speaker/audience and the interpretation of the literary work as it is.

Since we are not concerned with the relations author/reader, speaker/audience or
the interpretation of long stretches of discourse, but trying to identify a specific
utterance in Biblical Hebrew, the “right” approach seems to be more appropriate for
the purposes of this dissertation. Because a preliminary reading of the Jose‘ph
narrative reveal a considerable number of interrogatives it seems to be an
appropriate starting point. However, it is not our intention to interpret the narrative as
a whole. We are looking for better definitions for a certain kind of utterance, viz.
questions in Biblical Hebrew, and not a hermenedtical tool to be applied to long
stretches of discourse or narratives as a whole. It is our vintention to investigate at
least four aspects regarding questions in which the “right” approach may prove to be
helpful: (1) verify whether what is normaliy identified as an interrogative sentence in

Biblical Hebrew fulfils the conditions for questions according to speech acts theory;
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(2) verify if unmarked sentences are used to pose questions in BH; (3) investigate
the function of surface level interrogative sentences that are not questions as such
according to speech act theory; (4) check whethe_r there are correlations between the
pragmatic function. of questions in Biblical Hebrew and the way in which they are

marked as questions.

D. SCHIFFRIN
Schiffrin’s approach is unique in the sense that it applies Searle’s approach to

discourse analysis. Searle’s work is developed mostly around single utterances and
especially hypothetical ones. A few scholars tried to ‘apply speech acts to actual
utteranpes without, however, analysing the “sequential relationships between
utterances themselves” (Schiffrin 1994:61). Considering this fact, Schiffrin (1994:61)
proposes that
If we waﬁt to consider speech acts as an approach to discourse,
however, we need to consider both of these issues: how speech act

function contributes to sequential coherence, and how the speech act

function of one utterance contributes to that of another.
In her analysis Schiffrin considers two main steps in the application of speech acts to
discourse analysis: (i) how to identify an utterance as a particular speech act; (ii) how
an initial speech act creates an environment in which a next speech act is (or is nbt)
agpropriate. This last step is based in the definition of discourse she uses: “discourse
(by definition) is comprised of sequentially arranged units”; thus, a determinate
speech act affects and creates other speech acts. According to Brennenstuhl
(1988:54) |

It is obvious that a speech act analyst who confines himself to the

characteristics and conditions of single speech acts would have very

little to contribute to a theory of spoken® discourse. What matters

39 Although Brunnenstuhl uses the word ‘spoken’ here, he acknowledges that the same applies to
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here is the dynamical aspect of language. Not the speech acts units
but the speech act sequences and their dynamical properties must be

in the focus of the study of discourse.
Further details of Schiffrin’s approach will be explained and developed as we apply it

to our sample text in the Joseph narrative.

written discourse (1988:55).
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Table 7 - Types of illocutionary acts _

This table is from Searle 1969:66-67.

Future act A of H.

1. H is able to do A. S believes H is
able to do A.
2. It is not obvious to both S and H

that H will do A in the normal course

of events of his own accord.

S wants H to do A.

Counts as an attempt to get Htodo
A’

Order and command have the addi-
tional preparatory rule that S must
be in a position of authority over H.
Command probably does not have
the 'pragmatic’ condition requiring
non-obviousness. Furthermore in
both, the authority relationship
infects the essential condition
because the utterance counts as an
attempt to get H to do A in virtue of
the authority of S over H.
Past act A done by H.

A benefits S and S believes A
benefits S.

S feels grateful or appreciative for A.

Counts as an expression of
gratitude or appreciation.

Sincerity and essential rules
overlap. Thanking is just
expressing gratitude in a way that,
e.g., promising is not just -
expressing an intention.

S has just encountered (or been
introduced to, etc.) H.

None

Counts as courteous recognition of
Hby S.

‘Assertstate (that); affirm

for you.

imtin i

Any proposition p.

1. S has evidence (reasons, etc.)
for the truth of p.

2. ltis not obvious to both S and H
that H knows (does not need to be
reminded of, etc.) p.

S believes p

Counts as an undertaking to the
effect that p represents an actual
state of affairs.

Unlike argue these do not seem to
be essentially tied to attempting to
convince. Thus "I am simply
stating that p and not attempting
to convince you" is acceptable, but
"l am arguing that p and not
attempting to convince you "
sounds inconsistent. '

1. H has some reason to believe A
will benefit H.

2. It is not obvious to both S and H
that H will do X in the normal
course of events.

S believes A will benefit H.

Counts as an undertaking to the
effect that A is in H's best interest.

Contrary to what one might
suppose advice is not a species of
requesting. It is interesting to
compare "advise" with "urge",
"advocate” and " recommend .
Advising you is not trying to get
you to do something in the sense
that requesting is. Advising is
more like telfing you what is best

ongratulate .
ome event, act, etc.,
H.

related to

Eisin H's interest and S believes
E is in H's interest.

Sispleased at £

Counts as an expression-of
pleasure-at E.

Congratulate” is similar to "thank”
in that it is an expression of its
sincerity condition.
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55 Sm ettt
Any proposition or propositional

Quest
function.

1. S does not know 'the answer',
i.e., does not know if the
proposition is true, or, in the
case of the propositional -
function, does not know the
information needed to complete
the proposition truly (but see
comment below).

2. It is not obvious to both S and
H that H will provide the
information at that time without
being asked.

S wants this information

Counts as an attempt to elicit
this information from H.

There are two kinds of
questions, (a) real questions, (b)
exam questions. Inreal
questions S wants to know (find

- out) the answer; in exam
questions, S wants to know if H
knows.

vvam: .. i
Future event or state, etc., E.

1. H has reason to believe E will
occur and is not in H's interest.
2. It is not obvious to both S and
H that E will occur.

S believes E is not in H's best
interest.

Counts as an undertaking to the
effect that £ is not in H's best
interest.

Warning is like advising, rather
than requesting. It is not, | think,
necessarily an attempt to get
you to take evasive action.
Notice that the above account is
of categorical not hypothetical
warnings. Most warnings are
probably hypothetical: "If you do
not do X then Y will occur."
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CHAPTER 3

SAMPLE ANALYSIS

The Joseph narrative (from now on JN) presents a considerable number of
interfogatives that may be identified as such by surface level criteria (see the
examples on Table 4 - Interrogatives in the Joseph narrative - Genesis 37-50 page
46). The criteria for this identification are spelled out in the chapter “What do we
know about questions?” Our purpose in this section is to identify the speech acts
performed by these utterance acts identified syntactically as interrogatives. Below |
describe some steps that are followed to identify speech acts. Our first step is to
verify whether or not these utterances in Table 4 can be identiﬁéd as the speech act
called QUESTION, and if not, what speech act is performed by the utterances. We
will also implement the criteria set out in the previous chapter — to analyse speech
acts according to the sequential relationships between utterances themselves and to

identify how speech act functions contribute to sequential coherence.

To accomplish this task it is necessary to recognise the structure of the text, its
pericopes and consider linguistic and contextual conditions for each of them. Each of
these is important if one intends to apply speech act theory to a text instead of
isolated sentences. Finding out the structure and pericopes of the narrative gives us
parameters in terms of analysis (where to begin and where to end). Understanding
the linguistic and contextual conditions (who speaks, to whom, in which
- psychological and sociological circumstances, etc.) allows one to apply speech act
rules and conditions. Also very important in the application of speech acts theory to

discourse* are quotative frames and metapragmatic verbs*' that introduce the

40 see the definition of discourse we adopt on page 49.
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utterances we intend to analyse. The frame types and metapragmatic verbs in the
JN are identified in Table 4, page 46. The identification of frame types is based in

Miller’s (1992) work on linguistic analysis of reported speech.

It is also important to identify the broader pericope and context of the utterance
which may provide an insight into the speech acts performed. This is a difficult task
because, depending on the approach adopted and criteria established, scholars
have diverse views about the structure of the JN.*? There is, however, general
agreerhent concerning the narrative as a whole. For instance, it is agreed that the
narrative cbmprises of the Chapters 37 to the end of the book of Genesis. Some
difficulties arise,_ however, as to whether Chapter 38 belongs to the narrative or not
(the episode about Judah and Tamar)® as well as how the final chapters (49 and 50)
fit into the narrative. The complexity of the task compéls us to make a choice
between the available works on the JN and commentaries on the book of Genesis.
Longacre (1989) does a textlinguistic analysis of the JN and provides as a result of
his work a comprehensive and detailed outline of the text of the JN (Chapters 37 to
45) which seems to fit our purposes. One advantage of using Longacre’s pericopes
is that he considers the m(JltipIe-IeveI structures of the narrative and tries to make
clear the distinctions between direct and indirect speech, quotation formulas and
participant reference. One should note that recent scholarly publications contain a

considerable number of references to Longacre’s work, possible refinement and

41 Most questions in the JN occur in direct speech, or reported speech. According to Miller (1994:199)
“A token of reported speech is composed of two parts: the quotation, which represents the original
locution, and the quotative frame, the report which introduces the quotation.” The terms ‘quotative
frame', ‘verb frame’ or ‘speech frame’ have the same meaning here. Note also that “In Hebrew there
is no difference between the two kinds of sentence [direct and indirect questions], either as regards
moods (as in Latin) or in tense or position of the words (as in English)” - GKC § 150.i n2. ’

42 See for instance the comprehensive work of Redford (1970) on source criticism of the JN. Despite
its comprehensiveness there is not a single instance where the structure of the story is outlined as it
is presently found.

43 Several different suggestions for the account on Chapter 38 are offered, some on narrative structure
grounds (e.g. Speiser, 1962:299-300), others based on redactional and chronological grounds (e.g.
Redford, 1970:16).
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development of his application of tagmemics theory to biblical studies, as well as

criticism of his work.*

‘The analysis in this chapter proceeds as follows: an introductory analysis of the first
two sets of interrogatives in the JN (37:8 and 10) in which we bresent the reader with
preliminary considerations about pericope, context, spéech frames, speech act
sequences (adjacency pairs) and issues regarding the traditional classiﬁcation of
questions (rhetorical, non rhetorical). We simply selected these two verses to begin
with because they are the first ones to appear in the narrative. Considering the
findings in the introductory analysis (that interrogatives are not necessarily followed
by an answer and are used to perform speech acts other than questions) we divide
the remaining interrogatives in our sample text in two groups: apparently
unanswered interrogatives and apparently answered interrogatives in the JN (I use
the term “apparently” because some interrogatives when observed in a superficial
analysis are apparently unanswered, however, we demonstrate that they have actual
answers that are not clear from the text surface); a last section in this chapter
(Allegedly Unmarked Interrogatives) deals with Genesis 38, not because of
contextual problems (it seems that the narrative in the chapter is not connected with
the main narrative) but because one sentence in that chapter (38:17b) is translated
as an interrogative in RSV (and other English versions) but is not marked as an
interrogative in Hebrew. | use the analysis of this sentence to introduce and
investigate further the matter of the allegedly unmarked questions in BH. Each of

these sections above is followed by some preliminary conclusions.

44 Dawson (1994), a student of Longacre, tries to bridge the gap between linguistic studies and biblical
studies and applies the principles of Longacre’s theory to other biblical passages. :
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INTRODUCTORY ANALYSIS

Genesis 37:8 and 10

Pericope - The first pericope where interrogatives occur comprises of verses 5to 11
in Chapter 37. It includes a narrative with two sequences of reported speech, one
between Joseph and his brothers and a second between Joseph and his father. The
data in the first pericope may be divided as follows:*

Table 8 - Pericope: Genesis 37:5-11

1Y 1909 PRRY 73N @YY hed oM 375 Narrative - text setting - introducing

ANR KD a dialogue
R 137 01707 RITIVRY oYX KR 376 Direct speech introduced by single
9nD‘7n verb frame
AT YD TN DR YRR 10K 3y 877
DPRRYR 120N 1AM 1333708 PRYN TR
SRYRY PInnwn)
DYWR-OR 1Y 1‘)nn 7200 PO ¥ IR 37.8 Interrogative - Direct speech

1’nn‘m ‘7;7 TAR X3V 179V 12N 933 '7wnn
27 '7:71

PRRY 1R 9907 MR o170 iV n‘)rm 37.9
VRwa 13m b Bivn ’.W?J?U n37 KR

2% DMPYR 0313 VY TORY 0

IR 12PN PoR- '7x1 ”ﬁ»:x bx 950" 37.10
X733 X127 nn‘m wx -m mbm a}a) £ MR

introduced by single verb frame -
Choral speech

Narrative text

Narrative followed by Interrogative
- Direct speech introduced by a

¥R o NMRYTY TRR) JOR1 VX multiple verb frame

MATINR PY YA POR 12TINPN 3711 Narrative text

Setting - Although the first question_ in the narrative occurs in 37:8 which belongs_to
the pericope in 37:5-11 (according to Longacre), it is in verses 2 to 5 that one can
find the setting for the narrative and its main characters. We find Joseph, seventeen
years old, a young lad among the brothers, sons of his father with Bilhah and

Zilpah.*” Other background*® information was already given to the reader in previous

45 |n the previous chapters all examples of BH were unaccented. However, access to a new database
with accents when | started this chapter allowed the texts from this chapter onward to be accented.

46 Here we possibly have one member of the group expressing the idea of the whole group. See
footnote 30. .

47 The mentioning of Bilha and Zilpah only is at first intriguing. Why the other wives are not mentioned
does not have a clear explanation. See Westerman (1987:36), Skinner (1910:444), Lowenthal
(1973:14), Von Rad (1970:345).
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chapters of the book of Genesis. Although the JN is seen as an independent
narrative by many scholars,* one that could be read and understood by itself, the
previous chapters of Genesis give important information about the characters
involved in it and we refer to this information as needed in the development of the
arguments that follows. The chéfacters involved in the first pericope are Joseph, his
brothers® and his father.>' The text presents to the readers an environment of crisis
Aand conflict among Joseph (the youngest) and his brothers as well as Joseph's

privileged position in the eyes of his father.

Syntax - We know from the previous chapters that interrogative sentences in BH
have certain syntactic characteristics that identify them as such. For instance, the
sentences in verse 8 and 10 above can be identified as interrogatives through their

éurface level chéracteristics, introduced by interrogative particles such as i1 / DX
(see page 16) and question words such as 112 (see page 17). The interrogative in
verse 8 (112 YWnn YIWn-OR 1%y 790N 790 --“Are you indeed to reign over us?
Or are you indeed to have dominion over us?”) is usually named a disjunctive,

alternative or double question. Some grammarians pointed out that the use of such

interrogatives is a matter of mere style (Jolon-Muraoka, § 161.e). The role of the
particle X, however, is not clear. When the particle is preceded by 1 it normélly
indicates a co-ordinated sentence where the 0R is paraliel to the interrogatiye particle
11, thus, no indication of a real disjunction in the interrogative is involved (see

Andersen 1974:147). It seems that a co-ordination, indicating a double interrogative,

48 | am using the term here in a situational-context perspective and not in a textlinguistic manner as
defined in tagmemics (e.g. Andersen 1974).

49 See Westerman (1987:34).

50 Most commentators will make a disjunction between the “sons of Bilha and Zilpah” mentioned in
verse 2 and the brothers mentioned from verse 4 on.

51 The text mention Joseph's mother; however, she is not a character in the story. The actual reference
cannot be to Joseph's natural mother, Rachel, whose death is mentioned in 35:18. For further
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makes more sense since the sentences have a parallel meaning.®* According to

Redford (1970:39) the DR clause is “an admirable vehicle for conditions. Logically, a

conditional sentence makes out that two events are parallel to the degree that they
are inevitable concomitants under any circumstances.” Verse 10 presents two
interrogatives, the first introduced by the question word i (WX M3 Oivnn R
nnYn —“What is this dream that you have dreamed?”), and the second introduced
by the particle 77 (77 NIAWRY TOXY TR *IR Xi2) XI27 -"Shall | and your mother
and your brothers indeed come to bow ourselves to the ground before you?”).- In this
case the S)}ntax is clear regarding the boundaries of each interrogative sentence. in

both verses (8 and 10) the interrogatives use a well attested sequence of infinitive

absolute plus imperfect, indicating an intensive meaning.>

Speech Act - We are, however, looking for ways to identify a certain utterance as a
particular speech act. To discover that, we need to apply Searle’s rules for questions
as outlined in the table - Types of illocutionary act (page 72). For the sake of fluency

we repeat the rules for questions here:

reference see Coats 1976:14.

52 |n his study Held (1969:72) calls these questions ‘double rhetorical question’ and quotes a number
of examples.

53 According to Van der Merwe ef al. (§ 20.2.1) “This construction usually intensifies the verbal idea. In
this way BH speakers/narrators express their conviction of the verity of their statements
regarding an action. When a speaker has used this construction, a listener would not be able to
claim that the speaker had not expressed himself/herself clearly enough at a later date.” The use of
the infinitive absolute plus imperfect in interrogative sentences and its implications will be analysed in

~ the next section.
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Table 9 - Rules for QUESTIONS*

Propositional content Any proposition or propositional function.

Preparatory 1. S does not know 'the answer', i.e., does not know if the
proposition is true, or, in the case of the propositional function,
does not know the information needed to complete the
proposition truly (but see comment below). ’

2. It is not obvious to both S and H that H will provide the
information at that time without being asked.

Sincerity S wants this information
Essential ' -Counts as an attempt to elicit this information from H.
Comment: There are two kinds of questions, (a) real questions, (b) exam

questions. In real questions S wants to know (find out) the
answer; in exam questions, S wants to know if H knows.

We can sum up the rules above with Schiffrin (1994.:64): “The rules above show that
a question is constituted under the following conditions: the speaker' lacks knowledge
of a particular state of affairs (preparatory rule) and wants to gain that knowledge

(sincerity rule) by eliciting information from the hearer (essential rule).”

One characteristic of interrogatives is the fact that interrogatives are incomplete
propositions. This means that interrogatives usually fulfil the preparatory conditions

of questions (the speaker does not know the answer).

The interrogatives in verses 8 and 10 seem at first sight to fulfil the preparatory
conditions of questions because they are incomplete statements. After Joseph told
his brothers his dream they uttered the interrogative sentence (the utterance act -
see page 61) which indicates a lack of knowledge about something, the same
happening with the intefaction with his father. As stated before, questions are part of
the c»ategory named directives according to Searle’s taxonomy. The illocutionary

point of directives is an attempt by the speaker to get the hearer to do something.

-

54 gee the in previous chapter (page 62) the 12 dimensions to analyse different speech acts as
exposed by Searle.
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Specifically for questions the illocutionary point is to elicit information from the

hearer, which does not seem to be the case with these interrogatives.

One piece of evidence for this conclusion is the very nature of the text itself from a
conversational® persbective. Analysing the pericope (see table above) one
concludes that it is an interactive reported speech, “a narrative depiction of a
conversation” (Miller 1992:176). One basic characteristic of a conversation is that it
is structured in pairs, or alternating turns.* Question-answer pairs are very clear
examples of adjacency (Goody, 1978:23). The first part of a pair creates an
expectation for a second part to give continuity to the conversation (the first part
creates a “slot” for the second one). In vefses 6 and 7 we have the first part of the
pair, Joseph getting his brothers’ attention and telling his dream. In verse 8 we find
the second part of the pair, the reaction of the brothers to Joseph’s account, where
the interrogative sentence occurs. Now, when a question occurs in the first part of a
pair it prompts someone, a second speaker, for an answer (see Gen 16:8, 37:15-16),
but this is not the case here. The telling of the dream prompted the sentence uttered
by Joseph'’s brothers and that is the end of this pair as well as the end of the first part
of this interactive reported speech, at least from the narrator's perspective. Thus, we
have an interrogative thét does not include a prompt for an answer and consequently
an utterance that does not fulfil the essential rule for questions (it is not an attempt of
the speaker to elicit information from the hearer). However, it is possible, in principle,
for the dialogue to continue and the interrogative to be answered by a simple yes or
no or yet with a statement completing the proposition in the interrogative sentence. It
means that the interrogative in the verse has answerability (it is not a trick question -

see May,1989:227). Thus, it is still possible to consider the utterance a question,

55 Schiffrin devotes one chapter to conversational analysis (1994:232-281).

56 Technically, adjacency pairs: For a description of adjacency pairs, their occurrence in narrative texts
and relevance, see Miller, 1992:175-243. See also Brennestuhl (1988) for speech acts sequences.
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however, with a defective literal illocutionary act. In this case we are dealing with an
indirect speec'h act, a speech act performed by the performance of another act (see

page 66 for the explanation of indirect speech acts).

This kind of indirect speech act is more commonly known as. a rhetorical question,
defined generally as the “posing of questions that expect no answer” (Frank,
1990:723) or questions that “aim not to gain information but to give information with
passion” (WO § 18.2.g). Several problems may be observed as one approaches this
kind of question in BH as well as in general linguistic literature. One -such problem
occurs in the process of distinguishing between the syntactic structure _of
interrogatives and the pragmatic function of questions. The so-called rhetorical
question is a pragmatic function of some interrogatives and generally the syntax itself
can tell little about the pragmatic function of this kind of utterance. Other clues are
necessary for the recognition of the interrogative as a rhetorical question. Early
studies in BH recognise the subject as difficult (see for instance the discussion of
GKC'’s position on page 33). More recent studies like WO try to classify questions
functionally (see Table 1 page 19). They admit, however, that rhetorical questions
are to be considered somewhere else (1992:322), except for the case of self-
abasement formulas because they occur “within a consistent grammatical structure.”
A few studies in BH try to reconcile form and function of rhetorical questions, e. g.
Gordis 1932:213-216 and Van Selms 1972:143-149. However, in general, none of
these studies produce significant results regarding the use of rhetorical questions in

BH.

Neither Austin nor Searle dealt with rhetorical questions in their theory of speech
acts, or rather, indirect speech acts. More recent studies try to approach the matter
from the perspective of speech acts and offer solutions to the problems posed by

rhetorical questions (e.g. Brown & Levinson 1978:56-289, Anzilotti 1982:290-302,
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May 1989:227-243). Frank (1990:723-738) specially criticises the works of Anzilotti
and Brown & Levinson as insufficient for a clear understanding of rhetorical
queétions. According to Frank, the problem starts in the definition of rhetorical
questions. More problems arise in Anzilotti's study from a speech act theoretical
point of view because it tends to concentrate on the speech act utterance (as the
traditional speech act theory) and not on the discourse sequence. Frank argues
correctly (1990:735) that it is only possible to perform an analysis of rhetorical
questions if one applies the insights of discourse analysis. The same point is argued

in general by Brennenstuhl! (1988:55-69) and Schiffrin (1994).

Thus, the definition of rhetorical questions as “questions asked without intention of
receiving a reply” is inadequate because one cannot recognise them without relying
on the subjective analysis of the speaker’s intent as well as analysing the_ hearers
response. Frank shows that the recognition of rhetorical questions in her study was
obtained “not ...by the syntactic form of the question,'nor by assessments of
performative intent. Rather, determinations were based on clues provided by
speakers, in combination with hearers’ responses” (1990:736). A similar approach is
needed to understand the function of the interrogatives in verses 8 and 10. Levinson
(1983:110) considers rhetorical questions as an example of interaction where the
maxims of sincerity or quality are flouted (see the co-operative principle and maxims

in Table 6 - Grice’s co-operative principle page 66).

In the written text we have also to observe the perception of the narrator (sometimes
the speaker intent is identified by the narrator in the quotative frame, by a
metapragmatic vérb57). We will see in the next example that quotative frames may

play an important role in the identification of speech acts in narrative texts. The

57 We refer to metapragmatic verb as the verbs that occur in quotative frames, e.g. “He said” (see
footnote 41). '
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quotative frame that introduces the direct speech in verse 8, however, is not specific
enough to tell what kind of speech act is been performed by the interrogative (it is a
single verb frame - one finite speech verb - by far the most common direct speech
frame in BH) and it requires further analysis to discover the speech act performed in

that utterance.
We may sum up the findings about the interrogative in verse 8 as follows:

o the quotative frame is not explicit regarding the speech act being
performed by the speaker in the utterance; the verb frame only tells us
that a conversation is taking place; the pericope, however, tells us that the
brothers “hated him even more” after the uttering of the dream, thus
giving the reader an idea of what to expect;

e the surface level characteristics of the sentence show that we are dealing
with an interrogative sentence;

e the utterance occurs in the end of a pair in the dialogue which does not
prompt for a sequence or, in this case an answer;

o consequently the utterance does not fulfil directly the essential condition
for a question (request of information);

e however, in principle it is possible for the interrogative (an incomplete
statement) to be answered;

¢ this opens the possibility for an indirect sbeech act;

o the characters involved in the dialogue have distinct social positions
where the character with an “superior” position (the older brothers) is
threatened by the character in a “inferior” position (the younger brother -
9¥3 - one that is not a man yet); Joseph does not make an open
statement that he is going to reign over his brothers; however that is what
the brothers understand from Joseph's telling them the dream.®® His
words are threatening because of what they imply in the social context.
The narrator also indicates that the speaker that utters the sentence
already holds negative feelings regarding the hearer (verse 4) and states
that the dream makes the situation worse (verse 8 - “So they hated him
yet more for his dreams and for his words”).

