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Abstract

The present work is an investigation into both the semantics and functions of the particle
oX, and the conditional and non-conditional constructions in which it is found in Biblical
Hebrew. A fresh examination of the particle and conditionality in Biblical Hebrew is
warranted for two reasons. First, recent studies of conditionality based on a cognitive-
functional based classification of conditionals have yielded fruitful results, indicating that the
function of conditionals contributes to their interpretation. This study seeks to determine if
this schema yields a more satisfying account of conditionality in Biblical Hebrew, as well as a
better understanding of verb use in these constructions, than the results proffered heretofore.
Secondly, advances in the cognitive linguistic sub-theories of Mental Space Theory and
Construction Grammar have been utilized in the abovementioned cognitive-functional
studies of conditionality. This study applies these to the Biblical Hebrew data in order to
provide a more comprehensive explanation of the semantics of o& and meaning construction

in the constructions in which it is used.

This study will, therefore, offer an analysis of the different classes of ox-conditional and
non-conditional constructions (such as px...77 questions, o& Tv and so forth). The semantics
of the particle and the role it has in each construction is considered. Furthermore, this study
investigates whether the aforementioned cognitive-functional schema yields generalizations

regarding verb use that were not obtainable under the traditional framework.

The study confirms that o is the prototypical hypothetical marker in Biblical Hebrew and
that it functions to build different types of mental spaces. Contextual factors can conspire to
promote non-hypothetical construals. Schematic semantic components of the particle,
grounded in its role in conditionals, are employed in non-conditional constructions in order
to build alternative and background-scenario spaces utilized in contextual meaning-

construction.

Included in the study is an examination of the patterns of verb use in o&-conditionals. A
complex of factors including discourse type and context, viewpoint of the speaker responsible
for the conditional (narrator or character), epistemic stance, and the location of the
eventuality vis-a-vis the speech event crucially influences verb choice. Predictable patterns

emerge and are discussed.
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Opsomming

In hierdie werk word ondersoek ingestel na die semantiek en funksies van die partikel o,
sowel as die voorwaardelike en nievoorwaardelike konstruksies waarin dit in Bybelse
Hebreeus voorkom. 'n Vars ondersoek van die partikel en voorwaardelikheid in Bybelse
Hebreeus word om twee redes as geregverdig beskou. Eerstens, onlangse studies oor
voorwaardelikheid wat op ’'n kognitief-funksioneel gemotiveerde klassifikasie van
voorwaardelike konstruksies gegrond is, het vrugbare resultate opgelewer. Die fokus van die
studie is om te bepaal of hierdie skema ’'n meer bevredigende verklaring van
voorwaardelikheid, en ’'n duideliker begrip van die werkwoordgebruik in hierdie
konstruksies, in Bybelse Hebreeus bied as die resultate wat tot dusver behaal is. Tweedens,
vooruitgang in die kognitief-linguistiese subteorieé van Dinkruimteorie en Konstruksie-
grammatika word vir die voormelde kognitief-funksionele studie van voorwaardelikheid
gebruik. In die studie word dit op die data vir Bybelse Hebreeus toegepas om 'n meer
omvattende verduideliking van die semantiek van o® en betekeniskonstruksie, in die

konstruksies waarin dit gebruik word, te gee.

Daar word 'n ontleding van die verskillende klasse voorwaardelike en nievoorwaardelike
oR-konstruksies (ow...7-vrae, DR T en so meer) in die studie gegee. Die semantiek van die
partikel en die rol wat dit in elke konstruksie vertolk, word oorweeg. Verder ondersoek die
studie die moontlikheid of die gemelde kognitief-funksionele skema veralgemenings oor
werkwoordgebruik oplewer wat die tradisionele raamwerk nie kon bied nie.

Die studie bevestig dat o& die prototipiese hipotetiese merker in Bybelse Hebreeus is en dat
dit gebruik word om verskillende soorte dinkruimtes te skep. Kontekstuele faktore kan
meewerk om niehipotetiese vertolkings te bevorder. Skematiese semantiese komponente van
die partikel, in sy ondersteunende rol in voorwaardelikes, word in nievoorwaardelike
konstruksies gebruik om alternatiewe en agtergrondscenario-ruimtes daar te stel wat vir
kontekstuele betekeniskonstruksie aangewend word.

Daar word ook ondersoek ingestel na die patrone van werkwoordgebruik in o-
voorwaardelikes. 'n Kompleks faktore, waaronder diskoerstipe en -konteks, die gesigspunt
van die spreker (verteller of karakter) wat vir die voorwaardelike konstruksie
verantwoordelik is, die epistemiese stand, en die plek van die eventualiteit vis-a-vis die
spraakgebeure, is van deurslaggewende belang by werkwoordkeuse. Voorspelbare patrone

kom te voorskyn en word bespreek.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

This is a cognitivist study of o®, a Biblical Hebrew (BH) particle, and the constructions in
which it was used. This study was prompted by my personal research of cognitive linguistics
in general, and more specifically the cognitive linguistic sub-theories of Mental Space Theory
(MST), a cognitivist theory of information processing proposed by Fauconnier ([1985] 1994;
1997), and Construction Grammar as elaborated by Goldberg (1995; 2006a, b).! Cognitive
linguistics maintains that constructions (such as conditionals) “have particular formal
grammatical patterns associated with them” (Evans and Green 2006: 13). Traditional studies
of conditionals have used a truth-conditional, degree of hypotheticality schema for analyzing
and categorizing conditionals. A cognitive linguistics based study by Sweetser (1990) built on
work done by speech act theorists and pragmatics scholars on conditionals. She questioned
the usefulness of the traditional paradigm and suggested a cognitive domain based
description of conditionals that recognized the purposes for which speakers use them. This
proposal was elaborated on in Dancygier (1998) and Dancygier and Sweetser (2005) where MST
was fruitfully applied to a detailed analysis of conditionality and conditionals in English. These
studies demonstrated clear correlations between different types of conditionals and

particular grammatical details such as the verb form used therein.

Literature on the particle o® and the conditionals (and non-conditionals) in which it was
used in Biblical Hebrew (BH) reveals that few form-function correlations have been
determined using the traditional analytical framework based on degrees of hypotheticality.
This lack of association was especially true of correlations regarding the verb forms used in
different classes of conditionals.

In the traditional grammars, the particle o® is treated as though it is profoundly
polysemous and is described as occurring in multiple, unrelated types of BH constructions.
These constructions are typically described in the literature as conditionals (1-3),
interrogatives (4), disjunctives (5), and relative clauses (o& Tv in example 6).

(1) Gen. 32:9 (Eng. 32:8)

1”9”1 nnga nJJUDU-‘yx uyy Nj;z-ux 1;3&'71_ He thought, If Esau meets the ﬁI‘St
camp and attacks it, at least one camp

0 ) ° ]
Y28’ WWIn mned will be left to escape. (CEB)?

! See Chapter 3.4 for a discussion of Mental Space Theory and Construction Grammar.
2 All citations are NRSV unless otherwise noted.
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(2) Exod. 20:25

i‘jnx n;:n-x'? v’;-nwyz:l bu;g ﬂ;_TD'DN] But ifyou make fOl" me an altar Of
stone, do not build it of hewn stones;
:97Nm oY NoIn 7370 02 M : : :
R e for if you use a chisel upon it you
profane it.

(3) 1 Sam. 20:8

nRan nin? nMaa :[-mg-?n] Ll'Di'l mym Therefore deal kll’ldly with your
: . : servant, for you have brought your
ARR 100 W 2TWTORY TAD TTI0TNR . .
R O R R e servant into a sacred covenant with
you. But if there is guilt in me, kill me
yourself.

(4) 2 Sam. 19:36

pab 2i0-ra |pIRD DI *dix haw oahwena Today I am eighty years old; can I

. ’ L discern what is pleasant and what is

. not? Can your servant taste what he

NiW1 o™ ipa TiY YRWRDR AHWKR eats or what he drinks? Can I still
listen to the voice of singing men and
singing women?

TN 2R PN NN TTI0 DPLTON

(5) Exod. 19:13

“ONR n-pv TR ‘Sp@v ﬁjpo-va 599 y;u-l-&’7 No hand shall touch them, but they
T o shall be stoned or shot with arrows;
whether animal or human being, they
shall not live.

o &S WRDR NRNa

(6) Isa. 30:17

nWRN NP3 Ian '”'IN N3 ‘ﬁJDD 'I']'IN ‘]SN A thousand shall flee at the threat of
. one, at the threat of five you shall flee,
until you are left like a flagstaff on the
WIOY top of a mountain, like a signal on a

hill.

D121 17 WNTHY 17R2 DANioR TR 1030

HALOT (2000: 40) classifies D& as a deictic and lists the types of clauses in which it occurs
as realizable and unrealizable conditionals, desiderative clauses, oaths, interrogatives,
disjunctives and concessives and “collocations”. DCH (1993: 301-307) categorizes DX as a
conjunction and lists nine types of structures in which it is found: conditionals, oaths, where
it additionally functions as an asseverative particle, interrogatives, disjunctives (meaning or),
concessives, desideratives, relative clauses (in oX TV constructions) and in adversative/
exceptive constructions (meaning but, rather). BDB ([1906] 2008: 49-50) also classifies o as a
conjunction but takes a “joiner” approach to the various conditional type structures that
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HALOT and Clines distinguish. This lexicon offers just two categories of conjunctive uses,

namely as a hypothetical particle and an interrogative particle.

Traditional grammars such as Ewald (1891) and Gesenius-Kautzsch-Cowley (1910),’ and
more modern ones such as Waltke and O’ Connor (1990)* and the Biblical Hebrew Reference
Grammar (Van der Merwe, Naudé and Kroeze 1999)° describe and classify the uses of ox in

similar fashion to the lexicons.

The treatment of the particle in the lexicons and grammars leaves some questions
unanswered. For one, how should o be classified? The detailed agreement on the descriptive
level in the grammars and lexicons regarding the diverse types of structures in which o§
occurs conceals an uncertainty regarding the semantics of the particle: Is it a deictic as HALOT
asserts, or is it a conjunction as BDB and DCH state? If a deictic, what does it specify? If a
conjunction, is this actually its function in examples (5) and (6)? These questions have not

been thoroughly explored.

Secondly, while the grammars and lexicons offer detailed description of the structures in
which ox is found, they do not explain why this one particle could be used in such disparate
constructions as conditionals, disjunctives and interrogatives. The grammars and lexicons
classify D& as an interrogative since it occurs frequently in 7] questions (92 times) and allegedly
in a few non 7 questions. Despite the fact that Biblical Hebrew had a robust repertoire of
question words, there is no discussion in the literature that seeks to explain how, or why, a
prototypical hypothetical particle could acquire the semantics of a question word. Similarly,
although all the literature notes that o& occurs in disjunctive structures like those in (5), an
analysis of the semantic component(s) of the particle that licensed this use has not been

presented.

The grammars and lexicons correctly note that R is primarily used in conditionals. Indeed,
more than 900 of its 1,060 uses in the BH corpus are found in conditional constructions.
Accordingly, the primary focus of an early study by Ferguson (1882) and a later analysis by
Van Leeuwen (1973) was to describe both the types of conditionals in which o& occurs and the
verb forms found in these conditionals.

Biblical Hebrew o& conditionals have historically been analyzed using a metric of “degree
of hypotheticality” (real—capable of fulfillment; unreal—counterfactual) or “degree of

3 Henceforth GKC.
4 Henceforth IBHS.
5 Henceforth BHRG.
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certainty” that has been employed for centuries in analyzing conditionals in Classical and
Koine Greek® and Latin.” This schema has employed a four-fold system of hypotheticality
exemplified in Ferguson (1882: 59).

Class 1 assumes the conditional to be real or actual.
Class 2 assumes the conditional to be probable.

Class 3 makes no assumption about the probability of fulfillment and is
“indefinite”.

Class 4 assumes the condition is impossible or counterfactual.

Van Leeuwen’s (1973: 19) more recent claim that “conditional sentences can best be
differentiated according to the degree of certainty expressed in the condition clause”
demonstrates the enduring strength of this framework for the analysis of o& conditionals,
despite its persistent inability to provide generalizations about real-world conditionals.® This
schema is on display in the early analyses of Driver (1874), Ferguson (1882: 59), GKC and in
later works such as Van Leeuwen (1973), Spradlin (1991), Tjen (2010: 12) and contemporary
grammars such as IBHS (1990: 636-638).

Because the protasis (P) clause is where degree of conditionality is expressed, the P clause
is the focus of analysis for category determination and verb distribution in studies that
employ the degree of hypotheticality/certainty categorization schema. This constrains the
explanatory power of analyses based on this type of schema since the pragmatic function of a
conditional is expressed in the main (Q) clause, not the P clause.

Comrie (1986: 93) notes that cross-linguistically, the degree of hypotheticality of
conditionals is most commonly signaled by the tense, or time reference of the verb. Almost
every study of English and other Indo-European language conditionals grounds its analyses
on verbal cues, because in these languages an analysis that utilizes tense is productive and
results in useful generalizations. Both Ferguson (1882: 59, 62) and Van Leeuwen (1973: 19, 23)
have a strict tense-based understanding of the BH verb system. Based on this they concur that
yiqtols typically express Class 2 and 3 conditionals (unfulfilled) and gatals are used for class 1
and 4 conditionals (fulfilled). Yet they cannot explain the many exceptions. As Ferguson (1882:

¢ See Dana and Mantey (1955: 286-290); Robertson (1934: 1004-1027).

7 See Keller and Russell (2003: 93-95; 133-135).

® Describing this system, Comrie (1986:88) observes that “most of these accounts...assume a neat...division with
a clear-cut boundary between the...types.” He views hypotheticality as a continuum along which “different
languages simply distinguish different degrees of hypotheticality” determined not by truth-conditional
semantics but instead by the “subjective evaluation” of the speaker, hearer or reader. In his system, pragmatics,
not truth values, contributes to interpretation of the degree of hypotheticality.
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47) notes, “The Perfect [gatal] is, however, frequently found in the Protasis in cases where it
is difficult at first sight to detect any reason for preferring it to the Imperfect [yigtol].” Van
Leeuwen (1973: 22) recognizes that both yigtols and qgatals are found in the conditionals used
in legal texts, but he can’t explain why. This calls into serious question the analytical

usefulness of the degree-of-hypotheticality framework for BH conditionals.

In the last thirty years, scholars of pragmatics and speech act theorists have identified
conditional forms used to perform speech acts,’ initiating an analytical tradition alongside
the traditional one. This recent programme presents problems for the philosophical-logical
framework on which the above-noted classification system traditionally used to analyze BH

DX conditionals is based.

For instance, there is agreement that o® occurs in prototypical if-then conditional
constructions such as (1) and that in these contexts, it has a semantic value similar to that of
English if. This type of conditional is amenable to a traditional truth-functional system
traditionally used to analyze conditionals.”® However, for a logician, examples (2) and (3)
would not be acceptable examples of “real” conditionals because they cannot be analyzed for
their truth values since the apodosis in each is a directive and speak-acts are unanalyzable for
truth values." The lexicons and grammars do not distinguish between these “nonconditional
uses of the conditional constructions” (Gaucker 2005: 2) and “real” conditionals. GKC, for
example, makes no distinction between these types of conditionals and lists example (2)

alongside examples similar to (1) (GKC: §159r).

As I noted above, Sweetser (1990) proposed a framework elaborated on in Dancygier and
Sweetser (2005) that rejects the traditional degree of hypotheticality analysis. They proposed
instead that conditionals be classified according to the cognitive based domains their
reasoning and function reflect, yielding predictive content conditionals, epistemic
conditionals, generic conditionals and a variegated set of speech act conditionals such as
conditional directives and questions.'” This approach has been fruitfully applied to the study

of conditionals in languages as diverse as Spanish," Serbian and Polish," and Chinese."

° See for example Akatsuka (1986); Fillenbaum (1975; 1986); Sweetser (1990); Van der Auwera (1986).
10 5ee Chapter 3.5.1 for discussion.

11 Gauker (2005: 2) classifies these uses as “nonconditional uses of the conditional construction.”

12 See Chapter 3.6 for a thorough explanation of this proposal.

3 See Schwenter (1999).

14 See Dancygier and Trnavac (2007).

15 See Xu (2015).
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They assert that speech act conditionals (speech acts that are conditionally asserted) such
as those in (7) are not used to deliberate about the degree of hypotheticality of the conditional

P clause.

(7) a. Conditional speech act directive: If it rains tomorrow, cover the tennis court.
b. Conditional speech act promise: If you graduate, you will get a new car.

c. Conditional speech act warning: If you don’t do your homework, you will not be
allowed to take the car.

Speakers use these speech act conditionals to give commands (7a), make promises (7b) and
issue warnings (7c). The protasis is used to set the condition that must obtain for the
command, promise or warning to be enacted. These common, ordinary types of conditionals
are not used for speculating about what degree of certainty there might be that the protasis
will be realized. Yet this has been the prime concern of and the metric employed for
categorizing conditionals in every previous study of ox and all the conditional and non-

conditional constructions in which it is used.

As will be demonstrated, speech act conditionals represent the overwhelming majority of
conditionals in the BH corpus. Most studies of o& and o& conditionals were written before this
conceptual framework was available for use. One of the purposes of this study is to apply
Sweetser and Dancygier’s framework to an analysis of o& conditionals and their verb forms in
order to determine if generalizations exist which were not observable via the traditional

framework.

Observations made in Van Leeuwen (1973) regarding verb form usage are representative of
the issues this study seeks to investigate. Following in the tradition of Ferguson (1882), Van
Leeuwen (1973: 19), Van Leeuwen uses four categories of certainty for classifying o&
conditionals.' In his category C' he places conditionals which he interprets as exhibiting “the
possibility of the realization of the condition - be it in the present or future - which is assumed
by the speaker, though the actual realization is regarded as not quite certain” (Van Leeuwen
1973: 23)."® In this category he combines what I will classify as a conditional speech act
directive in (8), which, since it is a directive is not considered to be a “real” conditional, and

1¢ These are presented in Chapter 2.4.3.

7 This is comparable to Ferguson’s (1882) Class 2 conditional, noted above.

8 “Die Mdoglichhkeit von der Verwirklichung der Bedingung—sei es in Gegenwart oder Zukunft—wird vom
Redenden ohne weiteres angenommen, die tatsichliche Realisierung aber als nicht ganz sicher betrachtet.”
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the generic predictive conditional in (9), which is considered to be a “real” conditional since

it is amenable to truth-conditional analysis (Van Leeuwen 1973: 24)."
(8) 1 Sam. 20:8

nR37 i T332 TI275 Toh nvm Show loyalty to your servant, because
AR D iy e DR) TAY TTNN you have brought your servant into a
PR R T e F R T S A covenant of YHWH with you. But if
there is guilt in me, kill me yourself.
(My translation).

(9) Qoh. 11:3a

P PIRATHY DY) 0awn RN If clouds fill up, they will empty out rain
T I on the earth. (CEB)

The degree of hypotheticality schema employed by Van Leeuwen constrains him to focus
on explaining only P clause verb use. He merely notes that “the consequent clause can be
formed in a variety of ways” (1973: 19) and does not seek to explain why both an imperative
('an'nn) and a non-jussive yigtol (3p™) are found in the Q clauses of conditionals which he

classifies as an equivalent category of conditional.

This confusion is continued when Van Leeuwen classifies another conditional speech act
directive seen in (10), not in Category C, but in category A, in which, “The condition is already
conclusively completed or will in the future be represented as having been fulfilled”” (Van
Leeuwen 1973: 19).

(10) Num. 22:20

o8 B NN 95 Dubaroy | 0vON NA% God came to Balaam at night and said
T to him, “If it is in order to summon
you the men came, get up and go with
them....” (My translation)

DOR T DR DWING N3 77 NP7

However, the gatal 182 in the P clause of this verse is not used to indicate YHWH’s reasoning
in the epistemic domain regarding the certainty of the information in the P clause. Instead, it
is used because the event is known to the narrator and reader to have occurred prior to the
time of the speech. But more importantly, if the conditional was representing a degree of
certainty regarding the information in the clause, it would not be about the gatal verb 183, as

Van Leeuwen states, but about ¥7p% — whether they came to call Balaam or not. Their

19 See Chapter 3.6 for an explanation of these categories.
% “Die Bedingung ist in der Vergangenheit schon abschliessend erfiillt worden oder wird als in der Zukunft
schon verwirklicht dargestellt.”
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motivation for coming is the question under discussion, not their arrival in and of itself.
However, the purpose of the conditional in (10) is to give a command, as the Q clause
imperatives 7% 01p indicate. The P clause is used to provide the context in which the directive
7% DIp is to be interpreted and obeyed, not to reason about the degree of certainty of its
fulfillment.” Van Leeuwen’s framework has prompted him to place two conditional speech
act directives, each with Q clause imperatives and each of which have the same functional
purpose in two separate categories of conditionals, indicating he does not consider the P
clauses to be equally hypothetical. A central purpose of this study is to determine if a different

metric based on pragmatic function yields a more adequate description of these conditionals.

The focus on “certainty” or degree of hypotheticality also leads Van Leeuwen to group
content conditionals (characterized by alternative-based prediction in the real “content”
domain,)®” and speech act conditionals together. For example, Van Leeuwen considers the
speech act conditional (a directive) found in (8) to belong to the same category as the

predictive content conditional in (11).
(11) Deut. 5:25

913 Wi 198N "2 Mg AnY o So now why should we die? For this
great fire will consume us; if we hear
the voice of the Lord our God any
23001 TV IO longer, we shall die.