Now, bearing in mind that the interrogatives in verse 8 are not used to perform the

speech act question (a request for information), what kind of indirect speech act is

58 Looking at the accounts of dreams in this pericope one notices that all dreams have a predictive
content and that the predictions (or their interpretation) are fulfilled. Regarding Joseph's account of
the dream in verse 8 Redford (1970:70) states: “The brothers are not clairvoyant, nor gifted with
powers of dream interpretation. But they do not need to be; the purport of Joseph's dream is-
abundantly clear.”
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been performed here? To answer that one must ask what is the illocutionary point of
the speech act? (for the definition of illocutionary point see page 62). Considering the
social relations between the characters involved (older and younger brothers), the
implications of the first speech act (the teiling of the dream thét posés a threat) by
the character in an inferior social position, it is normal to expect some sort of reaction
from the character in a superior position. One should also note that the narrator uses |
the dialogue as an “explication” of the statement in verse 5: “Once Joseph had a
dream, and when he told it to his brothers, they hated him even more.” This speech
act reaction comes in the form of criticism. We may say that the illocutionary point is
an “attempt by the speaker to get the hearer to do something” (Searle 1979:13). The
speaker wants or-desires (sincerity condition - the speaker wants the hearer to do A)
may be an apology from the hearer for being presumptuous or a change of attitude
(although A is not necessarily in the hearer’s-best interest, otherwise the speech act
could be a piece of advice). Notice that criticism can only occur in relation to a past
act of the hearer in relation to the speech act (deeds or words in the past that
somehow affect the interests of the speaker) but the speaker expects a future action
from the hearer (depending on the social relations of speaker and hearer, the
criticism may have the force of a command). One problematic point in the
description, however, is that sentences uttered in interrogative form are incomplete
propositions, thus having an indefinite propositional content (considering that
criticism fits into the category of directives in Searle"s taxonomy, the expected
propositional content would be “a future act A of the hearer’). However, we must
again remember that we are dealing with an indirect speech act and that is precisely

the idea behind it: performing a speech act through another act.

We may now sum up the conclusions on verse 8:
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e the doubling of the interrogative sentences indicates strong criticism by
the speaker; further indication is the grammatical construction in the
interrogative (infinitive absolute plus imperfect) which shows how
Joseph's brothers understood the accounting of the dream;*

e with these characteristics it is possible to determine the performance of
an indirect speech act (an utterance implying more than it is said), where
the speaker criticises a past act of a first speaker,;

o whether this is a rhetorical question or not would depend on how the
notion “rhetorical question” is defined.

One important point to highlight is that the information above is the result of a mix
between “common sense’ plus the application of speech act theory. According to
Schiffrin (1994:63), “analysing the process by which people identify speech acts is a
critical part of speech act theory: thus, although uncovering bits and pieces of our
knowledge (some of which might seem just “common sense”) is tedious, this is
exactly what speech act is concerned about.” Although it seems tedious, it is

important to perform a similar analysis on other interrogatives in our sample text.

Similar conclusions can be drawn on the interrogatives in verse 10 with some

important variations that | want to highlight below:

o the quotative frame is explicit regarding the speech act performed
by the speaker in the utterance from the viewpoint of the narrator (“he
rebuked...”); multiple verb frames are helpful in telling not only that a
conversation is taking place, but in many cases they tell us the speech act
that has been performed,;

e the surface level characteristics of the sentences show that we are
dealing with interrogative sentences;

o this indicates that, at least from the viewpoint of the narrator, an ‘
interrogative may be used to perform a speech act such as a rebuke;

o the utterance occurs in the end of a pair in the dialogue which does not
prompt for a sequence or, in this case, an answer;

e consequently the utterances do not fulfil directly the essential condition for
questions (request for information);

59 In footnote 53 we quoted Van der Merwe et al. about the infinitive absolute plus imperfect regarding
statements. Here the construction occurs in interrogative sentences as well as in several other
places in BH (cf. Gen 18:18; 24:5; 43:7; 44:5; 44:15; 50:15). It seems by that that the brothers
understood Joseph's accounting of the dream as a strong claim or prediction, thus the use of the
construction in this context. GKC (§ 113.q) states that “The infinitive absolute is used to strengthen a
question, especially in impassioned or indignant questions, e.g. Gen 37:8, 37:10” etc.
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e however, in prihciple it is possible for the interrogatives (incomplete
statements) to be answered; this is the answerability nudge? according to
May (1989:229);

e the characters involved in the dialogue have distinct social positions
where the character with a “superior” position (the father) is threatened by
the character in an “inferior” position (Joseph, the son). In this case,
however, despite the rebuke, the speaker does not have negative feelings
toward the hearer; here are two important differences from the preceding
interrogatives in verse 8; first, the social positions are considerably more
relevant (brother/brother - father/son) in terms of authority; secondly, the
expressed feelings between the parts differ considerably. In the first case,
the criticism came from speakers who expressed negative feelings toward
the hearer; in this case the criticism comes from a speaker with declared
positive feelings toward the hearer (verse 3);

¢ the doubling of the interrogative sentences indicates strong criticism by
the speaker; further indication is the grammatical construction in the
interrogative (infinitive absolute plus imperfect), which shows how
Joseph'’s father understood the accounting of the dream;

¢ the presence of the metapragmatic verb in the speech frame, the lack of
any kind of answer and the social position of the speakers in the dialogue
make the pragmatic function of the utterance clear: it is a rebuke in the
form of an interrogative;

e whether this is a rhetorical question or not would depend on how the
notion “rhetorical question” is defined.

One important point to be stressed is that in utterances like the ones in verse 10,
where the narrator explicitly declares the speech act performed (“he rebuked and
said... - a multiple verb frame where each verb is inﬂecfed identically®®), it is easier to
identify the function of the interrogative (in many cases where a multiple verb frame

or a le’mor frame is used the speech act is indicated by the narrator).

Thus, we may say from the analysis above that when studying speech acts in
narrative texts it is important to identify the quotative frames and metapragmatic
verbs that introduce the utterances. We may also say that it is important to identify

the broader pericope and context of the utterance which provide insights into the

60 Multiple verb frames (distinct from l&’mér frames) are frames that refer to the same speech event
and have the same participant framework (Miller 1992:99). Miller prefers to include in the quotative
frame only metapragmatic speech verbs, contrary to Longacre who understands other verbs to be
part of the quotative frame, such as motion and psychological verbs. This definition, according to
Miller, is too broad and consequently unclear (see Longacre 1989:160). Note that [g'mér frames are
also used with metapragmatic non-speech verbs.
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speech acts performed. For instance, the introduction of the matter in verse 5

indicates to the hearer the tone and emotional setting of the passage.

These first two examples serve to illustrate that the traditional definitions of rhetorical
questions given above are problematic. One can see that “quéstions asked without
the intention of receiving a reply” or “posing of questions that expect no answer” or
even “questions that aim not to gain information but to give information.with passion”
are not enough to define the use of interrogative sentences such as the ones we find
'in verses 8 and 10. Beekman & Callow (1974:229-248), analysing rhetorical
questions in the New Testament, provide some better insights into the matter than
other studies in general. They present attested contextual clues that may indicate if
an interrogative poéits a “real” question or a rhetorical quesfion in the Greek New
Testament. They conclude that form is not sufficient to determine the function of an
interrogative in the Greek New Testament which leaves the reader with an ambiguity‘..
But most important in Beekman & Callow’s study is that they are not satisfied with a
simplistic definition of rhetorical questions and they extend the definition in a more
inclusive way which allows for a classification of the functions of rhetorical question.
They say about the so-called rhetorical questions that “Although they are cast in the
form of a question,®! they are not used to obtain information. Rather, they are used to
convey or call attention to information and to express the speaker's attitudes,
opinions, etc.” (Beekman & Callow 1974:229). From this broader definition the
authors develop the following classification and functional chart for questions in the

New Testament (1974:244):

61 What Beekman & Callow here call a question we stated previously we prefer to call an interrogative
to avoid inconsistency. Interrogative refers to the syntactic construction while question refers to the
pragmatic function of interrogatives.
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Questions in the New Testament

Classification Function
To elicit unknown information
Real
To elicit known information
To express certitude Negative
. Affirmative
Both
To express incertitude, contingency, or deliberation
Rhetorical To make an evaluation or a Affirmative
command or
Negative
To highlight and introduce a new subject or a new aspect of one

Although the proposed classification will probably not fit BH questions, it may prove
useful as a model to a similar classification of the so-called rhetorical questions in the
JN. For instance, Hyman (1984:447) defines the question in verse 8 as a
critical/corrective question, which, according to our analysis, proves to be correct.
Thus, after we identify differént functions of interrogatives in BH we can build a
similar chart for questions in BH. Hyman's label “critical/corrective” could be one
entry on the functional side of the rhetorical questions classification. However,
Hyman does not give evidence of a source for this classification nor classifies the
questions in a systematic fashion, and in general, commentators put the type of
interrogatives analysed here under the umbrella of rhetorical questions (see Coats,

1976:13) without further comment or clarification.

ANALYSIS OF APPARENTLY UNANSWERED INTERROGATIVES

In this section we analyse apparently unanswered interrogatives in the JN. We will
analyse each of these interrogatives in its own pericope and see if similar principles
as the ones we found in the introductory analysis are present and if similar
. conclusions can be drawn from them (the unanswered interrogatives are listed in

Table 28 below).
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Genesis 37:13
The next unanswered interrogative in our corpus occurs in the pericope 37:12-17. It

is the continuation of the former bericope, Here one finds two dialogues, first
between Joseph and his father and second between Joseph and an unknown man
wandering in the field. In both dialogues we find interrogatives; however, only the first

one will be analysed at this stage.

Table 10 - Pericope: Genesis 37:12-17

WIYA QIR IR NP7 POR 1977 37.12 Narrative - text setting
'phx xﬁ'l 7OP-YR YRIW? K3 37.13 Direct speech introduced by single
93377 12 DR m’bx IR -Db D3v2 o'y verb frame - Interrogative - the
same character continues
speaking - Direct speech

introduced by single verb frame -
response from second character

Thy 02N 'm Ri- 7% % MR>Y 37.14 Direct speech introduced by single
PRYD Hwhbw’w 927 "1V 1’37 mbw nx) verb frame - Narrative
SRV X2 1790 |
WIRWN 77V YN 137 VAR WIRED? 37.15 Narrative -  Direct  speech
WRIN~n APRY WORT introduced by lg’mér frame
Y% RITTTT°HT Wpan 23R OX-NR K% 37.16 Direct speech introduced by single
:°y 0o TBoX verb frame - answer followed by
T T interrogative
D IRR SHYLY >3 11 1903 WORT MR 3717 Direct speech introduced by single
D\xgnsl vtm jpg '101’ -lb:J n;sp-; n\;b; verb frame - Narrative
073

The interrogative in verse 13 (W2 @°y7 PHX X127 - "Are not your brothers
pasturing the flock at Shechem?”) seems to have different characteristics from the
previous ones. We observed previously that the usage of X197 is interpreted in
various ways (e.g. genuine questions expecting positive answers or negative
answers,; for questions marked by reproach; speech to ask for attention; for emphatic
stress (rather, certainly, surely, indeed, exactly) and other alternative renderings
(except, only, please) - see page 23). This variety requires that one looks further into
the text to understand the usage of the particle in each specific instance. The
interrogative occurs in a reported speech, in the first part of a dialogue. The

interrogative, however, is not directly paired with another sentence that posits an
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‘answer. The character that utters the interrogative continues the speech with another
utterance, a directive (a request - the speaker wants the hearer to do something) that
is then positively accepted'. Thus, the utterance in verse 13 dbes not seem to fulfil
the preparatory condition for questions (the speaker is not interested in the answer
probably because he already knows it and he knows that the hearer knows it as well)
and consequently it does not fulfil the sincerity and essential conditions. But if the
interrogative in this \case is ﬁot a question, what kind of speech act is being .
performed here? Hypothetically, the question allows for an answer that could be
positive or negative. Admitting that the answer is positive,®? and both speaker and
hearer know it, it is possible that the speaker is looking for agreement or confirmation
on the part of the hearer. Once again, this leads us to the conclusion that we are
deéling with some sort of indirect speech act. Searching for the correct speech act
presented by the utterance leads one to look in the categories or the taxonomy of

speech acts. Looking at the felicity conditions from Searle one comes to the

conclusion that the interrogative fits into the category assertion or affirmation:

Table 11 - Rules for STATEMENTS

Propositional content Any proposition p.

Preparatory ' 1. S has evidence (reasons, etc.) for the truth of p.
2. Itis not obvious to both S and H that H knows (does not
need to be reminded of, etc.) p.

Sincerity S believes p

Essential Counts.as an undertaking to the effect that p represents an
actual state of affairs.

Comment: Unlike argue these do not seem to be essentially tied to
attempting to convince. Thus "l am simply stating that p and not -
attempting to convince you” is acceptable, but "l am arguing
that p and not attempting to convince you " sounds

. inconsistent. '

62 Reading the narrative we learn that the brothers are not in Schechem, but somewhere else.
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A statement is constituted under the following conditions: the speaker has reason to
believe and has evidence of a certain fact (Joseph’s brothers are in Schechem); it is
not obvious to both spéaker and hearer that the hearer does not know or need to be
reminded of the fact been stated (if Joseph knows that his brothers are in Schechem,
it is not obvious that he has that in mind at that momeht; thus, as an introduction to
the following request, he is reminded of the fact); the speaker believes that what he

is stating is true (Jacob believes that his other sons are in Schechem).

In the first two interrogatives we analysed we reached the conclusion that they were
not used to ask questions but to criticise. Here, in verse 13, the interrogative serves
to the purpose of a statement. If we were to put the interrogatives in the form of a

direct speech act instead of an indirect speech act we would have:

37:8 - Are you indeed to reign over What an attitude! Do you really think
us? Or are you indeed to have that you will have dominion over us!
dominion over us?

37:10 - What is this dream that you - What an inconceivable dream this one
have dreamed? Shall | and your that you had about me, your own
mother and your brothers indeed father, your mother and your brothers
come to bow ourselves to the ground bowing to the ground before you!
before you?"

37:13 - “Are not your brothers “Your brothers are pasturing in
pasturing the flock at Shechem? Schechem, remember? Come, | will
Come, | will send you to them.” And send you to them.” And he said, “Here
he said to him, "Here | am." - [ am.”

For the interrogatives above most English translations use, as in BH, an
.interrogative. However, some translations adopt the direct speech act (NIV - “As you
~ know your brothers are grazing the flocks near Schechem.”) or as in the 1909
Spanish translation Reina-Valera Bible (“Y dijo Israel a José: Tué hermanos
apacientan las ovejas en Sichém: ven, y te enviaré & ellos. Y él respondié: Heme
aqui” - “Your brothers are pasturing the flock in Schechem: Come and | will send you

to them. And he answered: Here | am.”). This old translation once more shows that

91



Stellenbosch University https://scholar.sun.ac.za

some of the conclusions reached applying principles laid down by speech act theory

have also been arrived at by the mere use of common sense.

Genesis 37:26
The next interrogative which does not seem to have a direct answer occurs in the

following pericope:

Table 12 - Pericope: Genesis 37:23-30

W WHN POR-YR 10T RITIWRD "7, 37.23 Narratve - sequence from
o°pBT NINI~NR 1}1;03—11;{ i-lpﬁa-n;s previous pericope
2y WK
9127) 717230 TNR 1DLHWN AR 37.24 Narrative sequence
P 12 PR P
DYy XN &Ny '7:);5'2 Yaw 37.25 Narrative sequence

wbm N2 u’bxynw’ nmx Hz-n RN
0’3517 u‘n s hx:: n’an m’bmn
TIYINN 'Mﬂ‘?

D yxé-np 1’13;5'5}5 I MRD) 37.26 Direct speech introduced by single
9INT-RR 19097 IIARCAR VM verb frame - Interrogative -
T ooy e character continues speech
=R 934 DO oRYDWSY 1379m7) 15Y 37.27 Direct speech  continues -
PIR IWRYR RITT IV 1RO 13700 Narrative
’13117?3’1 D’WHD D’J"!D D’&?JN iw:;m 37.28 Narrative

121 "NR 197N Wanm '191"1'1}5 1('7;?]_1
W2 92 IVYI DRYDYY?
TR¥R PR
PP 73T MATOK J2IX] 2w 37.29
PIATAR Y M3
IR PR 7977 PRM POR-IR 23N 37.30 Narrative followed by direct speech
IN3TIR TIN introduced by single verb frame -
o speech ends with the interrogative

The interrogative in verse 26 (Y277NX 11°93) IWAR-DR Aq) 02 yX3 1 - "What
profit is it if we slay our brother and conceal his blood?”) is similar to the previous
one in verse 13 in the sense that both have the same character continuing the
speech after uftering the interrogative. The pairing is resolved in the narrative without
a direct speech quote from the hearer (the brothers). The narrator resolves the
dialogue stating that the brothers of the speaker (Judah) agreed with him. Although

the dialogue is introduced by a single verb frame that only indicates that someone is
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saying something without any indication of a specific speech act, we have recourse
.to the sorution of the dialogue provided by the narrator to better understand the
speech act. The fact that the brothers agreed with Judah shows that, from the
perspective of the narrator, the speech act in the dialogue is one looking for
agreement, i.e. trying to convince the hearer of something (changing beliefs).
However, that dees not necess'arily imply that the utterance expressed by the
interrogative is a directive. We are clearly dealing here with an indirect speech act.
We can assume that the utterance following the interrogative is a directive (“Come,
let us sell him to the Ishmaelites, and let not our hand be upbn him, for he is our
brother, our own flesh." And his brothers heeded him), but not the interrogative. We
know by the flow of the narrative that the hearers had the intent to kill Joseph'. Judah
tries to convince them that killing their brother is not in their best interest and he then
presents them with an option. Considering the religious background of the brothers,
the fact that they are not supposed to kill other human beings, and further more, one
of their brothers, we can conclude that Judah is trying to elicit a favourable
conclusion to his following argument. Moreover, Judah’s proposition not only avoid
the problem of killing but get them another advantage: money, the real profit of the
whole situation. This use of rhetorical questions (argumentative use) was pointed out
by May (1989:241 n. 2). Being an indirect speech act we can invert the reading of

the interrogative in 37:26 as follows:

“What profit is it if we slay our brother
and conceal his blood? Come, let us
sell him to the Ishmaelites, and let not
our hand be upon him, for he is our
brother, our own flesh.” And his
brothers heeded him.

93

‘I don’t think that killing our brother
and hiding his blood is a good idea.
There is no profit on it. Come, let us
sell him to the Ishmaelites, and let not
our hand be upon him, for he is our
brother, our own flesh.” And his
brothers heeded him.
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Thus, by the end of the fourth unanswered question in the narrative one can find at
least three different speech act functions for the so-called rhetorical questions: the
first two, verses 8 and 10, are directives used to criticise the heafer (expecting some
future change); the third one, verse 13, is used.to make a statement (reminding the
hearer of a certain state of‘affairs) and the fourth one, verse 26, is used to try to
convince the hearer to change a possible course of action. Notice that in the first tWo
verses the interrogatives are used in the speech to end a dialogue, while the next
two interrogatives analysed are used to introduce speech acts in the directive class.

The so-called rhetorical questions are used as an introduction to speech following it.

Genesis 37:30
The next interrogative apparently without an answer (37:30) occurs in the same

pericope as the previous one and we will refer to that pericope (page 92) as we
argue its function. 'Syntactically, the interrogative :RQ7°IR IR "IXR1 '(“and I, where
shall | go?") is indicated as such by the question word 11X (see page 33 for the use

of the question word). It is part of a larger unit of speech and it must be analysed

to his brothers, and said, “The lad is gone; and |, where shall | go?"). More
precisely, the interrogative occurs at the end of a small division inside the narrative.
This sub-section comprises verses 29 and 30 where one can find a stretch of direct
discourse which cannot be immediately characterised as a dialogue. Although one
can assume that the utterance was uttered in the presence of a certain audience
(Reuben’s brothers) the narrator presents no answer from that audience and
changes the direction of the narrative into the cover-up of the actions performed by
Joseph’s brothers (some commentators will call that é scene change, see
Westermann 1986:43). Thus, one has a direct speech that has only one turn and no

pair, differently to what is normally expected considering that an interrogative is

94



Stellenbosch University https://scholar.sun.ac.za

uttered. In order to understand the speech act one must ask who is the hearer of vthe
utterance. There are two possibilities: the brothers or Reuben himself. Let us discuss

this last possibility first.

As we have stated above, the surface characteristics of the pericope do not
characterise it as a dialogue (there is no pairing sequence). We also stated
previously that an interactive reported speech is the “depiction of conversation” and
the text does not give clear signs of a conversation happening here, except for the
use of the metapragmatic verb “said”. This could be characterised as a non-
interactive reported speech. Miller (1992:176) points out that these cases “may be
depicted as a (one-sided) conversation and exhibité many of the same structures
and conventions found in interactive reported speech.” Besides that, the verb “nR is

clearly used in some places to depict thought®® as in Genesis 20:11 (see also 38:11):

_ ral ’ij??S "2 DF7AR Snxh Abraham said, "I did it because |

1390 713 um; 0’3173 DRTTR thoyght,'There is no fear of ch gt

TATTS T oA all in this place, and they will kill
PRYR 9277

me because of my wife.

This could lead one to the conclusion that the speaker is somehow talking to himself
and expressing his fears in relation to his future as he is the one that had the

intention of returning Joseph safely into his father’s hands (see verse 22).%

However, it is also possible to argue that the speaker is actually speaking to his
brothers and expressing his fears to them (Gen 42:22 confirms this position). When
describing reported speech in conversation and narration Miller (1992:175) states
| that “The speech of characters may be presented directly, without narrative

comment, or their speech may be condensed through various narrative devices,

63 In some places the verb occurs in the expression 2293 WX “to say in the heart” (see BDB page 56).

64 Reuben’s reasons for returning Joseph to his father are not expressed in the narrative at this stage.
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such as narrative substitutions withih reported speéch..., re-analysis of direct
spee.ch, or deletion of one (or more) pair-parts of reported speech from a
conversation (when they are recoverable from the narrative)” (my italics). The
deletion is a possibility here. It is possible vto understand that the actions taken by the
brothers® are an answer or a pragmatic response to the problem stated by Reuben
in the utterance of the interrogative (the depiction of a hearer performing an act as a
response to a first pair part in a dialogue).®® Note the development of the text. After
Joseph is taken away (verse 28) and Reuben returns to the pit he sees that Joseph
is not there (verse 29 - “he rent his clothes”). The text proceeds (verse 30) by telling
that he returns to his brothers and utters the interrogative in question. In lg’mér
frames it is usual to have a metapragmatic non-speech verb in the frame (like “he
returned saying...”). However, in multiple verb frames the verbs included in the
frame are usually verbs of speech (like the quotative frame in verse 10 - “he rebuked

and said...”). Thus, we may conclude that the verb 21 is not part of the quotative

frame that introduces the interrogative, although it is a common verb that pfecedes
quotative frames in BH (see 38:22; Ex 4:18; 5:22; 32:31; etc). One can say then that
after Reuben rent his clothes (a sign of distress and grief), he returned and
performed the speech act in front of his brothers. In other words, the brothers are the
target audience for the utterance act. Assuming then that the brothers are the
audience to whom the interrogative was addressed to, we may proceed to analyse

the speech act from this angle.

However, one can assume that as the older son he had the responsibility for doing that.

65 The text does not specify which of the brothers took action and whether Reuben participated in the
action or not. .

66 The presentation of a second pair part in adjacency pairs may occur in different ways. Miller
(1992:195-6) shows how second pair parts may be presented in narrative as pragmatic responses,
narrative responses and silence. '
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The preparatory conditions for questions (page 79) are that the speaker “does not
know the information needed to complete the proposition truly” and that it is not
obvious “to both S and H that H will provide the information at that time without being
asked.” These preparatory conditions seem true regarding Reuben’s utterance. He
does not know what to do in face of the situation (he has to go back and answer for
Joseph to his father); it is not obvious that the brothers will say anything to Reuben
regarding the matter. It is also possible to argue that the sincerity condition is
fulfilled, the speaker wants (one can even say desperately) to know what to do in this
situation. Considering that Reuben utters the sentence in front of his brothers it is
reasonable to think that he wants some answer from them. The answer is possibly
given in the pragmatic response that follows, thus fulfilling the essential condition for
questions (counts as an attempt to elicit this information from H). A pragmatic
response is an action that is “functionally equivalent to a speech event in an oral
conversation” (Miller 1992:196) while a narrative response depicts an action that is
performed as a response but in a different time/space frame (see Ex 1:15-17 - the
action of the midwives is carried out in secret, a narrative response to an order given
by the king). Although we cannot be certain that Reuben was present when the
action took place, it is reasonable to assume it. Thus paraphrasing the text one

would have:

The lad is gone! And |, where shall | go?
Don’t worry, we have a plan. / Don’t worry we will make a plan to save your
face. :

That would leave us with a true que'stion or an information-seeking question as

~ opposed to a so-called rhetorical question.

However, most modern readers (commentators) express a different understanding of

the interrogative. Hyman (1984:438) quotes this verse with others as a question that
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“express[es] an emotion, such as surprise, bewilderment, or despair.” Westermann
(1986:42) comments on this verse saying “Reuben exclaims in the presence of his
brothers, “The boy is not there! And | — where am [ to turn?” One could expand
Reuben’s last sentence “... from my father's face”; he knows he is the one to answer
when his father asks after Joseph” (my italics). Keil & Delitzsch (1976:337) explains
the seduence of events after Reuben rent his clothes saying that he “exclaimed :
“The boy is no more, and |, whither shall | go!” — how shall | account to his father for
his disappearance!” (my italics). From these examples it is obvious that the

sentences are normally understood as expressing an exclamation.

The first sentence - The boy is no more! - is easy to understand as an exclamation,
specially considering that the narrator uses in verse 29 the particle 17377 expressing

the great surprise Reuben felt when he did not find Joseph in the pit (see Van der
" Merwe et al. § 43.7). Our analysis shows, however, that although the first sentence
is exclamatory in function (expressing surprise), the second one is a real question
where Reuben is seeking from his brothers a solution for the problem that the

absence of Joseph will cause him.

Thus, after observing five different interrogatives that do not have a clear answer in
the BH text one finds out that an apparently unanswered question with an apparent
exclamatory function may be a “real’ information seeking question, like the case of

the last interrogative discussed above.

Genesis 39:9 _
Genesis 39:9 presents another interrogative without an apparent answer as indicated

in the pericope below:
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Table 13 - Pericope: Genesis 39:7-10

CTIIRTNVR KPP THRT 001277 OOX "m 39.7 Narrative followed by direct speech
2pY 72V MR ]2 i bX TIY IR introduced by single verb frame
IR 17 PITIR DWRTOR 4pR™ ]xm 39.8 Direct speech introduced by
Torwr-wR Y2 M2 PR YTIORY multiple verb frame
2702 10
‘-n'zm XYY S3om hyg 222 27 1PK 399 Interrogative sentence

TAYR-AR TWRD INIRTDR *2 ARIRD 3hD
nx#3 19730 Ny DR 1’&1
IR IRY)

YRWRY) 01 @1 o> YR 771279 Vi 39.10 Narrative
FRY DIRY AZYR 2207 PR

This péricope is part of a different setting in the JN. Here, Joseph is living in Egypt
and working in the house of “Potiphar, an officer of Pharaoh, the captain of the
guard.” After some time in this house as a worker Joseph finds favour in his master's
eyes and is promoted to the position of “overseer” in that house. Looking at the
description Joseph gives of his own position in verses 8 and 9 of this chapter one
can see that he occupied a very privileged position of authority in that house.
However, in the dialogue in which the interrogative occurs we have Joseph in an
interchange with someone supposedly in a superior position, his master’s wife. The
first pair of the dialogue, a direct speech by Potiphar's wife, is a directive in which

she demands: »*»Y 120V (“Lie with me”). Because of her position and the way she

phrases the utterance she implies more than a simple request. However, Joseph
finds himself in a position to refuse her demands because obeying it would be an
offence of a social code of conduct where Potiphar's wife’s wrongdoing could be
uncovered. She could not use her authority openly to force Joseph to obedience.
The text tells us that after the episode she kept on insisting, up to a point where sh‘e

physically tries to make Joseph submit for her demands.

The interrogative sentence occurs at the end of a direct speech by Joseph, the

second pair part of a dialogue. No apparent reply is given to the interrogative
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TYRY SNRLM NRTT FYTA0 777 hYR PR) that is marked as such by the
particle 7°X (see page 32 for the use of the particle).”” The narrator uses verse 10 as

a closing statement for the episode. Similar to verses 8 and 10 of Chapter 37, the
narrator limits the interchange to only one pair in the dialogue where the interrogative
sentence occurs in the second pair-part. Similarly to the speech frame in 37:10,
where the narrator is declaring the speech act performed by the utterance, this
second pair part is introduced by a multiple verb frame (“He refused® and said”).
However, the frame is introducing a larger stretch of speech that includes the
interrogativé but dqes not refer exclusively to it. It implies that the speech act
indicated by the frame (to refﬁse) is performed by the whole speech and not only the
utterance of the interrogative. Thus, to find out which speech act is performed in the
uttering of the interrogative it is necessary to consider again the conditions in which it

occurs.

As expressed previodsly, interrogatives are good candidates for the speech act
question because of their nature (incomplete propositions). It is, however, easy to
rule out that possibility when the contextual conditions show that the speaker is not
seeking information from the hearer (essential condition for questions). Considering
Joseph's arguments, there is no answer that can be given to such a question; he is
totally convinced that he cannot do such evil. Besides that, the configuration of the
dialogue shows that the pair is coherent and complete; it presents a meaningful inter-
change betwéen speaker and hearer. It is also difficult to argue that the sequence of

the text poses a pragmatic or narrative response to a question. Thus, we may

67 Observing more closely the usage of the particle in BH (61 instances in total) one can see that most
occurrences of the particle in narrative texts is to pose a question in which the speaker is facing an
unreasonable situation, expressing disappointment or confusion. The particle is also used to pose
real information seeking questions (see 2 Sam 1:5; 1 Kgs 12:6) and a number of times used to
introduce a sentence which expresses an exclamation (see 2 Sam 1:19, 25, 27; Ps 73:19; Is 14:4).

68 Longacre translates the text as "He refused her and said" as if the verb had a pronominal suffix
attached to it, but the verb easily fits into the frame. ' :
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assume that we are dealing once again with an indirect speech act. Now, consider
again the situation in which the speech event occurs. The hearer receives an order
(or at least a request from someone in a superior position®) to do something that is
socially inappropriate. The narrator states that the hearer “refuses” the demand or
request and reports the speech which gives the reasons why the demand/request is
refused (Joseph does not want to breach the trust of his master). Following this
explanation is the interrogative, which in the context refuses the first speaker’s
request/demand. Directly stated, the speech act would be approximately: “No, | will
not do such evil against my master and sin against God” (“against God” is another
reason added as to why he is denying the request/demand - a moral/religious

reason).

Observing the direct speech as we propose above it is possible to regard it as a
simple answer. However, to be an answer (giving information requested by the first
speaker) the first pair would have to pose a question (directly or indirectly), and that
is not the case (“Would you lie with me?” - a request and a question). Potiphar's
wife's speech act fits into Searle's taxonomy as a request or command — although
not a request for information, but for action, not a command to give information, but
to act. Interpreting this speech act as an answer is due to the close relationship
between the rules for requests and those for questions. Actually, questions could
easily fit into a sub-category of requests (Searle 1969:69). A comparative chart

between the two categories will help to identify the similarities: -

69 One of the dimensions by which a speech act can be figured out is the strength with which the
illocutionary point is presented. Although different speech acts may have the same illocutionary point
they may have different strengths (see Searle’s 12 dimensions for analysing speech acts on page
62ff., points 4 and 5).
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Table 14 - Comparing questions and requests

Questions
Any proposition or propositional function.

1. S does not know 'the answer’, i.e., does
not know if the proposition is true, or, in the
case of the propositional function, does not
know the information needed to complete
the proposition truly (but see comment
below).

2. It is not obvious to both S and H that
H will provide the information at that time
without being asked.

S wants this information

Counts as an attempt to elicit this
information from H.

There are two kinds of questions, (a) real
questions, (b) exam questions. In real
questions S wants to know (find out) the
answer; in exam questions, S wants to
know if H knows.

Requests
Future act A of H

1. His able to do A. S believes H is able to
do A.

2. It is not obvious to both S and H that
H will do A in the normal course of events

of his own accord

Swants Htodo A

Counts as an attempt to get H to do A.

Order and command have the additional
preparatory rule that S must be in a
position of authority over H. Command
probably does not have the 'pragmatic’
condition requiring non-obviousness.
Furthermore in both, the authority
relationship infects the essential condition
because the utterance counts as an
attempt to get H to do A in virtue of the
authority of S over H.

Schiffrin (1994:71) points out the similarities between requests and questions as

follows:

the preparatory, sincerity, and essential conditions for questions and
requests are similar: since it is not obvious that H will provide
information without being asked (preparatory conditions for
questions), or that H will not do A in the normal course of events of
her own accord (preparatory conditions of requests) both questions
and requests count as attempts to get H to do something (their
essential conditions) that S wants (their sincerity conditions). The
difference between questions and requests is that what a speaker
wants through a question (“elicit information”) is more specific than

what a speaker wants through a request (“do A").

Note however, the comment by Searle in the rules for requests regarding orders and

commands (demands). There are three differences to be noted. One, that S must be

in a position of authority over H. Two, that commands probably do not have the

pragmatic condition of non-obviousness. Three, that the essential condition is
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" infected by the principle o% authority: counts as an attempt to get H to do A in virtue
of the authority of S over H. | believe these three differences between simple
requests and commands are présent in our text: Potiphar's wife is in a position of
authority over Joseph; the principle of non-obviousness is actually irrelevant, and she
tries to get Joseph to do something (lie with her) based on her authority. Based on
the unreasonable situation the fulfiment of her command would bring, Joseph
refuses it. Now, when a command is refused, it also stands as a challenge of
authority or a reproach. Uéually a reproach comes from someone in a superior
position; however, the social circumstances in which this episode occurs,. a
command to breach an important social rule (to commit adultery”®) allows some
space to the hearer in an inferior social position to refuse to obey the command (or

accept a demand) and reproach the speaker. The use of the particle 'R, “to

.reproach the person addressed” (Van der Merwe et al. § 43.6.ii) further strengthens
this point of view. As noted previously in the analysis of 37:8,10, a reproach is also a
directive, and counts as an attempt to get H to do A (Joseph tries to change

Potiphar’'s wife's attitude).

Two observations on this analysis are Vsigniﬂcant. One has to do with the nature of
.speech act sequences. In order to identify the nature of Joseph's speech act, it was
necessary to investigate the speech act that “generated” it. A second one is the
possibility of one speech utterance performing more than one speech act as is the
case here (a refusal and rebuke at the same time). We will come back to these

points and their implications in the conclusion.

Thus, by the end of another apparently non-answered interrogative we see that an

interrogative may be used in speech to refuse a demand and to rebuke the speaker.

70 That adultery was considered a serious offence in Egyptian culture can be seen in The Story of Two .
Brothers, ANET, 1955:23. '
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Genesis 40:7 and 8 ,
Genesis 40:8 presents another interrogative that has no apparent answer. The verse

is in a long pericope that covers verses 6 to 19 reporting a dialogue between Joseph
and two other prisoners. This new setting in the narrative has been explained‘
- previously in the text as a consequence of the plot of Pbtiphar’s wife against Joseph

because he refused to lie with her. Joseph is now in prison, but again in a privileged
position as he found favour in the eyes of the warden of the prison. The two other
prisoners are officials of the king of Egypt, the chief of the cupbearers and the chief

of the bakers. Joseph was in charge of these prisoners (verse 4).

Table 15 - Pericope: Genesis 40:6-19

X771 222 1p1° 09X X2 406 Narrative
:0°0YT 0371 ahR
PWRI IAR WK Wﬁb D0 NR b&wﬂ 40.7 Direct speech introduced by lémér
DI Y7 B8 YD IPRY 1IIR 10 frame - interrogative
INR ]’3{ ane 1:@?}3 Df?r_j 1’?;{ 1R 408 Direct speech introduced by single
D°3nD BORY X197 rléﬁs Dt’_!?g MmRH verb frame - choral speech - Direct
’ Y X3-17D0 speech introduced by single verb
o frame - interrogative
701 PYIOR D PYRITIY 180" 409 Direct speech introduced by
’355 1937 vbwnn 75 MR multiple verb frame

733 7Ny hnls) xom oA 7,‘?5‘? 19327 40.10
WY PRVIVR 1Y
LRWRY D°2Y7NR NPR) 2133 778 012) 40.11
STY7D 7275 01377NR 1AK) YD 013° bx any
nmw-t hw"yw 13908 717 799 1% X ) 40.12 Direct speech introduced by single
o o nw"pw verb frame
IWRINR YD RY 02 nw*yw 71V 40.13
bEWnD Y73 ‘-mb oI pny) 132" by YMm
APYD D7 IR NWRI
15 2072 MWRI AR *INIITTOX °2 40.14 -
nyneT 5?5 *?h??IT‘? TOR TRY RITDDW
§130 020710 21D
115703) O°12V7] TI¥R *N2E 221772 4015
22 DR PP ARG N PY-RY
7019 *-mx\'u 02 210 °D WHRITIY KN 40.16 Narrative - Direct speech
PYRT" '757 ’WTI 9'70 -np“yw -u-n szn'ynn "JR R introduced by single verb frame
DR RYR YD ':oxn Yo 1ihyn be27 40.17
PWRY 5,5.7@ en"1m OpR '7;?8 oy
D901 hwHY 13900 71 WX Jpi* 1927 40.18 Direct speech introduced by
o] O°p) WY multiple verb frame
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JWRITIR Y70 RY? O DWW 1193 40.19
M7 YRR Ty~PY DI NN TovD
YR 193NN

This pericope presents two interrogatives (in .verses 7 and 8). Since the interrogative
in verse 7 is part of the pair immediately preceding the pair in which the unanswered
interrogative occurs, it is assumed that an analysis of both questions would be more
profitable than the two interrogatives appearing in separate analysis. Since this is a
longer pericope, the pairing in the dialogue will be investigated first. Verses 7/8a form
a first pair that is clearly identifiable as answer/question pair, not only by the
characteristics of the sentences but also by the lg’'mér frame that introduces it (He
‘asked... saying). Verse 8a presents then a simple answer to the question. Peculiar
to this pair is the fact that the speaker'addresses both hearers in the first pair and
receives an answer from both (they said: We had a dream...). This is a case similar
to 37:8 where one finds a choral speech (see footnote 46), a situation impossible in
real life, but explained as one speaker speaking for the group.”” The second pair
comprises verses 8b/9-11. Verse 8b is introduced by singie verb frame and verse 9
'(the second pair part) is introduced by a multiple verb frame. Verses 12-15 present

the follow up to the pair which is introduced by a single verb frame.

We stated above that the first pair presents a question/answer pair. However, this
statement needs to be verified by means of the rules for speech acts. Verse 6
explains the immediate context in which the dialogue takes place - “When Joseph
came to them in the morning and saw them, they were troubled.” The speaker then

utters the sentence in the interrogative form - :07°3 Q°y7 02°18 Y377 (“Why are your

faces downcast today?”’) marked as such by the question word Y377, meaning

71 Miller (1992:307) states about this pair that “This adjacency pair as a whole differs from the
prototypical dialogic ideal in that the response (presumably uttered by only one of the addresses) is
presented as uttered by both of the addresses in unison.”
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“why?” (see page 33 for discussion of the meaning of the question word; also
footnote 75). The utterance is a question because it meets the conditions for
questions (preparatory, sincerity and essential conditions; see Table 9). The
evidence is not only clear from the narrator’s perspective that introduces the reported
speech with the pragmatic verb “asked”, but also from the interaction itself, where
the hearer provides the information requested (an explénation). Thus we may
conclude that the interrogative in verse 7 presents a real question. Remember that

this is a case where the obvious must be stated in order to complete our analysis.

However, as we move toward the next interrogative in verse 8, the conclusions
cannot be reached in such a straightforward way. This is due to various reasons.
First, when a pair is complete, it is not so obvious what someone should expect in

the sequence. For instance, in the previous sequence several options are possible:

1 “Why are your faces downcast today?” _
They said to him, “We have had dreams, and there is no one to interpret
them.”

And Joseph said to them, “Do not interpretations belong to God? Tell them to
me, | pray you.”

2 Why are your faces downcast today? -
They said to him, “We have had dreams, and there is no one to interpret
them.” '

And Joseph said to them,
“Oh, I am sorry.”

3 “Why are your faces downcast today?” _
They said to him, “We have had dreams, and there is no one to interpret
them.”

And Joseph said to them,
“May be we can ask the prophet to come and interpret if next time he is

around?” v

4 “Why are your faces downcast today?”
They said to him, “We have had dreams, and there is no one to interpret
them.”

And Joseph said to them,
“Do you believe they mean anything?”

Number one corresponds to the text we have in RSV. Examples 2, 3 and 4 are just
random examples of what could also be the next exchange in the dialogue. Each of

them ought to be considered and analysed within a determinate set of values and
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beliefs. Es(amples 2 and 3 belong in a context where speaker and hearer believe that
dreams have a meaning and therefore can be and must be interpreted. Example 4
shows that although, the speaker is committed to the belief that dreams have a
" meaning, the hearer questions this belief. Examples 2 and 3 also show that even if
one knov;/s the values of speaker and hearer, the next move is unpredictable.
Second, the analysis of the interrogative is not straightforward because the spéaker
does not open a slot for an answer after the utterance of the interrogative; maybe
because he will.open it at a later stage, or because he really does not want an
answer. Third, the narrator uses in the speech frame the 'generic verb “said” that only
tells the reader that something is being uttered. Thus, we must analyse the utterance

more thoroughly in order to identify the speech act.

The interrogative (2°3In D79RY Ri%7 - "Do not interpretations belong to God?”)
itself is marked by the particle Xi%1, in a dialogue pair very similar to the one we

analysed previously in 37:13 (page 89): a R interrogative in the first pair followed

by speech by the same speaker and then a response from the hearer. In 37:13 we
concluded that the interrogative served to convey the purpose of an statement. A

very similar analysis fits the interrogative in 40:8.

Qbserving the sequence of speech we know that the interrogative is not a real
question (the speaker is not really seeking information), otherwise he would open the
floor to an answer at some stage. However, the speaker cdntinues the speech and
introduces a request following the interrogative. We know that the sentence following
the interrogative (=’f2 RJ173780 - “Tell them to me, | pray you.") is a request because it
meets the conditions for requests (see Table 7 - Types of illocutionary act, conditions

for requests according to Searle).
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Thus, if tt-1e" interrogative is not used to pose a question, we must ask what kind of
speech act is being performed in the utterance of the interrogative. We stated
previously that interrogatives are good candidates for the speech act question, but
when interrogatives are not used for questions then we are dealing with an indirect
speech act. It seems that the speech act performed in the utterance of the
interrogative is a statement (as it is, the case with 37:13). Let us recapitulate the
conditions for statements (see Table 11 - Rules for STATEMENTS): the speaker has
reason to believe and has evidence of a certain fact (Joseph believes that
interpretation of dreams belong to God); it is not obvious to both speaker and hearer
that the hearer does not know or need to be reminded of the fact been stated (if the
hearers believe that the interpretation of dreams belong to God, it is not obvious that
they have that in mind at that moment, thus, as an introduction to the following
request, they are reminded of the fact; if they do not believe interpretations belong to
God, the speaker let them know that he believes that and he is looking for
agreement); the speaker believes that what he is stating is true (Joseph believes that
interpretation of dreams belong to God). If it were the case that the hearer did not
believe in the statement or did not agree with the speaker, the course of the dialogue
would be something different, like - “Why ShO;J|d we? We don't believe
interpretations belong to God!” However, the hearers apparently agree with the
statement and accede to the following request.” Let us imagine that there were no -
statements before the request. Then, the hearers could come up with another
request, looking for a reason as to why they s.hould tell the first speaker their

dreams. These hypothetical observations help one see how the sequences of

72 One possibility is that Joseph is in a friendly mood, disagreeing with the statement that no one was
available to interpret their dreams. According to Westermann (1986:75) the prisoners were downcast
because they believed that only specialised interpreters, unavailable at the prison, could perform that
task. Joseph was not considered one of these specialised interpreters by them. Further confirmation
can be drawn by the fact that the chief of the bakers only told his dream after observing that the
interpretation of the first dream was a favourable one (40:16).
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speech acts are chained, not as a rule but as indications of possibilities based on the

principle of co-operation and appropriateness.

So far, in the two examplés that we investigated (37:13 and 40:8b), the statement
that X397 is used to marlf rhetorical éuestiqns holds as long as one understands that
rhetorical questions are used to make statements (e.g. Van der Merwe et al. §
43.2.1.ii.b - “In this way a statement is usually made which cannot easily be
‘contested by the person addressed”). Three other cases of questions iptroduced with
X397 occur in our sample text and will be analysed later (Gen 42:22; 44:5, 15 - see

Table 5 - Distribution of interrogative markers in the Joseph Narrative, page 47).

Thus, an interrogative sentence marked by X177 is used here to utter a statement.

Genesis 41:38
The next pericope that presents an interrogative without an apparent answer is

Genesis 41:37-41:

Table 16 - Pericope: Genesis 41:37-41

1YY TYID 22°YA 2T 2PN 41.37 Narrative
P2 -
WOR 112 R¥PIT 1709 Y72 R 41.38 Direct speech introduced by single
2 us\,-ﬂpgg 7w verb frame - interrogative
oIvR Y2790 igh !]:bj’—'pg ;-ryj@ MR 41.39 Direct speech introduced by single
P2 0N 11237 PR NRI-YINR IOIN verb frame - same character

*RY™03 PYY THTYYY 20P2Y IR DR 41.40
S0 73R RpAT 23
'7\3_7 qnlx AN} }-mj x]ﬂgﬁs-'p;j n;ng MNP 41.41 Direct speech introduced by single
QTN YIRD verb frame - same character

.....

The interrogative is uttered by Pharaoh after the chief of the cupbearers told him that
Joseph had interpreted his and the chief of the bakers’ dreams correctly when they
were in prison. Joseph is summoned to the presence of the Pharaoh (41:14) and

Pharaoh speaks to him (verses 15-16):
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And Pharaoh said to Joseph, "I have had a dream, and there is no one who
can interpret it; and | have heard it said of you that when you hear a dream you
can interpret it."

Joseph answered Pharaoh, "It is not in me; God will give Pharaoh a favorable
answer."”

Pharaoh then tells Joseph the dreams (verses 17-24); Joseph interpret_s them
(verses 25-32) and gives Pharaoh advice regarding the actions that should be taken
in view of the interpretation (verses 33-36). Following this sequence in the narrative

(verse 37-38) we have the part of the text in which the interrogative occurs.

In verse 37 the narrator describes the situation. Joseph’s interpretation and advice
wefe good in the eyes of Pharaoh and his servants. Observe that the pericope
cannot be characterised as a dialogue because all instances of direct réported
speech (verses 38, 39 and 41) are by the same character without any intervening
narrative or speech. The pericope continues with a narration describing the actions
taken by the first speaker (Pharaoh), first addressing his servants

(1729798 Y72 X) and then Joseph himself .

It is difficult to determine the presence of a pragmatic or narrative response from
Pharaoh’s servants to the speech act performed in the ‘uttering of the interrogative.
Remember that a pragmatic response is an action that is functionally equivalent to a
speech event in oral conversation, while a narrative response depicts an action that
is performed as a response in a different time/space frame (definition on page 97). If
there was an actual answer or a pragmatic response the narrator decided to omit it.
It is, however, reasonable to assume a possible narrative response: there was no
apparent objection to Pharaoh’s thoughts. But then, the speech act is performed
here by the supreme authority in Egypt in front of his servants, and it is normal to

expect no argument in such a setting.
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The senténce (72 %% M7 R VR nf_; R¥nI7] - “Can we find such a man as
this, in whom is the Spirit of God?") is marked as an interrogative by the most
common way of marking these sentences in BH, the i1 interrogative (see page 21).
The particle appeared previously in the analysis of the interrogatives in 37:8 and 10
- where we concluded that they are used as “rhetorical” in the sense that they are not
seeking information. However, many different uses of the particle are recognised by |
grammarians (e.g. WO § 18.1.c - for questions of fact and alternative questions; Van
der Merwe et al. § 43.2.1.ii - to mark yes/no question, double questions and indirect
questions; GKC § 150 d - primarily before the simple question, when the questioner
is wholly uncertain as to the answer to be expected, when a negative answer is
expected, as a rhetorical). Thus, it is not possible at all to rely on the usage of the
interrogative particle as evidence to identify the speech act (as we did with the

interrogative introduced by T°X in 39:97%) because its use is too broad. The LXX

introduces the interrogative with the particle Mﬁ, which is said to introduce questions

that “expect a negative answer” in Greek (Wevers 1'993:612).

Thus,- the best clue we have in terms of finding out Pharaoh's speech. act is
contextual, the social position of speaker and hearer. Would the supreme authority in
Egypt ask a question of his servants in a matter such as this? Is Pharaoh reélly
seeking information from his servants? It is possible to argue that Pharaoh was
seeking for advice when uttering the sentence (we know that there were advisers in

the court proceedings in Israel — see 1 Kings 12:6ff and in Egypt’). However, the

73 It is very important to remember that although one can look for clues regarding a certain speech act
in the usage of a certain word or expression (the way the speakers in BH use words and
expressions), the usage of words or expression by themselves is not sufficient as a clue to find out a
speech act, nor the kind of sentence. Thus, although the particle 3" is generally used to pose
questions where the speaker is facing an unreasonable situation, one can only know the speech act
performed by use of the word or expression in its context; and, although interrogatives are usually
used to pose questions, we have confirmed in many cases, that interrogatives may have a variety of
functions.

74 personal contacts with Dr. [-Cornelius.
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.
lack of any sort of answer makes one think that he was probably not seeking advice.
If this is true we have here the performance of an indirect speech act. The uttering of
the interrogative, | believe, is to make a statement in front of his servants about what
he thinks regarding Joseph (“There is no one else like this man®). Further evidence
for this is the fact that no one could interpret his dreams but Joseph. Another
question to be raised, however, is why someone in such a position uses an indirect
speech act to make a statement? Is there a norm, a governing social principle by
which an authority makes a statement by using an interrogative instead of a
declarative? Is there a sociolinguistic principle behind thé use of a question by
someone in a position of authority to make a statement to hearers in an inferior
position? One must remember that statements are classified as assertives (the
illocutionary point of assertives is to commit the speaker to the truth of the expressed
proposition). The speaker deliberately chooses to express his commitment to a
certain truth (the speaker believes that) through an indirect way. One possible
vexplanation is that although the speaker holds the authority to make the statement,
he is using a principle of politeness whereby he allows the hearer to agree and feel
at ease. Goody (1978:37) observes that in Gonja “superiors [people in a superior
social status] use all the major interrogative modes [information-seeking questions,
rhetorical questions, control questions and deference questions] as strategies in
defining the basis on which they wish to interact with subordinates.” Although
principles of politeness are known to cover quite a universal spectrum of languages,
these social observations are contemporary and the time/space frame is so distant
from the time/space frame of the BH speaker setting that it is not wise to presuppose
any similarities. Further studies are required in the area of sociolinguistics

(ethnography) to find out how politeness is expressed in BH.
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Thus, one can say that the interrogative in verse 38 is used as an indirect speech act

to perform a statement.