M Zip Ny VAYY ANIR |D'9DDR NRIN

Additionally, as will be discussed, although generic conditionals* contrast with speech act
conditionals on numerous levels, Van Leeuwen classifies the generic conditional in Prov. 9:12,
shown in (12), in the same category A as (3), presumably because he construes the protasis as

being “conclusively completed or will in the future be represented as having been fulfilled.”

(12) Prov. 9:12a

79 ANOM PRI ON If you are wise, you are wise for
' ' yourself.

He assigns both to the same category because he interprets the gatal forms found in the P
clauses of both verses as indicating the writer’s and speaker’s attitude toward the condition.

2 The marked word order of the P clause 383 75 877708 emphasizes the concern of the speaker to communicate
that the question under discussion is their motivation for coming.

22 An explanation for these categories is found in Chapter 3.6.

# Conditionals that state generic truths such as “If you heat water to 100 degrees, it boils.”
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Significant pragmatic differences® between the two very different types of conditionals are

ignored when they are grouped into a single category.

The above examples indicate that the “degree of certainty” or hypotheticality schema for
conditionals has yielded few useful generalizations. In a language like English where degree
of certainty is more explicitly indicated via modals (such as may, might, will) and verb forms,
this metric offers more advantages. BH does not lexicalize modality as explicitly or extensively
as English does,” and if the morphology (and intonation) did indicate degrees of certainty
when BH was a spoken language, that information has been lost. BH verb phrases and forms
provide little explicit information useful for determining levels of “certainty”. The level of
frustration one encounters is evident in Cook’s (2012: 233) statement that “it is well-nigh
impossible at this point in our knowledge to be able to predict whether a conditional apodosis

might more likely feature an irrealis gatal or an irrealis yigtol form.”

It is therefore now reasonable to argue that the degree of hypotheticality framework
traditionally employed for analyzing BH conditionals has yielded few satisfying
generalizations and its usefulness can be called into question. Reconsideration of the
methodology is warranted because it seems to disallow generalities that might be obtainable

if function (as opposed to degree of hypotheticality) were seen to contribute to interpretation.

To recap, the traditional grammars, lexicons and literature have adequately described the
numerous constructions in which o& occurs. The lists of translation options they offer for ox
suggest a position that the particle is profoundly polysemous, yet these sources do not explain
why this is so, or propose how this apparent polysemy developed. The theoretical framework
employed in existing studies of o&’s use in conditionals has yielded few widely applicable
generalizations. This appears to be a consequence of the traditional classification system
itself. Determination of degree of hypotheticality of the subordinate P clause crucially
depends on the reader’s construal of the writer’s intent conveyed especially via the verb forms
of the P clause. Yet, if anything is true about our understanding of the BH verb system, it is
that we don’t understand how or if it communicated modal categories similar to those used
by most BH interpreters, whose cognitive interpretive categories are rooted in the modal

categories of (principally) modern Indo-European languages.

The guiding hypothesis of this study is that a more unified and comprehensive account of
(1) the semantics of the particle oy in its uses in conditional and non-conditional

# Generic conditionals are used to make predictions regarding classes of entities, states or events while
conditional speech act directives are used to give commands (which are valid only if the condition is fulfilled).
% The infinitive absolute-yigtol and infinitive absolute-qatal constructions are examples of lexicalized modality.
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constructions and (2) the use and characteristics of BH conditionals is possible by means of
the application of a cognitive-functional framework to the BH data. Dancygier (1998: 4) has
stated “‘what is it that . . . various conditionals share over and above the notorious if p, q?’ If
we can identify a common function . . . it will then be possible to examine the ways in which
interpretations are based on that common function, in combination with the meanings
contributed by other formal elements (verb forms, clause order, etc.) and with contextual
factors.” Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 16) concur that “conditional constructions vary
widely in function” and that “it would be economical and elegant to be able to attribute some

of this functional diversity to a few specific parameters of interpretation.”

This study will, therefore, seek to apply a distinct conceptual framework, namely the
cognitivist, functional framework (proposed in Sweetser (1990) and elaborated on in
Dancygier (1998) and, especially, in Dancygier and Sweetser (2005)) to all uses of the particle
o& in conditionals in the Hebrew Bible, in order to discover whether a more adequate

description is obtainable of both o& and the constructions in which is it used.

This study will make extensive use of Mental Space Theory (MST), a cognitivist theory of
information processing proposed by Fauconnier ([1985] 1994; 1997) and limited use of
concepts from Construction Grammar as elaborated by Goldberg (1995; 2006a, b) in order to
investigate: 1) why o& could be used in the diverse, above-noted types of conditional and non-
conditional constructions and 2) the use of verb forms in o& conditionals classified according

to the framework proposed by Sweetser.

Methodologically, verb form counts will be restricted to the first verb in the protasis and
the first verb in the apodosis in any one conditional. This means that verbs use in second and
even third clauses are not included in counts. When appropriate, remarks will be offered
regarding these clauses. However the inclusion of these additional counts did not affect the
findings of this study. Using a corpus-based approach, these measures will be applied to the
Hebrew of the Hebrew Bible as found in the Biblica Hebraica Stuttgartensia, SESB 2.0.

This study seeks to make three main contributions to previous research. First, it will be
argued that oR is not as polysemous as the literature suggests. Instead it will be argued that
the hypotheticality is central to the semantics of the particle and consequently, ox is a mental
space-builder.”® This study will propose that specific characteristics of the particle’s space-

% See Chapter 3.4 for discussion of this concept.
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building function in conditional constructions license its use in non-conditional constructions

such as those in examples (4-6) above.

Secondly, it will be argued that principled generalizations regarding verb use in o§
conditionals are obtainable when the cognitive-based categories proposed by Sweetser and
Dancygier are applied to BH conditionals. Form will be shown to be related to the pragmatic
function of the conditional. Finally, it will be argued that insights from Construction Grammar
have more explanatory power than previous analyses when applied to constructions such as
DR...77 and DR 2.

In order to do this, Chapter 2 will present an overview of the state of the literature
pertaining to the particle o& and its use in conditional and non-conditional constructions in
order to demonstrate: 1) that the taxonomic descriptions of the constructions in which o
occurs do not propose solutions to the polysemy these descriptions depict and 2) that the
traditional model employed in the literature for classifying the conditionals has failed to
provide principled classifications of the conditionals themselves, nor satisfying analyses and

explanations of the verb forms used in these conditionals.

Chapter 3 will describe the theoretical frameworks employed in this study. It will provide
an introduction to cognitive linguistics and its sub-theories of Mental Space Theory and
Construction Grammar. The chapter will also define and describe the categories of
conditionals proposed by Sweetser (1990) and Dancygier and Sweetser (2005). These
categories will be used in Chapter 4 to categorize all o& conditionals in the BH corpus. This
will be crucial to a principled analysis of verb forms and allow for discovery of correlations
between the type and function of the conditionals, their interpretation, and the verb form

used therein.

Chapters 4 and 5 will apply the theories presented in Chapter 3 to an analysis of o& and the
constructions in which it was used. The discussion in Chapter 4 will examine o&’s use in BH
conditionals, classify conditionals per the framework discussed in Chapter 3 and examine the
verb forms found in these conditionals. Results of the analysis of verb forms in all ox
conditionals will be presented and generalizations described. Specific concepts developed in
MST that describe the function of particles (like o& conditionals) will be implemented. These
will also be used to offer a more adequate explanation of the semantic components of o that

license its use in the non-conditionals examined in Chapter 5.

Chapter 5 will examine occurrences of & in non-conditional constructions. The specific

semantic components of ox that license its use in non-conditional constructions will be

11
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described and correlations to its use in conditionals explained. In each chapter, examples will

be taken from the entire Biblical Hebrew corpus.

In Chapter 6 a summary and conclusions will be presented. These will summarize the
results of the study that applied Sweetser’s categorization model. It will explain how the
model offers a more adequate description of the semantics of o& and the constructions in
which it is used than the traditional model. It will also indicate how the model permits
generalizations about the use of verb forms in conditionals, generalizations not recoverable

via the traditional categorization schema.

12
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Chapter 2: Literature on the Lexeme ax and Biblical
Hebrew Conditionals

2.0. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to review previous literature on the particle o& and its use
in both conditionals and non-conditional structures in order to substantiate the hypotheses
that (1) current inadequacies in the description of the semantics and function of o§ are
predominantly attributable to the theoretical frames employed in said descriptions and that
(2) the development of cognitive linguistic approaches to information processing and the uses
of conditionals hold the key to a more satisfying explanation for the variegated uses of o& in
the Hebrew Bible.

This chapter is structured as follows: Section 2.1 will present a synopsis of the intellectual
and linguistic trends that influenced and informed the research of Biblical Hebrew from the
Middle Ages to the present in order to better understand how the analysis of o& was shaped
by changing paradigms over time. Section 2.2 reviews the analyses offered in lexicons and
dictionaries of Biblical Hebrew, while section 2.3 examines how traditional and modern
grammars describe o® and the constructions in which it is used. Section 2.4 surveys the

findings of monograph studies of the particle.

Via a survey of these previous studies, this chapter will demonstrate that, although
descriptive analyses of o are presented in the literature, many questions persist about the
semantics of the particle that license its use in unrelated grammatical constructions.
Additionally, the chapter will demonstrate that uncertainties persist regarding both the
function of conditionals in BH and what motivated verb choice in conditionals.

2.1. Synopsis of the History of Linguistic Inquiry

Scientific inquiry in every era is shaped by the general intellectual trends of that period.
“The definition of the object of study, or less formally, the basic beliefs about the nature of
this object, constitute some of the most central philosophical elements of the scientific idea
system” (Amsterdamska 1987: 220). The study of BH has not been immune to past or current
philosophical currents; on the contrary the grammars reflect them in their analytical
approaches to Biblical Hebrew. Since this study will be critiquing the standard grammars,
lexicons and other works from a linguistic perspective, a brief overview of the dominant
linguistic theories and trends that have informed researchers will provide a useful lens

through which the various grammars can be understood.

13
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Any starting point for an overview of BH studies will inevitably be disputed. Very early
mention of certain linguistic aspects of Hebrew in the Talmudic period are noted by Khan
(1999: 193), but he emphasizes that it “is important to notice, however, that the existence of
these elements of grammatical thought should not lead us to define the general activity of the
Masoretes of this period as ‘grammar’. . . . The use of grammatical categories was ancillary to
[their] purpose.”

A convenient place to begin this discussion is in the Middle Ages. Waltke and O’Connor
(1990: 31) propose the following periods during which the study of Hebrew took on a more

systematic and grammatical sophistication:
1. Medieval Jewish Studies (11th to 16th centuries)

2. Christian Hebrew Studies (16th to mid-18th centuries)

In the early part of the period of Medieval Jewish Studies, Arabic grammars provided the
vocabulary used by the early Jewish grammarians. David Kimhi’s Mikhol is an example of work
from this era, which saw increasingly sophisticated discussions of Hebrew morphology and

syntax.

The dual influences of the Reformation and the Enlightenment stimulated scholarly
Christian interest in the study of Hebrew. But as Christian interest grew, Jewish interest in
Hebrew grammar waned. Based on David or Moses Kimhi’s work, Johann Reuchlin’s Rudimenta
linguae hebraicae (1506) “established the study of Hebrew grammar in the Christian European
world” (IBHS: 38). Reuchlin’s Rudimenta is notable for the strategy he employed in his
approach to Hebrew because he compared it to Latin rather than Arabic. Waltke and O’Conner
(1990: 40) conclude their survey of this time period with the observation that “the vast
majority of Hebrew grammars did little to advance the scientific study of the language”. That
said, it is important to realize that these grammatical studies must be situated in their
historical milieu. Any pre-1900s linguistic studies are pre-modern-scientific era work. They
do not contain “descriptions in terms of one or another explicit linguistic framework” (Van
der Merwe 1991: 129) and as such they cannot be held to today’s standards since “the adequacy
of the individual grammarian's explanation depends on the adequacy of the theory” used (Van

der Merwe 1991: 178). They were formative works and need to be appreciated as such.

Romanticism as a philosophical movement pervasively influenced European thought and
scholarly inquiry from the late 1700s through the early-nineteenth century, and the study of
language did not escape its influence. “Romanticism not only provided a general stimulus and
legitimation to the study of comparative grammar, but by supplying the early linguists with

14



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

certain conceptual resources it shaped the manner in which they formulated problems and
defined the goals of their research” (Amsterdamska 1987: 38). From the mid-18th century
through the early 1900s, diachronic, developmental theories of languages drove the
historical-comparative approach to Hebrew studies. Hebrew was initially compared to Arabic

(a reflection of the early Jewish grammarians) and Aramaic, and later to Akkadian.

“The history and comparison of languages is the hallmark of nineteen century linguistics.
. . . This approach pervaded the century, and came to be viewed as the only ‘scientific’
approach to language” (Morpurgo-Davies 1992: 159). It was precisely during this period that
Heinrich Ewald and Wilhelm Gesenius produced their seminal works. In Gesenius’ 1909
grammar, Hebrdische Grammatik and all subsequent versions, the broader linguistic influence
of the time is seen in Gesenius’ comment that the Semitic languages “stand to one another in
much the same relation as those of the Germanic family” and in his comment that “the
grammatical structure of the Semitic family of languages, as compared with that of other
languages, especially the Indo-Germanic, exhibits numerous peculiarities.” (GKC §1k). This
conceptualization of Hebrew and the historical-comparative paradigm for the study of
Hebrew?” is evident in other pre-Saussure grammars such as Driver (1874),”® Koénig,
Brockelmann and Bergstrisser (IBHS: 42), and even in twentieth century works such as Joiion

and Muraoka’s A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew.”

Amsterdamska (1987: 39) points out that the “romantically inspired concept of language as
an organism was combined with a belief in the value of the original and uncorrupted
language” and that this understanding of language as an organism and of its history as a fall
from perfection was translated into a methodological directive to study the history of
morphological categories.” Additionally, the Romantic era concept that languages were
somehow organic in nature resulted in them being “viewed as devolving entities, proceeding
over the course of time and use from being grammatically intact and aesthetically pristine to
becoming incomplete and corrupted” (Korchin 2008: 2). Gesenius (GKC [1909] 2006: §1m)
reflects this belief in his comments on Hebrew, Aramaic and Arabic when he notes that:

The organic structure of a language is often considerably impaired even
before it has developed a literature.... Thus the Aramaic dialects exhibit the
earliest and greatest decay, next to them the Hebrew-Canaanitish. Arabic,

77 See also BHRG (Forthcoming: 18-19).

% Though, it must be noted that Driver displayed a distinct reticence for using comparative and historical
evidence to support his work (Driver 1998: xxx).

» See J-M (2006: §133b).
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owing to the seclusion of the desert tribes was the longest to retain the
original fullness and purity of the sounds.

The reference to “purity of sounds” reflects the historical-comparative school’s focus on

phonological reconstruction.®

In summary, Hebrew grammars and analytical works informed by the historical-
comparative linguistics and imbued with a Romantic era view of language include: Ewald, GKC,

Konig, Driver and Ferguson. Lingering effects are noted in J-M.

Ferdinand de Saussure’s work instigated what became a Kuhnian paradigm shift (Kuhn
1996) in linguistics, from the historical-comparative model to what eventually became known
as Structuralism.* As Korchin notes regarding the published notes of de Saussure’s lectures:
“The Cours de linguistique générale revolutionized linguistics by shifting the object of study in
language from essence to relation, and from substance to form” (Korchin 2008: 13).
Programmatically, structuralism has several foci relevant to understanding the orientation of
Hebrew grammars, lexicons and scholarly writings of much of the twentieth century. Talmy
Givén (2011: 6) notes that “F. de Saussure (1915) elaborated the three central dogmas of
structuralism:

-arbitrariness: The detachment of the visible signal from invisible mental—
purposive—correlates.

«idealization: The reification of the underlying system--langue--as against
the on-line behavior--parole.

esegregation: The detachment of synchrony (product) from diachrony
(process).

The concept contained in Leonard Bloomfield’s (1933: 20) contention that “the only useful
generalizations about language are inductive generalization” together with de Saussure’s
structuralism led to a strong emphasis on the inductive description of synchronic language
data, as opposed to its diachronic development (the focus of historical-comparative linguistic
endeavor). As Kemmer comments, “the focus was on [syntactic] structure” (Kemmer 2011: 6)
as opposed to function. The attention given to the descriptive study of synchronic data

% See Amsterdamska (1987: 53).

31 See Amsterdamska (1987: 232-233) for a nuanced study of de Saussure’s program. See also Korchin (2008: 4-20);
Sampson (1980) for a brief overview of de Saussure’s program and structuralism; also see Givén (2011) for a
broader outline reaching back to Aristotle.
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coupled with the rising study of non-Indo-European languages led linguists to repudiate the

idea of an ideal language and to see language as relative.

One significant result for Hebrew studies was that the language was no longer viewed as a
special language of heaven, but as one displaying all the idiosyncrasies of any other language.
At the same time, the emphasis on the arbitrariness and relativity of language meant that
universals in language were not entertained as part of the program of study, isolating the
study of Hebrew from typologically similar languages. However, as Van der Merwe (1987: 168)
has pointed out,

The publications of De Saussure which appeared from 1878 to 1916 and are
considered as the foundations of modern linguistics, initially had little
influence on the description of Old Hebrew. Despite the fact that De Saussure
had shown that in the description of language it is absolutely necessary to
make a distinction between the diachronic and synchronic aspects of the
language, Old Hebrew grammarians continued with their historical-
comparative approach which ignored such a distinction.

In the 1960s several linguistic programs emerged, firmly situated within the broad outlines
of structuralism and descriptive linguistics, that have had varying degrees of impact on the
study of BH. The first was Noam Chomsky’s transformational-generative program.*> Chomsky
focused on an “idealized speaker-listener, in a completely homogeneous speech-community,
who knows its language perfectly and is unaffected by such grammatically irrelevant
conditions as memory limitation, distractions, shifts of attention and interest, and errors”
(Chomsky 1965: 3). Chomsky’s work has had a relatively minor impact on the study of BH,
apart from the reaction and development of functionalism and cognitive oriented linguistics,
which are currently providing new tools for the study of BH.

Secondly, in the late 1960s Simon Dik and Michael Halliday, influenced by the Prague
School,* developed functional grammar “as an alternative to the abstract, formalized view of
language” (BHRG Forthcoming: 21) characteristic of both Chomsky’s programme and
structuralism (Givén 2011: 9).** Whereas structuralism concentrated on the form or the
structure of languages and is not concerned about the function of the forms, “functionalists

agree that formal categories of language arise through use, developing in the individual and

32 See also Van der Merwe (2003: 15-17) and BHRG (Forthcoming: 20-21) for further discussion of Chomsky’s
influence on the study of BH and a summary of significant generative-based studies.

33 See Bussmann (1996: 928-929) for a concise description of the distinctive premises of the Prague School.

3 For a brief description of functional grammar see Bussmann (1996: 439-441). See Van der Merwe (2003: 17-20)
for a succinct overview of functional grammar methodologies applied to the study of BH and an extensive
bibliography of studies of BH. See also Buth (1987, 1992, 1999).
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group to serve conventional functions, and evolving diachronically as use changes in the
feedback loop of individual and community. All linguistic functions are situated in discourse
and are semantic-pragmatic in their essential nature” (Kemmer 2011: 39).* Functionalism’s
interest in the communicative function of language will be evident in the assumptions behind
the cognitive linguistic-based categorization schema proposed by Sweetser and Dancygier
used in this study.

Descriptive linguistics and structuralism’s influence on BH grammars is seen in the works
of BHRG (Forthcoming), DCH (1993), Korchin (2008) and IBHS (1990).*

A further project that has had a broader influence on the study of BH is that begun by
Kenneth Pike, Robert Longacre and Joseph Grimes, amongst others. Their interest was, in
many senses, diametrically opposed to Chomsky’s idealized speaker driven program; they
were interested in language in use. Longacre’s (1994, 1995, 2003)* investigation of the
grammar of discourse structures (or textlinguistics) in diverse languages, including Hebrew,
has been instructive.* His work on Hebrew discourse and the use of the verbal system, Joseph,
A Story of Divine Providence: a Text Theoretical and Textlinguistic Analysis of Genesis 37 and 39-48
generated much discussion and served to broaden the scope of investigation of BH and forced
the scholarly world to look at BH beyond the clause level. Longacre’s work in discourse

represents a definite move toward functionalism.”

Stephen Levinsohn (2000, 2006) built on Longacre’s work in BH, integrating typological
research into his investigations, demonstrating how this can provide more satisfying
understanding of certain phenomena in BH. Nevertheless, recent grammars such as IBHS still
seem reluctant to integrate textlinguistic’s discoveries that discourse-level phenomena

influence grammatical structures at the sentence and clausal levels.*

In recent years, cognitive linguistic approaches to the study of language and cognition have
begun to inform the study of Biblical Hebrew.*' These include studies in diverse areas such as

3 See also Evans and Green (2006: 778).

% For further background see Van der Merwe (2003).

%7 Longacre (2003) is the second edition of the initial (1989) volume.

3 See criticism of Longacre in Heimerdinger (1999: 52-100).

% For background on BH discourse studies, see Van der Merwe (1997a). For a discussion of Longacre’s study, see
Van der Merwe (1997b).