Genesis 42:1
The next pericope with an apparently unanswered interrogative is Genesis 42:1-5.

Table 17 - Pericope: Genesis 42:1-5

TR DIXNT YWY 0D 2PY? XN 42.1 Narrative text followed by direct
T T ARAND anb 17525 Spye speech introduced by single verb
SRR Tes e =i frame - Interrogative
079%"2 W-W? D RYHY 1130 1@3’5] 422 Direct speech introduced by single
1723 Nf?] I D‘;D-'?;) ”J‘?-“?W? h@‘y_“? verb frame - same character

WIEHR T2 TAY? 1IVY WPITOR TN 423 Narrative
2Py N2W-RY 999 IR 1227 NR) 42.4
TIOR BXIPITIR WK 72 PORTDR
Q'RIT TN 2WY PRIV 32 RN 425
1932 VIR 2977 772

This interrogative (\1XINA M7 - "Why do you look at one another?") is introduced by
the generic single Verb frame “said” and is followed by another speech act by the
same character. We found this same situation (interrogative followed by speech by
the same character) in the analysis of 3?:13, 26, 40:8 and 41:38. In 37:13 we
concluded that the interrogative is used to make a statement;, in 37:26 the
interrogative is also used to make a statement (trying to convince fhe hearer_of
something) and as an introduction to a request of a future course of action; in 40:8
and 41:38 the interrogatives are used to make statements. However, all these
interrogatives were marked by particles or question words that are different from the
one that marks the interrogative in 42:1. This interrogative is marked by the question

word 1% (see page 33 for discussion of use and meaning). iM% and Y11 have

apparently the same meaning (why?); however, according to Hyman (1987:173),
“there are semantic differences” between them. Hyman argues that, based on the

use of the two question words.in Genesis, one can find these differences. Hyman's
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ﬁnding.s are that 10 is used for real questions (information-séeking) while MnY is
used for different purposes such as critical/corrective questions and in only one
instance, due to particular circumstances, it is used as an information-seeking
question. One caveat in Hyman's study, which he openly admits, is that his
conclusions are based on the book of Genes.is only, where only two interrogatives
are introduced by ¥171, while 19 are introduced by Y. A decisive conclusion
regarding the semantic differences between the two words can only be reached with
further reasearch. ”® That does not invalidate Hyman's conclusions regarding the uée

of MY in the book of Genesis. However, looking at other occurrences of T_iD‘? in BH

one finds that the question word is used for infornﬁation-seeking questions; thus, the

analysis by Hyman would only hold for the book of Genesis.”

Hyman'’s criteria for analysis, although seeking a solution for a semantic question,
have a lot of pragmatic basis. He analyses the nnY% interrogatives in Genesis

observing primarily what he calls “fielding’, defined as “the way in which the
respondant handles or treats the question (1987:173). In sum, Hyman looks for the
function of interrogatives by observing what hearers do with them. His conclusion
regarding the interrogative in 42:1 is that the interrogativ"e is used to perform a critical
corrective question. He points out as evidence for his conclusion the fact that the
question is fielded with silence and followed by commands. In our analysis we will

scrutinise Hyman's analysis.

75 The question word Y11 appears in 70 verses in BHS (Gen 26:27; 40:7; Ex 1:18; 2:18; 3:3; 5:14;
18:14; Lev 10:17; Num 12:8; 16:3; Jos 17:14; Jdg 5:28; 9:28; 11:7; 11:26; 12:1; Rut 2:10, 1 Sam
20:2; 20:27; 21:2; 2 Sam 3:7; 11:10; 11:20; 12:9; 13:4; 16:10; 18:11; 19:42; 19:44; 24:21; 1 Kgs 1:6;
1:13; 1:41; 2:43; 2 Kgs 4:23; 8:12; 9:11; 12:8; 2 Chron 24:6; Neh 2:2; 2:3; 13:11; 13:21; Est 3:3; Job
3:12; 18:3; 21:4; 21:7; 24:1; 33:13; Is 5:4; 50:2; 63:2; Jer 2:14; 2:31; 8:5; 8:19; 8:22; 12:1; 13:22;
14:19; 22:28; 26:9; 30:6; 32:3; 36:29; 46:5; 46:15; 49:1; Mal 2:10) and in many instances it has a
critical/corrective tone (see Ex 5:14; Lev 10:17; Num 12:8; 16:3).

76 % occurs in 170 verses in BHS and a few-examples show that it is used for information seeking
questions and not only as critical/corrective ones (Jos 9:22; Jdg 15:10; 1 Sam 19:17, 28:15; 2 Sam
14:31, 19:26). We conclude below that Y interrogatives are used to make statements (47:15,19).
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A new setting gives way to the pericope: a great famine (that Pharaoh dreamed and
Joseph interpreted) comes and not only the Egyptians but other people from “all the
earth came” to buy grain in Egypt (41:57). In ve.rse 1 the narrator introduces the
episode explaining that Jacob learned about the grain in Egypt. Following the

narrator's comment one finds the interrogative object of the analysis here.

To perform the analysis from a speech ac;t theoretical point of view one must
investigate the seqhence of speech acts in the pericope. Looking at Table 17 one
realises that the speech act has no pairing, viz. the same character continues the
speech. ltis poésible, though, to argue that in this text we have a narrative response
to the speech act. Versé 3 reads “So ten of Joseph's brothers went down to buy
grain in Egypt” following a command from their father in verse 2 - “Behold, | have
heard that there is grain in Egypt; go down and buy grain for us there, that we may
live, and not die.” The use of the sentence can be easily identified as a command
because i.t fulfils all the conditions for them (see Table 14 - Comparing questions and
requests, specially the comments on the requests sjde).. Thus, we have an
interrogative, used to perform a speech act that precedes another speech act, an

order.

As we know, interrogatives are normally used to ask questions; but when the
speaker himself does not provide an opportunity for an answer and the hearer does
not attempt to answer, we have, most probably, an indication of an indirect speech
act (Jacob is not seeking informatidn). From a previous analysis where a similar
situation occurred (37:13, 26 and 40:8) the interrogatives were used as introductions
to directives (requests). | propose that the same happens here: the interrogative is

used as an introduction to the command that follows. What makes this interrogative
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different from the others is that in the previous ones we find a tone of politeness’
while here one can find a tone of criticism and irony. Jacob’s question as such is

unanswerable: “Why do you look at each other? Do something!”

We observed in the analysis of other interrogatives that are used to criticise that it
involves an expectation of the speaker (S wants H to do something - directive class),
thus, the label of critical/corrective fits quite nicely the speech act performed by

Jacob. Thus, Hyman'’s position regarding this interrogative is correct.

Genesis 42:22
After Jacob’s sons’ arrival in Egypt, they came into the presence of Joseph, not

knowing that the man in front of them was their brother. They were accused by
Joseph of spying. They were sent into prison and after three days brought back into |
Joseph's presence. This false accusation was used as a pretext to make them bring
Joseph’s young brother, Benjamin, to him. While in Josebh's presence the brothers
engage in a dialogue in which the apparently unanswered iﬁterrogative occurs
(42:22).” The narrator indicates that they thought Joseph could not understand what

they were saying because they had an interpreter between them (42:23).

Table 18 - Pericope: Genesis 42:21-24

IR DPWR PR PARIR WIR IR 4221 Direct speech introduced by single
TII0NI2 WDl NIY IR wm irnx-by verb frame

w'm N2 1270 NYRPY R w‘m
nxﬁ m37

"PIBR RV KRG OOR 129X {97 42.22 Direct speech introduced by lemér

DRYRY K21 7972 IRUMAIR TRY 09X frame - Interrogative
W 137 770N
) rngs Yo 3 1;7-;»“ R:b Dm 42.23 Narrative

o3 P

77 But see the remarks on page 112 about politeness.

78 Westermann (1986:110) comments that with the introduction in verse 21 (PIR-% woR ¥iHK™)
“the narrator wants to synthesize thereby the result of a long conversation between them.”
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9277 DR 2V 2271 0P 7YR 207 4224
TR TR 1TYRW-NR DRRR MR DR
| ‘OPrY?

The interrogative in verse 22 (1972 IRLIN™YXR 1KY 09X *MIAR Ri% - “Did | not
tell you not to sin against the lad?”) is marked by the particle Ri%1 which also marked

the interrogatives in 37:13 and 41:38. In both cases the interrogatives were used to
make a statement (indirect speech acts) rather than properly ask a question.
Although the English ASV included the next sentence QPYNY N:?]) in the

interrogative (“Spake | not unto you, saying, Do not sin against the child; and ye
would not hear?”) there is no reason for doing so. The reading in the RSV (“But you
would not listen.”) agrees with most translations and commentaries and renders, in

my opinion, the BHS adequately.

Let us first deal with the verb that appears in the le’mér verb frame (J¥*1). According

to BDB (page 772) 1Y means “to answer, to respond.” Other meanings are also
attributed to the verb (see Miller 1992:261). 173Y appears only 9 times in le’moér

frames in contrast to 70 times in multiple verb frames. Miller notes (1992:268-271)
four different uses for the verb in le’'mér frames, one of which is the use of it in the
introduction of the interrogative we are working with. She says regarding the frame in

42:22:7°

A le’moér frame may also be used when the adjacency pair within
which it appears is an aside (or “side sequence”) within a larger
conversation ... Reuben’s response is marked with le’mér since it is

not the most salient response within the larger conversation.

79 Miller (1992:328 n 97) also states “In only one instance is the use of le’mér with ‘mr is syntactically
required: the quotative frame in Genesis 42:22 has a question.”
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This pragmatic remark on the use of ¥ in le’mér frames is very important to our
analysis in terms of explaining its pairing. Usually the verb 1Y in multiple verb

frames introduces a second pair-part in the prototypical dialogic paradigm (an
appropriate response to a first pair-part), while here, as well as 41:16, it is marking a

secondary remark in the sequence.

One must also realise that the introduction of the sentence with 1711¥ does not mean

strictly “to answer” a question but means a reaction to something that is happening,
although not as the main response in the dialogue according to the pragmatic
evaluation by Miller. Thus, the translation of the vérb could be “responded” or even
“reacted” although most English translations prefer “answered” (but see LXX - kpivw
- “to judge, to evaluate”; NIV - “replied”). The meaning of the verb and the way it is
translated is essential to understand the speech act. The other way around, it is
possible that in a case where one is not sure abo_ut how to translate a verb such as
this one, that the speech act analysis may help in identifying the most adequate

translation.

We have good reason to believe that this interrogative is not used in the speech to
pose a question and that we are dealing with an indirect speech act. Firstly, as
pointed out above, the pairing of the speech sequences does not indicate a situation
where the speaker is looking for an answer or seeking information. The speaker
continues the speech and the narration ends right after the turn. Secondly, there is
no indication of a pragmatic or nérrative response. Thus, the interrogative is not used

to pose a question.

‘As in the two previous cases where X197 appeared it is likely that the interrogative is

used here to make a statement (see Table 11 - Rules for STATEMENTS). First, both

speaker and hearer.know the “would-be answer” if the interrogative were posing a
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question. The speaker did state that they should not sin against the lad and both

speaker and hearer knew it. (37:21-22):

But when Reuben heard it, he delivered him out of their hands, saying, “Let us
not take his life." And Reuben said to them, "Shed no blood; cast him into this
pit here in the wilderness, but lay no hand upon him" — that he might rescue
him out of their hand, to restore him to his father.

The sincerity rule holds since the speaker truly believes what he is stating, and
finally, the essential condition also holds, as the implied proposition represents an
actual state of affairs. In this case the statement serves to remind the hearer of a

certain state of affairs. Thus, the direct speech could be represented as

And Reuben answered them, "Did | not And Reuben answered them, "/ told
tell you not to sin against the lad? But you not to sin against the lad! But
you would not listen. So now there you would not listen. So now there
comes a reckoning for his blood." comes a reckoning for his blood."

In previous instances where the RXRi21 interrogative was used in similar

‘circumstances, to make a statement, it had the function of introducing a request

while here it seems to have the function of introducing a conclusive statement.

Genesis 42:28
Briefly, the setting for this interrogative is as follows: Joseph sends his brothers back

home without letting them know that he is their brother. He holds back. Simeon to
. make sure that they will come back with Benjamin, the youngest of the brothers, all
this under the pretence of testing the group’s honesty. Joseph orders his servants to
fill their sacks with grain and also to put back their money. During a stop in their trip

back to the place where their father was, they discover the money in the sacks.

Table 19 - Pericope: Genesis 42:27-28

107 X1B0R NNY TPW-NR TART MHoM 4227 Narrative
AAMDRR *52 KTTIT) 1502NK K7 11703
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7377 03) 502 2T PORTIR IR 42.28 Direct speech introduced by single

ooy 1% 190y A5 NN Y EAME verb frame - Narrative - Direct

oy ,7?5 R ATYLD ng R ':1‘ D T'IIJD 83 speech introduced by le’mér frame
MG QR TYY DRI TORY

This apparently unanswered interrogative occurs in a pericope where two direct
speeches are present intervened Sy a narration. Although interrupted by narration,
the text can be considered a dialogue, where, in the same setting the group of
hearers react with speech and action to a first speaker’s étatement. The intervening
narration explains the psychological state of the yvhole group (Dé? X321 - “At this
their hearts failed them”). The le’mér frame also contains a verb expressing the
psychological state of the group (1AKY? 1TIX~YR w°R 19917 - “and they turned
trembling to one another, saying”). With this psychological expression the narrator
introduces the interrogative (139 B°%X 7Y NRI~TR - “What is this that God has

done to us?”).

The interrogative as such is marked by the questioh word 72 which is discussed on
page 28ff. The demonstrative NXT is explained by WO (§ v18.3.b) as to “add
viQidness”. Van der Merwe et al. (§ 43.3.2.i) explain that “The question sometimes
acquires emotional weight by the addition of ;'IT or NX1.” One further pfoblem with the
description of the interrogative is that it is regarded by some as an exclamation
instead of interrogative (see Westermann 1986:112 and Keil & Delitzsch 1976:358 -
examples of iin sentences as exclamations are in page 31f.). Although it does not
figure in Table 3 - Alleged exclamative use of the particle 7 - and most English

translations translate the sentence as an interrogative, commentators suggest that it
is in fact an exclamation. The translation as an exclamation makes sense if one can
establish that the speech act performed in the utterance of the interrogative is a

statement and not a real question.
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We know by the speech frame that the characters were talking to each other énd,
apparently, were very disoriented (taken by puzzlement and confusion in face of the
unexpected). One must remember that the same group was already charged with
spying infon Egypt, and now, most probably, that would lead to a charge of theft.
One must also remember that the same group concluded that the first charge
against them was a “pay back” for their actions regarding Joseph (see 42:21-22).
Now, something as bad as the first situation happens and those conclusions at which
they arrived earlier come to their minds and prompt the characters to express a

similar conclusion.

There is no way to certify that thié is the setting the narrator had in mind when he
expressed the characters’ puzziement; however, assuming it was by the clues we
find in the text, it is then easy to disregard the interrogative as a real information-
seeking question of the type “what” because they had already concluded what God
was doing to them (which is the only possible explanation in their minds). The
essential condition for questions does not hold for this type of question (S wants
information). Thus, we are dealing with an indirect speech act. Most probably, the
speaker is in this case performing more than one speech act: first, stating the

speaker's belief (God is doing something to us = punishing) and, second, asking

why”.

e The first speech falls in the assertive' category: preparatory, sincerity and
essential rules for statements (page 90) hold regarding this speech
utterance. From the context we know that the speakers have reasons to
believe in the fact they are expressing; it is not obvious that all of them
reached the same conclusion at that moment; the speaker believes that
what he states is true. A simple statement, however, would not be
sufficient to express to puzzlement of the speaker and that is most
probably why the interrogative form is used.

e The other falls in the category directive, seeking an explanation from the
hearer. :
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Looking at other examples of the string NXT 72 reveals that this is a general use for
the expression in BH. Out of 11 occurrences only one (Ex 13:14) is used for a real

information-seeking question; all others are followed by a form of the root 7wY® in a

situation where the speaker already knows the answer to the “what” question and
expects some sort of explanation from the hearer (if one takes the face value of the

expression - NXT 1 —“what is this?”, we cannot regard the function of the sentence

as a real information-seeking question). Thus, a “why” question is a possibility here
(“Why is God doing this to us?"). Due to the situation in which these interrogatives
occur it is also possible to argue that criticism is involved; thus, a third speech act is

involved. A quick review of some of the texts may clarify the argument:

Gen 3:13 Then the LORD God said to the Then the LORD God said to the woman,
woman, “What is this that you have “You have eaten of the tree! Why you have
done?” The woman said, “The serpent done this?” The woman said, “Because the
beguiled me, and | ate.” : serpent beguiled me, | ate.”

¢ The speaker already knows the answer to the question (verse 12).
e The speaker continues the speech with a “Why?” quéstion.

e The hearer does not have the opportunity to answer “I did this” or “l did not

do anything.” The hearer gives an explanation.

e The speaker has reasons to criticise the hearer for disobeying a clear

command.

Gen 12:18 So Pharaoh called Abram, and So Pharaoh called Abram, and said, “Why

said, “What is this you have done to me? you have done this to me? Why did you
Why did you not tell me that she was your not tell me that she was your wife?”
wife?”

¢ The speaker already knows the answer to the question.
e The speaker continues the speech with a critical/corrective “Why?” question.

e The speaker has reasons to criticise the hearer’s deceitful attitude.

Gen 26:10 Abimelech said, “What is this Abimelech said, “You have decived us!

you have done to us? One of the people Why?" One of the people might easily have
might easily have lain with your wife, and lain with your wife, and you would have
you would have brought guilt upon us.” brought guilt upon us.”

80 Gen 3:13; 12:18; 26:10; 29:25; 42:28; Ex 14:5; 14:11; Jdg 2:2; 15:11; Jon 1:10.
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e The speaker already knows the answer to the question.
e The speaker continues speaking.

e The speaker has reasons to criticise the hearer.

Gen 29:25 And in the morning, behold, it And in the morning, behold, it was Leah;

was Leah; and Jacob said to Laban, and Jacob said to Laban, “Why have you
“What is this you have done to me? Did | done this to me? Did | not serve with you
not serve with you for Rachel? Why then for Rachel? You have deceived me! Why?”

have you deceived me?”
e The speaker already knows the answer to the question.

e The speaker continues the speech.

e The speaker has reasons to criticise the hearer.

Exodus 14:5 When the king of Egypt was When the king of Egypt was told that the
told that the people had fled, the mind of people had fled, the mind of Pharach and

Pharaoh and his servants was changed his servants was changed toward the
toward the people, and they said, “What is people, and they said, “Why have we let
this we have done, that we have let Israel Israel go from serving us?”

go from serving us?” ' |
e The speech is choral and represents the group feelings towards themselves.

e It may represent self-criticism.

Column 1 shows the translation from RSV and column 2 a possible translation with
» ‘;Why?”. Note that the translation in RSV is consistent - “What is this...?” In all texts
_above and also the remaining examples listed in footnote 80 the speaker already
knows the answer for the “What?” question. In some cases the speaker states that
he knows the answer while in other cases it is clearly implied in the text or context. In
none of the examples the hearer presents an answer to the “What?” question but in
some of them we find an explanation, implying that the hearer feels that he/she must
answer a “Why?" question. In a few examples the speaker actually continues the
discourse with a “Why?” question. Although in most examples the question is from a
speaker in a position of authority over the hearer, the pattern is not consistent (see
Gen 29:25 - Jacob/Labén; Ex 14:11 - People/Moses). The interrogative in our
sample text presents the brothers speaking to each other while the subject of the

question is God. Since the object of the question is a third character, not present, it
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might be that criticism is not involved. They acknowledge in their speech God'’s

involvement in the happening.

To sum up the findings about the interrogative in 42:28, one may say that the
utterance is used by the speaker to perform two different speech acts
simultaneously: to make a clear statement of the kind “I know” and to seek an

explanation as to why something was done.

The use of the expression nm' nn® plus a form of the root WY seems to be a

speech act “formula” where the speaker performs more than one speech act,
making a clear statement about a state of affairs and seeking an explanation. When
the hearer is also the one that performed or performs the action expressed in the

context by the verb TWY, a third speech act maybe involved: criticism.

Genesis 43:6 and 7
The setting of the pericope is as follows: the grain that Joseph's brothers brought

from Egypt was finished and the famine was still severe in the land. Jacob ordered
them to go back and buy more grain in Egypt; the brothers argued that they could
not go back without Benjamin because that was a clear threat to their lives if they

did.

' The dialogue in which the unanswered interrogative occurs (verse 7) starts in verse 2
with a first adjacency pair (2/3-5); it is followed by a second pair in verses 6/7 and
ends with a third pair in verses 9-10/11-14. However, the apparently unanswered
interrogative is not the only interrogative in the dialogue. Therefore we will also deal

here with the interrogative in verse 6.

81 Note that similar principles do not fit to the 'use of 11 7.

82 The idea of a ‘formula’ in speech acts might seem contradictory to the idea of speech act theory
itself because it presuppose that there is no one-to-one relationship between the form and the
function of expressions. However, one must remember that we are dealing with a fixed corpus of
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Table 20 - Pericope: Genesis 43:1-7

FIRD 722 Y7 434 Narrative
IR WIHR YORY 1’73 WRD 1N 432 Narratve -  Direct = speech
12W 09%aR D'l”?N MWRM D2I¥HN IR introduced by single verb frame

HIRTLYR WYY

hio! Syn 9 Y7 IPRY N7 IR MR 433 Direct speech introduced by le’mér
DR DTN 072 >l MR okp wegy AT

1773 PR PORNY WD TWITDR 434

, IR 77 772V
PR VKT 701 KD nbxzm APRTON) 435
DN DI ’n'7: *9 IRINRY 33058

'PJ'I'? ’77 onYI '1?3’7 ‘mwp 1?3&"’1 436 Direct speech introduced by single
IR DD’? o) 57'! !ZPN'? verb frame - interrogative
NHTNPY 1Y VORI bxw ‘nxw ﬁmm 437 Direct speech introduced by single

15-721) MR DD'? wop g oavar Tvn WDN’_? verb frame - choral - interrogative

"D VI YIT T9RG 020370 97
DPTIR™DR 17707 2R

APV PR YRIVUR ) Ry 438 Direct speech introduced by single

nIA3 RYY O30 A8 TRIPN AR AT verb frame
150703 TPRTEX AR TOR '
NP OR 1YRID 2TM WIIWR X 439
77 *PRLM 1’19'7 PRIZ 'p'm ORI
pYI2
1 QY 7RYTD NRRRNT R_l?#'? ¥ 4310 Dialogue continues

‘D PYD

H A

The interrogative in verse 6 ¥ D27 TV WRY 1°37Y ° D;{_TVT_IQ nnY - is marked
as such by the question word 111", discussed previously on page 33 and also in the
description of the interrogative sentence in 42:1. The syntax of this sentence,
however, is more complex than the previous one as the nominal sentence
X DD‘? T71¥77 is also marked by the interrogative particle 7. Grammars point out to
this construction as an indirect question (See GKC § 150 i n3, Jouon-Muraoka §
161.f n1; also Westermann 1986:117). Translating the marked infinitive construct

‘l’itl‘g as “by telling” and the 11 “whether” we have the translation "Why did you treat

me so badly by telling the man whether you still had another brother?". One should

literature where we can only identify what users of BH did in the past. If the constructions we identify
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remember, however, that in BH indirect and direct questions are not syntactically

distinct.®®

~We observed earlier that Hyman (1987) defends the hypothesis that b

interrogatives in Genesis are not used as information seeking questions but as
critical/corrective questions. His argument seems to prove correct regarding this
interrogative. Although the interrogative is paired with an answer, the answer does
not give a reason to a specific “why?” question — it is not a “Why?"/Because pair. The
brothers do not answer “Why they treat their father badly” but justify their actions by
answering the indirect question embedded in the direct critical/corrective one. Thus,
the brother's answer answers the question “Why did you tell the man that you had

another brother?” From the speaker’s perspective, that was treating him badly.

Thus, the speaker is not seeking information, but criticising the hearer. We pointed
out before that criticism falls in the category of directives (the speaker wants the
hearer to do something, a change of attitude, to expreés an apology, etc.). That the
interrogative is used as a criticism can be further confirmed by the hearer’s reaction

in the second pair part of the adjacency pair (Verse 7).

Joseph’s brothers react with an explanation that sounds like a denial. They start by
| explaining that Pharaoh “explicitly” or “directly” (note the use of the infinite absolute

plus perfect - bgw '71}{!?3“) inquired from them about their family and then quote his

interrogatives - MY 027 W7 1 02°2% T1¥i (which are in direct form here in contrast

in the fixed corpus of literature that we have are consistent we can now call it a formula.

83 77y17 occurs 10 times in BHS; and except for this verse and Ex 4:18, always in direct questions (Gen
31:14, 43:7, 27, 45:3, 1 Kgs 20:32, Rut 1:11, Am 6:10, Hag 2:19).