4 See Waltke and O’Connor’s (1990: 54-55).

1 See Van der Merwe (2003: 22-24) for suggestions regarding how this project might further the description
and interpretation of Biblical Hebrew.
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MST (including blending),”” metaphor,” lexical studies* and cognitive grammar.”® The

approaches utilized in this study will be introduced and described in Chapter 3.

2.2. Lexicons and Dictionaries

2.2.1. Brown-Driver-Briggs ([1906] 2008)

BDB classifies D& as a conjunction. The presentation is divided into two major sections: 1)
DR as a hypothetical particle and 2) as an interrogative particle. The discussion of ox as a
hypothetical particle lists verb forms that occur in the protasis and apodosis. Under “special
uses” (BDB 2008: 50) is listed repeated uses, oaths, wishes, as well as instances when it is
interpreted as temporal when. Compounded uses, such as ox 'na are also considered special
uses. The second section asserts that o& occurs in direct questions and oblique questions,
which include disjunctives. These classifications reflect the distinct types of constructions in
which o is found.

2.2.2. Clines (1993)

DCH classifies o& as both a conjunction and a conditional particle. The presentation is
organized in a strikingly similar way to Gesenius’ grammar: og with the perfect* in the
protasis followed by all possible verbal combinations in the apodosis; o& with imperfect” in
the protasis followed by all possible verbal combinations in the apodosis, and so on. Along
with the standard grammars he notes that ox occurs in oaths and ;7 questions. In addition to
categorizing DR as a conditional particle, Clines (1993: 305-306) asserts that it also functions
as a disjunctive particle, a relative particle, a concessive particle, and adversative or exceptive

particle.

Clines’ work is a dictionary and lexicographers are always confronted with the decision to
join or split. Clines has chosen to split, hence the atomistic arrangement. DCH offers
definitions of the particle and its classification, but does not explain its diverse uses.

2.2.3. Koehler and Baumgartner (2000)

HALOT is the only work to label o a deictic. Deictics are typically understood to reference

a person, place, time or thing,* yet HALOT does not explain what o& points to. The lexicon list

12 See Follingstad (2001); Vroon-van Vugt (2014); Howe and Green (2014).
# See Jindo (2010).

“ See Van Wolde (2014).

4 See Van Wolde (2009).

16 The term perfect traditionally has been used to refer to the gatal form.
7 Traditional term for the yiqtol form.

8 See Bussmann (1996: 286).
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the particle’s uses in real and irreal conditionals, desiderative (wish) constructions, oaths,
interrogatives and concessives. The authors also note that it occurs in combination with other
forms such as o& "3, etc. The lexicon also includes a category of “imperfect prohibition,” and
offers Song 2:7 as the only example. HALOT provides a fairly comprehensive list of the
categories of constructions in which o® is used. Like BDB and DCH, HALOT does not explain

what motivates the particle’s use in so many different structures.

2.3. Analyses of oy in Grammars

2.3.1 Gesenius (1909, 2006)

Gesenius’ treatment of oR typifies the traditional approach to Hebrew. The grammar offers
a useful description D&, which is mentioned in its occurrences in specific verbal
constructions or clause types, yet no unified discussion of the particle itself is provided.
Gesenius ([1909] 2006, §149a, b) initially classifies ox as a particle,” and later in §159 as a
conditional particle. But he remarks in §149b that “no certain explanation of these particles
has been given.” Most references to o& occur in Chapter II Section II entitled “Special Kinds

of Sentences.” These include:
Sentences which express an Oath or Asseveration—§149
Interrogative Sentences—§150
Desiderative Sentences—§151
Conditional Sentences—8§159
Concessive Clauses—8§160

Temporal Clauses—§164

GKC does not provide a systematic, coherent analysis of o& that explains why the particle
could be used in these varied clause types. The use of o® in these different constructions is
not compared and contrasted. For example, o& conditionals typically form the basis for oaths,
and the morphosyntax of these conditionals (and the pragmatic use to which they are put) is
no different from that of non-oath BH conditionals. Although in oaths the apodosis containing
the imprecation is usually omitted, probably due to common ANE-wide taboo reasons (Conklin

* The descriptivist framework treatment of conditionals typified by GKC is discussed in Chapter 3.5.1.2.

%0 Usage of the term “particle” varies, but generally speaking, the term is used to describe a word that may have
one or all of the following characteristics as described in http://www.sil.org/linguistics/GlossaryOf
linguisticTerms/ hatlsAParticle.htm: “it does not belong to one of the main classes of words, it is invariable in
form, and typically has grammatical or pragmatic meaning.” Gesenius’ usage falls within this definition.
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2011: 4), the syntax of the P clause and use of ¥ is consistent with its use in non-oath
conditionals. Gesenius’ atomistic treatment of clause types results in these generalities not
being captured.

Gesenius’ (GKC [1909] 2006: §159a) reliance on the degree of hypotheticality framework is
evident in his statement that:

the great variety of construction in conditional sentences is owing to the fact
that it frequently depends on the subjective judgment of the speaker,
whether he wishes a condition to be regarded as capable of fulfillment
(absolutely, or at least possibly), thus including those already fulfilled, or as
incapable of fulfillment.

He goes on to state that “on this distinction depends the choice both of the conditional
particle to be used, and especially . . . of the tense,” the use of which is “naturally determined

according to the principles laid down” earlier in the book.

The “variety of construction” presumably refers to the different verb forms (qatal, weqatal,
yigtol, etc.) found in conditional constructions. The analysis of conditional “sentences” is
organized, first by whether or not a conditional particle (ox or 1%) occurs, and then within
these categories, by what verb form occurs in the protasis and apodosis. This results in the
following categorization when the qgatal and yigtol occur in o& conditional sentences (GKC
[1909] 2006: §159):

Table 2.1: GKC Categorization of Verb Forms in Conditionals

Protasis Apodosis

Perfect perfect, imperfect, jussive, perfect consecutive,
imperfect consecutive, imperative, noun clause

Imperfect perfect, imperfect, jussive (or optative),
cohortative, perfect consecutive, imperfect
consecutive, imperative, noun clause

This Linnaean style taxonomic categorization has little explanatory power in regards to
the semantics or pragmatics of ox. All we are told is that if a gatal verb (perfect) occurs in an
o&-conditional protasis, then any verb form but the cohortative may be used in the apodosis
(Q clause); if a yigtol verb (imperfect) occurs, then any verb form may be used. Gesenius also
notes that o& occurs with noun clauses, cohortatives, infinitives and participles in conditional
P clauses.
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The defining characteristic of Gesenius’ examination of D& is that there isn’t one. Instead,
there are discussions of different types of grammatical constructions, and if o& happens to
occur in these, then its location (protasis/apodosis) and verbal syntactical elements are noted.
This study will show that there is a principled reason why o& occurs in oaths, and in

interrogative and conditional utterances.”

2.3.2. Ewald (1891)

Ewald includes a section on conditional constructions in his grammar, where he offers brief
comments on DR, noting that it may be translated as conditional “if” (§355b.1) and as
concessive “although” (§355b.1). He also remarks upon its use in habitual conditionals where
he suggests that it be translated as “when(ever)” (§355b.1(1)). Ewald notes too that ox is
typically used in oaths (§356a) and may co-occur in the o& "3 phrase which he defines as a
“strong restrictive” (§356b). Like GKC and Ferguson, his chief concern is not the semantics of

o, but the verbal forms that occur in conditionals.

2.3.3. Watts (1964)

Among all the grammars surveyed in this dissertation, Watt’s Survey offers the most
realistic assessment of the issues associated with BH conditionals. He admits that “no sort of
unanimity has existed among students of Hebrew concerning classification of conditional
sentences” (Watts 1964: 133) and locates this lack of agreement to the “lack of unanimity of
opinion as to the nature of perfects, imperfects and the conjunction waw” (Watts 1964: 133).
He finds this “very disturbing” (Watts 1964: 142). It is important to note that Watts considers
the source of the lack of unanimity regarding the classification of conditionals to a lack of
consensus regarding the status of the verbal system, rather than the theoretical and analytical
framework. He appears to say that if we understood the verbal system, we would understand
how conditionals were used. This study asserts the opposite, namely that an understanding of
how conditionals were used, may yield insight into the verb system.*

Watts’ definition of the problem influences his treatment of conditionality in that he
attempts to deal with the translational dilemma posed by the lack of overt verbal modal
morphology. Even though he maintains the traditional philosophical-logical four-class
conditional classification, he struggles with epistemic distance—the way the writer encodes a
character’s evaluation of their own statements—and how to translate this adequately. No

other grammars overtly recognize this issue. While Watt’s presentation falls short for lack of

51 For oaths see Chapter 4.3.4; for interrogatives see Chapter 4.3.7 and Chapter 5.2. For conditionals see Chapter
4,
52 See Chapter 4.
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theoretical tools, his Survey highlights the inadequacy of the traditional framework for
understanding BH conditionals. He too offers no account of the use of the particle in diverse

types of constructions.

2.3.4. Waltke & O’Connor (1990)

Waltke & O’Connor include two pages of discussion dedicated to conditional clauses (1990:
636-638). However, their most extensive discussion of conditional structures is found in their
analysis of the weqatal construction. It is here that their most sweeping statement concerning
the syntax of conditionals is found: “if the protasis of a conditional clause has a non-perfective
form with a contingent-future sense..., the apodosis is introduced by wegqatalt” (1990: 526).
This is easily refuted by counterexamples in Genesis and Exodus: Gen. 30:31; 43:4; 44:23; Exod.
40:37. Conklin (2011: 33) notes several more counterexamples from 1 Sam. 6:9; 12:25; 20:7 and
20:21-22.

Waltke and O’Connor adopt Lambdin’s definition of conditional constructions.” However,
when classifying conditionals, they drop the term hypothetical, found in that definition, and
instead classify conditionals as real and irreal. A conditional is real if it is either fulfilled in the
past or capable of fulfillment in the future; an irreal condition is either contrary to fact or
incapable of fulfillment. It should be noted that their schema is not different from the
traditional one, it simple conflates the four categories into two, each of which are subdivided
into two subcategories. They note, that a real condition is “usually introduced by ox” (1990:
636-638) but may be introduced by '3 or 7w&,* while irreal conditions are introduced by 1,
"5 or 899, This conclusion is challenged in my analysis of the content conditionals in Ps.
66:17-19, Jer. 23:22 and Ezek. 3:6 in Chapter 4.1. There are bx-headed counterfactual

conditionals.

As Conklin (2011: 33) correctly notes, “One of the most comprehensive statements they
[Waltke & O’Connor] offer on conditional-clause syntax also happens to be an erroneous
statement: ‘If the protasis of a conditional clause has a non-perfective form with a continent-

53 Lambdin defines conditionals as follows: Any two clauses, the first of which states a real or hypothetical
condition, and the second of which states a real or hypothetical consequence thereof.” (Lambdin 1971: 276).

> The status of "WR a conditional particle has been challenged by Revell (1991: 1288) and Tjen (2011: 15-16). Of
the reputed examples, only three pose any difficulty: Lev 4:22; Num. 5:29 and Jos. 4:21. The use of WK in Jos. 4:21
can be understood as a relative clause marker referencing the twelve 0328 mentioned in 4:20. In the case of
Num. 5:29, all of the other nqin n¥r formulaic phrases in the legal materials (Lev 6:2; 6:18; 11:46; 12:7; 13:59; 14:2;

14:32; 14:57; 15:32; Num. 6:21) are summary statements, like Num. 5:29. When WX is used in these phrases (Lev.

14:32; 15:32; Num. 6:21) it clearly serves as a relative clause marker. I contend that this is the function WX is
serving in Num. 5:29 as well. Lev. 4:22 is challenging, but according conditional status to W based solely on this
one verse is problematic. The lack of other clear examples makes this claim dubious.
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future sense . . . the apodosis is introduced by [weqatal].”” Conklin cites 1 Sam. 6:9; 12:25; 20:7,

21-22 as examples that contradict the assertion in IBHS.

DR is given brief mention in the section on interrogatives (1990: 316) where it is labelled an
interrogative particle. The authors indicate that o& occurs in double or triple polar questions
(1990: 684-685), but no further guidance is given as to why the particle can function as a
conditional marker and an interrogative. In the section on oaths and wishes Waltke and
O’Connor conclude that “the particles ox and &5 are involved in a number of these
exclamations, not always in a comprehensible way” and that “it may be better to confess that
the calculus of the particles is beyond our specification” (1990: 679). The authors recognize
that the traditional treatment of o& has not resulted in a satisfactory explanation of the
particle’s use in such diverse constructions, but an analysis cannot be done in an introductory

grammar.

The particle’s use is merely noted during discussion of different verb forms that occur in
conditional constructions in sections dealing with non-perfective verbs (1990: 510), prefix
conjugation verbs (1990: 526-535), cohortative forms (1990: 575) and infinitive absolutes (1990:
587).

Unlike many grammars, Waltke and O’ Connor do comment on the interaction of *3 and o§
in “more complex presentations of case law” (1990: 636-637, ex.6). Yet they do not explain
why the sections of case law in which of *2 and o® interact are more complex than those in
which they don’t. (It could be argued that when they interact, the presentations are simplified,
because they indicate, respectively, main topic-subtopic.)*® Their above-noted decision to
restrict the scope of their analysis to the sentence and clause level impacts their analysis at
this point. This dissertation will argue in Chapter 4.3.2.4 that the use of o in these conditional

constructions is a normal use, characteristic of case law.

In summary, Waltke and O’Connor essentially repeat the observations about o& found in
GKC and J-M, noting the diverse types of constructions in which it is used. Similarly, no
attempt is made to explain the particle’s apparent polysemy. Their definition and
classification of conditionals follows the traditional work done in earlier grammars.

% This is commented on by Milgrom (1991: 1444).
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2.3.5. Joiion-Muraoka (1991, 2006)

Jotion-Muraoka (J-M)*¢ also treat o§& atomistically within the descriptivist framework
described in Chapter 3.5.1.2. Its use is noted, but not explored in the following types of
constructions:

§161e Disjunctive direct questions
§161f  Indirect questions

§163 Optative clauses (i. e. wishes)
§165 Curse and oath clauses
§166p  Temporal clauses

§167 Conditional clauses

§171 Concessive clauses

§175 Disjunctive clauses

§176d ~ The Waw of apodosis

The comments typically describe the word order of the clauses and verb form restrictions,
as is found in GKC, Fergusson and Ewald. The discussion of conditional clauses makes a
contribution to the understanding of these forms when J-M notes that “the conditional clause
is closely related to the temporal clauses” (§167a). The presentation analyzes the conditional
construction’s verb form use in the protasis based on situational time. According to his
analysis, with the exception of gatal form used for future reference, any form can be used to

reference any temporal situation:

Past: Protasis in gatal or yiqtol
Future: Protasis in yiqtol
Present: Protasis in gatal or yigtol

No comments are made about participial use, nominal clauses, existentials or other forms.
Their analysis of verb forms used in conditionals concludes that “there is nothing of particular
importance to be noted. The tenses . . . are used in accordance with the usual rules, whether
in a protasis or in an apodosis; so there are a great number of possible combinations” (§167g).
This is reminiscent of much earlier, almost identical statements in GKC and Ferguson. GKC
([1909] 2006: §159a) state that “the use of the [tenses] is naturally determined according to
general principles laid down earlier in the grammar.” Ferguson (1882: 59) states that “tenses
are used, not arbitrarily, but in accordance with their nature, and always with the proper
force.” Apparently no form-function correlation between verb forms and the pragmatic

%6 This grammar was first published by Jotion in 1923. Muraoka revised and published translated editions in
1991, 2006 and 2011. This review is based on the 2006 version.
57 See section 2.4.2 below for a review of Ferguson’s monograph.
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function of BH conditionals were discernable. This issue is one that this study seeks to address

through an application of Sweetser’s and Dancygier’s proposals to the BH data.

Although J-M label o& a “conditional particle” (2006: §167¢) it is not included in §102-105,
which is entitled “Particles.” The reader is left with the understanding that oR is used in the
above-mentioned variegated types of clauses, but no coherent linguistic explanation of the
semantics and pragmatics of o is offered, nor is there an attempt to explain what licensed its

use in such variegated constructions.

2.3.6. Van der Merwe, Naudé and Kroeze (1999)

In its section on conjunctions, BHRG (1999: 295-296) offers some brief comments on the
typical uses of o&. The grammar classifies it as a subordinating conjunction when used in real
conditionals and concessives; as a coordinating conjunction in disjunctive constructions such
as polar questions, or as a modal word when it occurs in oaths. J-M (2006), when discussing
curses and oaths also recognize its modal character when they term the oath formula an
“optative formula” (§165a), and BHRG seems to be following this terminology. However, the
classification of o& as a modal “word” is doubtful. It is clear that modality is involved in oaths

and curses, but it is not clear that o& contributes the sense of modality in oaths and curses.

2.4. Monographs
2.4.1. Driver (1874)

Like Ferguson, Driver was mainly interested in describing the verbal syntax of conditional
constructions; he was not interested in oR itself. He notes that it is the BH conditional particle,
but no further attention is allotted to it. His initial presentation is somewhat perplexing
because it is built around examples from English conditional sentences that serve to illustrate

different types of Biblical Hebrew conditionals:

If I see him, I will let him know.

If T have seen him, I will let him know.

If I had seen him I would have told him.

If I had seen him I would (now) tell him.

If I saw him (now, which I do not do), I would tell him

Driver details which verb forms occur in the protasis and apodosis of conditionals and lists

the combinations that occur between the clauses, all similar to Ferguson and GKC.
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2.4.2. Ferguson (1882)

This monograph is primarily a descriptive and taxonomic® study of the verbal forms that
occur in conditional sentences, situated squarely within the historical-comparative paradigm.
It is not an analysis of DX. As was common in Hebrew studies of the time, the Examination
presents lists, with examples, of every combination of verb forms found in the protasis and
apodosis of conditionals. Naudé’s comment regarding early Hebrew grammarians that “they
are essentially limited to compiling inventories of data and to making ad hoc attempts at
classifying the collected data” (Naudé 1990: 116) is a most appropriate description of this

work.

Ferguson defines conditional constructions as “a compound sentence in which the second
clause is so limited by the first as to be necessarily dependent upon it, while it, in its turn, is
equally necessary as explaining and completing the sense of the first clause” (Ferguson 1882:
1). His discussion of conditionals is atypical for his time in that he includes temporal, causal
and concessive constructions in his discussion because he argues that Hebrew “uses the same
particles indifferently to express any of these relations” (Ferguson 1882: 1). These

“indifferently” used particles include D&, 1, *3, and 19, and ix, amongst others.

Ferguson organizes his presentation in two parts: the first part is a taxonomic examination
of the verbal forms in the P and Q clause of different syntactically and lexically defined
conditional constructions. Ferguson understands the verb system to be tense-based. Similar
to Gesenius, conditionals are examined first as to whether an introductory particle is present
or not. Unlike Gesenius, Ferguson further subdivides the non-introductory particle
conditionals by distinguishing those that are introduced by 1, which he admits “differ little in
theory from Class I” conditionals, i. e. those without an introductory particle (Ferguson 1882:
41). For each category, Ferguson offers a brief discussion of specific aspects of the syntax
found in them. His discussion consists primarily in listing what the “favorite tenses”
(Ferguson 1882: 46) in the protasis of conditional constructions were, and then noting what

verb forms co-occur in the apodosis.

Although o is the prototypical conditional marker in BH, Ferguson allocates little space
to discussing o& conditionals specifically. He briefly notes which verb forms occur in o
conditionals, indicates that o& occurs in oaths and then spends more time addressing ox 2.
Ferguson (1882: 47) argues that D& '3 may be used with a conditional meaning, but that it
frequently loses this “conditional force,” and then is “strongly adversative.” At the same time,

%8 See Chapter 3.5.1.2 for a discussion of this the descriptivist programme.
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he argues that the presence of o® in D& "3 constructions “cannot be purposeless, and the
particle, at some period at least of the history of the language, must have had a sensible value,
though it is not necessary to suppose that the Hebrews were very conscious of any special
force at the comparatively late period in which the books of the Old Testament were written”
(Ferguson 1882: 47).

A number of Ferguson’s claims in the first section are suspect. I will only discuss one of
these briefly. He asserts (1882: 46) that ix is a “conditional particle” that “may introduce any
type of condition.” However, the examples he proposes in support, such as (1) can all be

interpreted as offering an alternative choice.
(1) Exod. 21:35-36

Y9971 N1 NPT TWNR WIRIY f39135 *And if someone’s ox gores his
T T T neighbor’s ox and it dies, then they shall
sell the live ox and split the money in
Hinnn Rin N33 2w 3 pIi iR qem half and they shall also divide the dead

H]w D’?W’ D%W 17’73]3 aynY? N51 Dw'vw 0X; *or (lf) it is known that the oxisa
o DT T habitual gorer and he did not watch
over it, he must offer recompense, an ox
for the ox, and the dead one will be his.
(My translation)

NRTNR D31 19027 MK 39N 10 MYATNR

Hymm nRm n nnn

When Exod. 21:35 is included in the context, it is clear that, while v. 36 is best interpreted
as a conditional, the conditionality is determined by "33, not by iR, in v.35. ik offers an alternate
related situation for consideration.

In the second part of his paper, Ferguson (1882: 59) introduces his categorization schema

for classifying conditionals.

Class 1 assumes the conditional to be real or actual.

Class 2 assumes the conditional to be probable.

Class 3 makes no assumption about the probability of fulfillment and is
“indefinite”.