84 The quotative frame THXRY NATZIN 12 WRT-7RY VIRV does not conform to what Miller calls
“prototypical dialogic ideal” because the sentences are a retellmg of a dialogue that happened in the
past. The prototypical dialogic ideal of le'mér frames with YYU is to occur in the first pair part and
paired with a spoken response. The prototypical dialogic ideal also diverges in this kind of frame
when we have a “prop in the narrative rather than a full character” which is the case in this choral
speech (see Miller 1992:304).

126



Stellenbosch UniVersity https://scholar.sun.ac.za

to the embedded interrogative inverse 6). Obviously these two int_errogatives are
posed here as real information-seeking questions in a retold dialogue and used to
explain the situation. That is also why they are not followed by an answer but

explained in the next sentence - “What we told him was in answer to these

questions.”

Following that, Joseph's brothers utter another interrogative sentence, marked by the
particle 77 (:0TIR™DX 17" IHR® D Y73 PY7°0). This interrogative is not followed
by an apparent answer. The next. sentence belongs to another pair where Judah
pledges his personal care over the boy (Benjamin) during their trip to Egypt; to that
Jacob agrees because he had no other option. Thus, we have an interrogative
uttered in the end of an adjacency péir implying that the interrogative is not used to
pose an information-seeking question but to perform another kind of speech aci. One
can easily see that the utterahce does not conform to Searle’s rules for questions.
The speaker is not seeking information but somehow giving information. Similarly to
the interrogatives in 37:8 and 10, the sentence is introduced by 11 interrogative plus
infinite absolute plus imperfect (see footnote 59). In those cases the interrogatives
were used to criticise the hearer. In this case thé interrogative is used in reaction to
criticism and we may call Vit a rebuttal, an answer to criticism instead of accepting it
(the case of 37:8 and 10). | suggest that the interrogative is here used to make a
statement that in direct form would read somethingvlike “We had no way of knowing
that the man was going to order us to bring our brother to Egypt!” Notice that, by not
accepting the criticism, the speaker expects a change in the hearer. These

conclusions agree with Hyman’s conclusions (1987:173-183).

The investigation of the interrogative above helps one to see how one speech act
may prompt different reactions to it. In the preceding analysis of interrogatives that

were used to criticise we found the hearers responding with silence (37:8, 10; 42:1).
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Here we find the hearer responding with a rebuttal, making a statement to refute

criticism using the interrogative form. Observing the use of the string

71 interrogative (sometimes X1%17) + infinite absolute + [perfect or -

imperfect or participle] of the same verbal root of the infinite absolute
one notices that it is frequently used to perform indirect speech acts, usually

criticism.®®

Genesis 43:27 and 29
In the pericope below one finds three interrogatives. The first two occur in the

adjacency pair in verses 27/28 and are apparently “normal” questions (information-
seeking); the third one occurs in the sequence of the discourse and it is apparently
without an answer (it is not in a regular adjacency pair). It seems better to deal with
these interrogatives in the same section since they are in a single stretch of

discourse and belong to subsequent adjacency pairs.

Table 21 - Pericope: Genesis 43:26-34

apImwaThR 12 R AN ‘fh’ﬁ‘f noY R 4326 Narrative
g 1"7 11rmw’1 2D oaTIwR
m‘;ww TR VoW m'7 'mvvw 43.27 Direct speech introduced by
op u;nyj opIDR WK 1P 02°2% multiple verb frame - interrogative
7 9379V I2IRY 7Y% DI9Y 1IR3 43.28 Direct speech introduced by single
111’13‘“2)’"1" 11’1!“2)"1' 17 verb frame - narrative _
inR-12 PR PR22TIR RN VLY RP 4320 Narratve - direct  speech
’bx OnIPR YR w?-: 02NN ‘Tr‘f 173&’1 :::;?S;;aet?v:y singl(;air;/;rb Zagz: ';
BEENEL D’#’?N jbx“ introduced by single verb frgme -
same character
PARTIR PRI 1923703 999 07 4330 Narrative
W 32 737003 RN N237 Wp
nnl'g MY RN pg’_-)}_{m‘_l R¥7 110 Y377 4331 Narrative followed by direct speech
) ) ’ introduced by mulitiple verb frame
0727 07371 17125 10 W0 4332 Narrative

x*; 59 n'r:'7 mx n"v:m-: mxn‘n

90 N0 mawin

85 Gen 37:8, 10, Num 22:37, 38, Jdg 11:25 (2), 1 Sam 2:27, Is 50:2, 58:7, Jer 3:1, 13:12, 14:19, 38:15,
40:14, Zec 7.5, 2 Chron 32:13.
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Yy 707932 H537 1IDY 1AW 4333 Narrative
ANYITOR WX DY 1TR0N 1NYED
2951 nRWn NRW2 NRD NRYD XY 4334 Narrative

PPN DT Wh D72 NRYDD 12212 NRPD
pY 19V

" The interrogatives in verse 27 are clearly marked as such by interrogative particle i7 -
- OPIER YR 1RI0 0DaR DLW (Is your father well, thé old man of whom you
spoke?”) — °11 1371V (“Is he still alive?”) and both can be identified as real questions.
‘The speaker wants the information and, as the narration shows, receives it promptly
(verse 28). Interesting, though, is the multiple verb frame that introduces the
interrogatives — x> D1YWY b7 “RWN - lit. “He asked them to peace and said”.
According to Miller (1992:303) this is the only instance where the verb YRW means to

greet.’® According to Westermann (1986:125) the expression means that he asks
“about their peace” in a way of greeting that is familiar to that time. In Exodus 18:7
one finds DYPYY NP7~ WOR 128W* — “and they asked each other of their welfare,”
(also 1 Chronicles 18:10) where one enquires about someone’s welfare, implying
that they greeted each other. Thus, the speech following the frame is a way of
greeting, by asking someone about their own welfare or someone’s else welfare.
LXX translates the expression as “How are you?” implying a greeting followed .by
questions. Unfortunately this is the only example of this kind in BH. After the yerbal
answer to the questions posed by Joseph, the brothers greet him back by bowing
down their heads and making obeisance. This pragmatic response confirms that the

first speech act is an act of greeting.

86 Millers comment seems to stretch the meaning of the word too much. The way of greeting is by
asking questions - “How are you?”, “How are you doing?” The same applies to BH: the speaker ‘asks’
about someone’s well-being -- %W 7n. Several passages illustrate this clearly: 2 Sam 18:32; 2 Kgs
4:26; 5:21; 9:11, etc.
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After receiving the answer to the question/greeting in verse 27 Joseph' includes
another interrogative in his speech, which seems to be another real question
YOR DPIPR WX ]'iaezl DR nm - “Is this your youngest brother, of whom you
spoke to me?” Although the interrogative is not paired with speech, silence seems to
be the answer to the question (a pragmatic response that is omitted may be just a
nodding of heads or even real silence). In two different circumstances this
presupposition holds: if one assumes that Joseph could not recognise his younger
brother, then he is really asking the others a question and expecting an answer from
them, which is given somehow because he then continues and greets the younger -
brother; if one assumes that Joseph recognises his young brother, he still has to
pose the question in order to keep his disguise. In both cases the rules for questions
hold, although in the second situation there is a twist because he already knows the
answer kS does not know the answer - a flaw in the preparatory rule). One might
argue that this second option seems a stronger_ possibility because of the way the
narrator puts the text: “And he looked up and saw Benjamin his brother, son of his
mother, and said’ thus indicating that Joseph recognised his younger brother;
besides that, the narrative makes explicit that Joseph wants to keep his identity
secret because when he is overcome by tears he runs from his brothers’ presence in

order to keep his disguise.

Thus, although without a verbal response, the interrogative poses a real information-
seeking question as in 37:30 and 42:28. In these three cases the possibility of a
pragmatic response allowed for the conclusion that the interrogatives were used as

information-seeking questions.

Genesis 44:4,5,7 and 8
The pericope is a follow-up to the pericope we analysed above and the setting

continues Joseph's plot and disguise: he tells one of his servants to put the money
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back once again into his brothers’ sacks as well as his silver cup in Benjamin's sack.

He then instructs his servant to follow his brothers and ask questions that were to

incriminate them once again.

Table 22 - Pericope: Genesis 44:3-10

DI 7R W DWIRT) MR IPAT 443
R 047 P XY Dy DR XY’ O 44.4
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Narrative

Narrative -  Direct  speech
introduced by single verb frame -
Interrogative

Continue  direct - speech -
Interrogative

Narrative

Direct speech introduced by single
verb frame - choral - Interrogatives

Continue  direct  speech -
interrogative
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n"r:m u‘m& AP

WX RI7712 0727 PY 03 IR 4410
‘0%P) 17D OpR) T2V "7 07 PR RYR

Continue direct speech

Direct speech introduced by single
verb frame

The first two interrogatives (verse 4 — 2L NP NY7 OPRYY ARY - “Why have you
returned evil for good?”; verse 5 — 12 W WM K17 72 %38 npwr R 71 K197 -
- “Is it not from this that my lord drinks, and by this that he divines?”) are given as
instructions to Joseph’s servant. He should repeat them before the party that left
early in the mornin{g. The text tells us that he followed them, overtook them and
repeated Joseph'’s words. Thus, we may assume that the set of questions spoken by
Joseph was repeated in the presence of the bothers. One difficulty arises in the

construction of the second interrogative and that is most probably the reason why

LXX inserts the text - va. 1L EXAEWATE LoV TO KOVEL 10 &PYLPOVY — “Why

87 [ XX inserts “Why have you stolen my silver cup?” which many translations adopt (RSV, New
Revised Standard Version, | .utherbibel 1984, Elberfelder Bibel revidierte Fassung 1993).
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/

have you stolen my silver cup?” in the beginning of verse 5. The demonstrative 17

needs a referent which would be the “silver cup”. The LXX reading is difficult
because it uses the pronoun [LOV and it is not Joseph himself that is going to pose
the question but the servant. The speech is a direct instruction (QF2% PI2RY); thus

the sentence should be “Why have you stolen my Lord’s silver cup?”

If a correction is to be preferred the Targum (T°) insertion ¥°237 (the cup) after the

demonstrative makes the text clear (“Is it not this the cup that my lord drinks
from...?"). However, it is possible that no insertion is necessary at all. Since in a
previous verse (44:2) the cup was already mentioned to the servant who put it in the
sack, it can be completely omitted in the instructions, while it was necessary to be
mentioned in the actual dialogue between the servant and bothers. We may assume

that because in the reaction of the brothers one finds a mention of “silver”.

Thus, we do not have the interrogatives as they were used, although we have a
reaction to them. That may help us understand the intended speech act in the wdrds
of Joseph. We know by the plot of the narfative that Joseph’s intentions were to
maintain the disguise he adopted earlier: he did not want them to recognise him and
he did want to keep his younger brother by his side. Thus the overtaking of the party
on the road was again to bring false charges against them. To accomplish that the
servant was instructed to speak as if he were disappointed. We already know that

interrogatives introduced by 1% can be used to criticise the hearer (42:1; 43:6) and
Xi%1 interrogatives used to make statements (37:13; 40:8; 42:22). The nnb
interrogative introduces the criticism (a directive) while the X977 interrogative is used

to strengthen it by making a statement about the importance of the object

supposedly stolen. The speaker then concludes the speech with a direct statement
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confirming the funcﬁon of the previous interrogatives - “You have done wrong in so
doing.” The speaker was not seeking any information from the hearer but making a

statement as he was instructed to do.

Verses 7 to 9 are the brothers’ response in choral speech. One can consider this
response' as second pair part of an adjacency pair. To represent it we could divide

the text as follows:

Verse 4 and 5 instruction to criticise
Verse 6 First pair part - criticism (omitted in the
' k narrative)
Verse 7to 9 Second pair part - counter-criticise / challenge®
Verse 10 : Challenge accepted

How is the counter-criticism posed? It starts with another 1% interrogative -
7RI 01272 ’nx 927 7Y% - "Why does my lord speak such words as these?” It is
clear from the pairing that the speaker is not expecting an answer from the hearer
but denying the false accusation: the speaker continues the dialogue with a
statement that clearly denies it. The whole situation does not make any sense to the
hearer to the point that a challenge is necessary. The speaker introduces it with an
T°R interrogative in a similar fashion as the challenge posed by Joseph in 39:9
(something unreasonable is been said about the speaker). Observe that in both
instances the 7°R interrogative questions the possibility of the speaker performing
some sort of action. Thus, this interrogative is used to pose the final denial - “We did
not do such a thing as stealing!” The speaker so much believes in the truth of his
statement that he challenges Joseph's servant to find the object on account of which

they are accused and proposes a severe penalty if it could be found.

88 This terminology ‘counter-criticise / challenge’ is from Hyman (1987:181).

133



Stellenbosch Univérsity https://scholar.sun.ac.za

Thus, one finds here interrogatives that are used in reaction to a criticism. These

interrogatives indicate denial and challenge.

'

Genesis 44:15, 16, 19 and 34
After the episode in which the silver goblet was found in Benjamin’s sack, Joseph's

brothers are brought back to the city, to Joseph's house. The narrative is introduced
with the sentence “and Joseph was still there” giving the idea that he was actually
waiting for them. When they come to his presence they “fell to ground before him.”
Joseph introduces the first adjacency pair of the dialogue in verse 15 which pairs

with verse 16. The dialogue continues with another pair comprising verses 17/18-34.

Table 23 - Pericope: Genesis 44:14-34
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Narrative

Direct speech introduced by single
verb frame - Interrogatives

Direct speech introduced by single
verb frame - Interrogatives

Direct speech introduced by single
verb frame

Direct speech introduced by single
verb frame - continues to verse 34

Reteling - Embedded direct
speech introduced by multiple verb
frame - interrogative

Embedded direct speech
introduced by single verb frame

Embedded direct speech,
introduced by single verb frame

Embedded direct speech

~ introduced by single verb frame
, Embedded direct speech

introduced by single verb frame
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75

nR 97 IR 37;;_7—'735 q;s"?y °D ‘3321_ 44.24 Embedded narrative
| E PJ78 7137
DIR"VYN 1IL7INY 1Y 172N IR 44.25 Embedded direct speech
TR oo En o m em e introduced by single verb frame
1T Wr-ox n77% Y1 R 1@;{‘5] 44.26 Embedded direct speech

RIRIY 5393 KY-D ’J'ﬁ_”. 3R o introduced by single verb frame
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TomETEw SAWR Y599 DI introduced by single verb frame

790 790 X VBRI YARD TN R 44.28 Continues from previous verse
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Unlike 44:7-8 the proxy of the conversation in this dialogue is clearly indicated:
Judah is the one speaking with Joseph in the name of the party. That is most
probably why the whole dialogue is introduced by single verb frames. In the first
speech of the conversation initiated by Joseph (verse 15) one finds two apparently
unanswered interrogatives introduced respectively by the question word n» and
R1277. The first of them, —on*wy WK 737 AYYRI~R — “What deed is this that you
have done?” obviously does not expect an answer since the speaker already knows

it. Besides that, the speaker continues speaking, uttering another interrogative

sentence. This first interrogative seems to fall into the same category as the one in

42:28, although we stated in footnote 81 that the principles we found for NXT 1 do

not apply for questions with 1T 1. In this one case, however, the expression is also
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followed by a form of the root NWY.* We concluded in 42:28 that three different
speech acts might be involved in the use of the formula: a statement, a question
seeking an explanation and criticism. This conclusion seems to hold for this
interrdgative. The speaker states clearly what he already knows (and in this case
what he had planned); the speaker criticises the hearer for acting in such a way
(although in this case deceitfully); the speaker expects an explanation (may be in the

form of an excuse) for such an action.

The following interrogative 32 WX WOR W WM™ opyT X197 - “Do you not
know that such a man as | can indeed divine?" (“Don’t you know that | can truly
divine?” - my translation) also fits into the description we have already made of

interrogatives introduced by Ri271 (37:13, 40:8, 42:22 and 44:5): the interrogative is

used to make a clear statement (in this case, however, the rules are somehow
twisted - S wants to make H believe something that may not be true). One can easily
realise from the context that the utterance does not fulfil the rules for questions (S
knows the answer; S does not want information; it is not an attempt to elicit

information).

There are two significant differences between this specific %1 interrogative and the

others we analysed that one must note: firstly, as we noted above, there is a twist in
the whole set of rules regarding this statement. The essential condition, “counts as
an undertaking to the effect that p represents an actual state of affairs” should read
“counts as an undertaking to the effect that S wants H to believe that p represents an
actual state of affairs.” Thus, the sincerity condition and preparatory condition also

change. Secondly, in previous interrogatives the hearers already knew the stated

89 Three other similar cases in BH are Jdg 8:1, 2 Sam 12:21 and Neh 2:19.
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fact, while here it is possible that the hearer may not have known or suspected what

is being stated.

The reaction to the criticism and the statement in verse 15 come also in the form of
interrogative sentences in verse 16. The three interrogatives are marked as such by
the question word 11 and are in a straight sequence, which show that they do not
intend to pose real information-seeking questions but are interrogatives used to
perform a different sort of speech act. Besides uttering the three interrogatives in a
row, the speéker continues the speech with a statement — God has found out the
guilt of your servants; behold, we are my lord's slaves, both we and he also in whose
hand the cup has been found." It is not possible to argue that the interrogatives were
used to pose a self-question because the speaker clearly identifies the hearer (“to

my lord").

| propose that, as in the case of 37:26, these interrogatives are used to make simple

statements — here, however, in a situation of puzzlement. Directly they would read:

And Judah said, "What shall we say to my And Judah said: “We have nothing to say

lord? What shall we speak? Or how can we to my lord to justify this. We have no
clear ourselves? God has found out the words. We cannot clear ourselves. God
guilt of your servants; behold, we are my has found the guilt ...”

lord's slaves, both we and he also in whose
hand the cup has been found."

One must note, however that the proxy for the group, Judah, does not promptly
admit to the charge of robbery but admits that they were somehow caught in their
sin. Judah was probably acknowledging their guilt in a similar manner as the brothers

did in 42:21.

The interrogative in verse 19 :MX~IR 2R DIY"W] ~ “Have you a father, or a
brother?” occurs in an embedded direct speech where Judah is retelling a dialogue

- between Joseph and the brothers. The sentence marked by the interrogative particle
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m followed by the predicator of existence W» is clearly used to pose a real

information- seeking question. The utterance holds with the rules for questions (page
79) and also receives an answer in the next part of the pair. Besides that, the
embedded le’mér frame states the speech act performed - “My lord asked his
servants, saying...” Thus the interrogative in 44:19 can be clearly identified as an

information-seeking question. -

The next interrogative, in verse 34 is still part of the same direct speech started.in
verse 18 by Judah, and although the scene continues, the dialogue is interrupted.
Thus, we have an interrogative in the second pair part of an adjacency pair without
an apparent answer. The interrogative *AX 131°K 79177 "IR™9R 729X J°R~*3 — “For
how can | go back to my father if the lad is not with me?” is marked as such by the

particle 7°X with a °3 introducing the sentence. The °3 is used to signal a conclusive

motivation which here is intended to finally convince the hearer (see Ps 1:6). This
motivation entails the whole argument from verses 18 to 33 including the request in
verse 33 — “Now therefore, let your servant, | pray you, remain instead of the lad as a
slave to my lord; and let the lad go back with his brothers.” Considering the
explénation and reasons given to the man (if he returns without the lad his father will
die, thus it is better for him to stay and for Benjamin to return), it seems
unreasonable to perform the action described — return without Benjamin. One must
remémber that this was exactly Joseph's intention as it is clear from verse 17 — “Only
the man in whose hand the cup was found shall be my slave; but as for you, go up in
peace to your father." Coming from a man like him, this was considered an order or a
command. That is also why Judah introduces his speech with words mitigating the
situation: “O my lord, let your servant, | pray you, speak a word in my lord's ears, and
let not your anger burn against your servant; for you are like Pharaoh himself.” In

conclusion, Joseph's order is like asking the man to kill his father. Having posed this
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clearly, Judah utters the interrogative which, | believe, challenges Joseph’s order:
“The bottom line is that | cannot g'o back to my father if the lad is not with me.” Judah
is in no position to refuse the order but as a last resort he reasons with the one
ordering. The final sentence of the pair “aR™NX R¥H? TR ¥I2 ARW 1B -
introduced with the subordinating conjunction 12 — should be translated as “lest | see
the evil that would overcome my father.”® Van der Merwe et al. (§ 40.14.1) state
about the particle: “On the basis of its meaning, 12 could also be classified as a

negative particle.” Thus, the sentence governed by the interrogative (understood as
a negative - | cannot) makes perfect sense — “I cannot do... for | don't want to see

the evil that would overcome my father.”

We saw previously that an interrogative introduced by 5°X can be used to refuse and

reproach (see analysis of 39:9). Although a reproach is not absolutely clear here, the
interrogative in 44:34 has a similar function. In uttering the sentence Judah states his
refusal and is ready to take the consequences if only he could prevent his father

from suffering.

Genesis 45:3
This pericope is part of the sequence of the last one where we investigated Judah’s

request without knowing that the man he was speaking to was his brother Joseph.
The scene develops in quite unexpected ways for the brothers when Joseph, after
Judah'’s appeal reveals himself as their brother, the one that they tried to kill and

eventually sold as a slave to merchants.

90 This is my own translation. RSV translates the sentence: “I fear to see the evil that would come upon
my father. it would read better if “for” was included: “I cannot... for [ fear to see...”
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Table 24 - Pericope: Genesis 45:1-3
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The interrogative in verse 3 (°[3 *aR T1¥73 - “is my father still alive?”) looks like a real
information-seeking question. It is very similar to the interrogative in 42:7 which is
used to perform this speech act. Besides that, although without a direct answer, the
narrator presents a narrative response to the speech act which could indicate that
there is a gap for an answer — 21739 127723 3 YAR N1IY? 1OR 19277X") - “But his
brothers could not answer him, for they were dismayed at his presence.” The
presence of the verb ¥ could be understood as that (as RSV translates the verb -
to answer). We know, however, from the information in the context that the speaker
already knows the answer to the question: Joseph knows that his father is alive and

the hearers also know that the speaker knows the answer. That alone could point to

the interrogative as a different kind of speech act.

One should note, however, t.hat there is a big shift in the narrative at this point. The
narrator points that out by changing the discourse from “Joseph said to them” (44:15)
to “Joseph said to his brothers” (45:3). The interrogative also points to that shift: in
the almost identical interrogative in 43:7, the pronominal suffix changes from second
to first person (D2°2X/°2R) thus making the question a very personal one.
Commentators tend to see it as an expression of emotions from a son who wants to

make sure that his father is alive (see Westermann 1986:142, Keil & Delitzsch
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1976:366). That seems to be the only viable explanation for the Speech act, a

question seeking an answer for confirmation purposes.

Genesis 47:15 and 19

This pericope presents two interrogatives apparently without an answer. Both are

introduced by nn% and have similar functions which lead us to discuss them

together.

Table 25 - Pericope: Genesis 47:13-21
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Narrative

Narrative

Narrative followed by direct speech
introduce by lg’mér frame - choral
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Direct speech introduced by single
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Narrative

Narrative followed by direct speech

. introduced by single verb frame -

choral speech

Continue  direct  speech -
interrogative :

Narrative

Narrative

Both 71% interrogatives are used to provide the reason for a request from the hearer.

‘In the first case, verse 15, the direct speech is introduced by a le’mér frame (WK% /
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IX27) and the request is posed first - QY7 137711377 — “Give us bread.” The request is
followed by the interrogative 9733 NI™) 7R — “why should we die before your
eyes?” The second part of the verse is marked by a %2 clause giving the basic
motivation for the request — 102 DBR *2 —“The fact of the matter is that our money is

gone" (see Van der Merwe et al. § 40.c).

In the second case, verse 19, the direct speech is introduced by a single verb frame.
The interrogative comes first in the sequence — MIMR™D3 TPIYY NP1 MY
NPHIR O3 — “Why should we die before your eyes, both we and our land?” The
repetition of 0} is used to make ‘it clear that the inclusion of both items preceded by
D3 is of special importance in a particular context (Van der Merwe et al. § 41 .5.2.ii)_.
The interrogative is followed by the request - QP2 NDHIR™NR) VORI
YD XY ARIXTI MDY XPY MY VI T8I0 @2y NhpTR) WK i)
— “Buy us and our land in exchange for fbod, and we with our land will be slaves to
Pharaoh; and give us seed, that we may live, and not die, and that the land may not

be desolate.”

In both cases the hearer, Joseph, does hot give an explanation for a “why?” questi}on
but poses conditions for the granting of the requests. For the interrogative in verée
15 one finds Joseph answering verbally in direct speech. For verse 19 one finds a
pragmatic response which does not correspond to an explanation but the narrative

tells the reader that the hearer conceded to the request.

In previous cases where interrogatives were introduced by 7% we saw that they

were used to criticise the hearer (42:1; 43:6; 44:4, 7) and fell in the category
directives (S attempts to get H to do something). In these two verses, however, it is

more plausible to understand that the interrogatives were used to. make statements
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(S believes something), arguing in favour of some point: the interrogatives are used

to try to convince the hearer to change a possible course of action (argumentative

use — see the analysis of 37:26). The sentences would read as follows:

"Give us food; why should we die before
your eyes? For our money is gone."

RSV 47:16

Why should we die before your eyes, both
we and our land? Buy us and our land for
food, and we with our land will be slaves to
Pharaoh; and give us seed, that we may
live, -and not die, and that the land may not
be desolate.”