Class 4 assumes the condition is impossible or counterfactual.

As stated in Chapter 1, this schema does not differ from that used to classify Classical and
Koine Greek and Latin conditionals. This is not surprising given his assessment that BH

conditionality’s “underlying principles are the same as in Greek or English, but the niceties of

expression and the exactness of grammar had been lost to the Hebrew language long before
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it began to be preserved and fixed by being committed to writing” (1882: 76). This reflects the
categories “capable/incapable of fulfillment” used in GKC ([1909] 2006: §159a).

The specification and description of these categories are important to note since every
description and study of o& and BH conditionals to date utilize these categories, minor
variations in vocabulary notwithstanding.”® Because the P clause is where the degree of
conditionality is determined, the P clause is the focus of analysis for category determination

and verb distribution in studies that employ this categorization schema.

Ferguson (1882: 59) presents his conclusion that in conditionals “tenses are used, not
arbitrarily, but in accordance with their nature, and always with the proper force.” Ferguson
explains what he means by this: if the action of the verb or future time reference is in focus,
the “imperfect,” cohortative, jussive or imperative is used; if present time reference is in
focus, the “perfect” (qatal) or the participle is used, and the “perfect” is also used when past
time is in focus. (1882: 76). He argues that the imperfect (yigtol) is the most frequently used
verb form in conditional P clauses, yet the perfect may also be used in the P clause of all classes

of conditionals.

2.4.3. Van Leeuwen (1973)

Van Leeuwen’s article is the most extensive treatment of oR in the literature. The study
opens with a brief discussion of cognates that occur in related languages of the ANE
(Phoenician, Ugaritic and Aramaic) and speculates about its relationship to the Akkadian
conditional particle Summa. Programmatically this study is situated firmly within the
traditional descriptivist and structuralist paradigm that has characterized Biblical Hebrew
linguistics for the last one hundred years.®

No new theoretical framework for analyzing conditionals is introduced. As explained in
Chapter 1, his analysis of conditional constructions is informed by the same framework
operative in the 1880s work of GKC, Driver and Ferguson. Writing ninety years after Ferguson,
the vocabulary and categories Van Leeuwen employs to discuss conditionals are virtually

identical to Ferguson’s.

Category A: The condition is already conclusively completed or will in the
future be represented as having been fulfilled.

% Vocabulary differences are discussed in Chapter 3.5.1.2.
¢ See Chapter 3.5.1.2 for a discussion of this the descriptivist programme.
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Category B: The condition is represented by the speaker as not fulfilled
because the opposite has already happened in the past.

Category C: The possibility of the realization of the condition—be it in the
present or future—is assumed by the speaker, though the actual realization is
regarded as not quite certain.

Category D: Not just the actual realization of the condition but also the
possibility of realization is expressed as unrealistic or doubtful.

Although there are minor differences in the content of the categories, they vary little from
how conditionals were conceptualized in the 1800s. Ferguson’s “real or actual” conditionals
are equivalent to those described in Van Leeuwen’s Category A. Ferguson’s Class 2
conditionals that assume the conditional to be probable, and some from his Class 3 are similar
to Van Leeuwen’s Category B and C conditionals. Van Leeuwen’s Category B conditionals are
equivalent to Ferguson’s Class 4 counterfactuals. Like Ferguson, Van Leeuwen understands

the BH verb system to be tense-based.

The limits that strict compositionality (a characteristic of modular structuralism) imposes
on meaning construction is evident in Van Leeuwen’s comments regarding the meaning of
the gatal form »nRk*277 in Gen. 43:9 and its yigtol counterpart 1818 in Gen. 44:32, where Judah
quotes his own statement of Gen. 43:9.

(2) Gen. 43:9

]ﬁva;a N.%'DB u&yp;n TN unjy;ﬁ ‘ﬁ:u;l.s “I rnyself will be surety for him; you
N can hold me accountable for him. If I do
AT S S LG IR R not bring him back to you and set him

before you, then let me bear the blame
forever.”

(3) Gen. 44:32

SiRY "R DU WINTNR 27 TT7AY "D “For your servant became surety for
T R the boy to my father, saying, ‘If I do not
bring him back to you, then I will bear
the blame in the sight of my father all
my life.”

[DRITY2 ARY NRPM TR AakaR K7DR
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Van Leeuwen (1973:21) comments:

So ist nicht einleuchtend zu machen, dass Judas Worte zu seinem Vater Jakob
LT9 nRom TR rnRvna &Y oR (Gen. xliii 9) einen anderen Sinn haben als
Judas Zitat seiner eigenen Worte im Hause Josephs (Gen. Ixiv 32) wo 1aRax
statt nxan steht). Die deutschen Ubersetzungen haben denn auch in beiden
Fillen: ,,wenn ich ihn dir nicht wiederbringe, so will ich mein Leben lang die
Schuld ... tragen").”!

Because Van Leeuwen’s objectivist position views word meaning as describing the real
world, it is not possible for him to consider an explanation beyond the utterance itself. Hence
Judah’s use of a different verb form is baffling and unexplainable. In contrast, cognitive
linguistics does not “seek a correspondence between utterances and a world (real or
otherwise), but rather seeks to explore the ways in which meaning is motivated by human
perceptual and conceptual capacities” (Janda 2015: 135). This means that “the same event of
objective reality may be differently construed . . . even by the same speaker in different
utterances, thus resulting in differences in linguistic expression such as aspect, syntax, case,
etc.” (Janda 2015: 135). This study will seek to apply this view of meaning construction to the
BH data.

Van Leeuwen (1973: 38-39) also discusses o®’s use in disjunctive constructions, double
(polar) questions, temporal expressions, D& *2 and D& T constructions. He asks a potentially

interesting question regarding the diachronic source of o&’s semantics in double questions:

Man kann sich fragen, ob dieser Gebrauch von o« in der Doppelfrage sich aus
dem disjunktiven Bedingungssatz entwickelt hat, oder ob ein anderes o®
vorliegt, das dann dem arabischen, negative Alternativen einleitenden ‘am <
‘ama verwandt wire. Der neuassyrische Gebrauch von Summa/u—summa/u im
Sinne von ,,0b . .. oder" ldsst vermuten, dass die erste Mdoglichkeit die
wahrscheinlichere ist.*

Yet, the question as to why o& seems to be polysemous or whether we are faced with
distinct lexical homonyms of the particle is not pursued. This question, left hanging by Van

51So it does not clarify anything that Judah’s words to his father Jacob ...75 'nrom ... 798 vnrovn 85 oR (Gen 43:9)
have a different sense from Judah’s quote of his own words in the house of Joseph (Gen 44:32) where we have
1RARN instead of Pnxvan. Indeed, the German translations have in both cases: “If I do not bring him back to you
... then I will bear the guilt my life long.” (Translation by Barbara Cheeseman).

¢ “One can ask oneself if this use of ox in the double question has developed from the disjunctive conditional
clause or if it is a different ox that is present, which would then be related to Arabic ‘am < 'ama introducing
negative alternatives. The New Assyrian useage of Summa/u—Summa/u in the sense of “whether...or” leads one
to assume that the first possibility is the more likely.” (Translation by Barbara Cheeseman).
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Leeuwen (and every other work that mentions oy,) is one of the central issues to be

investigated in this dissertation.
2.4.4. Gilmer (1975)

Gilmer’s book investigates second person singular and plural conditional constructions (If-
You formulations), principally in the casuistic legal sections of the Pentateuch,” and in
wisdom literature and the prophetic books as well. His primary concerns are whether or not
these form “a) a separate recognizable category of law, b) a conflation of other types of law,
c) subdivisions of other types, or d) a combination of these possibilities” (Gilmer 1975: 113).
He then seeks to place them in a literary stratum in order to discover the literary style and
Sitz im Leben of these conditionals. In Gilmer’s words, “the task of the gattungsgeschictliche
approach is to analyze the varied forms and determine their background and sociological
function (Gilmer 1975: 1).

The morphosyntax of the conditional constructions is not addressed. Although Gilmer
notes whether *3 or o is used in each example in the text, no attempt is made to explain their
distribution beyond observations to the effect that o& occurs more often than 3 in if-you
formulations without imperatives. He attributes this, per BDB, to “’im with the imperfect
normally indicates present or future possibility” (Gilmer 1975: 78). Since this work pre-dates

textlinguistic studies, no explanations at this level are found in the book.

Most importantly, Gilmer does not utilize the traditional degree of hypotheticality
categories to classify the conditional if-you forms. Instead he asks: “what is happening in this
speaking” and uses five different pragmatic-based categories: requests, agreements, threats
and promises, counsels and directives (Gilmer 1975: 27). By doing so, he goes beyond previous
discussions of conditionals in BH. However, he does not offer any linguistically based
theoretical motivation for his choice of categories, nor does he explain his decision not to use
the traditional categorization schema.

2.4.5. Revell (1991)

Much of Revell’s article covers previously well-trod ground. He notes that conditionals may
be introduced by o& "3 ;"9 35 or imperatives. Regarding ¥, he argues that the particle
introduces “possibilities” that may contrast or “expand or reinforce” other preceding ox-
introduced sentences (Revell 1991: 1280). He discusses O&’s use in representing alternatives,
hypothetical conditionals, and the particle’s use in the o& '3 sequences that mark subordinate

¢ oy conditional directives in casuistic discourse are discussed in Chapter 4.3.3.4 of this study.

32



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

examples in casuistic law. The main contribution of his presentation is the vocabulary of
“possibilities” that he introduces. Revell’s terminology approaches the idea of
possible/potential scenarios which this dissertation will argue is one of D&’s core semantic

features.
2.4.6. Tjen (2010)

Tjen’s primary interest is the translational decisions made during the translation of
Hebrew conditional clauses in the Pentateuch by the Septuagint/0Old Greek translators. He is
interested in two questions: 1) which Greek conditional particles were used to translate the
Hebrew conditional particles and 2) what Greek verb forms were employed to translate the
Hebrew verbs in conditional constructions. Of interest to this study is the analysis he offers of

Hebrew conditionals and ox.*

Tjen (2010: 12) accepts the traditional bipartite division of conditionals found in most
grammars into real conditions with lower hypotheticality and unreal conditions with higher
degrees of hypotheticality. He also accepts the traditional analysis that o® is the unmarked
conditional marker for real conditions (with *3 occurring less frequently in these conditionals)
and that 15, 99, and 891 introduce conditionals with higher degrees of hypotheticality.
Contra BHRG, he attributes the modal characteristics of conditionals to the interpretation of
the verbs (Tjen 2010: 31), rather than to the particles themselves, as does BHRG (Forthcoming:
378). Tjen notes, as do most grammars, that the yiqgtol and weqatal are the most common verb

forms used in conditionals. He attributes this to the future-modal interpretations they allow.

2.4.7. Conklin (2011)

Conklin’s book seeks to offer a “systematic analysis of the morphosyntax of the particles in
oaths with regard to the larger morphosyntactic context of these particles in the language”
(2011: 12).® A short appendix offers comparisons to oaths in Ugaritic, Akkadian and Classical
Arabic. He concludes that oath formulas have a bipartite structure: an authenticating element
and the oath content itself (Conklin 2011: 76). Conklin argues that phrases such as ...nwp-na
and MmN are authenticating formulas, and significantly, not elements of a conditional
apodosis that have the actual curse elided. Because of this, he argues that the entire apodosis

of ox and X5-bDX oath conditionals is elided and that conditionals in oaths are therefore

¢ There are 77 instances of O in Genesis; Tjen records only 47 in Genesis, and 60 in Exodus. The reason for this
discrepancy is not stated. Presumably it is because not all instances of o& were translated by the translators of
LXX Genesis. For example, the second o& in Gen. 14:23 is not translated by a Greek conditional particle.

¢ QOaths will be discussed in detail in Chapter 4.3.4 of this study.
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“incomplete” (Conklin 2011: 45, 76). This is contra Kitz (2014: 107)°° who argues that the
authenticating formula is “part of a conditional sentence” since it “actually constitutes the
apodosis, the ‘then’ clause”. In his discussion of the status of authenticating formulas and
elided elements, Conklin does not interact with the concept of implicature proposed by
theories of communication such as Sperber and Wilson (1995), nor with the cognitive
linguistic concept of cultural context-rich frames. Each of these concepts potentially offer

principled explanations for the frequent elision of conditional Q clauses.

Conklin (2011: 60-75) has a helpful discussion of the use of the ox-"3 in oaths. He concludes
that in oaths, o®—2 must be understood as a sequence of two independent particles. His

presentation is a useful contribution to the discussion of the non-constructional use of o&-2.¢

2.4.8. Park (2013)

Park’s article offers a reanalysis of the oaths in the Lachish 3 “Letter of the Literate Soldier”.
She argues that “the two o« clauses . . . should be seen as a pair of rhetorical questions” (Park
2013: 464). These DR clauses have traditionally been interpreted as protases of conditional
clauses. Park asserts that her argument “relies on an already acknowledged use of ox in
forming rhetorical questions in non-performative contexts” (Park 2013: 467). This accepted
use, and Park’s conclusions, will be discussed in Chapter 5.2.5 where D§’s status as an

interrogative particle is challenged.

2.4.9. Kitz (2014)

Kitz® aims to offer a comprehensive study of the phenomena of cursing in the Ancient Near
East, including Sumerian, Akkadian, Hebrew and Hittite curses. She argues that what have
traditionally been termed oaths in BH are in fact curses because they call on a higher power
to inflict mortal punishment on the speaker or object of the curse if obligation portion of the
formula is not fulfilled. Mention is made here because of her discussion of BH curses (oaths).
Kitz demonstrates that cursing in the ancient Near East formally distinguished between vows

and curses, a distinction that will be maintained in this study. She also distinguishes between

% See discussion below.

¢ When the o&~2 sequence means more, or other, than the sum of its parts, i.e. its so called “exceptive” use, this
study will refer to the sequence as a construction as defined by Goldberg (1995, 2006a, b). Its non-constructional
use occurs when *3 and o§ each contribute compositional meaning, as Conklin argues it does in oaths. For a
discussion of constructions see Chapter 3.3. For a discussion the constructional use of o&™3 in this study, see
Chapter 5.6.

% See Russell (2015) and Sandowicz (2015) for reviews that consider strengths and shortcomings of the volume.
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unconditional and conditional curses, the latter of which are a focus of this study; the former

are not.

As noted above, Conklin and Kitz diverge in their understanding of the role of what Conklin
calls the authenticating formula. Conklin places it outside the conditional and argues that the
Q clause is evoked via implicature (though he does not use the terminology of implicature;*
Kitz argues that the formula forms the Q clause of conditional curses, and that the formula
such as MYR-n2 is “the malediction” (2014: 107). Their separate analyses of 1 Sam. 3:17b

illustrate their differing positions:

(4) 1 sam. 3:17b
PPN ITIWR N3TO93R 13T "3R0 TNINTDR 0P N BTOR Tr AR 12

Conklin’s analysis (bolding in original): “Thus will God do to you and thus will he add:
if you withhold (anything) from me. . . . [may you be cursed] (i.e., you must not withhold
anything from me)” (Conklin 2011: 23).

Kitz’s analysis: “May God do thus to you and may he add to it, if you hide anything from
me of all the things about which he spoke to you.

This debate will not be settled in this study. The classification of curses (oaths) as speech-

act conditionals and analysis of verb forms is not dependent on a definitive solution.

2.5. Summary

The above grammars, lexicons and monographs have offered important and useful
descriptions of the particle o&. We have seen that they all agree that o® is principally used in
conditional clauses, as were numerous other types of constructions. At the same time, we have
seen that their focus on descriptive adequacy has left unanswered questions about the
semantics of the particle ox, i.e. what aspect(s) of the semantics of the particle licenses its use

in non-conditional constructions. This study will propose possible answers.

Secondly, the majority of grammars and lexicons assert that o& is used only with real
conditions or as opposed to with both real and unreal conditions.”

% See Sperber and Wilson (1995).
7 Works that do not discuss this issue, such as Kitz (2014) are not included in the table.
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Table 2.2: Classification of Conditionals in BH Literature

Real Real and Unreal
Ewald (1891: §355b.1, §358a.2) GKC ([1909] 2006: §159m)
Joiion-Muraoka (2003: §167c) Ferguson (1884: 46)
Watts (1964: 136) Driver (1898: 183)
IBHS (1990: 636) Tjen (2011: 12-14)

Revell (1991: 1278)

DCH (1993: 301)

Conklin (2011: 33)

BHRG (Forthcoming: 295-296)

These works have all been shown to be substantially descriptivist in nature and subscribe
to the traditional philosophical and logical understandings of conditionality for interpreting
and organizing their discussions of o® conditionals. (The most recent works by Tjen and
Conklin make mention of, but do not exploit, recent work on the pragmatics of conditionals.)
This theoretical orientation, combined with their descriptivist presentations has not been
conducive to a unified understanding of the particle that coherently explains, not just how o
functions in traditionally understood hypothetical constructions (conditionals, concessive,
oaths, desiderative), but how the use of o& in these constructions is similar to the use of the

particle in non-conditional constructions.

Thirdly, the surveyed works do not make clear what role BH verb forms might play in the
interpretation of o® conditionals. The above works have accurately catalogued which verb
forms are found in conditional P clauses: qatal, yigtol, participle, infinitive, nominal, jussive;
and in Q clauses: qgatal, yigtol, weqatal, wayyiqtol, participle, imperative, nominal, cohortative,
jussive. Yet few suggestions have been put forth regarding the contributions the verb forms
make toward the interpretations of conditionals and those that have been offered are not very

instructive.

For instance, GKC states that the perfect in P clauses is used to “express conditions . . .
which have been completely fulfilled in the past or which will be completely fulfilled in the
future” (GKC [1909] 2006: §159n) and the imperfect is used “to express what is possible in the
present or future as well as what has continued or been repeated in the past” (GKC [1909] 2006:
§159q). He offers no comment on what imperatives or other forms might contribute. J-M
remark that “from the view of the tenses, there is nothing of particular importance to be
noted. The tenses...are used in accordance with the usual rules...so there are a great number
of possible combinations” (2006: §167g). The lack of consensus regarding how BH verbs should

be interpreted greatly complicates understanding how and what they contribute to the
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construction of meaning in BH conditionals. As a result, ox (or 1) “takes all the weight in

accounting for the semantics of the constructions” (Dancygier 1998: 14).

This traditional understanding of conditionals within a degree of hypotheticality
framework has been challenged by works on conditionality in, mainly, Indo-European
languages.” This study will utilize frameworks proposed within these studies to determine if
they might offer a more adequate and explanatory analysis. The following chapter will

introduce and explain the theoretical frameworks used in this study.

t Some of these include: Dancygier (1998); Dancygier and Sweetser (2005); Fauconnier ([1985] 1994; 1997);
Fauconnier and Sweetser (1996); Fauconnier and Turner (2002); Langacker (2008); Sweetser (1990); Traugott, ter
Meulen, Snitzer Reilly and Ferguson (1986); Van der Auwera (1986).
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework

3.0 Introduction

It was demonstrated in Chapter 2 that the focus on descriptive adequacy in the literature
on o& has left unanswered questions pertaining to the semantics of the particle, specifically
aspect(s) of the semantics of the particle that license its use in non-conditional constructions.
It was also shown that the degree of hypotheticality/certainty framework employed to
categorize and describe Biblical Hebrew conditionals was inadequate. Few insights into the
purposes for which BH speakers used conditionals have been forthcoming from earlier
studies, and the framework resulted in limited generalizations regarding verb forms found in

DX conditionals.

Conditionals in several Indo-European languages have been the object of recent cognitive
linguistic based studies. These descriptions suggest a promising approach for a more coherent
description of o& and its use in both conditionals and non-conditionals. This approach will
include a cognitivist understanding of semantics, a cognitive approach to language processing
and meaning construction (Mental Space Theory) and concepts from Construction Grammar.
In addition to these, the classification schema of conditionals developed in Sweetser (1990)
and Sweetser and Dancygier (2005) offers tools that will be used to substantiate the hypothesis
that a more satisfying description of o& and verb usage use in both conditionals and non-

conditionals can be offered within a cognitivist framework.

The purpose of this chapter is twofold. The first purpose is to introduce the assumptions of
cognitive linguistics that are pertinent to the following analysis of o& and the conditional and
non-conditional constructions in which it is used. This will include describing the assumptions
and practices of Mental Space Theory and Construction Grammar. The second purpose is to
describe the framework within which conditionals will be analyzed in this study and present
arguments as to why the traditional approach to their analysis is inadequate.

For these purposes, this chapter is organized as follows: Section 3.1 provides a brief
introduction to the assumptions of cognitive linguistics, assumptions shared by Mental Space
Theory and Construction Grammar. (These are sub-theories of cognitive linguistics that share
its broader research concerns and orientation toward language.) Further discussion regarding
the place and function of semantics within cognitive linguistics is offered in Section 3.2 where
I will compare and contrast it with the semantic model found in BH grammars and lexicons in
their discussions of ox. Section 3.3 will define constructions and discuss their role in Cognitive

Grammar in order to motivate their role in the semantic interpretation of certain structures
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in which o# is used. Section 3.4 will introduce Mental Space Theory and provide an overview
of the motivation for the theory and how it has been elaborated in the study of conditionals.
This will demonstrate why Mental Space Theory is especially suited to the study of
conditionals. Section 3.5 provides an overview of the degree of hypotheticality categorization
framework traditionally employed in the analysis of BH conditionals. In section 3.6 the
categorization schema proposed by Sweetser (1990) and tested in Dancygier and Sweetser
(2005) will be introduced and then contrasted with the degree of hypotheticality model.