RSV 47:19

“Please, give us food. There is no reason
for us to die before you. The fact of the
matter is that we do not have any
money.”

Direct speech

“There is no good reason for us and the

. land to die before you! Buy us and our

land...”

Direct speech

Thus, the interrogatives are used to introduce or argue in favour of a directive class

speech act, similar to the interrogatives in 37:13 and 26.

Genesis 49:9

This interrogative occurs in a direct speech that is clearly a poetic speech embedded

in narrative. The speaker does not expect an immediate verbal reaction to the

individual sentences in the poem. The text is rich in metaphors and the interrogative

is referring to one of them: Judah is compared to a lion's cub that lies down in the

same manner as the lion and the lioness when they come from hunting — who dares

to arouse him? -- 33 ).

Table 26 - Pericope: Genesis 49:1-10
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The interrogative is followed in the text by another “tribal saying” (see Westermann
1986:229) in which the metaphor is éhanged and is not directly related to the
previous one. This uéage of interrogatives in poetic texts is quite common - a
question that has an obvious answer to bqth speaker and hearer in a situation where
the hearer is not exactly “interactive” with the speaker. From the context the hearer /
reader should know the answer. It is clear that the interrogative is used to make a
strong statement about a state of affairs: “No one will arouse him!” This is the

intended result of the speech act to the hearer.

Genesis 50:19
Table 27 - Pericope: Genesis 50:15-21

ﬁpx;n] Df."3§ np™ i-lgﬁs-vngx IR 50.15 Narrative followed by direct speech
nx U? b’WZ :}p-m ,.LQ.-I, 13?UW? ’I,'7 introduced by single verb frame -
KW R AP
s’;;?? mig TR 1;73?{'?- 'q‘gi»-ﬁg_g ﬁgn 50.16 Direct speech introduced by lg’mér
MRY 1nin frame
x;’ xjp xSﬂg qz_’;ﬁ»'? p@x‘n-np 50.17 Embegdded direct speech -
DY) MYp1 YD bowum TN ypp  Namae |

RT 227 TN K 2139 YWR? X XY
2R 01212

CTMRPY 1730Y 1957, IR0 15971 s0.18 Narrative followed by direct speech
o :ﬁsq:y!; ='|'7 3339 introduced by single verb frame -
: e oTE e choral
nang °p PHTOR 101 OIYR IR 50.19 Direct speech introduced by single -
X OOTON verb frame - interrogative
AAVD DOTOR 1YY Y2y onawn ohy) 50.20 Continue direct speech
3770y NPNT? 710 072 ARY 1ynY 13y
D2NY 72728 "R IRINYR DY) s0.21 Continue direct speech followed by
:02%"%y 92771 ohiR opry opop-nyy - narmetive

The interrogative in verse 19 *IX D%} NN — “am | in the place of God?" is
introduced by the particle *2 functioning as a co-ordinating conjunction. Thus, it gives
a motivation for the previous directive action -- I’N~YX — “Do not fear!” It is clear

that the speaker is not seeking information but giving information. Not only does the

speaker continue the speech at that stage but the scene also ends with that speech.
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Besides that, the answer to such a qqestion should be obvio;Js to both speaker and
hearer: no one can be in the place of God. In the explanation that follows Joseph
makes this very clear. Thus, the interrogative is used to make a clear statement
about a state of affairs: “Do not fear, | urge you, because | am not in the place of
God.” Joseph’s statement is meant to comfort his brothers. He is not the one to
intervene in God'’s action as he further explains in the following verses: ““As for you,
you meant evil against me; but God meant it for good, to bring it about that many
people should be kept alive, as they are today. So do not fear; | will provide for you

and your little ones.” Thus he reassured them and comforted them.”

CONCLUSIONS
After analysing a number of apparently unanswered interrogatives in our sample text

we may draw some conclusions about the use of these interrogatives as well as
point out patterns that emerged from the analysis. Below | point out the
interrogaﬁves without an apparent answer in the JN that we concluded were not
used to “ask a question” but to perform a different speech act. Some of the texts that
were analysed above will appear in the conclusion of the next section since, although

apparently without an answer, they were used to perform the speech act “question”.
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Table 28 - Interrogatives used to perform speech acts other than questions

Pericope “Text Hebrew Markers Adjacency pairs Function
18t part / 2nd part
37:5-11 37:8 | 1%p /OR 2nd/ end of dialogue Criticise
3710 |/ Riag 2nd / end of dialogue Criticise
3712417 3713 [ x¥% 1St/ same character Make a statement
37:23-30 | 37:26 |- 1St/ same character Make a statement
39:7-10 39.9 T'R) 2nd/ end of dialogue Refuse command/
: Rebuke
40:7-9 40:8 Ri%7 18t/ dialogue continues Make a statement
41:37-41 41:38 | xymig No pairing Make a statement
42:1-17 421 Y 1St/ same character Criticise
42:21-24 | 42:22 | xiYg 2nd / end dialogue Make a statement
42:27-28 | 42:28 | -nn 2nd / end dialogue Make a statement/
ask question
43:1-7 43:6 Y 18t/ dialogue continues Criticise
437 oA O EE AR 2nd / same character Rebuttal
44:3-10 44:4 Y 18t/ same character Criticise
44:5 Ri%0 18t/ dialogue continues Make a statement
447 Yy 2nd / same character Criticise
44:8 'R 2nd/ same character Deny a charge
44:14-34 | 44115 | —nn / X9 18t/ dialogue continues Criticise/Statement
44:16 | -/ ~nAn /7 TAD 2nd / same character Make a statements
44:34 | PR 2nd/ end dialogue Refuse command
47:13-21 [ 4715 | oY 18t/ dialogue continues Make a statement
4719 | my 18t/ 2nd part silent Make a statement
49:1-10 49:9 kia] Poetry - not dialogical Make a statement
50:15-21 50:19 | nppg %2 2nd / same character Make a statement

This group of 30 interrogatives (23 verses) represents over 60% of the total number
of interrogatives in the JN (48 interrogative sentences plus an allegedly unmarked
one). Some are used individually to perform one speech act, others are used as a
group to perform one speech act. Some are used individually to perform more than
one speech act at a time. It is notable that more than half of the total interrogatives in
the JN are used to perform a speech act other than a question, although the
statistics are only valid for this narrative and not applicable to BH as a.whole. Most
commonly the interrogatives were used to criticise the hearer and make statements.

A few were used to refuse a command and one to deny an accusation.
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Observing the relation interrogative marker in contrast to the function of the
interrogatives one notices that it is quite lose. Many interrogative particle/words can

be used to introduce critical/corrective questions (mxﬁ‘mmnmn‘?) as well as to

perform the act “statement” (77/Ri%7/°1/nn/n%/7°R). Some of these interrogative

particle/words are used to pose real information-seeking questions (see next
section). Thus, it is difficult, if not impossible, to propose a syntactic-morphologic
classification of questions because form and function are not in a one-to-one

relationship.

Observing the relation function in contrast to the placement of the utterance in the
pairing of the dialogue there are just a few possibilities: the same character
continues speaking, the dialogue ends with the utterance of the interrogative or the
dialogue continues normally with the hearer speaking. All three possibilities occur for
any of the most common speech acts performed in the utterance of the

interrogatives: criticism and statements.

APPARENTLY ANSWERED INTERROGATIVES
In this section we will briefly analyse the remaining interrogatives in our sample text.

The fact that they are apparently answered indicates that in most cases we are
dealing with direct speech acts. Since we already dealt with some of them in the
previous section (because of the context in which they occurred - 37:30,%' 40:7,

43:27, 29, 44:19) these interrogatives are the basis for the analysis in this section.

Genesis 37:15 and 16
These interrogatives appear in the pericope discussed on page 89. They follow the

dialogue between Joseph and his father in which the former requests Joseph to go

into the fields and find about the brothers’ welfare. As Joseph wanders into the fields

91 We concluded that this apparently unanswered interrogative is actually answered in a pragmatic
response in the text.

147



Stellenbosch University https://scholar.sun.ac.za

s
&

v

he meets a stranger with whom a dialogue occurs. The dialogue consists of two

pairs: 15b/16a and 16b/17a.

The first pair part of pair one is introduced by a le’mér frame in which the narrator
clearly indicates the speech act performed: WaR? WX I2RW? - “and the man
asked him.” The interrogative itself is marked by the question word 12 and presents
a straight question: :Wp2n~nn — “What are you seeking?” Observing the second pair
part it is clear that the hearer understood the utterance as a request for information
and as such gives the information requested -~ Wp2n *2IR *OR™NR — “| am seeking
my brothers.” After giving the requested information Joseph continues the speech
posing. another request for information introduced by the verb 17317 followed by the
particle N1, translated usually as “Tell me please.” This is quite an appropriate
introduction for the request that follows.% The interrogative itself is marked as such
by the question word 719°X -- :0°'¥9 077 DR — “where they are pasturing the flock.”
Note that RSV translates the interrogative as an indirect question instead of “where
are they pasturing the flock?” This, however, is not relevant in terms of the speech
act performance considering that both, diréctly or indirectly, have the same function:
request for information. The speaker sincerely wants the information and believes
that the hearer can give it to him. Upon the request the hearer promptly gives the
information requested by the speaker: f3°07 71291 D™ R AYLY °p aip Y01 -

“They have gone away, for | heard them say, “Let us go to Dothan.

Thus, these apparently answered interrogatives are easily identified as real

information-seeking questions according to speech acts rules.

92 see verse 14 on the same chapter. In many instances the particle accomplishes a similar function:
an introduction to a request (see Gen 24:23, 32:30, 37:32, Ex 4:18, Num 20:10, Deut 4:32, Jdg 18:5,
1 Sam 9:18, Eze 18:25, Jon 1:8).
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Genesis 37:32
The pericope in which this dialogue. occurs is to be found in the -beginning of the

narrative, right after Reuben finds out that Joseph is not in the cistern. We concluded
in the analysis of the interrogative in 37:30 that this pericope functions as a

pragmatic response to the question in-that verse.

Table 29 - Pericope: Genesis 37:31-33

Dy PYY Jonwn 991 NINITNR MPN 37.31 Narrative
‘072 NIA23-DR 12397
INTAN D’é?EU NINI~NR MHWN 37.32 Narrative followed by direct speech
nInaa NJ"W?U NRYD PRI TR nr’_r’;g-brg !ntroduceq by single verb frame -
= T \=}i5'DN XY ’[Jﬁ interrogative
IMNZIN Y7 720 032 DN "VDN:"’J "".'1’3.‘?\'!. 37.33 Narrative followed by direct speech
TTEOWTommoTE o ‘ﬂoﬁ;v’l'm 790 introduced by single verb frame

Verses 32 and 33 present a clear question/answer adjacency pair. The interrogative
in verse 32 is an indirect alternative question marked by the interrogative particle
7:XPTOR X7 732 DINaT XI™I27 MXID DRY - “This we have found; see now
whether it is your son's robe or not.” Although the sincerity condition is flawed the
remaining conditions remain. In other words, although they already know the
information the speech act still counts as an attempt to elicit information from H
(essential condition). The speaker pretends that he/they do not know the information
so that we cannot consider it as an exam question. The sentence is uttered as a real

question.

One should note that the question (a request for information) is entailed in a previous
request as indicated by the verb 921 followed by the particle R1. RSV translates the
particle as “now” as it is the meaning often attributed to X1. In this case, however, it

seems that the particle has another function, similar to its use in the question in
37:16: an introduction to a request. The use of the particle associated with the so-

called volitive mood is well attested (see Jotion-Muraoka §114.b, GKC § 105 b 1,
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WO § 40.2.5.c, Van der Merwe et al. § 19.4.1 ff) which makes the particle a good
candidate to introduce these dirept requests for information. Observing the use of X1

in this case as well as the others pointed out in footnote 92 (Gen 24:23, 32:30,
37:32, Ex 4:18, Num 20:10, Deut 4:32, Jdg 18:5, 1 Sam 9:18, Eze 18:25, Jon 1:8), it
seems that the particle is often associated with requests for information and operates

as an introductory element to it.*®

The response to the first speech act comes in two parts, which helps one realise that

the first speech act has more than one function: (a) 1°2” ~ “And he recognised it”

is the first response to the request, not necessarily a verbal response — “Pleasé,
recognise.”; (b) N0 ’i_'.-'g nina HQN’”] ="and he said, “It's my son’s robe!” is the verbal
action in response to the indirect question. As stated above, because questions are a
sub-category of requests, it is easy to have them mixed in an apparently single

speech act.

Genesis 42:7
This interrogative occurs in a long pericope that comprises verses 6 to 17 of chapter

42. For our purposes, however, verses 6 and 7 are enough to analyse the speech

act.

Table 30 - Pericope: Genesis: 42:6-7

I 2WnT RIT TIRTTOY ©HYT R, (09 426 Narrative
T2 TIORYN 991 IR 2N 1IRT YRy
IR DR
DIPYR 2071 01N PORNN PP xj;’j 427 Narrative followed by direct speech
DIfJN:;l ’Rn bR RN m’izz‘g DpR 9277 introduced by multiple verb frame -

e N Direct speech introduced by single
"7?.?{ 13,‘?1? 1332 1’1873 PR verb frame - choral

93 See Kaufman (1991:195-198).
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The interrogative appears in a simple adjacéncy pair in verse 7a/b which is a
question/answer pair. The direct speech in which the interrogative occurs is framed
by a multiple verb frame that indexes the metapragmatic features c?f the speech and
not the speech act itself.* Thus, 1?3?{-’1 m‘iv'g QPR 927% —He spoke roughly to them
and said” indexes the manner in which the speaker utters the speech act but does
‘not index the speech act itself as in previous cases we analysed (e.g. 37:10 -
“rebuked and said” 39:9 —‘refused and said”). It seems that the purpose of speaking
this way is to intimidate the hearer, and the narratof wants to make that clear. One
must obsérve that the intent of the speaker is to threaten the hearer as it is clearly
spelled out in the same verse: Bi1"?X 1310”1 07197 - “He recognised them but made

himself strange to them.”®

The interrogative itself is marked by the locative particle 1°X» (see page 32 for the

use of the particle). and apparently poses a straight information-seeking question:
BOR2 1°RH —“Where do you come from?” Although the sincerity condition is flawed,

the other conditions for questions hold for the utterance (the speaker pretends he
does not know the answer). To use Hyman's terminology, the hearer fields the
utterance as a question and gives an answer to it: :79X™92W% 112 PIXR - “From
the land of Canaan, to buy food.” Notice, however, that the he.arer gives more
information than what is requested - “to buy food.” Although the speaker did not
asked directly “What are you doing here?” or “Why are you here?” that is what the
hearer decided to add to his answer as an explanation. That addition most probably
arises from the intimidation the hearer sensed in the utterance of the speech act.
Thus, the speech act, although in the form an interrogative, had more than one effect

on the hearer (caused fear). We know from the text that intimidation was also the

94 See Miller 1992:315.
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purpose of the 'speaker and in the answer one can see the results of the intended
speech act. Reading the rest of the episode one notes that “speaking roughly” does
not only introduce the first speech act in the dialogue but prompts the hearer (and
aiso the réader) to the interrogation that follows. This brings us back to a point which
we have not discussed yet: the perlocutionary acts which are the consequences of
an illocutionary act (see page 61). Although the speaker uttered an interrogative, the
manner it was uttered brought consequences which ére promptly seen in the

hearer’s response to the act.

Genesis 46:33,47:3 and 8
Genesis 46:33 is an interrogative uttered in instructions that are carried out in 47:3.

For this reason we will analyse only the interrogative in the later verse.

Table 31 - Pericope: Genesis 47:1-6

ARY YR R TyIDY M Hot K27 47.1 Narrative followed by direct speech
132 PIRD XD Dﬂ'? WY B IR introduced by muitiple verb frame
103 1IR3 OIM)
DI¥N DWIR YN MR, PEK M¥p a2 Namative
I 735
WJ?;R"’I DA?W;Z@-n@ 19\;33-‘7& ‘-Lng_) j@}{»l 47.3 Direct speech introduced by single
MIRD3 "'l’f.f?é,’ ’[R':{ Yl 3'371:5_5"7?_5 verb frame - interrogative followed

by direct speech introduced by

ArMaRTol single verb frame

PR™D iJR; }jg; 11}‘2 nng—‘yx qﬁpx.‘v] 47.4 Direct speech - continues same
PIND 2977 720703 '1’7:,157'? WK IXEY nym ngt;aft:et‘ir‘ereintroduced by single
TIIY RITIAW? 7PV 1949
| W3 TIND
TR TR -1;;;,;{'? q\gﬁv-‘;g n‘jn:g 1@;{-’] 475 Direct speech introduced by single
PO IND verb frame

2P PIRT 202 XNT 707 BI8H IR 476
W3 PR3 Y7 PORTIR) TARDN
apk Y DpRY) PATWIR B27UN pYTTON)

2PNy
*30% WIDYN VIR PYINR AT R 477 Narrative
TYIRTOR 3Py 1IN AR
SR ’,JW ek ,—;}9:_) ngz-b.x n:y?g IR 47.8 Direct speech introduced by single

verb frame - interrogative

95 The RSV reading is: “and knew them, but he treated them like strangers.”
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Y90 W 3 T987OR Py IR 47.9 Direct speech introduced by single
SR ;va 0°y) Ly Y m_{m oWy verb frame
©sfiag o W nR Wb K9
:Dﬂ’j’ll?? 9\@93
TIYID 20%n R¥M AYIRTDR IPY 19 4710 Narrative

The two interrogatives are in verses 3 and 8 which, déspite occurring in the same
pericope, belong to separate episodes. The first episode narrates a dialogue
between Pharaoh and Joseph'’s brothers (five of them) after Joseph has introduced

them to him (verse 2).

The narrator places Pharaoh uttering the interrogative as the introduction of the
dialogue without further explanation, corresponding to the instructions that were
given by Joseph to his brothers in 46:33: 8wy~ —“What is your occupation?”
The narrator omits any other introductions that were certainly due on the occasion.
Obviously the matter of their occupation was a point of great concern as the previous
verses make clear. It is also clear that the. speaker already knew the answer to the
question since in verse 1 Joseph states that they came with all their possessions
including their flocks, and in 46:32 he tells his brothers that he is going to tell
Pharaoh that they are shepherds. Thus, it seems that a certain social custom is
involved here, although the sequence seems a clear-cut question/answer pair. One
possibility is that a social formality is in progress and that the uttering of the
interrogative is part of the formality. Observe that the meeting is not a casual one:
Joseph knew what would be asked beforehand, a particular party was chosen to take
part in the meeting (five men), they were given instructions on how to answer the
question and, as the text shows, they come with a particular request to Pharaoh. It
should also be noted that the narrator introduces the request following their answer
with another single verb frame, indicating that probably more happened in terms of

dialogue than is actually narrated (verse 3 ends with a choral speech by the brothers
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introduced by the frame 797298 1mX" and verse 4 begins with exactly the same

frame). Thus, although the pair could simply fulfi the conditions for a
question/answer pair and the speech act be a straightforward question there are
reasons to believe that some other speech act is involved in the uttering of the
interrogative. In any case, one can say that the uttering of the interrogative poses a
confirmation question. We also know that the hearer knew beforehand what would
be asked, as well as the answer that should be given to the question. This further

confirms that the question is part of a formality between the parties.

Thus, an interrogative which seems to pose an information-seeking question stands
as a confirmation-seeking question in the possible court procedure. Commentators
argue that this episode presents a formal meeting between Pharaoh and Joseph's
brothers. The analysis of the. interrogative from the perspective of speech act theory
helps to confirm this interpretation. Because the essential condition of a question is

flawed, the reader is compelled to understand it as a confirmation question.

The next interrogative >0 "W "7 12 — “How many are the days of the years of
ybur life?” is a simple information seeking question marked by the question word 7
preceded by the preposition 5. This is the common way in BH to ask a questi‘on
about quantity (“how many?”, “how much?”, “how long?"® -- see page 30 for the use
of the particle with prepositions). However, the hearer gives more information than is
requested: “The days of the years of my sojourning are a hundred and thirty years;
few and evil have been the days of the years of my life, and they have not attained to
| the days of the years of the life of my fathers in the days of their sojourning.” We do
not have enough material in this short episode to determine why the hearer felt that

more information should be given. However, for some reason the hearer decides to

96 See 2 Sam. 19:35; 1 Kgs. 22:16; 2 Chron. 18:15; Job 7:19; 13:23; 21:17.
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“violate” the maxim of quantity — “Do not make your contribution more informative
than it is required “( see Table 6 - Grice's co-operative principle). According to
Westermann (1986:170) the asking of the question about Jacob’s age “is not an act
of mere curiosity; it is ar; act of sharing... It is a question of what they have in
common” (see Coats 1976:52). Westermann, however, does not provide the grounds
on which he based his views. | propose that, as in the analysis of the previous
interrogative, more of the context should be explained in order to fully understand the
implications of the question/answer pair. One possibility is that Jacob is here
humbling himself in order to elicit sympathy (see also self-abasement formulas, page
| 28). Other similar cases occur in BH (compare, for instance the speeches in 1 Sam
25:10-13 with 25:23-31 and how different is their outcome due to the way the
speaker tries to gain sympathy - see 2 Sam 14.5-7; 19:18-23). Thus analysing the
interrogative from a pragmatic perspective (see the introduction to this chapter) helps
to _make thé reader aware that more should be understood from the context than is
actually said in words. It is also important to remark that the co-operative principle
and its maxims, although with universal characteristics (it tries to characterise
universal principles), are stated with a western mindset which might not reflect the
ancient way of communicating. However, if we assume that the principle is universal
we have a powerful tool to try to better understand instances of communication such
as these, viz. where the violation of a maxim is the custorﬁ and plays an important

sociolinguistic function.

Genesis 48:8
As we pointed out in the introduction to this chapter, scholars disagree regarding the

division of the pericopes of Chapter 48. The divisions in the beginning of the chapter,
including Genesis 48:8-9, are very problematic in their views. Some commentators

point out that verses 3 to 7 are an insertion that interrupts the flow of the text
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between verses 2 and 8. It is possible, however, to analyse the interrogative

considering only the pair in which it occurs.

Table 32 - Pericope: Genesis 48:8-9

FIPRTM MR 9097 *127DR HRIW? XM 488 Narrative followed by direct speech
T oo T ey e e introduced by single verb frame
"9-INITIWR 07 712 1IARIR HRIY MR 489 Direct speech introduced by single

verb frame - direct speech

: L] - 12 » ~ k] .
DQ]Q{{] l'm ! DU‘? TR n'l‘:*! o 17?{ introduced by single verb frame -

One finds a full adjacency pair in verses 8b/9a and an incomplete adjacency pair in
9b/10. This last one is completed by a narrative response (it is a request that is
déscribed in the actions of the hearer — “Bring them to me, | pray you, that | may
bless them”... “So Joseph brought them near him"). The first pair presents a clear

question/answer pair. The interrogative is introduced by the question word "» -
=n‘2,§"?,3 - “Who are these?” and promptly answered by the hearer. All conditions for

questions (preparatory, sincerity and essential) are met, thus the interrogative is

used to pose a real information-seeking question.

CONCLUSIONS

After analysing the apparently answered interrogatives in the JN we may draw some
conclusions about our findings in this section (in the table below are included also
the interrogatives that are apparently answered which are presented in the next

section).
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Table 33 - Interrogatives used to perform the speech act question

Pericope Text Hebrew Markers Adjacency pairs Function
18t part / 2nd part
37:12-17 | 37115 | -1 18t/ dialogue continues Real question
37:16 | nooR 18t/ dialogue continues Real question
37:23-30 37:30 | MR 18t/ pragmatic response Real question
37:31-33 [ 37:32 | minan 18t/ narrative response + Real question
o dialogue continues
38:15-23 | 3816 | - 18t/ dialogue continues Real question
38:18 | nn 1St/ dialogue continues Real question
3821 | R 15t/ dialogue continues Real question
40:7-9 40:7 »n 1St/ dialogue continues Real question
42:1-17 42:7 X2 18t/ dialogue continues Real question
42:27-28 | 42:28 | -nn 2nd / end speech Make statement/
Real question
43:26-34 | 43:27 | nibwih / 17Ivn 18t/ dialogue continues Real question
43:29 o] 1St/ same character / silent | Real question
pragmatic response
44:14-34 | 44119 | uhp 1St/ dialogue continues Real question’
45:1-3 45:3 T5v0 1St/ Narrative response Real question
/Confirmation
47:1-10 46:33 | —mp Instruction _
47:3 - 15t/ dialogue continues Real question
/Confirmation
47:8 3 18t/ dialogue continues Real question
48:8-9 48:8 - 18t/ dialogue continues Real question

This group of 19 interrogatives (18 verées) represents less than 40% of the total
number of interrogatives in the JN. One of them (42:28) is used to perform more
than one speech act at a time (make a statement and ask a question) and appears

also in Table 28 - Interrogatives used to perform speech acts other than question.

Observing the interrogatives in the sample text that are used to perform the speech

act question, we note the characteristics listed in the following péragraphs:

In general, the speech act question is performed by the utterance of only one
interrogative sentence in contrast to interrogatives that are used to perform speech
acts other than questions, which present a higher tendency to be grouped (see 37:8,
10; 43.7; 44:15 and 16). The exception in the sample text is 43:27 in which the two

interrogatives seek a similar answer.
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We do not find among the interrogatives above (Table 33) some interrogative
particle/words that are used to perform speech acts other than questions, viz.