Section 3.7 will summarize the chapter.
3.1. Cognitive Linguistics

Cognitive linguists maintain that “the scientific study of language consists in seeking
general principles governing all of language consistent with our overall knowledge about
cognition and the brain” (Lakoff 1990: 45). Cognitive linguistics is concerned primarily with
cognition and how language reflects cognition because language is understood as
“indissociable from other facets of human cognition” (Langacker 1991a: 1).”> An embodied
theory of language” such as the Neural Theory of Language (Feldman 2006) argues that the
fact that we have bodies has consequences for cognition, including language, which is
understood to be one aspect of cognition. A crucial consequence of the embodied theory of
language is that reality is mediated through our bodily experience, and language reflects this
mediation, most clearly seen in the metaphoric extensions of image-schemas.”* How we
conceptualize and use language—how we construe tense and aspect, deictics and mood—is
shaped by the nature of our body and its interaction in the world and society.

Language is understood to be embodied, usage-based,” integrated and multimodal
(Feldman 2006:9; Evans and Green 2006: 44-47; 641-699). This is programmatically opposed to
an innatist, rationalist-based modular theory of language such as the generative model
proposed by Chomsky, in which syntax is autonomous and minimalist, and semantics is
purportedly fully compositional.’”® A usage-based theory of language understands that
“becoming a fluent speaker involves a prodigious amount of actual learning, and tries to

minimize the postulation of innate structures specific to language” (Langacker 1999: 91). The

72 For a concise overview of cognitive linguistics see Evans (2012) and Janda (2015).

73 See Evans and Green (2006:44-47); Gibbs (2005) and Johnson ([1987] (2013). For the Neural Theory of Language,
see Feldman (2006). See also Barsalou (2009) and Niedenthal, et.al (2005) on cognitive simulation of language.

7% See Evans and Green (2006: 176-190); Johnson ([1987] (2013); Lakoff (1987; 1990); Lakoff and Johnson (1980).

75 See Langacker (1999: 91-145) for a thorough discussion of cognitivist usage-based grammar. See also Johnson-
Laird (1987).

76 See Geeraerts and Cuyckens (2007b) for a comparative critique of the difference between the cognitivist
orientation of Chomsky’s generative project and that of cognitive linguistics.
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language skills that a person possesses and demonstrates are the “result of her accumulated

experience with language across the totality of usage events in her life” (Tomasello 2000: 61).

The usage-based account is not restricted to the acquisition of lexical meaning but extends
to the acquisition of grammar. This is because cognitive grammar rejects the separation of
grammar and semantics and claims that they are “indissociable” (Langacker 1999: 1). The
position that divides language into two parts, syntax and the lexicon, has maintained that “all
regularity and productivity are in the syntax, with the lexicon serving as a repository of the
arbitrary” (Tyler and Evans 2001: 725).” In contrast, “meaning is central to cognitive
approaches to grammar” (Evans, Bergen and Zinken 2007b: 5) and any difference between
lexical semantics and grammar “is clearly a matter of degree and any particular line of

demarcation would be arbitrary” (Langacker 1999: 18).

In cognitive linguistics, the rules of language are termed constructions, and it is in
constructions that the different aspects of a language are integrated—phonology,
morphology, syntax, pragmatics and semantics.”® Constructions are abstract schematic
structures derived from either recurring utterances that have undergone embedding, or from
categorizing relationships between schemas. Constructions may be units as small as
morphemes and nouns, or they may be complex syntactic structures. This suggests that
morphological elements, prepositions and particles, such as o&, which have traditionally been
considered semantically vacuous grammatical elements, have semantic content and

contribute to the meaning of the utterance in the same way as nouns.

For instance, of has historically been considered “a meaningless syntactic element”
(Langacker 1999: 74). In his analysis of of, Langacker notes that Hudson (1984) states that of is
a “word ‘without any independent semantic structure’ and that it does ‘not contribute any
distinct meaning of its own’, that it is ‘an empty word™” (Langacker, 1999: 74). He goes on to
argue that of does have semantic content, albeit highly schematic content. The meaning of
one category of uses of of is constituted in its profiling “a relationship between two entities
such that one of them...constitutes an inherent and restricted subpart of the other” (original
italics) (Langacker 1999: 74). Therefore, when we hear or use a phrase such as the tip of my

finger, we understand of to be contributing this meaning.

One of the fundamental consequences of the usage-based view of language is that all

constructions have phonological and semantic content; there are no linguistic elements that

77 See also Aronoff (1994: 17).
78 For more on Construction Grammar, see Goldberg (1995; 2006a, b); Kay and Fillmore (1999).
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are merely syntactical. Cognitive grammar is constrained by the content requirement such
that “the only units permissible within the grammar of a language are (1) phonological,
semantic and symbolic units; (2) the relations that hold between them” (Evans and Green 2006:
502). Permissible units must be actual speech utterances used by speakers of the language or
be schemas and categorizing relationships derived from these utterances via abstraction
(Langacker 1999: 28; 2002: 18).

3.2. Cognitive Semantics

The traditional methodological practices of BH pedagogy, exegesis and linguistic inquiry
found in commentaries, the major lexicons and BH grammars generally reflect “the kind of
theory that has dominated theoretical discourse since at least the seventeenth century, in
which the words, by contrast with the grammar, are treated as the seat of everything
irregular” (Aronoff 1994: 17). As recently as 1995, Chomsky has maintained this stance, stating
“Iunderstand the lexicon in a rather traditional sense: as a list of ‘exceptions’, whatever does
not follow from general principles” (Chomsky 1995: 235). 1t is typical of models within this
framework to “represent different word senses as distinct lexical items. . . . Polysemous forms
are simply represented as an arbitrary list of discrete words that happen to share the same
phonological form” (Tyler and Evans 2001: 725). The consequences of this methodology is

evident in the way traditional BH grammars have treated the meanings of BH verbal forms.

As a consequence of ascribing to this model, most traditional grammarians demonstrate
an objectivist compositional view of meaning, in which “the meaning of the complex
expression is wholly determined by regular compositional principles which derive its
meaning from the compositional elements, the lexical items” (Langacker 1997a: 247). The
central issue is to understand how the vague and ambiguous meanings of the constituents of

an utterance contribute to the meaning of the entire utterance.

The predominant folk metaphor for understanding meaning under the compositional
model is that words are containers which hold a distinct semantic meaning. This position can
be seen in the format of most dictionaries. The metaphor can be illustrated with the following
figure (Langacker 2008: 39) where the meaning of an expression is fully and wholly contained
within the word:
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Figure 3.1: Dictionary Semantics View

Under a model of compositionality, syntax, semantics and pragmatics are autonomous
components. The standard view of meaning construction within the compositional
framework is based on parsing (Coulson 2001: 31). The sentence is decomposed into two
discrete components: syntactical and semantic, or word meaning. Interpretation requires
accessing the lexicon for the correct entry of each word in a sentence, then by combining the
syntactic structure and the semantic information about the constituents of the sentence,
meaning is derived. Compositional models maintain “that each word has a discrete set of fixed
meanings so that a given word makes approximately the same semantic contribution to each
constituent in which it occurs” (Coulson 2001: 39) without referring to context. Furthermore,
words and expressions are understood to refer directly to objects, events and actions in the
real world or a possible world. Disambiguation of vague or ambiguous words via a pragmatic

contextualization component is added after parsing occurs.

Cognitive linguistics rejects this modular notion while arguing for an integrated language-
use based model of meaning. Fauconnier, argues that semantics is not in language, i. e. words
and expressions, but in our brains. “Language does not carry meaning, but guides it”
(Fauconnier [1985] 1994: xxii). Mark Turner comments:

Expressions do not mean; they are prompts for us to construct meanings by
working with processes we already know. In no sense is the meaning of [an] .
.. utterance “right there in the words.” When we understand an utterance,
we in no sense are understanding “just what the words say”; the words
themselves say nothing independent of the richly detailed knowledge and
powerful cognitive processes we bring to bear (Mark Turner 1991: 206).

Philosophers and logicians also have long been interested in how language represents the
world. (Traditionally, conditional constructions have been analyzed within the logical-
philosophical framework.) They have assumed that to understand the meaning of an

indicative expression” is to understand the kind of world in which it could be used to make a

7 Expressions are understood to be distinct from utterances. Expressions are held to have meaning independent
of context; an utterance of an expression has speaker-imposed contextual content. Here, an expression is similar
to Evans’ definition of a sentence.
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true claim about the world. Hence the main goal of semantics is to provide the truth
conditions® for sentences by “accounting for the relationship between the meaning of a
sentence and facts about the world that support the proposition expressed by the sentence”
(Coulson 2001: 5). This led philosophers and linguists to understand the meaning of an
expression as being compositional in nature. Their task was to develop ways of converting
ambiguous utterances into unambiguous semantic representations using some form of
predicate calculus. These representations are held to represent “meaning that is independent
of any particular context in which it [the expression or utterance] might be uttered” (Coulson
2001: 8).”

The claim that meaning can be determined independent of context is rejected by cognitive
linguistics. This rejection is grounded in the usage-based model of language taken by cognitive
linguistics. Haiman (1980) has argued convincingly for the inadequacy of the dictionary view
of semantics and the attempt to delineate a restricted set of semantic specifications that
would represent the linguistics meaning of a word. He concludes that “the distinction between
dictionaries and encyclopedias is not only one that is practically impossible to make, but one

that is fundamentally misconceived. Dictionaries are encyclopedias” (Haiman 1980: 331).

Cognitive semantic understands meaning to be encyclopedic in nature.* It views concepts
as comprising a multifaceted network of interrelated meanings, built on the speaker’s use of
the language, cultural experience, embodied sensory perceptions and experience. Some
meanings in the network will be more salient or prototypical than others.* This might be
illustrated via the following figure (Langacker 2008: 39):

Figure 3.2: Encyclopedic Semantics View

% Truth conditions of an indicative sentence (i.e. are those conditions under which it would be true or false. For
example, the statement “I'm hungry” is true if the speaker is hungry at the time he said it; and false otherwise.
The truth conditions of a construction are its contributions to the conditions under which a sentence would be
true or false: any sentence “Henry is hungry” is true if the “Henry” it refers to is a person who is hungry, and
false if it does not.

81 See Johnson ([1987] 2013) for a thorough discussion and critique of the objectivist logical-philosophical
accounts of meaning construction.

82 See Haiman (1980) for a cogent argument in favor of the encyclopedic view of semantics. See also Evans (2006).
% On prototypicality, see Evans (2007); Geeraerts (2007); Lakoff (2007); Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk (2007).
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Evans and Green (2006: 210-212) note several crucial differences between the dictionary
view of meaning and the encyclopedic view. First, the dictionary view maintains that “word
meanings have a semantic “core.” This core meaning is the information contained in the
definition of the word and is essential to the meaning of the expression. Non-core, peripheral
elements of a word’s meaning, typically labeled “connotative meaning” is distinguished from
the core “denotative” meaning. This distinction is evident in the denotative dictionary
meaning of the word bachelor, a man who is not and has never been married. Cultural
information relating to domestic habits of bachelors and their sexual habits is excluded from
the core meaning of the word. Against this, cognitive semanticists argue that the decision as
to which semantic components are core and which are not is arbitrary, since “words don’t
have ‘meanings’ in and of themselves. Rather meaning is a function of the utterance in which
the word is embedded . . . [and] words serve as points of access to larger-scale encyclopaedic

knowledge structures” (Evans 2006: 493).

Secondly, the dictionary view of semantics maintains that words can be defined
independently of the context in which they are used. Cognitive semantics posits that meaning
is always context dependent and understood “in respect to frames or domains of experience”
(Evans and Green 2006: 211, bolding in original text). The frames or domains® are the
schematization of repeated context-dependent usage of the utterance. Since frames are

context-dependent, they are also culture-dependent.

Note for example, how we assume that the definition of dog is straightforward. One
definition for dog I found in an online English language dictionary can be summarized as:

(1) A domesticated carnivore of the family Canidae

This definition, however, privileges a Western European, North American cultural view of
dogs by focusing on its domestication. Non-Western cultures might focus the definition on it
as a source of food; in BH, 2%3 is a wild pack animal that is to be avoided because it is both
dangerous and is considered unclean. The frame associated with dog will vary significantly
between cultures, and it is within the background of frames that word meanings are construed

in individual utterances.

Coulson (2001: 11) offers a further example that illustrates how word meaning cannot be

composed of discrete, fully determinate sets of specifications, but entails the knowledge of

% Frames will be used in as a cover term for a set of closely related concepts including scripts, schemas, idealized
cognitive models and scenarios. Though each of these are structured somewhat differently, they all share a
common feature of representing how cultural and background knowledge is structured.
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routine cultural situations that are “required to recognize abstract commonalities between
domains and an ability to conceptualize one domain in terms of another.” Consider how “ball”

is interpreted in the following examples:

(2) Shaq dribbled past his defender and dunked the ball easily.
(3) Joe kicked the ball and smiled as it sailed through the uprights.

(4) Sammy hit the ball right out of the park.

In (2) the ball is a medium-sized brown or orange, (generally) leather sphere that is filled
with air; in (3) it is a brown leather ellipsoid, also filled with air that also has “laces” used for
gripping it. In (4), the “ball” is a small white stitched-leather covered sphere, which has a
yarn-wrapped rubber core. Coulson notes that each of the examples is understood to refer to
a different game (basketball, American football and baseball respectively), and in each

example the hearer understands “ball” differently, depending on the game in which it is used.

While all the different uses of “ball” can be incorporated in a single abstract meaning, this
meaning does not help explain why any competent speaker or hearer will understand “ball”
differently in each sentence, and will do so automatically. Coulson argues that knowing which
“ball” is being referred to requires knowing what aspect of our vast (encyclopedic) knowledge
about balls is to be selected and, just as importantly, what is to be ignored. The
interdependence of meaning and contextual knowledge is fundamental to the way we

construct meaning.

Knowing what aspect of encyclopedic knowledge to select and reject is facilitated, Fillmore
proposes, by frames. He argues that words are defined vis-a-vis frames, which are systems of
categories rooted in some motivating personal experiences, cultural practices and
expectations and social institutions (Fillmore 1982: 111-137).* Coulson (2001: 19) notes that
the “the real power of frames derives from the use of default values, that consist of the most
typical and/or frequent filler for each slot.” To illustrate this, a brief mention of the phrase I
am buying a house will imply features of the frame such as selling, transfer of money, transfer
of property, mortgage, interest rate, broker, and so forth, none of which are mentioned
explicitly in the sentence. These are all part of the frame of house buying. The claim, then, is
that words do not map directly to objects and events in the real world (as the objectivist model
asserts), instead they refer to slots and elements and references in frames which in turn may

or may not refer to objects, actions and events in the real world.

% See also Coulson (2001: 18); Feldman (2006: 144-147).
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In contemplating meaning construction, Evans (2006: 498) makes a useful distinction
between a sentence, as defined by linguists, and an utterance. He argues that a sentence is “an
idealization that has determinate properties, often stated in terms of grammatical structure.
Because sentences are an idealization, they and their properties can be precisely defined.”
Utterances, on the other hand, “represent specific and unique instances of language use. Once
a sentence is given meaning, context and phonetic realisation, it becomes a (spoken)

utterance” (Evans 2006: 499). Meaning, is a property of utterances, not sentences.

Commenting on the ubiquitous The cat is on the mat example, Langacker argues that a single
utterance may have an innumerable variety of meanings depending on the contextual

construal of the situation.

Consider The cat is on the mat. Prototypically it describes a situation where a
mat is spread out on the ground and a cat is sitting or lying on it. Already
there is indefinite variability, since the cat can be of any size, coloring, or
subspecies; the mat is similarly variable; the cat can assume many different
postures; and so on. But this is only the beginning. Possibly the mat is rolled
up in a bundle and the cat is sitting or lying (etc.) on top of it. Maybe the
operator of a slide show has just managed to project the image of a cat onto a
mat being used for a makeshift screen. The sentence is appropriate in a mat
factory where a worker has just finished decorating a mat with the outline of
a feline. The possibilities are obviously endless.

Langacker concludes that the vast gulf between the many variegated possible construals of
a simple utterance and the restricted set of abstract properties composing linguistic meaning
offered by formal semantics leaves major aspects of human language ability unexplained. In
order to explain how humans construct meaning, cognitive linguists have proposed that a
word’s semantic value “resides in conventional paths of access (some well-trodden, some less
so) to open-ended domains of knowledge” (Langacker 2008: 42). Exactly what a word will mean
in a given utterance will depend on the speech event itself, coupled with the cultural, physical
and social context of the utterance, and relevant domains of knowledge. Words and
grammatical structures are prompts for constructing meaning via several different
interpretive cognitive mechanisms, including constructions, frames and mental spaces, which

draw on cultural, experiential and background knowledge.?

% The findings of cognitive semantics poses serious challenges for the study of BH and demands a profound sense
of humility from those studying the language and the meaning of the text. The dictionary view of semantics
permits the exegete a deceptive degree of certainty regarding how well he understands the semantics of a word
that cognitive semantics does not allow. If the semantics of BH words is inextricably tied into a three thousand
year old network of cultural, physical, social and background knowledge as cognitive semantics claims, what is
required to understand the BH text will take on an entirely new dimension.
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In summary, traditional BH grammars have analyzed the text as examples of sentences
comprised of words with discrete, packaged meanings rather than language utterances
constructed “to express unique meanings about unique states of affairs and relationships, in
unique ways” (Evans 2006: 497). In contrast, I will assume that language is intimately coupled
to general cognitive processes that involve perception, reasoning and construal. Grammar is
assumed to be symbolic and involves form-meaning pairings of semantic structure with
phonological information. Polysemy is assumed to be the norm for lexical items. A modular
or autonomous understanding of syntax is rejected. Instead, I am assuming that syntax is one
part of a continuum involving the lexicon, morphology, syntax and discourse. Syntactic

constructions (form-meaning pairings) are assumed to display semantic polysemy.

3.3. Constructions

The concept of constructions hold a central place in the theory of Cognitive Grammar.*
The basic principle behind construction grammar “is that the basic form of a syntactic
structure is a construction—a pairing of a complex grammatical structure with its meaning”
(Croft 2007: 463). Goldberg extends this fundamental principle to non-syntactically complex
structures. She defines a construction as “a form-meaning pair such that some aspect of the
form and meaning is not strictly predicable® from the component parts or from other
previously established constructions” (Goldberg 1995: 4). This means that not just
grammatical constructions at the syntactic level are to be considered constructions
characterized by form-meaning correspondences, but also phrases, morphemes and words.
Fillmore, Kay and O’Connor’s seminal work claimed that “constructions may specify, not only
syntactic, but also lexical, semantic, and pragmatic information” (1988: 501). Construction
Grammar “denies the existence of any distinct morphological or syntactic constraints (or
constructions)” (Goldberg: 1995: 5).

The discussion of constructions in this study will follow Goldberg’s (1995; 2006a) proposals.
Goldberg’s (1995: 1) central thesis is that “constructions themselves carry meaning,
independently of the words in the sentence.” She does not dismiss the notion that the

individual elements of a clause or sentence carry semantic meaning, but she argues that “an

% Several related “flavors” of construction grammar have been elaborated. Janda (2015: 145-147) offers a brief
overview. See Fillmore, Kay and O’Connor (1988), Goldberg (1995; 2006a; 2006b); Kay and Fillmore (1999) for
presentations of construction Grammar frameworks, as well as Evans and Green (2006: 641-706) for a discussion
of these works and others. See also Croft (2001; 2007) on Radical Construction Grammar. See also Mok, Bryant
and Feldman (2004) for an analysis of English if conditional constructions using MST and Construction Grammar.
For more on Construction Grammar, see also Boas (2010); Michaelis (2006, 2012).

% Goldberg (1995: 4) explains that by “predictable,” she means compositionally derivable.
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entirely lexically-based, or bottom-up, approach fails to account for the full range” of
language data (Goldberg 1995: 1). She proposes that a syntactic construction is identifiable as
a distinct construction when “one or more of its properties are not strictly predictable from
the properties of its component parts or from other constructions” (Goldberg 1995: 4).
Goldberg (1995: 32) posits that constructions, like morphemes and words, will also be
polysemous because they are all “the same basic data type.” This position that syntactic
constructions themselves carry semantic meaning is a rejection of the objectivist, logical-
philosophical position that sentence meaning can be derived exclusively from the combined

semantics of the individual words in the sentence.

Constructions are increasingly understood to play a fundamental role in the construction
of meaning. The current trend in lexical semantics is to shift the focus of meaning “from words
as building blocks to usage events, in all their contextual details” such that in meaning-
building, “constructions may have priority, in that the construction may ‘coerce’ the

meanings of its constituents” (Cuyckens, Dirven and Taylor 2003: 21, 23).

The notion that semantic meaning is associated with syntactic constructions and that
constructions themselves contribute compositional meaning apart from the lexical items in
the construction (such as o), and may even “coerce” meaning in lexical items raises
methodological questions that have not been addressed in previous, modular-based studies of
oR. As will be seen below, o& is used in polar questions, yes-no questions, disjunctives and
various kinds of conditionals. Questions posed for an analysis of o& that posits constructions
include: Do each of the structures in which o is used qualify as a construction as defined by
Goldberg? If so, what aspects of the meaning of each construction is contributed by the
construction itself, and how much of the meaning is attributable to o&?

3.4. Mental Space Theory

The majority of uses of D& occur in conditionals. My analysis of conditionals will be
informed by Mental Space Theory, a branch of cognitive linguistics proposed in Fauconnier
([1985] 1994) and elaborated on in further writings.* It is used in this study because it helps
to provide an insightful analysis of how o functions in a unified and coherent manner in both
conditionals and disjunctive 77 questions in BH. Conditional and disjunctive structures are
grammatically very distinct configurations and have very different communicative functions.

When meaning is understood to reside in the word, as it historically has been understood in

# See also Dinsmore (1991); Fauconnier (1997; 2007); Fauconnier and Sweetser (1996); Fauconnier and Turner
(2002); Turner (1996); Turner and Fauconnier (1995).
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biblical studies, then the only explanation available for o&’s use in these distinct constructions
is to posit separate unrelated senses to the particle. MST offers tools that illustrate how o

has a unitary function as a space builder in both conditional and disjunctive constructions.

A central claim of cognitive linguistics is that “language depends on links to cognitively
motivate structures” (Cutrer 1994: 20). Those mental constructs are referred to as mental
spaces and though independent of linguistic structure are crucial to meaning construction
and interpretation of language. MST was developed in order to account for how people
partition language to manage and construct meaning, especially issues of “embeddings and
restrictions of validity in language” (Sanders and Redeker 1996: 283). Fauconnier argues that
in any type of language exchange we are involved in, we partition information into mental

spaces.9° Fauconnier and Turner (2003: 102) state that:

Mental spaces are small conceptual packets constructed as we think and talk,
for purposes of local understanding and action. They are very partial
assemblies containing elements, structured by frames and cognitive
models.... Mental spaces are interconnected in working memory, can be
modified dynamically as thought and discourse unfold, and can be used
generally to model dynamic mapping in thought and language.

Mental spaces are partial structures internally structured by frames that may represent
propositional attitudes, hypothetical realities (conditionals and counterfactuals), pictures,
beliefs, stories, hopes, situations located in time and space, alternate realities found in movies,
plays and stories® and so forth. Dinsmore (1991: 49) argues that each space is a partial and
partitioned representation of “some logically coherent situation or potential reality, in which
various propositions are treated as true, objects are assumed to exist and relations between
objects are supposed to hold.”

Fauconnier (1994: xxxvi) notes that mental space configurations are different from possible
worlds in that they “are not something that is being referred to, but rather something that
itself can be used to refer to real and perhaps imaginary worlds.” Lakoff and Sweetser (1994:
xi) observe that possible worlds are “objectivist models . . . of the actual world, or a possible
world. Possible worlds . . . are not models of the human mind, but models of the world as it is
assumed to be or might be”. Crucially, mental spaces are not models of the real world or of a
possible world, but of discourse (Fauconnier 1994: xxxix).

% See Dinsmore (1991).
°1 See Dancygier (2012), Turner (1996) and Vroon-van Vugt (2014) for application of MST to narrative.
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Additionally, unlike possible worlds, mental spaces are not stable nor static. They are
“partial cognitive structures built up during discourse that keep track of entities and relations
in different contexts” (Mok, Bryant and Feldman 2004: 2). Multiple mental spaces are
continuously adjusted as a discourse develops and the users of language adjust to what is said
and heard, or, as readers, process a text. They are evoked and discarded as needed in the
course of communication. While possible worlds are philosophical constructs within which
the meaning of certain grammatical forms such as hypotheticals and counterfactuals are to
be interpreted, mental spaces are meant to reflect how our brains process the language of
these and other constructions. The differences between the two models might be illustrated
as follows, based on Fauconnier (1997: 36):

Utterance ------------- Mental Spaces------------- real or metaphysical world
(cognitive structure)

Expression reality
(truth conditions for
literal interpretation)

In the mental space framework, words do not refer directly to objects, events or actions in
the real world, instead they prompt hearers and speakers to set up mental spaces which are
filled by elements representing discourse participants or other elements, and simplified
frames that elaborate the relationships between the elements.*” They are, as Coulson (2001:
21) explains “temporary containers for relevant information about a particular domain.”
Because they are temporary, mental spaces are not fully elaborated, but are partial
representations of a scenario and the events, actions, participants and objects in the scenario.
A simple mental space for the sentence Katie is Ann’s step-daughter would look like the

following;:

Figure 3.3: Simple Mental Space

Elements
k: Katie

/ a: Ann

Relations
Family: Mother (a)
Step-daughter (k)

The circle represents the mental space set up to represent Katie is Ann’s step-daughter. It

contains the elements k and a which represent Katie and Ann, the participants in the utterance.

%2 See also Coulson and Oakley (2000: 176).
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The attached box contains a representation of the conceptual structure of the space, and the
elements are structured with a family frame. The linguistic cues prompt a hearer to set up the
mental space, structured by a frame which provides access to a vast amount of cultural, social
and background knowledge about families with step-children. The role of frames vis-a-vis
mental spaces will not be focus in this study. Nevertheless, it should be understood that
mental spaces are linked to frames and the information to which they provide access.”
Schematic frame information required to understand the function of mental spaces will be

provided as needed.

3.4.1. Construction of Spaces

As a discourse proceeds, the construction and connection of mental spaces is guided by
numerous linguistic devices. Fauconnier (1997: 40-41) notes some of these which include space
builders, grammatical and morphological markers such as tense and mood, cleft constructions
and pragmatic information. The category of space builders™ is variegated and includes
adverbials, particles (like o&), prepositional phrases, subject-verb complexes amongst others.

Examples from English for each include:
(5) Adverbials: When I was ten...
(6) Particles: If it rains,...
(7) Prepositional phrases: in John’s world..., at the library...
(8) Subject-verb complexes: Max hopes...., Franklin said....

(9) Hypotheticals: If it rains...

This study argues that o® is a BH space builder in both conditionals and non-conditional
constructions, and hypothesizes that the particle’s space-building characteristics displayed in

conditionals motivated its use in non-conditionals.

Spaces have a ‘parent space’ or base space, usually called the “Reality” Space or Space R,
which may or may not be explicitly specified via an expression; it may be part of background
knowledge from the discourse. The base space is the initial starting space; it is a speaker’s
“reality”. This “Reality” Space does not actually represent the actual state of affairs in the real

world, which is why it is written in quotation marks. Instead it represents the speaker or

% For an introduction to frames see Cienki (2007); Evans and Green (2006: 222-229); Fillmore (2007).

% We propose that the particle ox (and *58) is a space builder in BH. Other space builders in BH would probably
include subject-verb complexes such as the different 2n& verb speech introducers, adverbials such as qwx3,
prepositional markers such as 3, amongst others. It is, however, outside the scope of this study to pursue this
question. See also Follingstad (2001) for an analysis of *3 within a cognitive framework.

51



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

writer’s “mental representation (cognitive construal)” of the real world (Buszard 2003: 48).
Langacker (1991a: 498-503; 1991b: 318ff) argues that every utterance is grounded and in some
manner and degree profiled. The “Reality” Space is always present in a speaker and hearer’s
mental representation of information and corresponds to Langacker’s notion of grounding.
Hence it is the speaker or narrator’s construal of reality that is represented in the “Reality”

Space.

The “Reality” Space is the parent of all daughter spaces. An example of how the above types
of space builders set up spaces is illustrated in Figure 3.4 with the sentence taken from
Fauconnier ([1985] 1994: 30), In 1961 the president was a baby. The phrase in 1961 prompts the
construction of a past space in which the information the president was a baby is valid (in the
present he is 53 years old). The mental space structure would look like this:

Figure 3.4: Reality Space and Past Space

In 1961, the president was a baby.

“Reality” Space
(2016, the president
is 53 years old)

Space R

Past Space
(1961, the president
is a baby)

The above figure illustrates what Dinsmore (1991) argues is one of the beneficial functions
of mental spaces, namely that they partition information, which allows speakers and hearers

to construe the information in relevant ways.

The network of spaces created in a discourse, either oral or written, narrative or poetry, is
much more complex than in this simple example. A typical hierarchical network begins with
an initial “Reality” Space shown below as Space R. New spaces, subordinate to Space R, are
created from the types of linguistic markers and space builders noted above.
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Figure 3.5: Hierarchy of spaces in a network

Space

When mental spaces are constructed, cognitive links are set up between them that provide
access between the spaces and the elements within different spaces. These links allow for an
element in one space to be referred to by the element to which it is linked. Consider the
following example of metonymy where a customer in a restaurant has ordered an omelet and
later asks for orange juice to be added to her order. The waiter says, The omelet wants orange
juice too. The cognitive link between the customer and her order is diagrammed as follows:

Figure 3.6: Metonymic Linking

omelet customer

The link enables the speaker to refer to the customer by describing her order. The omelet
triggers reference to the customer (Cutrer 1994: 56-57). Cognitive links serve several
important functions. They allow us to use a word from one cognitive domain to refer to an
expression in another cognitive domain: an omelet (from the breakfast food domain)
represents the customer who ordered it.
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Cognitive links also connect an element from one mental space to its counterpart in
another mental space. When information in an utterance is partitioned into multiple spaces,
cognitive links allow access between spaces. This is formalized in the Access Principle
(Fauconnier 1997: 41):

(10) Access Principle:

If two elements a and b are linked by a connector F (b - F(a)), then element b
can be identified by naming, describing, or pointing to its counterpart a.

Coulson and Oakely (2000: 177) illustrate this with the sentence When I was twelve, my parents
took me to Italy. In Figure 3.7, the utterance prompts the construction of two mental spaces:
one for the present utterance, and a second for the event space when the speaker was twelve.
When is a temporal space-builder. The fact that the speaker in the utterance space (BASE
“Reality” space) and the person in the event space is one and the same person is represented
by an identity connector (Fauconnier 1994: 12-15; 1997: 41). Partitioning the utterance into
two mental spaces allows the hearer to understand that while the speaker may have been in
Italy when she was twelve, she need not be at the time of the utterance. The identity connector

allows the speaker to describe herself and what occurred to her at age twelve.

Figure 3.7: Identity Connectors

When I was twelve, my parents took me to Italy.

Identity (ID) connector
BASE “Reality” Space
Elements: m = me
Time: present
Location: not in Italy

Temporal Space
“when I was twelve”

m Elements:

i = speaker

p = parents

Relations

Travels p with i to Italy

This example also illustrates the partitioning function of mental spaces. In this regard,
Coulson and Oakely (2000: 177) note that “the virtue of mental spaces is that they allow the
addressee to divide information at the referential level into concepts relevant to different

aspects of the scenario.”

54



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

Mental space structures may also be built and filled as a result of pragmatic information,
mapping from other domains, or as a result of inferencing or reasoning processes. So while
linguistic information is crucially involved in the elaboration of mental spaces, it does not
“completely determine meaning, but rather, [it] constrains the possible set of meanings”
(Cutrer 1994: 21). Linguistic elements impose a set of constraints on and give the language
decoder, or better, the language construer a set of partial and underdetermined instructions
for the type of space construction which can be built. Because the language input
underspecifies the space construction process, a given utterance may result in more than one

possible space configuration (Cutrer 1994: 21).

3.4.2. Mental Space Approaches to Perspective in Narrative and Speech

In this section I will present MST approaches to issues raised by the narrative character of
the BH texts. Unlike oral texts where there is a speaker and an addressee who share common
knowledge, aural and visual fields and many other commonalities in space and time, in
narrative there are often large gaps in time, space and culture between the writer, the text

and the reader. This is clearly the situation with the BH corpus.

Despite these difference between oral and written narrative, the act of reading is still
treated as a “communicative act which has an addresser and an addressee, even though the
communicative intent is only through the text” (Dancygier 2012: 20). Dancygier (2012:21)
observes that readers, without prompting, habitually speak of books “talking” to them and
authors “speaking” to them, revealing that we “seem to rely on the default understanding of
communication” when we read. In spite of the default communication paradigm being used
as we read narrative, since the communicator in narrative is “hidden behind the text”
(Dancygier 2012: 21) the concept of a narrator has been substituted for that of the teller of
stories. Since the authors of the BH texts** are not accessible to readers, this study will use the
term narrator when discussing the voice of the writer, and reader to represent the reader or
hearer of the biblical text.” The discussion of the use of mental space in narrative and direct
speech is based on Cutrer (1994), Buszard (2003), Dancygier (2012) and Vroon-van Vugt (2014).

% Since this is a study of the Hebrew of the Hebrew Bible as found in Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia SESB 2.0,
further dissection of the text in search of the voice of editors and scribes would not fundamentally affect the
analysis of DR’s semantics or its use in conditional and non-conditional constructions. Furthermore, space
construction would not be fundamentally affected by a shift from a writer’s voice to an editor’s voice since BASE
would shift to the editor’s voice. For these reasons, this study will not pursue this question.

° The notions of narrator, implied narrator, implied reader and reader merit discussion, but are not germane to
this project. See Banfield (1982), Cutrer (1994) and Genette (1980, 1988).
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3.4.2.1. Narrative Domain

This study will partition spaces according to domains, which, following Buszard (contra
Cutrer and Dancygier’s terminology) means “a partition of spaces, used to group spaces that
constitute potentially alternate construals of reality” (Buszard 2003: 119). There may be
multiple hierarchically organized mental spaces within a domain. The most pertinent
domains are the “Reality” domain (discussed above 3.4.1), which is the domain of the narrator.
This domain and the spaces found in it are not accessible to the reader. As noted above, Reality
is inside quote marks to indicate that it does not directly represent facts in the real world, but

the narrator’s perception of reality.

The narrative domain is populated by narrative spaces that are created as a reader
processes the linguistic information of the narrative text during meaning construction. The
spaces represent a reader’s construals of the meaning of the text. This domain is embedded
within the “Reality” Space because the writing takes place in the writer’s “reality”. As in
spoken discourse, various types of spaces will be created by linguistic cues—past and future
spaces, and hypothetical spaces, amongst others. A hierarchy of spaces in these domains is

illustrated in the following diagram.
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Figure 3.8: “Reality” and Narrative Domains Display

Space R

“REALITY”

NARRATIVE DOMAIN

Networks of spaces have certain features that reflect the process of meaning construction.
At any given point in a narrative (or any type of discourse), one of the spaces in the network
will be the BASE, one will be the V-POINT (VIEWPOINT) represented by the @ symbol, and one
will be the FOCUS. Following Fauconnier ([1985] 1994) and especially Cutrer (1994), BASE
represents the deictic center for the “conceptualizing self” or the “here and now” of the
narrator’s reality (Buszard 2003: 38). In biblical narrative, BASE will normally match with the

narrators “reality”.”

BASE is also the default space for V-POINT, which “serves as the center of reference from
which deictic relations typically...calculate” (Cutrer 1994: 72-73). Cutrer argues that V-POINT

stands for a “bundle of deictic dimensions” including temporal, spatial, realis/irrealis,

%7 See Vroon-van-Vugt (2014:174).
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personal (I vs. you) dimensions. FOCUS indicates the space that is most active and is currently
being structured with information from text (Cutrer 1994: 72; Buszard 2003: 38-39).%

Changes in V-POINT have been discussed by various researchers to discuss shifts from the

.,

narrator’s “point of view” or “focalization” and that of a character’s.” Genette introduced the
concept of focalization to discuss the idea of perspective in narrative in order to differentiate
between the voice of the narrator and that of alternate voices within a discourse, such as a
character’s. He proposed (1980: 189) that a text may be externally focalized when it is narrated
from the perspective of the external author or narrator. External focalization hides the
character’s internal thoughts and only allows us to see what happens to the character. A text
may also be internally focalized, when only what the character believes, thinks and perceives is
expressed by the narrator. Genette (1980: 191) concedes that “the commitment to focalization
is not necessarily steady over the whole length of a narrative.” Indeed he states that internal

focalization is rarely, if ever, applied in a “totally rigorous way” (1980: 192).

Since MST is intended to explain embeddings and restrictions on the validity of
information, Sanders and Redeker use the theory to discuss the variation in focalization using
the vocabulary of perspective. In their study of news texts, they define perspective as “the
embedding of a subject’s point of view in the narrator’s discourse reality” (Sanders and
Redeker 1996: 191). The embedding of the character’s mental space within the narrator’s
domain or “reality” results in the restriction of “the validity of the presented information to
a particular subject (person) in the discourse” (Sanders and Redeker 1996: 193). Since mental
spaces are always tied to an embodied construer or cognizer (a speaker or hearer, a narrator
or character), mental spaces always structure viewpoint (Dancygier and Sweetser 2012: Loc
12).

The importance of viewpoint (or perspective) is not limited to the determination of deictics
in speech. Viewpoint is crucially involved in the construal of temporal and aspectual factors
that control the choice of verb forms, and to the choice in English, Spanish and other Indo-

European languages between if and when.

The symbol “@” (seen in the above display) was introduced by Cutrer (1994: 22, 110) to
account for the location of the viewpoint of the narrator. When the narrator has a character
speak, a quote formula verb prompts the construction of a character space (Buszard 2003: 145)
within which the quote is elaborated. Cutrer (1994: 94, 404) shows that in direct speech the

% See also Fauconnier (1994: x1-xli); (1997: 49).
% See Fleishmann (1990) and Genette (1980, 1988).
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BASE and, along with it, V-POINT shift by default to the character space,'® reflected
linguistically in the complete shift of the deictic center of the discourse to the space and time
and pronominal deictics of the quoted speech,'* making direct speech a “mimetic device” that
“shows a speech event instead of reporting it” (Redeker 1991: 342). In indirect quotes, V-
POINT remains in the narrator’s base and, consequently so do tense and deictic indictors. This
has been noted by Miller (1996: 73, 94) in Biblical Hebrew.

In the following simplified diagram which represents Genesis 1:1, the V-POINT resides in
the narrator’s BASE, Space R. The temporal phrase n'wx1a prompts the construction of a
temporal space in which the remaining information in the first clause is elaborated. This is

the canonical, default structure for BH narrative.

Figure 3.9: Representation of V-POINT in BASE-- Gen. 1:1

PING DR DRWD DR DR K13 MYRT

NARRATIVE DOMAIN
Space R:

BASE:
V-POINT

TEMPORAL SPACE
nwKRIa

In the display of direct speech in Figure 3.10 below, BASE and V-POINT shift from the
narrator’s BASE space (Space N) to the character’s space. In the narrative domain, Pharaoh
and Abraham are characters who populate the narrative space N. As needed, their
counterparts are set up in spaces subordinate to Space N, as is seen in the Speech Space S, and
in Space C in the Character Domain, being connected via the above-mentioned Access

Principle. (Links not shown.)

The speech quote formula is in the narrative domain and is a space builder prompting the
construction of a speech space which contains the speech verb itself (Cutrer 1994: 333) and an

10 There is extensive discussion in the literature, both in mental space theory and narratology regarding the
additional implications of the shift in BASE and V-POINT, including heightened vividness, epistemic distancing
and so forth. See Cutrer (1994), Genette (1980), Fauconnier and Sweetser (1996), Fleischman (1990), Sanders and
Redeker (1996) amongst others.

101 Miller (1996) has an extensive discussion of BH speech.

59



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

embedded content space, space C (for the speaking character). The speech space, Space C,
represents the “reality” of the speaking character, pharaoh. What he says, the quote itself, is
elaborated in Space C and its embedded spaces, which are not shown. The shifts that occur in

deictic expressions in direct speech are evidence that BASE has shifted to the Space C.

Figure 3.10: Mental Space Diagram of Gen. 12:28

R AWK 2 79 MTANND N0 77 MY NREAD 8T

NARRATIVE DOMAIN

Space N

SPEECH SPACE

MR p (a)
Space S
CHARACTER DOMAIN
p: Pharaoh
a: Abraham
Space C: SPEECH CONTENT SPACE
BASE B ovp NN
V-POINT

In the above figures, the partially elaborated frames are displayed in boxes outside the circles
that represent mental spaces. This display format is commonly used in the literature. It will
be used in some displays, however a different format, also common in the literature, will be
used in the discussion of & conditionals. This format includes the information that is relevant
to the discussion inside the figure that represents the mental space. This representation of
the mental space will not be circular, but will be square or rectangular, in order to make the
display of information easier. There are no theoretical differences implied by the shape of the

mental space diagram. An example of what will be used follows:
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Figure 3.11: Alternate Mental Space Diagram of Gen. 32:9

Base/V-Point/Present (Jacob’s)

Jacob feels his family is

threatened by Esau
\

{  O8/FUTURE '\4 ALT/FUTURE
: H T T T T N
Esau attacks i Esaudoesn’t !
i attack !
-\ .............. !

EXT/ |FUTURE ALT/ ;EXT
4 v

: oY N
Second camp : 1 Bothcamps !
escapes . remain !

MY9RY? WWID MNRD M1 N2 NOKD MNR0ToN 1Y KiLDN 0N
He thought/said, “If Esau comes to the one camp and attacks it, the
remaining camp will escape.” Gen. 32:9

3.5. Conditionals and their Interpretation

The goal of this study is to examine the ways in which the particle o& is used in Biblical
Hebrew. Since o® has historically been considered the prototypical Biblical Hebrew
conditional particle, it is necessary to discuss exactly what we mean when we talk about
conditionality and conditionals. This is not as straightforward as the grammars and lexicons

would lead one to believe.