Xi9m/9°R/mnY. This might indicate that they could be used exclusively or mostly in

interrogatives that are used to perform speech acts other than real information

seeking-questions (but see footnote 76).

Observing the relation function in contrast to the placement of the utterance in the
pairing of the dialogue one finds that interrogatives used to pose real questions
mostly occur in the first pair part of an adjacency pair (forming a question/answer

pair). The only exception in the sample text is 42:28 (the NiT 1 formula - see

footnote 82). All other cases are followed by a clear second pair or a“’

narrative/pragmatic response.

ALLEGEDLY UNMARKED QUESTIONS

This last section deals with the interrogatives in Chapter 38, which are dealt with
separately because of thle ambiguity created by one sentence in the corpus that is
translated in RSV as a question (38:17b). it also introduces a b\roaderlissue that is
investigated further in the second part of this section, viz. unmarked questions in BH.
Although | conclude below that verse 17b is not a question at all, | propose to
investigate further the matter of the allegedly unmarked questions in BH since it is an
assumed reality by most grammars. Using the theoretical framework of spe'ech act
theory to further investigate these “questions” allows one to be more precise

regarding their function.

Most BH grammars state that “the interrogative particles are not necessary to
characterise a question” (see page 20 and footnote 22). If this statement is true,
questions in BH can be posed by an utterance in the form of a statement. Such a

sentence cannot be characterised as an .interrogative in a written discourse; thus,
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some sort of sign or indication that a question is involved must be given to the
reader/hearer of the utterance? to identify it as a question. The possible indications
are intonation, context (narrative frame and direct speech frame) and word order

(see page 21).

It is known that in some languages intonation is a clear way of indicatiné a question
(sometimes even an “ungrammatical” sentence in English can be used to pose a
question as long as intonation is present — “You are OK?”" with rising pitch in the end -
of the sentence). Weé pointed out earlier that in Portuguese there is no rule oh word
order change between statements and many interrogatives® (although VOS is more
common for questions and SVO more common for statements), and intonation is
sometimes the only clue the listener has to know that the utterance is a question. In
the case of written discourse the indica_ti'on may be the sole use of the interrogation
mark. Thus the sentences Vai bem o jovem Absaldo? (Is it well with the young man
Absalom? 2 Sam 18:29a) and Vai bem o Jovem Absaldo (The young man Absalon is
| well) have an identical word order (VOS), but the former is an interrogative and the
latter a statement (although O Jovem Absaldo vai bem (SVO) is preferred for

statements).

As far as is known BH does not have a sign equivalent to the interrogation mark in
most western languages. This leaves the reader without clues as to when a question
is being posed in statement form (the situation could be different in live speech
where intonational patterns could be applied and the question be clearly marked by
such means). However, the modern reader has no means to know whether or not
these patterns were used in BH (although intonational patterns are considered

universal by many linguists -- see the chapter What Do We Know About Questions?).

.97 One must remember that we limit the term interrogative to the syntactic characteristics of certain
sentences.
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Another possible indication that a sentence uttered in statement form is posing a
question is the context in which it occurs. In narrative the narrator can clearly
indicate in the verb frame the speech act performed (“He asked") or other instances

where a statement does not make any sense at all in the context.

The third possibility, word order, is proposed by Jotion-Muraoka. According to them
the word order of such questions is different from the preferred word order for
statements. We consider this possibility in the analysis of the alleged unmarked

questions in BH.

However, checking the alleged unmarked questions against the set of rules for
questions within speech act theory may help one ascertain whether or not questions

are involved in these cases.

Thus, we describe the interrogatives in Chapter 38 and the alleged unmarked
question in 17b and than we further extend the discussion to a few other allegedly
unmarked questions as they are presented in Table 2 - Alleged non-marked

questions in Biblical Hebrew, page 34.%

Genesis 38:16, 17, 18 and 21
As we pointed out above, the interrogatives in this chapter are discussed separately

because of the particular character of the sentence in verse 17b which is normally
translated as a question but has no interrogative marker. Scholars are divided
regarding the setting of the passage. Some believe that the setting of the chapter

has little or nothing to do directly with the Joseph narrative (see Westermann

98 written interrogative sentences in Portuguese are often only marked by an interrogation mark.

99 |n Table 2 one finds only the alleged unmarked questions as they are pointed out by some
grammars (50 in total). However, this number differs according to different translations. For instance,
none of the grammar books we have checked points to Gen 38:17 as an example of an unmarked
guestion, although RSV franslates the sentence as a question (see the introductory note on Table 2).
Mitchelt (1908:115-129) points out 71 cases of which only 19 correspond to those in Table 2. That
brings the number of allegedly unmarked questions to 102.
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1986:49). Others believe it is integrated into the narrative (see Sternberg 1985:414).-

Verses 1 to 15 explain a situation which gives place to the plot presented in the

verses of the pericope below:

Table 34 - Pericope: Genesis 38:15-23

093 72 My QAWM ATIT R 8.1
103D

RYIX R3~727 90K™ 7177798 779K 091 3616
mx“m X177 1072 °2 y-n x‘7 " 2R

P9x K120 79 "7 IDR"T

IRETTI DIV MIWR IR K3 3817
Y 7Y 11279 1ARTOR R

"R 77108 WK 112097 NR R e
ATINT TTIR WK w1 7909 TN

"7 IIDY TR KN

Wayn Poyn A2V 0N 1201 0ph 8.0
FAPIRIR 2132

IMYI T2 YT 0T3TRR A9 Nwh) 3820
TIRED x‘71 AW T 12V DOy vn’m‘r
TYTIRT IR vaxb ARPD TWIRTNR PRWN 38.21
WP A1 TRNTRY 1R 17770 R
o' y3

0d) ORI KD WRM AT IR 20N 3822
MYIR M2 TTRY TR Dippd "W

N2 127 7273 18 AYTNRD N7 MR 38.23
TNRYD K7 ARKY 47 747 A0

Narrative

Narrative followed by direct speech
introduced by single verb frame -
Narrative followed by direct speech
introduced -by single verb frame -

interrogative
Direct speech introduced by single
verb frame - Direct speech

introduced by single verb frame -
alleged unmarked question

Direct speech introduced by single
verb frame - interrogative - Direct
speech introduced by single verb
frame - Narrative

Narrative

Narrative

Direct speech introduced by le’'mér
frame - interrogative - Direct
speech introduced by single verb
frame - choral

Narrative followed by direct speech
introduced by single verb frame

Direct speech introduced by single
verb frame

The first interrogative (verse 16) occurs in a complex dialogue. In the first part of the

dialogue Judah proposes to have intercourse with a prostitute standing on the side of

the road. He did not know that the prostitute was his daughter-in-law disguised as

such. The request is followed by the interrogative in which Tamar reqﬁests

information about the man’s intention regarding the price to be paid -2 "?-mm-nrg

=’.‘2g_< R12D — “What will you give me, that you may come in to me?” The utterance of .

the interrogative poses a clear-cut information-seeking question (S wants information
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and counts as an attempt to elicit information from H). The pairing of the question is
a clear-cut answer: the hearer gives the information requested upon which the
speaker has to make a decision: IREI™ID IVTVT3 MRWR PR — “| will send you a
kid from the flock.” Although the -answer is given, the first speaker is not satisfied with
the conditions that are to be fulfilled in the future, upon which é conditional sentence»
is uttered: TRY TY N2V 1PN-DOX - “If you give me a pledge until you send it.” It is
this sentence that Rév and other trans'lations pose as a question: “Will you give me
a pledge, till you send it?” (see also KJV, ASV, New KJV etc.). The translation of the
sentence as an interrogative is absolutely unnecessary. This is a clear case of
ellipsis of the apodosis in conditional sentences - “/ will lie with you (apodosis) if you
give me a pledge until you send it (see Jolion-Muraoka § 167.r). Thus, the sentence
does not pose a direct request for information, but poses a condition upon which a
state of affairs is dependent. However, the condition is indirectly a request for
information. The speaker wants to know if the hearer is willing to comply with a
certain condition in order to concede to his initial request. This new condition gives
place to another interrogative which poses another information-seeking question:
T27IDR R ”1"!:‘,1;_7{] - “What pledge shall | give you?” (verse 18). Thus, the
interrogative serves as a response to the condition imposed in the previous
utterance. Implied is the idea that “it depends on what pledge you want.” The new
information requested is promptly given by the hearer and the dialogue (which is in
fact a negotiation) is resolved in the narrative responée that follows: “So he gave
them to her, and went in to her, and she conceived by him” which in direct speech
would read something like - “Ok, | agree with this pledge, here it is!”, “Well, then | will

sleep with you” (and they had intercourse and she conceived from him).

The last interrogative in the pericope, verse 21, is also a clear information-seeking

question. Judah sends a friend to turn in his payment (a kid) in order to receive his
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pledge back. However, the man does not find the woman and he inquires from the
local people: J7777%Y X7 QY2 NYIRD N°K - Where is the harlot who-was at
Enaim by the wayside?” Not only is the interrogative clear as a question but the

narrator also used a lz’mér frame indicating the speech act PR *WIR™DYX 78WU"
'1'?38'?. As there was no answer to the specific question, their response tells the

speaker that his question is somehow inappropriate: “No harlot has been here.”

Thus, we find in the pericope three real information-seeking questions and, although
some translations translate the sentence in 17b as a question, there is no need to do

so since the sentence can be easily understood as a conditional sentence.

Other Allegedly Unmarked Questions
In order to develop the arguments in this section | will use Mitchell's conclusions in

his article The Omission of the Interrogative Particle (1908). His conclusions are as

follows:

e Of the 71 instances in which sentences without the interrogative marker
are posed as questions, 12 are cases of textual corruption and 32 are
instances of mistaken exegesis (a question is not really necessary in the
context). This leaves out only 27 instances which are really to be
considered as cases of unmarked questions.

o Out of these cases he shows that the explanations laid by GKC as criteria
for the omission of the interrogative marker do not hold up to close
scrutiny. For instance, Gesenius’ statement (a) that the omission of the
particle “occurs specially before a following guttural for the sake of
euphony” does not hold. He shows that BH actually used the interrogative
particle before all the gutturals and in almost any possible combination.'®
(b) He shows that the suggestion by Kautzsch that “the natural emphasis
upon the words (especially when the most emphatic word is placed at the
beginning of the sentence) is by itself sufficient to indicate an interrogative
sentence” (GKC § 150.1) also does not hold up to close scrutiny (cf. also
my remark on Jouon-Muraoka on page 21). Comparing the marked
interrogatives in the book of Genesis (39 in total) shows that the marked
interrogatives have an “irregular” word order in the same frequency as the
so-called unmarked interrogatives. This proves that word order cannot
stand as criterion for the identification of unmarked interrogatives. A last

100 See the remark in GKC § 150.1b in which Cowley concedes that Mitchell is right and deletes the
statement.
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suggestion by grammarians (c) is that “particles are omitted when the
question arises from emotion or anxiety in the speaker” (Nordheimer §
1099,4,a [as quoted by Mitchell]) or that “omission of the particle is most
common in animated speech, as when any idea is repudiated” (Davidson
§ 121)."" According to Mitchell this last position is the only of the above
hypothesis that can be verified. :

Thus, of the criteria we described in the beginning of this section regarding the
possible ways of identifying an unmarked question in BH (intonation, context and
word order), the context remains as the only possibility since intonation is impossible

to verify. Mitchell (1908:128) classifies the 39 texts (including the ones allegedly

unmarked due to textual corruption) into the following categories:'®

Incredulity, real or feigned: Gen 3:1; 18:12; Jdg 11:9; 1 Kgs 1:24; Job 14:3
Irony: 1 Sam 21:16; Hab 2:19; Job 2:10; 38;18; Lam 3:36 [|'® 1 Sam 22:7; 11
Zech 8:6; Job 11:3; 37:18; (40:25); 40:30
Sarcasm: 1 Kgs 21:7; Job 2:9;|| 2 Sam 16:17; Is 14:10
Repugnance: 2 Sam 19:23;|| (Ezek 11:13); (17:9); (Prov 5:16)
Confidence — expressed: 8
Positively: Prov 22:29; 29:20;}| 26: 12
Negatively: with reference to -
Past facts: || (2 Kgs 5:26); (Ezek 11:3)
Present facts or truths: || Lam 3:38; (Job 30:24)
Future events: || Hos 10:9

EN N

Denial: 1 Sam 22:15 1
Uncertainty. (Gen 27:24); (1 Sam 30:8); Songs 3:3; || (1 Sam 16:4); (2 6
Sam 18:29); (2 Kgs 19:19)

Total 39

Mitchell (1908:127) admits, h‘owever, that “It is hardly possible to tabulate the
passages in which the particle is orhitted in such a way that scholars generally will be
satisfied.” However, | will illustrate below that speech act theory may help one to
address this problem in two ways, viz. by helping to clarify the classification of these
allegedly unmarked interrogatives and to eventually determine the real function of

the sentences in their context.

101 This suggestion is not present in GKC.

102 The ones marked in bold correspond to examples in Table 2. The texts in parenthesis are the ones
unmarked due to textual corruption.

103 The meaning of this marks “||" in the table are not clear.
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One should note that according to Mitchell's classiﬁéation none of the sentences is
used in speech to perform the speech act question since they are-not seeking
information. He further concludes that out of what he considefs the 22 genuine cases
of omission of the interrogative particle, 20 fall under the first three headings of the
classification (incredulity, irony or sarcasm) and that they “might be called
exclamatory questions, and appropriately marked by a double punctuation (!?)”
(1908:129). Thus, to start with, Mitchell’s “unmarked interrogatives” cannot be
classified as real ‘information—seeking questions. If they are interrogatives, they are

used to perform a speech act other than a question.

| use for a sample the texts in Mitchell's table above that have matches in Table 2 -
Alleged non-marked questions in Biblical Hebrew. | only use the ones that do not fit
in the number of texts that are marked as textual corruption. These texts are marked

in bold in the table above.

Genesis 18:12

IARY 1272 MY posm 1812 So Sarah laughed to herself,

T 23TRY, 7Y e inh iRl saying, "After | have grown old,
o ’ ' and my husband is old, shall |
have pleasure?"

The context of the utterance is clearly one of incredulity and irony as it is expresséd
in the le'mér frame TR, A2 MYV pASM) — “So Sarah laughed to herself,
saying”. The frame also tells the reader that utterance is an inner thought, a soliloquy
- A2722." That one vmay ask him/herself a quéstion is possible. However, that is
not necessarily the case here. Considering that there is no syntactic evidence to read
the utterance as a question and no pragmatic need to have it translated as a

question, | propose that it should not be taken as such.

104 see page 95 and footnote 63.
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One possible reason why most translations and some grammarians opt for a

question here is because of verse 13 in which the Lord states that Sarah said —
SPIPT PN IIR QPR ORT — “Shall | indeed bear a child, now that | am old?”
However, this is intended as a quote of direct speech as expressed in the le’'mér
frame YBRY 7D né_‘g 71 MY and the quote itself is radically different in content
compared to what the narrator depicts as Sarah’s thought in verse 12. Thus, verse

13 cannot be the basis to understand the sentence in verse 12 as a question which

is probably omitted from the text.'®

Thus a possible translation could be: And Sarah thought laughing “After | have grown

old, | may have pleasure,'® and that when my husband is old!”

1 Kings 1:24
PR 7907 3R D) RO 1:24 Nathan said, “Have you, my
D}D’ XM 93']:[8 -[:7739 1”’,373 nInR lord the king, declared that
s T axo9-by Adonijah shall be king after
e you, and that he will sit on your
throne?

A plot between the prophet and Bathsheba in order to make David take action is
described in the beginning of Chapter 1 after Adonijah got support among some
' people to take over the throne of his father. Bathsheba was to describe what was
happening and the prophet was to come in and confirm her words. Verse 24 is
Nathan's first speech after he is introduced to the presence of the king. What he
reports to the king was immediately before reported by Bathsheba about Adonijah

(verses 25-26):.

105 Note that verse 13 poses a inY critical/corrective question.

106 The transtation of the perfect 7] is difficult in this sentence. Jotion-Muraoka, who consider the
sentence a question (§ 112.j), point out to the same difficulty.
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For he has gone down this day, and has sacrificed oxen, fatlings, and sheep in
abundance, and has invited all the king’s sons, Joab the commander of the
army, and Abiathar the priest;, and behold, they are eating and drinking before
him, and saying, “Long live King Adonijah!” But me, your servant, and Zadok
the priest, and Benaiah the son of Jehoiada, and your servant Solomon, he
has not invited. '

It is possible to argue in this case that the sentence in verse 24 poses a statement
which describes a current s.tate of affairs. Verses 25 and 26 present the evidence the
speaker has to believe what he is describing. Verse 27, which is also translated as a
question in RSV, poses an indignant statement expressing the speaker’s incredulity

in the face of what is happening. Thus, the text would read:

My lord the king, you must have said, “Adonijah will reign after me and he shall
seat on my throne! For he has gone down this day... '™

The fact that the prophet and some of his most close associates were not invited to
the party (including Solomon) as he clearly marks in verse 26 brings up the
conditional sentence in verse 27 expressing incredulity that the king would have

authorised such a thing without letting them know 7173 7957 *37X DX» OXR VIR

TR RPITOY WS n 73y PIYNR DYIIN X2 712 1277 --“If this thing
had been brought about by my lord the king himself, you did not inform your servants
who should sit on the throne.of my lord the king after him." DeVries (1985:2) also
translates the sentence as a question: “Has this business actually proceeded from

my lord the king , while you have not told your servants who is to sit on the throne of

my lord the king after him?”

The expected reaction from the king is described in the next verse. He calls
Bathsheba back and reaffirms his promise that Solomon should reign in his place.

The le’mér frame IX* 117 7920 194 ~“Then King David answered” which could

107 Noth (1968:22) says: “Der erste Satz seiner Rede (24) ist nicht als Frage formuliert und wohl auch
nicht als Frage gemeint. Mit seiner bewult falschen Feststellung will er den Kdnig zu einer Reaktion
zwingen. See also DeVries (1985:2) who translates the sentence “My lord king, you must have said,
*Adonijah shall reign after me, and he shall sit on my throne.” He comments (1985:15): “You must
have said,” DR 7NR:this could be read as a question (RSV), but it is better handled as an ironic
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be better rendered “Then king David responded and said”'®® clearly shows this

reaction.

Thus, | propose that, in view of the lack of a syntactic marking and the poséibility of
reading the text as a statement, 1 Kings 1:24 should be read as a statement and not

a question.

1 Samuel 21:16

DRI 3 IR DOY3Wn 901 21.16 “Do | lack madmen, that you have
KT T10 05y VARWSY S-DR brought this fellow to play the madman
ST T T i s in my presence? Shall this fellow come

into my house?”

The previous verse (15) ends with a critical/corrective 7% after an observation—
TOXR IN2D TR YIDWH YR RN 737 — Lo, you see the man is mad; why then
have you brought him to me?” We know that critical corrective interrogatives do not
expect an answer but expect a change in behaviour. In this case the speaker

continues to speak and ironically answers the criticism: “I lack madman! For you

brought this fellow to play madman in my presence. He comes to my house! | can't

believe it!”
Job 2:10 v
nOR 9879 9% MR 2.10 But he said to her, "You speak
%ap) :Tiga—n?} 03 ’7339 i3 as one of the foolish women
bap) RV ¥I7-DRY DRI DRD would speak. Shall we receive

good at the hand of God, and
shall we not receive evil?" In all
this Job did not sin with his lips.

D 1’9?‘”3 31;9}_{ N}Ql’j"Nﬁ DN;T_‘P?;

Most translations opt for an interrogative reading here, posing the utterance as a

rhetorical question from Job to-his wife. However, grammatically the text allows for a

exaggeration.

108 For this use of MY in le’'mor frames see page 118.
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statement-like translation: “We accept good from the hand of God but evil we do not

accept.” The problem is that the sentence does not make sense in its context as a

statement with the verb 223 rendered as “to accept”. Also a problem is the presence
of 03 in the beginning of the sentence. Some commentators'sﬁggest (cf. Tur-Sinai
1967:27) that NX 0} should be read with the previous sentence with the vocalisation
DR 03 thus translating “Thou, too, spéékest as one of the wicked women speaketh.”

That would make the alleged interrogative an easier reading. Tur-Sinai, however,
comments on this suggestion that “in this case we may have to assume the omission

of PR or NX7 at the beginning of the next sentence, too, where it is needed to
introduce the question: “shall we receive” etc.” (my italics).

"% not in the sense of acceptance,

However, if the verb can be rendered as “receive
then the sentence makes sense as a statement: We receive good from the hand of
God, but not evil (not because we can accept or not, but because God does not give

evil). That would also explain the use of the 03 particle which can be translated as

“moreover” adding support to the preceding argument (see Van der Merwe et al. §
41.4.5.2.i.d), that Job’s wife is speaking like a wicked womenb that does not know
what she is speaking about. Thus, the dialogue would read as follows:
“Then his wife said to him, “Do you still hold fast your integrity? Curse God, and die.”
But he said to her, “You speak as one of the foolish women would speak. | cannot
curse God! Moreover, we receive good at the hand of God, but not evil.” In all this

Job did not sin with his lips.”

109 The term is translated in the Authorised Version as receive (6), took (3), choose (1), held (1), take
hold (1), undertook (1). BDB (page 867)renderings are, take, choose, receive, accept, assume an
obligation.
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1 Samuel 22:7-8
D°2%37 172V7 PIRY WK 227

0372770371 227 32 RITWRY 1YY
02727 ORI PITY W12 1
PR D) 0PN P DV

"2y 0272 0hWR 3 228

23270792 MIRTIR 1ATPR)

73 2¥ R MR W13y
P ANENIE SRR R
0 71%7 0122 20RY

And Saul said to his servants
who stood about him, “Hear
now, you Benjaminites; will the
son of Jesse give every one of
you fields and vineyards, will he
make you all commanders of
thousands and commanders
of hundreds,

that all of you have conspired
against me? No one discloses
to me when my son makes a
league with the son of Jesse,
none of you is sorry for me or
discloses to me that my son
has stirred up my servant
against me, to lie in wait, as at
this day.” '

Similar to 1 Kgs 1:24 and 1 Sam 21:15 the alleged interrogative is followed by a *2

clause. In both previous cases we concluded that the 3 clause presents evidence

regarding the preceding statement. | propose that the same occurs here. Ironically

Saul makes the statement: “Hear now, you Benjaminites! Also the son of Jesse will

give every one of you fields and vineyards! He will make you all commanders of

thousands and commanders of hundreds! / say this for you all conspired against

mel...” The evidence is also ironical and both are hypothetical statements by which

the speaker tries to stir a reaction from the hearers. We have that reaction display.ed

in verse 9 which is introduced by ¥ in a lg’'mér frame, similar to 1 Kings 1:24.

Observe that there is no real answer to a question, but a reaction to the previous

hypothetical statements.

110 The rendering of the particle in this context is very difficult. Most translations simply ignore it. Van
der Merwe (1990:171) in his investigation of the particle points to this instance as a problematic one.
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Zechariah 8:6
x99 *2 MIRIY 737 TR 72 86 Thus says the LORD of hosts:
oo oon°a i aya naRY Spya If it is marvellous in the sight of

D MTRAT T ORY K59 S1PYa-oi the remnant of this people in
A these days, should it also be

marvellous in my sight, says
the LORD of hosts?

LXX brings a quite different reading of this text which has an interrogative sentence
in the second part (adopted by New RSV). BHS suggests Dii] introducing the second
part of the sentence, giving to it an interrogative marking without further explanation.
Some commentaries point to similar readings that are, however, marked as

interrogatives (cf. Rudolph 1976:148 — Gen 18:14; Jer 32:27).

| propose, however', that it is possible to read the text as a statement and not a
question: “Thus says the Lord, “Because it is marvellous in the sight of the remnant
of this people in these days, it will be marvellous too in my sight, says the LORD of
hosts.” The preceding verses givé -a beautiful description of how the Lord will bless
Jerusalem and how He will return and dwell in the city. The sentence makes perfect

sense in that context.

1 Kings 21:7
' TAYR 221K PR MRM 217 And Jezebel his wife said to
b};ji:p?-by 72190 NYYR npY nbg him, “Do_ you now govern
% 1AR %X 729 2p*) bny-Yax o Israel? Arise, and eat bread,

and let your heart be cheerful; |
will give you the vineyard of
Naboth the Jezreelite.”

PERYIIT N3) D27DK

The context of the passage shows clearly that the sentence can be handled as an
ironic statement instead of an interrogative. Jezebel, the speaker, portrayed as a
mischievous character, despises what she considers a weakness of her husband

Ahab, king of Samaria (vérse 1). After he tries to acquire a vineyard from Naboth
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without success he‘ gets back to his palace in a state of depression. After inquiring
fro'm him about his state, Jezebel utters the sentence translated as an interrogative
by RSV (and most other English translations). The text can be easily translated: “And
Jezebel his wife said to him, “You now, you will really govern Israel! Get up and put
yourself together! | will give you the vineyard of Naboth.”""" After that Jezebel acts in
her husband’s name to create a plot to kill Naboth and take possession of his

~ vineyard.

2 Samuel 16:17

71 PINTOR BIYWIR MR 16017 16:17 And Absalom said to

AYI™OR PIZIRY b TYI7NR J700 Hushai, “Is this your loyalty to
vroor T ot e e your friend? Why did you not
go with your friend?”

| cannot see any reason not to interpret the sentence which RSV and other
translations translate as interrogative as an ironic statement. There is no
interrogative marking and it makes full sense if translated: “This is your loyalty to
your friend! Why did you not go with him?” Note that the second sentence introduced
by a Y% question word has also an ironic tone (see the interpretation of the 1n% in
Gen 42:1). The hearer, however, gives an explanation to the speaker in terms of his

loyalty.

Lamentations 3:38

2P DY XED XY 1975 15n 3.38 Is it not from the mouth of the
Most High that good and bad
come?

As the translation stands in RSV one would expect a X397 particle in the beginning of

the sentence. That would, however, interfere with the acrostic of the poem. Due to

111 DeVries (1985:253) translates: “You now: you are going to perform majesty over Israel ...”
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the fact that a different constrﬁction is used and explained by commentators as the
use of “asseverative” or emphatic /amed. Hillers (1972:58) states: “Since in"this (37)
and the following verse it is obvious that the poet means to assert positively that God
does command both good and bad, one must look on the [’ in each line as either:
(a) a negative, “not”, and read the lines as rhetorical questions, or (b) asseverative or
emphatic /amed’s.” Hillers prefers the second option which reads: “Both bad and
good take place at the command of the Most High.” Thus, one finds an alternative to -
the reading of the sentence as an interrogative. Gottlieb (1978:50) regards the
occurrence of the asseverative lamed in BH as well established. LXX, however,

understood the sentence as a statement: £k otépatog Hyictov obk EEeretoeTan

TO KakQ Kol 1o &yaBdv.

Thus, in this case as in many others above, there is another possibility to read the

sentences as statements rather than as a question.

1 Samuel 22:15

“DIRY+Y* NbND D7 2215 Is today the first time that |
% 150 DTORD 19 IRW Y have inquired of God for him?
ma-%32 937 172v3 190 B -Hx No! Let not the king impute

anything to his servant or to all
the house of my father; for your
servant has known nothing of
all this, much or little. '

737 PRT7932 739 YIRY 0K
TR o7

The sentence translated as an interrogative in verse 15 occurs in the middle of an

explanation by Ahimelech regarding his encounter with David. He was accused by
Saul of conspiracy and he knew his life was in danger. Saul uses a Th% interrogative
in which he criticises and at the same tirﬁe seeks an explanation for the priest's
attitude (critical corrective). A sarcastic or ironic statement proves to be a difficult
reading to the sentence in the context. The man was speaking to the king and

speaking for his own life. This context leaves the reader with the sole option of

173



Stellenbosch Uni\/ersity https://s¢holar.sun.ac.za

reading the sentence as an interrogative. The use of 1?°%71 shows that the speaker

answers his own question. This would leave us with a case of unmarked
interrogative. However, Mitchell (1908:128) points out that “while it is true that the

Hebrews do not seem to have hesitated to prefix 17 to any of the gutturals, whatever
the vocalisation, actually using it before 71 in at least 5 cases, it does not occur before

the article. It is probable, therefore, that such a use was avoided, not on account of
the guttural, but because it would bring together two very similar particles. If this
conjecture be adopted, it will explain 1 Samuel 22:15, and furnish an alternative
reason for the omission of the particle in 2 Samuel 19:23/22.”""2 Mitchell’'s suggestion
for the omission of the interrogative particle seems acceptable in this case,
considering that another reading of the text proves difficult. He classifies the question
under thé heading “denial’. | propose that this is an argumentative question, one that
the speaker himself intends to answer as part of an argument or the answer is clear

from the context (for argumentative questions see the interpretation of Gen 37:26;

47:15. 19).
Songs 3:3
TAORY DR Y2 0°2307 DMWI RN 33 The sentinels found me, as
DR WUD] they went about in the city.
R “Have you seen him whom my
soul loves?”

it seems that commentaries and translations are unanimous regarding the translation
of the second part of this verse as a question (c¢f. RSV, New RSV, KJV, NIV, Keel
1994:124, Stadelmann 1990:92 ~ Stadelmann remarks on the sentence: “In place of

an interrogative particle to introduce the sentence, the direct object is put at the

112 Of the 786 times in which the sequence *1i1 occurs at the beginning of words in BHS the sequence
*17 occurs only 5 times (Num 22:30; 1 Chron 5:10, 19, 20; 27:31). In Num 22:30 the w suggests
15071 instead of 13033 which would bring the number down to 4, all of them in 1 Chronicles.
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/

beginning for the sake of emphasis”)."®> Apparently commentators and translators
followed the LXX in the understanding of the sentence. It is possible to argue, by
clues in the context, that the speaker wants that information - “| will rise now and go
about the city, in the streets and in the squares; | will seek him whom my éoul loves.

I sought him, but found him not”.

However, it is possible that the speaker is making a statement. Firstly, there is
absolutely no indication of an answer to a question (no direct answer, pragmatic or
narrative response). Secondly, a statement would be a reasonable possibility
because the guards are the ones who should know what is happening in the city.
Thus, when she meets them she utters the statement, “You must have seen him
whom my soul loves!” But as the speaker gets no reaction, she goes on in the

search for her lover.

Thus, as in the preceding cases, the reading of the sentence as a statement makes

good sense in the context.

CONCLUSIONS
We investigated above 11 cases of allegedly unmarked interrogatives plus the one in

Genesis 38:17. These are the findings of the investigation:

Text Mitchell’s Classification | Conclusions
All interrogatives
Gen 38:17 Not applicable Conditional sentence
Gen 18:12 incredulity fronic statement of incredulity
1 Kgs 1:24 Incredulity Ironic statement
1 Sam 21:16 Irony Ironic statement
Job 2:19 Irony Strong statement
1 Sam 22:7 lrony Ironic statement
Zech 8:6 lrony Statement
1 Kgs 21.7 Sarcasm ironic statement
2 Sam 16:17 Sarcasm Ironic statement
Lam 3:38 Confidence - Statement
1 Sam 22:15 Denial Argumentative question
Songs 3:3 Uncertainty Statement

113 This remark by Stadelmann (1990:92), however, does not shed any light to the question why the

sentence should be interpreted as an interrogative.
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Of all the cases above only 1 Samuel 22:15 has an explanation for the sentence to
be an unmarked interrogative. All other cases can be understood as some sort of
statement, ironic or not. One should notice that from the point_of view of speech acts
none of the alleged unmarked interrogatives analysed above has an apparent |
answér. Al§% none of them fulfils the essential condition for questions (S wants
information). l\‘/lo‘st‘probably other cases of alleged unmarked interrogatives in BH
may prove to be difﬁcult.‘readings as statements. However, as shown above, in most
cases the translation of the se;utences as interrogatives is unnecessary, and in some
cases wrong. That speakers in BH use interrogatives to perform many different sorts
of speech acts it is clear from our study. However, that unmarked sentences are to
be classified as interrogatives sentences is a point that grammar books will have to
deal further in view of the evidence above. | propose that generic statements of the
sort “A question need not necessarily be introduced by a special interrogative
pronoun or adverb” (GKC § 150.1 a) be reviewed. Mitchell (1908:129) proposes that
v“If, therefore, one were required to make a statement on the subject [the omission of

the 11 interrogaﬁve], one would have to say that in direct single or initial questions /7

is omitted before the article, and sometimes in exclamatory questions for the |
purpose of indicating more clearly the incredulity, irony, or sarcasm which prompted
them, but which can be adequately expressed only by the human voice” (my italics).
| propose that the only statement that holds up to close scrutiny is the one marked in
italics in the sentence above. All other cases are to be taken on an individual basis

A}

and analysed in their context. The idea of the omission of the particle 17 “for the
purpose of indicating more clearly the incredulity, irony, or sarcasm which prompted
them, but which can be adequately expressed only by the human voice” (my italics)
presents serious problems. Firstly, these functions (incredulity, irony, sarcasm) are |

expressed by many marked interrogatives in BH as Mitchell (1908:129) admits.
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Secondly, we are dealing with written text, hence the idea that an unmarked

interrogative would express more clearly these functions is inconsistent. The reality

is that the alleged unmarked interrogatives in the written text make the function of
: .

% - -
the sentence less clear. As we pointed out before, we cannot study questions in BH

based on any intonational criteria (see page 12).

Regarding the translation of the so-called unmarked interrogatives in BH one can
assume thaf in some cases the statements in BH can be translated as questions and
yet be a good,rendering of the original speech act, e.g. to perform an ironic or '
sarcastic statement, however, via an indirect speech act. What should not happen is
that the choice in the translation should influence the description of the language

itself. | think this is what happened with the so-called unmarked interrogatives in BH.
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSIONS

One must remember that this is a case study in which a theoretical frame of
reference is applied in seeking the solution to a problem or testing a set of
‘hypotheses concerning BH interrogatives and questions within a limited corpus. The
study does not propose to be the last word in the field stated in the tifle
(Interrogatives in Biblical Hebrew). What we propose is to offer possible and viable
solutions to the stated problem(s) through the consistent application of a theoretical

frame of reference as developed (mainly) by Austin, Searle and Schiffrin.

What is the problem that was investigated? The following set of questions was posed
initially:
¢ How can one recognise an interrogative in BH?

¢ How can one recognise what function an interrogative has in BH?

We started by observing the description of interrogatives and questions in genera_l
and then narrowed fhe field to observe the description of interrogatives and
questions in BH. The ﬁrst part of the observation (interrogatives and questions in
general) provided a frame to guide us through the subsequent aﬁalysis. It describ‘ed
how interrogative sentences are marked and identified in other languages, providing
comparative elements to the description of interrogétives in BH. The second part of
our investigation (interrogatives and questions in BH) showed that most traditional
grammars'' present a mix of form and function in their description of interrogatives.
We are indebted to these grammarians for most of our knowledge of BH. However, a

few problems are present in their descriptions of interrogatives in BH. One of them is

114 We basically worked with GKC, WO and Joiion-Muraoka. Along the way other major grammars
were consuited such as Brockelmann (1956), Davidson (1902) and Sperber (1966).
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due to the fact that form and function do not always correlate (e.g. an interrogative
sentence when uttered does not always imply that the speaker is asking a question).
One finds that the statements regarding the functions of interrogatives are confusing

and, sometimes, even contradictory. For instance, GKC (§ 150 d) states that “The

particle 11 stands primarily before the simple question, when the questioner is wholly
uncertain as to the answer to be expected ... In other cases i1 is used before

questions, to which, from their tone and contents, a negative answer is expected ...”
In the same paragraph (§ 150 e) it is also remarked that “a few passages deserve
special mention, in which the use of the interrogative is altogether different from our
idiom, since it serves merely to express the conviction that the contents of the
statement are well known to the hearer ..." Just in these few lines one finds at least

three different uses for the interrogative particle 17, which are not basically wrong, but

confusing. How can one ascertain which use is to be understood in a particular
bassége? Which criteria are to be used when one approaches a sentence marked by
the particle? Not only that, but other types of interrogatives (marked by question
words) also have similar functions, which adds to the confusion in this type of

description.

Another problem that emerged in these descriptions is related to the aIIegéd
unmarked interrogatives in BH. Most grammars assume that there is such a type of
interrogative in BH. Since an “unmarked” sentence is apparently involved, there is no
hard evidence for their existence, only a possibility. Once again, there is a lack of

more specific criteria for identifying such interrogatives.

Terminology proves to be a major problem when one approaches some traditional
grammars, again due the lack of distinction between form and function. When

grammarians refer to “int_errogatives" and “questions” it is difficult to identify whether
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they are réferring to form or function. Coming back to GKC, for instance, the heading
of paragraph 150 reads Interrogative Sentences and the very first line begins with
the statement “A question need not necessarily be in'troduced by a special...” That is
one reason why we proposed at the very beginning of this work to use the term
“interrogative” to refer to form and the term “question” to refer to function. Still on the
subject of terminology, one often finds ill-defined terms used in the descriptions of
interrogatives in BH. For instance, “exclamatory and rhetorical questions” are terms
used without a clear-cut definition of their exact functions. We demonstrated above
that definitions such as “Rhetorical questions aim not to gain information but to give
information with passion” aré insufficient in face of thé number of distinct functions

that interrogatives present, not only in BH but in any language (see page 87 above).

Thus, the main problem | found in most descriptions is that they are not restricted to
the description of the syntax, and that they do not clearly distinguish between
different levels of linguistic description but they mix syntactic and pragmatic

concepts.'*®

In order to overcome these problems we proposed to apply speech act theory to
interrogative sentences in their context and investigate their relations. Our choice of
speech act theory was founded on the hypothesis that such a theory could provide
us with a set of rules that would serve as the criteria for identifying the functions of |
the many interrogatives in the sample text. To overcome the theoretical problems of
the original works of Austin and Searle (see Mey 1993:170) we proposed to use a
recent version of speech act theory to extend the analysis beyond the boundaries of

sentences and include other factors such as social and societal contexts. We used a

115 | must refer here to the work of Van der Merwe et al. (1996) as an exception in terms of the levels
of linguistic description. For instance, this work describes the interrogative particle 77 on different
levels: it first describes the morphology and then a few possible semantic and pragmatic functions (§
43.2).
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mode! similar to Schiffrin’s approach in her book Approaches to Discourse (1994) to
analyse the relations and sequences of speech acts related to the interrogatives that
we investigated. Thus, in addition to the basic proposition of speech act theory (that
one does thingé with words, speech acts, and “that these acts are in general made
possible by and are performed in accordance with certain rules for the use of
linguistic elements” (Searle 1969:16)), Schiffrin (1994:61) proposes to analyse “how
speech act function contributes to sequential coherence, and how the speech act

function of one utterance-contributes to that of another.”

Two basic questions are asked in the approach to the proposed corpus: (i) how to
identify an utterance as a particular speech act; (ii) how an initial speech act creatés
an environment in which a next speech act is (or is not) appropriate. These are the
two steps that we followed throughout the JN whenever we could identify an
interrogative sentence according to the description given in the grammar books
(surface-level criteria). The results provided considerable new insights into the study

of interrogatives in BH.

They showed that more than a half of the interrogatives in the JN are used to
perform speech acts other than questions. Whether that same percentage applies to
BH as whole is a question yet to be answered. However, one should expect that
m-any interrogatives in BH are not used to ask real information-seeking questions.
That should make the BH reader aware of secondary possibilities whenever a clearly

marked interrogative is presented in the text.

As we mentioned above (Conclusions page 145ff) it is not worth trying é
classification of questions‘ based on the interrogative markers because form and

function do not always correlate. In our sample text interrogatives marked by

(/R¥91/0n/nnY) are used for 'statements and also criticism. At the same time most
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of them are also used to pose real information-seeking questions. Thus, trying to
describe the function of each particle individually would lead to the same sort of
confusing statements one finds in some grammar books. There are some general
statements that can be made regarding some particles that were studied in the
sample analysis. However, it is important to know beforehand if one is dealing with a

- direct or an indirect speech act.

e In the sample text we found that nn% questions are only used to perform
indirect speech acts (however, one can find real information-seeking 2%

interrogatives in BH - see footnote 76). In the sample text they appear in two

different classes - criticism (4 times) and statements (2 times).

¢ The question word j°X also only appears in indirect speech acts in the

sample text (3 times). We know, however, that it is also used to pose real
information-seeking questions (2 Sam 1.5; 1 Kgs 12:6 - see footnote 67),

although it is very seldom that the particle is used to ask real questions.

¢ The question word 17 is used for both direct and indirect speech acts. A
particularly interesting use of it in indirect speech acts is in formulaic
constructi.ons. The formula consists of the question word N1 plus the
demonstrative NXT and followed by a form of the root TWY. This formula has a

multi-functional character. We concluded that it is used to make a clear
statement about a state of affairs and seek an explanation. When the hearer is
also the one that performed or performs the action expressed in the context by

the verb Wy, é third speech act is involved: criticism (see the analysis of

42:28).
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e Regarding interrogatives marked by 77 we also found that the string 77
interrogative (sometimes X1777) + infinite absolute + [perfect or imperfect or

participle] of the same verbal root of the infinite absolute is frequently used in

BH to perform the speech act criticism (see footnote 85 for examples).

Another finding of our research concerns the so-called unmarked interrogatives in
BH. We showed that the generic statements that interrogative sentences in BH need
not be marked do nof hold up to close scrutiny. We found only one case in which an
interrogative is not marked, vfz. when it would precede the definite article. All other
cases of alleged unmarked interrogatives present possible secondary explanations.
Some are possible textual corruptions and the others are possibly mistakenly read as
interrogatives. In most cases the alleged unmarked interrogative is taken as such
because of the “traditional” readings of thosé texts, thus based solely on

interpretation without a solid syntactic basis.

One must admit, however, that according to speech act theory it is possible that a
sentence in statement form could be used to ask a question (an indirect speech act).
If that happens inl BH (this analysis is beyond the scope of our work) these
sentences should be described as indirect speech acts performed in the utterance of

statements and not as unmarked interrogatives.

This last remark brings us to the final comments regarding the methodological
approach of this work: speech act theory. There are serious problems that must be
addressed regarding the theory. One basic problem is the taxonomy of speech acts.
There is no agreement among linguists about a taxonomy for speech acts. The many
different theorists who approached speech acts presented a wide range of

possibilities, starting from Austin and Searle themselves (see Bach & Harnish 1979,
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Ballmer & Brennenstuhl 1981). This last work argues in general that a classification

of speech acts should be language specific.

Another problem that emerges from the theory itself concerns the relation between
form and function. We concluded that one utterance can be Used to perform more
than one speech act (see Gen 39:9; 42:28). Those speech acts count as different
acts (refuse a command and rebuke / make a statement and ask a qqestion). These
cases represent a one-to-many relationship (one form, many functions). Othér cases
(Gen 37:8, 10; 44:16) represent a many-to-one relationship (many forms, one
function). Following Schiffrin (1994:88) these rélations make it difficult to “provide
criteria allowing us to decide what counts (or doesn’t count) as an instance of a
speech act in such a way that other investigators would identify the act in the same
way.” For instance, in a one-to-many relationship it is possible that a described
function is only a by-product of another speech act (one could say that a rebuttal
implies a counter-criticism). In this case, should the two apparent functions be
labelled separately or the secondary function (criticism) be labelled as a by-product
of the first speech act? Other cases are more clear cut, as in our sample analysis
(42:28) we concluded that two different speech acts were performed in the utterance
of a single sentence. The two acts (statement and question) are not directly related
(like requests and questions - see Table 14 - Comparing questions and requests).
Summing up the problem of one-to-many relationships Schiffrin (1994:86) states that
“Once we start finding multiple functions, we realise that not éll of the many layers of
functions that realised through speech are as easily codified as those that have been
more typically considered by speech act theorists, i.e. not all are first-order functions

associated with communicative intentions.”

Schiffrin (1994:88) points out that problems such as these above are often known

“as problems of validity and reliability: do our analytic categories correspond to
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similarities, and differences, among entities in the real world? [In our case Biblical
Hebrew.] Would others agree with our analytic categories and be able to discover

them independently of our own efforts?”

The many variables present in such an analysis as we proposed make the problems
of validity and reliability emerge quite often. Trying to achieve va|idity and reliability is
important at many stages in the process of identifying sentences as speech acts.
That is why the analysis has been long and painful at some stages. However, the
long and painful descriptions are the ones that allow one to conclude that a sentence
may have one or more functions, that provide a description of the conditions under
which a sentence may have one or more functions, and that explain why these
conditions are allowing these functions (see Schiffrin 1994:88). Only under those

circumstances can validity and reliability be achieved.

We h;ve shown that speech act theory is a helpful tool to develop our understanding
of interrogative sentences in BH. It helps the reader to refine .the distinction of form
and function and determine with more precision what function an interrogative has in
different societal and social contexts. Not only that, speech act.theory can provide
the reader of the First Testament with a set of criteria that will help in understanding
other sorts of speech acts, sequences of speech acts and consequently help in the

interpretation of texts.
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APPENDIX A

In the process of identifying the speeéh act performed in the utterance of
interrogatives in BH (specially in narrative) a few steps should be observed and are

listed below.'®

Firstly, the reader should look for lexical markers in the introduction of direct
speeches. In quite a number of instances the three possible verb frame types
(single, multiple or lg’mér frames) may give thé clue regarding the speech act
performed. In the sample text at least nine interrogative sentences were introduced

by metapragmatic verbs other than the simple verb 92X in single verb frames. Of

these number, four are a clear indications that a question is being asked (37:15;
40:7; 43:27; 44:19) and two are clear indications of a rebuke (37:10) and
refusal/rebuke (39:9). The other four are distributed as follows: two indicate the
psychological state of the speaker (42:28; 42.7), two are not directly related to the

speech act itself (47:15; 49:9).

Secondly, the reader should observe the adjacency pairs in which the interrogatives
occur. As a rule real information-seeking questions (Table 33) are presented in the
first part ;)f an adjacency pair which expects an answer in the second pair part. Of
the 19 iﬁterrogatives in the sample text that were used to ask real information-
seeking questions, 17‘occur in the first pair part (one occurs in a set of instructions
and is not paired) and only one (42:28) occurs in the second pair part due to |
particular circumstances that will be explained below. All other case‘s are followed by

a verbal answer, a narrative or a pragmatic response. When observing the

adjacency pairs it is also important to. determine thé audience of the speech,

116 |n this section the reader may observe the examples in the tables on pages 46, 146 and 157.
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specially in cases where there is more than one possibility (see how determining the
specific audience to the speech act in 37:30 helped in the classification of the

speech act).

On the other hand, interrogatives ‘that are not used to ask questions (Table 28) may
occur in the first or second pair part of an adjacency pair. UsUally when they occur in
the second pair part the dialogue ends or the same character continues the speech
right after the utterance of the sentence (this applies to all the interrogatives in the

sample text that are not used to ask real information-seeking questions).

Thirdly, the reader should look at the setting of the passage as whole (the narrative
frame) observing the participants and their social ranking (superior/inferior) and if
there is an indication, directly or indirectly, of the psychol'ogical state of the

participants.

After these important points have been observed, one should ask if the conditions or
rules for questions according to speech act theory are fulfilled (preparatory, sincerity
and essential conditions — see Table 9). Observe that the three points in the remarks
above are the ones that will allow the reader to verify whether or not the conditions
are fulfilled. If they are met, one may conclude that a direct speech act is being
performed and the form “interrogative” corresponds to the function “question”. If t.he'
conditions are not met, one must ask another set of questions (for different speech
acts) until finding one for which the conditions are met. As we stated above, over
60% of the interrogatives in the sample text are used to perform speech acts other
than questions. They fall into the category of indirect speech acts (see page 66). We
found in the sample text that these indirect speech acts were criticism, statements,
refusals, rebuttal and denial. Statements and criticism (in this order) are the most

common indirect speech acts in the sampie text (in 20 verses out of 23).
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To sum up the steps above one may say:

e Check the syntax to see if a sentence is marked as interrogative or not;

e Check for lexical markers and speech frames;

e Check the adjacency pairs where the interrogatives occur,

e Check the narrative frame (contextual clues);

¢ With the information above in hand check if the speech act fulfils the
conditions for questions according to speech act theory;

« If the conditions for questions are not fulfilled we have an indirect speech
act; ask what is the illocutionary point (see page 62) of the speech act;

e Once one finds the illocutionary point of the speech act, it is possible to
classify the speech act.

in the analysis of the sample text we were confronted with some difficult cases in
which the verification of the speech act was not as easy as in others. Fo_r instance,
the interrogative in 39:9 showed the importance of analysing speech acts
sequences. In order to identify the function of that interrogative it was necessary to
analyse deeper the speech act that generated it. Another important finding in this
case, as well as 42:28, is that one utterance may be used to perform more than one
speech act at a time. This last case (42:28) the speaker states something that, on

. account of what he deduces from a specific situation (or something that is known to

him) leads him to and ask “why?” that is happening.
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' APPENDIX B

In view of the findings in our research | would like to suggest a few steps towards the
presentation of interrogatives in BH which could make the presentation of the subject
less confusing. The description of interrogatives in BH should follow a few steps that
will help a reader to understand better the pragmatic nuances of this class of
sentences. Firstly, it is important to make a clear distinction, as far as possible,
between form and function. To accomplish that one could present a brief introduction
to speech act theory and show what it is possible to do with words and stress the
possibility of direct and indirect speech acts. Thus, one could show to the reader
that, although the primary function of interrogatives is to pose questions (the direct
speech act), this might not be the most common speech act performed in the
utterance of this kind of sentence (at least not in our sample text and probably in

BH).

Following that, a simple descripﬁon of the syntax of interrogative sentences in BH
can take place. It should avoid pragmatic considerations or point out clearly that a
certain observation has a pragmatic character and not a syntactic one. Thirdly, é
pragmatic section should infroduce the reader to the known facts about questions in
BH. This presentation should allow room for growth as the reader himself discovers
new nuances and aspects of the speech acts (direct or indirect) performed in the

utterance of interrogatives in BH. See the table below as a possible presentation.

189



Stellenbosch Univérsity https://scholar.sun.ac.za

Table 35 - Possible classification of questions in BH

" Questions in BH

Classification

Function

Real
Information seeking

To elicit unknown information
To elicit known information - Confirmation

e

{_ ] More than one function/ functions in both classes - .

Rhetorical

To make statements — express certitude

To criticise

To refuse a command

To deny a charge

... other functions*

Known formulas

*Certainly some other functions for the so-called rhetorical questions
are to be found in BH. Not only functions but also some other speech
act “formulas” (see footnote 82); the self-abasement formulas (see
page 28), come to mind.
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