Conditionals have been investigated and analyzed through the lenses of many different
theoretical frameworks, each with distinct goals.'”” Among the reasons why conditionals
continue to challenge and perplex linguists is that “the semantic relation encoded by if is in

192 Conditionals and conditionality have been studied from many different perspectives from the time of Aristotle
to the present. In this section I will give an overview of some of the more important ones. The most important
volumes include Athanasiadou and Dirven On Conditionals Again (1997), Journal of Pragmatics number 7 (1983),
Traugott, et al. On conditionals (1986). Conditionals have been studied in relationship to causality (Geiss and
Zwicky (1971), pragmatics (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005; Haiman 1978; Sweetser 1990), topics (Haiman (1978),
temporal reference (Comrie 1986), negotiations, threats, advice, warnings (Fillenbaum 1986: 179-195; Van der
Auwera 1986: 206-207).
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fact rather difficult to pinpoint with any precision” (Taylor 1997: 292). After centuries of
study, this admission of uncertainty is surprising, but what exactly if contributes to the
semantics of a conditional, and even how to define a conditional is still debated, not just for
English if, but also for the equivalent construction’s conditional markers in other languages.
Wierzbicka notes that most of the literature does not try to define what conditionals are, but
what they do,

“they [conditionals] are not necessarily much clearer either. As I see it, the
reason is that the concept of IF is one of those relatively simple and clear
concepts which cannot be made clearer by decomposing them into simpler
concepts” (Wierzbicka, 1997: 15).

She goes on to argue that it is fruitless to ask “What do conditionals mean?” as Johnson-
Laird (1986: 73) does because

“the word conditional is a technical term, which can mean only what the
scholars using it agree they want it to mean; and since the scholars who use
this term do not seem to agree as to what they want it to mean, there is really
little point in asking “what do conditionals mean?” (Wierzbicka 1997: 17).

Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 9) concur when they say “it is no exaggeration to claim that
we simply lack a linguistically useful definition of conditionality.” Wierzbicka (1997: 16)
concludes that “the confusion which plagues the literature on conditionals is due . . . primarily
to the fact that the authors try to define what can only be illustrated, not explained in words.”
In other words, she argues that if is a semantic primitive which cannot be broken down into
constituent components. Attempts to define conditionality have only led to a proliferation of
definitions which use circular reasoning and imprecise language. An example of this
circularity in the analysis of BH conditionals is seen in Van Leeuwen (1973: 16), “Ein
Bedingungssatz bezeichnet einen Umstand (Bedingung) der notwendig ist fiir die Erfiillung

der im Nachsatz benannten Handlung (Folge).”**

Given this proclivity to circularity found in definitions of conditionality, this study of
Biblical Hebrew o& will illustrate its object of investigation by way of examples, rather than
by recourse to definitions. Rather than asking a la Johnson-Laird, “What do conditionals
mean?”, the study will ask “How did the speakers and writers of Biblical Hebrew use oy, and

to what uses was it put?”

103 “A conditional sentence expresses a circumstance (condition) which is necessary for the fulfillment of the
action named in the consequent clause.” (Translation by Barbara Cheeseman.)
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Because conditionals so clearly reflect the “characteristically human ability to reason
about alternative situations” (Ferguson, Snitzer Reilly, Ter Meulen, Traugott 1986: 3),"* they
have historically been the purview of philosophers and logicians from Aristotle to the present.
The descriptive categories used to describe o® conditionals in grammars and lexicons
(real/unreal/hypothetical/irreal) reflect this tradition’s terminology and analysis. However,
due to the failure of the logical and philosophical programme to deal with the wide range of
conditionals that do not allow a material implication interpretation, linguists have explored
numerous flavors of linguistic frameworks in an attempt to account for their variety. This
chapter will present a brief and selective overview of several of the theoretical agendas that
have been utilized to analyze conditionals. I will note which of these have had an influence on
the analysis of o& constructions in BH. The linguistic theories utilized in this study will then
be discussed and more thoroughly explained. Additionally, the terminology used by various
traditions to describe the data of conditionals varies considerably. These differences will be

presented and those used in this study will be described.
3.5.1. Interpretive Traditions

3.5.1.1. Logical-Philosophical Framework

Philosophers working within this model have defined conditionals as any sentence having
the form if P, (then) Q. Examples include:

(11) If there is a hurricane, the power will go out.
(12) 1f there was a hurricane, the power would go out.

(13) 1f there had been a hurricane, the power would have gone out.

Research by philosophers has mostly been limited to these types of the so-called
‘indicative’ conditionals because the semantics of the protasis are readily analyzable for their
truth values and because “it is somehow assumed that the conditions for the truth of the
conditional are those of material implication” (Inchaurralde 2005: 7). Truth conditions are

illustrated in the following truth table, where P is the protasis and Q is the apodosis.

104 See also Dancygier (1998); Dancygier and Sweetser (2005); Johnson-Laird (1986).
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Table 3.1: Truth Table

P| Q P>Q

-
T I I I R
== ||

The problem regarding the analysis of conditional sentences in the philosophical-logical
tradition is that material implication and truth conditions can only account for the so-called
indicative conditionals. If counterfactuals are understood as material implication, there are
whole classes of conditionals that are true from a logical standpoint, but unacceptable to
speakers. This is because in material implication, conditionals are true whenever the

consequent is true. Note the following sentence:

(14) If the activity on the moon is due to transformers arriving, the astronauts will find
them.

Both speaker and logicians (see the truth table above) agree that if (15a) and (15b) are both

true, then (14) is a true statement.

(15a) The activity on the moon is due to transformers arriving.
(15b) The astronauts will find them.

Note that in material implication, conditionals are true whenever Q is true and this implies
that the existence of transformers and their arriving on the moon is irrelevant to the truth of
the statement. Moreover, conditionals are true whenever the P is false. Consequently (14) is
true whenever (15a) is false, regardless of whether the astronauts find the transformers. As

far as material implication is concerned, the following is also acceptable:
(16) If white tea is blue, the astronauts will find the transformers.

Coulson (2001: 205) notes that “this discrepancy between truth and acceptability is
particularly problematic for counterfactuals. . . . Because a counterfactual is by definition a
conditional in which the antecedent is false, logically all counterfactuals are true statements.”
However, for speakers of a language, whether or not a conditional statement is analyzable via
truth conditions is irrelevant. In fact, truth values are irrelevant to the interpretation of most
kinds of conditionals commonly used in everyday conversation, as the examples (17)-(21)
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demonstrate. This is why linguists’ (as opposed to philosophers and logicians) interest is not
confined to those conditionals exhibiting material implication and analyzable for truth
values. Examples of commonly used types of conditionals (i.e. natural language conditionals)

that are unanalyzable in the logical-philosophical approach include:
(17) If you need any help finding a tie, my name is José.
(18) If you are thirsty, there is beer in the fridge.
(19) If you are alone over Christmas, please come to our place for dinner.
(20) If I had simply been more careful, I would have seen the train.

(21) If you don’t go to your room right now, I swear I will ground you!

Many o& conditionals are used in comparable ways to the examples above, and would be

excluded from analysis under this framework. A few examples include:

(22) Exod. 1:16

nnm 1% 12-D8 Ifitisa boy, kill him.
(23) 2 Kgs. 2:1
R PR IRINTDR DIRWY WP NN He said, “What you ask is hard. If you
: 1 see me taken from you, it will be so for
12 977 708D ”
a0 " T I you.
(24) Gen. 30:27
TIDA 11 NRYA RITON I:‘; ‘17‘7;.3 alah | Laban said to him, “If I have found

favor in your eyes, I discovered
through divination that YHWH is
blessing me because of you.”

TT2233 M IR MY

Logicians and philosophers have responded to this critical deficiency by proposing
context-sensitive possible worlds which “differ minimally from the actual world. This implies,
first, that there are no differences between the actual world and the selected world except
those that are required, implicitly or explicitly, by the antecedent,” (Stalnaker 1968: 104).

Despite recourse to analyses in terms of possible worlds, this framework is still not able to
account for many of the common, every-day use of conditionals that most speakers employ.
The logical-philosophical framework is “widely recognized as less than adequate” for

linguistic analysis (Ferguson, Snitzer Reilly, ter Meulen, Traugott 1986: 5). Dancygier and
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Sweetser (2005: 8) agree, writing that in this framework “we are offered minimalist logical
definitions of conditionality; but these do not seem helpful in examining natural language.”
In the end, as Sweetser (1990: 4) notes, “truth-conditional semantics eliminates cognitive

organization from the linguistic system.”
3.5.1.2. Descriptive Framework

The central task here is “the analysis and presentation of aspects of the grammatical
structure of a particular language or language variety, used by a given speech community
located in space and time. The prime purpose of the descriptive linguistic approach is to
determine the range of forms and their meanings . . . within languages” (Ferguson, Snitzer
Reilly, ter Meulen, Traugott 1986: 4-5). This is the most familiar framework to biblical scholars
because it is the framework commonly found in Biblical Hebrew and Greek grammars and

lexicons and monographs such as Van Leeuwen (1973).'%

As noted above, linguists are uneasy with and outright reject restricting the definition and
study of conditionals to those that display material implication and are amenable to truth
value semantic analyses.'* Minimally, the majority of linguists tend to identify prototypical
conditionals with if-P, Q clauses and their clear semantic equivalents, comparing these to a
well-described metalanguage such as English (Ferguson, Snitzer Reilly, ter Meulen, Traugott
1986: 6).” Language specific syntactic, morphological, intonational'®® and lexical markers are
also used to identify conditionals. Additionally, constructions that lack overt markers but are
semantically equivalent to conditionals are included in the category. For example, the
sentence Go to the park, you're in trouble, lacks any overt marker identifying it as a conditional.
However it is commonly construed as a conditional because of the iconic causal relationship

between the clauses. (Note that the intonational pattern also promotes this construal.)

The vocabulary employed within this framework to describe different perceived degrees of
hypotheticality varies considerably and there is little agreement between authors; newer
works seem to only augment the number of labels.'” Terminological traditions include:

15 See discussion in Chapter 2.4.3.

1% See Danycgier (1998: 6); Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 5); Ferguson, Snitzer Reilly, ter Meulen, Traugott (1986:
5); Podlesskaya (2001: 998).

197 See also Comrie (1986: 78); Dancygier (1998: 11); Fauconnier (1994: 111); Fillenbaum (1986: 179); I-Wen Su (2005:
656); Van der Auwera (1986: 199) as representative examples.

1% This is clearly not possible for BH, as it is no longer a spoken language. The use of the MT ta’amim as a gateway
to the intonational prosody of spoken BH is, in my opinion, interesting, but since we have no access to speakers,
conclusions will remain speculative.

19 See Dancygier (1998). See also, for instance, Declerck and Reed (2001: 1) “it became clear to us...that more
distinctions were required to describe the type of possible world (e.g. ‘open’, ‘counterfactual’)....”
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irrealis/realis, hypothetical,'® consequential, open/closed, indicative/subjunctive, potential,

! speech act,'? content,"® factual, inferential, course of

impossible/possible, epistemic,
event,'* pragmatic,"® contrary-to-fact or counterfactual, generic/habitual, and even biscuit

conditionals,"*to name a few. The labels most familiar to Hebrew studies include:

real/unreal/hypothetical/irreal/fulfillable/unfulfillable.

The analyses of o& in the literature are all situated squarely within the descriptive
framework;"® description based on degree of hypotheticality is all that has been provided and
the function of o& in conditionals and the other constructions in which the particle is used
has not been a topic of discussion. Moreover, the descriptive categories for conditionals such
as real/unreal/hypothetical, fulfillable/unfulfillable are themselves opaque and of little use

when it comes to understanding the purposes for which they were used by the biblical writers.

A major theoretical concern with this classificatory system is that the difference between
real, unreal and hypothetical is never defined with any precision. Whether it is possible to do
so is highly questionable because by definition something that is hypothetical is not real. This
has become so problematic that there is a move in the linguistic literature on conditionals
away from classifying conditionals using hypotheticality terminology traditionally. In their
major study of English conditionals Declerck and Reed (2001: 5) “decided to discard the term
‘hypothetical” altogether, because it is used in too many different senses in the literature” in

lieu of their own, more precise terminology.

Dancygier and Sweetser (2005) concur that the term is too vague and point out that all
predictive content conditionals (typically categorized as real conditionals) are hypothetical
in the sense that they “hypothesize a situation” (2005: 59). They also note that the term irrealis
is equally imprecise and unhelpful because predictive conditionals are irrealis “in the sense
that they do not portray situations as being a part of reality” (2005: 58). The protasis of some
speech-act conditionals such as Exodus 1:16 ink jnnm K37 12708 could also be covered by the

term irrealis since the infant boys it is portraying are not yet born, and hence not part of reality

110 See Haiman (1978) and Schiffrin (1992).

111 See Sweetser (1990).

112 1bid.

113 Thid.

114 See Athanasiadou and Dirven (1997b).

115 1bid.

116 Named after a]J.L. Austin example, “There are biscuits on the sideboard if you want some.” (DeRose and Grandy
1991: 405).

17 GKC (§159), IBHS (1990: 636-638), Van Leeuwen (1973).

118 The pertinent studies are reviewed in Chapter 2.
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at the time of the utterance, yet few would be willing to classify this conditional as irrealis. So,
the term irrealis, like hypothetical, does not make necessary distinctions that are crucial to

differentiating between conditionals."”

A demonstrated, an additional problem with analyses that use “degree of certainty” or
“hypotheticality” to categorize o& conditionals is that many conditionals are not used to
speculate on the degree of possibility of fulfillment. For example, in speech-act conditionals,'*
conditionality is, in essence, co-opted for the performance of the speech acts. Since “degree
of hypotheticality” does not motivate the use of many conditionals, this study questions the
validity of the schema that uses this as the basis for classifying conditionals and will test the

alternative classification system introduced below.

3.6. Analysis of Conditionals within a Cognitive Linguistics
Framework

Fauconnier ([1985] 1994: 31, 109-142) proposed that a theory of mental spaces might
provide a more insightful analysis of conditionals and counterfactual constructions than the
traditional theories had delivered.”” MST has since been used effectively in the analysis of
conditional constructions in a number of major languages such as English, Spanish,'** and

French,'” but never applied to an investigation of BH conditionals.

Dancygier and Sweetser (2005) offers the most comprehensive study of English conditionals
in English within a cognitive framework. Their analysis of English conditionals examines
different classes of conditionals proposed in Sweetser (1990: 113-144). The categories used

within this study in the analysis of BH o& conditionals are based on her proposals.

Sweetser distinguishes three main types of conditionals distinguished by the type of mental
space they construct: content conditionals (25), speech-act conditionals (26) and epistemic
conditionals (27).

(25) If it rains tomorrow, the game will be cancelled.

119 Both Comrie (1986) and Dancygier and Sweetser (2005) also question the usefulness of the term
counterfactual to describe certain types of conditionals, since by definition any conditional that refers to a
future possibility is at the time of the utterance not factual, since future possibilities are just that -
possibilities, and not facts. They may be expected to become facts, but they may never do so.

120 See discussion below in Chapter 4.3.

121 See also Dinsmore (1991).

122 See Mejias-Bikandi (1996).

123 See Cutrer (1994).
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(26) If you're thirsty, there is beer in the fridge.

(27) 1f the clothes are on the line, they’re home.

Content conditionals, illustrated by (25) are “about a possible state of affairs in the world”
(Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 16). The realization of the state of affairs in the P clause is a
sufficient condition for the realization of the event or state of affairs in the Q clause. A
distinguishing characteristic of content conditionals is that they are predictive (Dancygier
1998: 44-46; Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 16) and characteristically involve causation (Comrie
1986: 80). The causation is iconic to the order of the clauses: the state of affairs in P are
construed as causing or effecting the state of affairs in Q. In (25) the rain will cause the game
to be cancelled. The predictive characteristic of content conditionals is located in the Q clause,
and is not part of the if-clause. This can be seen in the above example where the speaker uses
the assumption in the if-clause to make a prediction, but does not commit herself to stating

whether it will rain or not.

It is frequently observed that if often promotes an interpretation of “if and only if” — where
the P clause is taken as a necessary condition for Q. However, Comrie (1986: 78) argues
persuasively that the “if and only if” reading is not part of the semantics of if itself, but a
construal (or Gricean conversational implicature). In the above example, the “if and only if”
reading is possible, but it is easy to imagine a context in which the game might be cancelled
for other reasons. The discussion of BH content conditionals in Chapter 4.1 will demonstrate
that these three features, prediction, causation and the iff construal also characterize BH

content conditionals.

Generic conditionals form a class of conditionals related to content conditionals in that they
“describe a predictive relationship between a state of affairs in P and the causally dependent
state of affairs in Q” (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 95). The relationship is often construable
with when. It has often been noted that when and if display a lot of overlap in English generic
statements, such as (28) and (29):

(28) If water cools to 0 degrees, it freezes.

(29) When water cools to 0 degrees, it freezes.

The differences are subtle, but in (28) the freezing is conditioned by water reaching 0
degrees; causality is involved in the construal of the relationship between P and Q. In (29), on
the other hand, the freezing is cotemporaneous with the temperature reaching 0 degrees, and
causality is absent from the construal of these English examples because the use of when
occurs only in sentences that assume that the state of affairs in the subordinate when clause
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is the case. In other words, when asserts that freezing will occur at 0 degrees; if implies that

there may exist instances when the situation is not the case.'*

The BH grammars and lexicons briefly mention that o& might be interpretable as when on
rare occasions." One of the issues that will be explored in the analysis of generic conditionals
in chapter 4.2 is whether o allows a temporal construal such as when, and if so, what local

contextual factors might license this interpretation.

Speech-act conditionals were first proposed by Van der Auwera (1986) as a distinct category
of conditionals. In example (26) above the “speech act represented in the apodosis is
conditional on the fulfillment of the state describe in the protasis” (Sweetser 1990: 118). Stated
differently, the P clause provides the context for the speech act to be performed. (26) might
be paraphrased If you are thirsty, then consider that I am informing you there is beer in the fridge. It
will be shown in Chapter 4.3 that speech-act conditionals are the most common conditionals

in Biblical Hebrew, being used for a diverse set of speech acts.

The reasoning found in epistemic conditionals occurs in the epistemic domain. Though these
conditionals may speak about states of affairs in the real world as seen in (27), they “follow
the speaker’s reasoning processes” (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 17). The direction of the
argument is opposite of that of content conditional in that the reasoning in epistemic
conditional is typically from effect to cause. The hypothetical premise in P is the basis for the
conclusion in Q. In (27), the speaker reasons, based most likely on experience, that the clothes
hung on the line outside is sufficient condition for concluding that the family is home. This
epistemic conditional may be glossed as When you know clothes are on the line, you can conclude

that the family is home. Epistemic conditionals in BH are analyzed in Chapter 4.4.

As discussed above in section 3.3, questions posed for an analysis of ox that posits
constructions will be relevant to the analysis of BH conditionals. Do the conditional structures
in which o is used qualify as a construction as defined by Goldberg? If so, what aspects of the
meaning of each construction is contributed by the construction itself, and how much of the
meaning is attributable to o®. What meaning is attributable to ox?

124 Dancygier (1998: 64). In German the close relationship between if and when is lexicalized in polysemous wenn.
125 GKC (§164d): Gen. 36:9; 21:9; 36:4; Jdg. 6:3; Ps. 41:7; 94:18; Isa. 4:4, J-M (2003: §166p): Gen. 39:8; Deut. 19:8; Jdg.
6:3; 21:21; Ps. 94:18, IBHS (1990: 643-644): Jdg. 6:3, BDB (2008: 50): Gen. 21:9; 36:4; 38:9; Jdg. 6:3; Ps. 78:34 Isa. 4:4;
24:13; 28:25; Amos 7:2; Van Leeuwen (1973: 47-48).

70



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

In regards to the analysis of conditionals, we will ask, following Dancygier and Sweetser
(2005:16),"* whether “a few specific parameters of interpretation” can be discovered within
the diverse types of uses of BH conditionals.

3.7. Summary

This chapter has presented an overview of the guiding assumptions of cognitive linguistics.
These assumptions were demonstrated to differ significantly from the principles of
Structuralism in that cognitive linguistics maintains that reality and language used to
describe reality is a function of our human embodiment. Consequently, cognitive linguistics
maintains that language is not innate or modular, as Chomsky argues, but is usage-based,
integrated and multimodal. Constructions, the rules of language, are understood to integrate
phonology, morphology, syntax, pragmatics and semantics. This assumption will inform our
approach to lexically complex sequences such as ox "3 and o® (W) TV sequences whose

meaning cannot be derived compositionally.

Cognitive linguistics was shown to maintain that word meaning reflects cognitive
conceptual organization (such as semantic frames) and is encyclopedic in nature. This is a
rejection of the objectivist semantics exemplified by truth-conditional approaches to meaning
in which words are seen to represent the real-world. Cognitive semantics argues that meaning
is mediated by our perception of the world and language represents a speaker’s construal of
reality, not reality itself. Word and utterance meaning is understood to occur via accessing a
vast corpus of encyclopedic knowledge. A strict compositional understanding of meaning
construction is rejected.

An overview of Mental Space Theory principles relevant to this study were introduced. This
theory seeks to model how meaning is partitioned and processed cognitively. Space builders
such as o& prompt the construction of mental spaces that are partially structured by linguistic
utterances. They are “partially structured” by linguistic input since utterances
underdetermine meaning. Encyclopedic knowledge, context and general world knowledge
contribute the meaning construction. Mental Space theory will be utilized to model how
linguistic elements in o& conditional and non-conditional constructions are cognitively
structured. Variations in how spaces are elaborated will reflect differences in meaning
construction. Space diagrams clearly indicate the domains and domain shifts that occur in
discourse and that are often determinative of verb choice.

126 This was mentioned in Chapter 1, page 10.
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Having laid out the models that will be used in this study, the remainder of the dissertation
will be devoted to showing in detail how these will be used to account for both the semantics

of o& and the range of constructions in which the particle is used.
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Chapter 4 : A Study of Conditional D& Constructions

4.0. Introduction

In chapter 2 I discussed the limitations of current descriptions of o& and the constructions
in which the particle is used, and I demonstrated that they can be attributed to the logic-based
degree of hypotheticality framework that they used. Developments in cognitive linguistics
have prompted a fresh look at conditionals across languages, and, in particular, at the way
conditionals are used to accomplish particular goals speakers have. Chapter 3 introduced the
most pertinent features of this linguistic paradigm, including insights from cognitive
semantics, Mental Space Theory (MST) and Construction Grammar that have been useful for
previous analyses and description of conditionals. Also in Chapter 3, the framework that will

be employed to describe and categorize BH conditionals was described.

The goal of chapter 4 is to illustrate the value of this theoretical paradigm for the
understanding of the semantics and interpretation of the particle ox and the Biblical Hebrew
conditionals in which it is used. For these purposes I will use concepts from MST and
Construction Grammar as points of departure in the analysis and will classify the conditionals
according to the following domains, proposed by Sweetser (1990): content, generic, speech act
and epistemic. Since it is hypothesized that some constructions might have become associated
with particular categories of use, special attention will be paid to the formal features of each
functional category. I will also investigate what differences in meaning, if any, might be
indicated by the Q, P condition clause order.

In each section of this chapter, an analysis of one category of conditionals will be presented.
This analysis will include: 1) a discussion of the salient and distinguishing characteristics of
each type of conditional, 2) the distinctive attributes of their corresponding mental space
configurations and finally, 3) an analysis of verb usage in each category of conditional.
Linguistic elements and construal processes that are crucial to their interpretation will be
presented. This chapter will, therefore, be organized as follows: In section 4.1 the analysis of
content conditions will be presented. In section 4.2 generic and habitual conditionals will be
analyzed. Section 4.3 will discuss the use of o& in speech-act conditionals on the basis of their
pragmatics. Speech-act conditionals used to issue directives, warnings, promises and so forth
will be analyzed and compared. Section 4.4 will examine epistemic conditionals, which rarely
occur in Biblical Hebrew. Section 4.5 will look at postscript (Q, P order) o® conditionals and
how they are translated. Section 4.6 will summarize the analysis of the use of o& in

conditionals.
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It is typical for studies such as this to consistently apply the analysis of a construction or
topic to a single well-defined group of texts in each section of the entire study. It may appear
that this is not done in this study because Section 4.1 discusses content conditionals within
the categories of poetic and non-poetic literature, while Section 4.2 discusses generic
conditionals as they occur in the entire corpus and Section 4.3’s subsections define the
discussion of speech-act directives within the textual parameters of casuistic and procedural

literature vs. non-casuistic-non-procedural literature.

Each conditional in the entire corpus of the MT was examined. Then, in the course of the
analysis, it became apparent that certain form-functional correspondences in conditionals
were both restricted to and best explained in relation to their use in specific discourse or
genre types. The analysis will attempt to demonstrate that correspondences exist between
specific conditional forms and the discourse types and that the interpretation of the
conditionals is contextually intertwined with the discourse type. In categories with few
tokens, such as generic and habitual conditionals in Section 4.2, which occur only forty times
in the MT, although discourse related correspondences do exist, it was easier to deal with the
entire corpus in one section, rather than treat six tokens separately. The apparent
inconsistency in corpus parameters in following sections is, therefore, data driven and done

in an attempt to capture generalizations regarding the interpretation of the conditionals.

4.1. Content Conditionals in Biblical Hebrew

In this section, by way of orientation, I will first discuss the semantic features and functions
that research has found to characterize content conditionals in non-Semitic languages. This
discussion will provide a basis for determining whether content conditionals occur in BH and,
if so, defining which features they share with non-BH content conditionals. Additionally, this
section will seek to determine the role the particle o& has in the interpretation of content
conditionals and the construction of hypothetical mental spaces. Verb use in the protases (P
clause) and apodoses (Q clause) of content conditionals will be analyzed and presented in
order to determine if generalizations can be captured that were not obtainable by previous
studies.

In Chapter 3.6, content conditionals were introduced and characterized as being “about a
possible state of affairs in the world” (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 16). Dancygier and
Sweetser (2005: 20) go on to indicate that the term content does not refer to a particular mental
space, as the terms “epistemic and speech-act refer to the spaces of the speaker’s current
reasoning processes.” Content conditionals crucially involve causation (Comrie 1986: 80;
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Fillmore 1990a: 148-149) which is iconic to the order of the clauses: the state of affairs in P are
construed as causing or effecting the state of affairs in Q. Content conditionals are also
characterized by being predictive, promoting an if and only if (iff) reading and prompting an
alternate mental space (Comrie 1986: 78; Dancygier 1998: 44-46; Dancygier and Sweetser 2005:

16). In (1) it is predicted that hard rain will cause the golf tournament to be cancelled.

(1) If it rains hard tomorrow, the golf tournament will be cancelled.

Here the speaker sets up a mental space that is, to restate the above quote, “about a possible
state of affairs in the world,” i.e. a hard rain tomorrow. The speaker then makes a prediction
about this state of affairs (or content), namely that the golf tournament will be cancelled. The
prediction is made within the original mental space indicating that the prediction holds
exclusively within that mental space. No prediction is offered regarding what might happen

if it does not rain hard. The hard rain is understood to cause the cancellation.

Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 31) note that “one of the most important reasons for setting
up mental spaces is to imagine alternatives.” Prediction imagines possible alternate futures,
and much of daily life and conversation necessarily involves imagining alternate future
scenarios because it is essential to decision-making. Predictions based on alternatives,
Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 32) argue, are much more valuable for decision-making than
predictions involving a single option. The predictive characteristic of content conditionals is
located in the Q clause, and not the P if-clause.’” This can be seen in example (1) above. The
speaker uses the assumption in the if-clause to make a prediction, but does not commit herself
to stating whether it will rain hard or not. The Q clause contains the semantics of the
prediction. Note, as Dancygier (1998: 47) demonstrates, that it is perfectly acceptable to say
“If it rains hard tomorrow and I predict it will, the golf tournament will be cancelled,” but not “If it
rains hard tomorrow, the golf tournament will be cancelled and I predict it will.” The latter is
redundant, indicating that the semantics of the prediction are in the Q clause; the former is
acceptable because prediction is not part of the P clause.

As note earlier (p. 68), the “if and only if” (iff) reading is not part of the semantics of if itself,
but a construal (or Gricean conversational implicature). In example (1) above, the iff reading
is possible, but it is easy to imagine a context in which the game might be cancelled for other
reasons. Below we will see that BH content conditionals are typically predictive and that the

alternative construal is often explicitly stated.

127 See Dancygier (1998: 43-49).
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Content conditionals occur 120 times'?® in the BH corpus: 62 times in the historical books;
24 times in Job and 17 instances in the Psalms, Proverbs and Song of Songs); 17 occurrences in
the prophets. The database for this study includes 1,060 uses of o in BH. o8 content
conditionals represent only 12% of all occurrences. This is interesting in that this type of
conditional is the stereotypical representative of “real” conditionals in that their truth-

conditions can be established.
Examples include:
(2) Gen. 32:8-9 (Eng. 32:7-8)

WK DR7TNR PO 7 g TR 2pw 8 "Then Jacob was greatly afraid and
L ' ' o distressed; and he divided the people
"""" that were with him, and the flocks and
MINRNOR WY Ri-OR RN :ninn herds and camels, into two companies,
:rmﬁ?g? WNWJU INRn N NN NNRA 8thil’lkil’lg, “If Esau comes to the one
T T e e men e company and destroys it, then the
company that is left will escape.”

(3) Exod. 18:22-23

jgja-’y? n':':n ny-’7;3 DTNy WO “They will judge the people all the
' ' e time, and they will bring all the

=08u 113 - TR IR O3 )
DIIIOZW? 1R 1T TR wep T30 important cases to you, but all the

NI7 12707 DR OR23 AN RN TR DM small cases they will judge. And they
opAba by Thy nban DR T nbun will lighten the load from upon you

and carry it with you. *If this is what
you do, and God commands you to do
it, then you will be able to stand it, and
all these people will go to their home
content. (My translation)

;07w K2 PRy nin

(4) Jdg. 6:37

"D DR 1733 IDEA NLFNKR PED 2238 N30 Look, I am putting a wool fleece on the
o e threshing floor. If there is dew only on
29N Po27ow 37 Afanow i the fleece and all the ground is dry, I
WKRI HRIWTNR T3 VWINPT will know that you will rescue Israel by
AT my hand just as you said. (NET)

128 Gen. 13:16; 18:21; 30:1; 31:8 (2x); 32:9; 34:15; 38:17; 42:19; 44:23, 32; Exod. 4:8; 18:23; 19:5; 40:37; Num. 5:27, 28;
21:9; 33:55; 36:4; Deut. 5:25; Josh. 22:23 (Zx);Jdg. 6:3, 31, 37; 15:7; 16:7, 11, 13, 17; Ruth 3:13a; 1 Sam. 2:25; 19:11;
20:7; 23:23; 2 Sam. 15:25, 26, 33; 34; 18:3 (2x), 25; 1 Kgs. 12:7, 27; 2 Kgs. 2:10 (2x); 7:4 (4x); 1 Chron. 22:13; 28:9 (2x);
2 Chron. 10:7; 15:2 (2x); 30:9; Est. 4:14; 6:13; Neh. 3:35; Job 8:4, 5, 6; 18; 9:3, 15, 19 (2x), 20, 23, 27, 30; 10:14, 15;
11:13-15; 13:10; 14:7, 8; 16:6; 17:16; 21:6; 22:20, 23 (2x); 33:23; 34:14; Ps. 63:7; 66:18; 73:15; 90:10; 127:1 (2x); 139:8;
Prov. 2:1, 3, 4-5; 3:24; 23:15, 18; 24:14; Song 8:7, 9 (2x); Isa. 7:9; 8:20; 53:10; Jer. 2:22; 5:2; 13:17; 14:18 (2x); 15:1;
23:22; 26:15; 31:36, 37; 33:20; Lam. 3:32; Ezek. 2:5; 3:6.
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(5) Ps. 66:17-19'%¥

“ONR ]]le :vnwb nnn Dbjjf MNP 17‘7517 ' cried aloud to hlm, and he was
o] TR extolled with my tongue. *If I had
PAW 1R TR [PRY 85 13253 R : T
FEATR R IER RO R A cherished iniquity in my heart, the
nhan Hipa YR ooy Lord would not have listened. *But
truly God has listened; he has given
heed to the words of my prayer.

Each of these conditionals set up two alternative mental-space structures as can be seen in
Figure 4.1, a display of Gen. 32:9. Each alternative represents possible futures of the BASE
space, an D& future and an alternative future. Each of these alternative structures has two
mental spaces: the o& mental space, and the extension (EXT) space, which is embedded in the

DR space. It is embedded because the prediction can hold only within the first space, i.e (iff).
Figure 4.1: Mental Space Diagram of Gen. 32:9, example (2)

Base/V-Point/Present (Jacob’s)

Jacob feels his family is
threatened by Esau

\

------------------------------
o »,

ox/FUTURE ‘ll ALT/FUTURE

-------------------------------
o .

!
i { | Esauattacksa ; i
one camp i ! unitedcamp ;i
- - \ -

Esau attacks

EXT/|FUTURE : ALT/EXT
v : P Vo._._. R
Second camp i i ' Everyone !
escapes P dies !
H H \ /

. o
. o
----------------------------

TIQY287 INWID MINRA TN ANKY MMNRTTOR WL Ri2DR 0N,
He thought/said, “If Esau comes to the one camp and attacks it, the

remaining camp will escape.” Gen. 32:9.

122 Many would classify this as a counterfactual and ignore the fact that the conditional refers to past correlation
between clauses, correlation that involves causality and predictiveness. See discussion below on the limits of this
vocabulary and the alternative concept of epistemic distance.
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In this example, as a space-builder, o8 prompts the reader to construct hypothetical
mental spaces seen on the left side of Figure 4.1. In one space, o® prompts the construction
of a hypothetical mental space which is partially structured by the linguistic information in
the P clause: 112m nnga mannn~o8 1w Rix-oR. Still on the left side, the Q clause prompts the
construction of the extension (EXT/FUTURE) mental space, structured by the information in
the Q clause: nY*9a% RWIN NaNRA M. Due to the strength of the iff construal deriving from
the P-Q causal correlation, alternate ~P, ~Q mental spaces structures are also set up (on the
right side). The alternative structure has two spaces, a ~P space in which Esau attacks a united
camp and the second ~Q mental space (embedded in the ~P space) in which everyone dies.
BASE®3 is Jacob’s present for the construction of the mental spaces. It is from the BASE that
he imagines these potential futures, makes predictions based on them and then acts based on

his assessment of his predictions.

The correspondence between prediction and causation should be noted. Dancygier and
Sweetser (2005: 33) observe that “the essence of conditional predictiveness is the correlation
which allows conditional prediction of one event based on the knowledge about the other....So
conditional prediction normally invites a reader to imagine what models of the world would
lead the speaker to believe in the correlation underlying that prediction.” We readers of this
text have been informed that Jacob divided his family into two groups and put a river between
them. The narrator asks us to understand that his actions are causally related to the

prediction that one group will be able to escape if Esau attacks.

The properties discussed in Gen. 32:9 are representative of all BH content conditionals.
Predictiveness, the iff interpretation that promotes alternativity and the construal of
causality are found in all BH content conditionals. These features are also seen in Figure 4.2.

130 For a discussion of BASE, see chapter 3.4.1.
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Figure 4.2: Mental Space Diagram of Jdg. 6:37, example (4)

Base/V-Point/Present (Gideon’s)

Gideon seeks reassurance that God
will give him victory over Israel’s
enemies. He knows the fleece and the

ground should be wet.
Y
............................... gT————
ox/FUTURE i \\4 ALT/FUTURE
[ Fleece is wet ] : Fleece is dry :
: ENLmleooe '
EXT/ [FUTURE ALT/ ;EXT
_______ Yoo
i i Vi
Gideon knows i, Gideonknows i
God will give i, Godwillnot give ;i
victory 1 victory !

. . 0 0
----------------------------------------------------------

MR T3 WInTR YT 390 PRy 13 nfinop mim o ok
:AN3T WRD ORI “If there is dew only on the fleece and all the
ground is dry, I will know that you will rescue Israel by my hand
just as you said.” Jdg. 6:37
In this example, as a space-builder, o& prompts the reader to construct hypothetical
mental spaces seen on the left side of Figure 4.2. In one space, o® prompts the construction
of a hypothetical mental space which is partially structured by the linguistic information in
the P clause: 291 PRka-52501 A725 nianSp i v oR. Still on the left side, the Q clause
prompts the construction of the extension (EXT/FUTURE) mental space, structured by the
information in the Q clause: P27 WK S8 "N ™13 Y'WIin™3 *HYT. Due to strength of the
iff construal deriving from the P-Q causal correlation, alternate ~P, ~Q mental spaces
structures are also set up (on the right side). The alternative structure has two spaces, one in
which the fleece is wet and the second (embedded in the first) in which Gideon knows that
God will not give him victory. BASE is Gideon’s present for the construction of the mental

spaces. It is from the BASE that he imagines these potential futures.

I have categorized (4) as a content conditional despite the fact that it appears to involve
the type of reasoning that characterizes epistemic conditionals, in which P is the basis for the
conclusion in Q. As described above, content conditionals reason from cause to effect. At first
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glance, the use of *nu1, a verb of cognition, appears to provide evidence that this is an
epistemic conditional. However, the mental state of knowing is the actual content of the
utterance. The conditional would be an epistemic conditional if it read If there is dew only on
the fleece and all the ground is dry, you will rescue Israel by my hand just as you said. But Gideon is
not stating that he will conclude that God will rescue Israel, but stating that he will know that
God will rescue Israel. He is predicting that the presence of dew will cause him to know
something. This is an example of instances where “anything . . . in the speaker’s thought
processes . . . can become the explicit content of what is being said” (Dancygier and Sweetser
2005: 21).

Examples (2) and (4) demonstrate that BH content conditionals share numerous features
with content conditionals in other languages. First, they are predictive, i.e. there is a
“correlation” between the P and Q clauses which “allows conditional prediction of one event
based on the knowledge about the other” (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005:33). In Figure 4.2 the
BASE is structured with semantic frames related to Gideon’s worldview. In that worldview,
YHWH can and does manipulate the natural world, so leaving the fleece wet and the ground
dry, is not excluded from consideration. On the basis of this, Gideon sets up a conditional
prediction—if the fleece is wet and the ground dry, he predicts that YHWH will give victory.
Because of Gideon’s knowledge about the how the world works, he assumes that P causes Q,

hence a causal correlation is brought into the prediction.

Secondly, the construal of causality promotes an iff interpretation since it is understood
that only within the background scenario, If there is dew only on the fleece, will Gideon know
that YHWH will give victory. (While other explanations are possible, the prediction is local to
the background conditional P clause and no other backgrounds.) It is on the basis of the iff
construal that the alternative ~P, ~Q mental spaces are created. If the prediction is true
exclusively under P’s conditions, then if P does not hold, neither will Q. Alternate reasoning
in predictive content conditionals make them very useful in everyday life, as can be seen in
the BH examples. They allow Gideon to decide whether to go into battle or not; in (2), the
alternative reasoning motivates Jacob’s decision to divide his clan into two groups.

In Chapter 3.6.1, some of the limits of the hypotheticality/irrealis/certainty vocabulary
traditionally used to refer to conditionals was discussed. Example (5), Ps. 66:17-19, illustrates
this issue. Traditionally, the conditional in (5) would be considered a counterfactual since it
entertains an eventuality that did not occur. Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 59) note that “we

l 131
4

might say that all predictive conditionals (and perhaps others) are hypothetical,”* in the sense

3 Ttalics in original.
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that they hypothesize a situation and base a prediction on it. But this term is used variously
to refer to all predictive conditionals and to negative-stance ones in particular.” Cross-
linguistically, content conditionals are used with differing epistemic stances in order to

represent how the speaker or writer feels about the situation being portrayed.

The conditionals in (2-5), which are repeated here for ease of reference, reveal how the

categorization schema adopted in this study yields generalizations that are both distinct and

preferable to the traditional framework.
(2) Gen. 32:8-9 (Eng. 32:7-8)

WK DN P 1 g TR 2pw Ky
IV D030 MRATTINY INEDNRY 0K

nINRRTHR WY Ri-OR NHY (i
QY207 INWID AN T 2T ANKD

(3) Exod. 18:22-23

370792 A w522 dunny 1wewy
DRTI0ZY! VR 1377931 TR W0 TN
P17 7370708 DR TN RN TH0R Hpm
opR~>2 b Thy 1730 oy T Abyn
:D19W3 X3 7oy Nin

(4) Jdg. 6:37
0 OR 1732 RN DETNR PR IR N30
37h pIRo3 o0 137 afinop mi
WK HRITIR T3 WIS HYT)
:pAaT
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"Then Jacob was greatly afraid and
distressed; and he divided the people
that were with him, and the flocks and
herds and camels, into two companies,
*thinking, “If Esau comes to the one
company and destroys it, then the
company that is left will escape.”

“They will judge the people all the
time, and they will bring all the
important cases to you, but all the
small cases they will judge. And they
will lighten the load from upon you
and carry it with you. “If this is what
you do, and God commands you to do
it, then you will be able to stand it, and
all these people will go to their home
content. (My translation)

Look, I am putting a wool fleece on the
threshing floor. If there is dew only on
the fleece and all the ground is dry, I
will know that you will rescue Israel by
my hand just as you said. (NET)
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(5) Ps. 66:17-19%**

-OR uzﬁls :v;“y’? nnnp Dbjjf MRIPTD 1732517 "I cried aloud to hlm, and he was

' ' ' extolled with my tongue. *If I had

cherished iniquity in my heart, the

2nvan Yipa 2Wpid oor Lord would not have listened. *But
truly God has listened; he has given
heed to the words of my prayer.

PRV IR0 21TR 19DY? KD 371 1R

Conditionals with differing attitudes toward the P clause can readily be found in one
pragmatic category, reflecting how conditionals are actually used in BH. All the conditionals
in (2-5) are content conditionals, yet the epistemic stance' taken toward them differs. The
stance taken toward examples (2-4) is neutral, while the stance in (5) taken by the writer of

Psalm 66:17-19 toward the conditional in the P clause in v.18 is decidedly negative.

But should (5) be considered a true counterfactual and if so, does this entail that it is not a
content conditional? As noted by Sweetser and Dancygier (2005: 64), “context is a strong
contributing factor” of true counterfactuality. By sandwiching the conditional between two
statements of God’s positive attitude toward him (vv. 17, 19), the conditional is used to confirm
YHWH'’s positive response to his prayer. The strong negative 128 and the assertion 9789
'n%an in vs. 20 rejects the instantiation of the Q clause prediction that God didn’t listen to him.
If the result is invalid, the condition in the P clause must be invalid. This supports a conclusion
that this is a true counterfactual conditional.”* The semantics of counterfactuality appear to
be strongly determined by context. An additional factor contributing to this strongly negative
epistemic stance is the use of the gatal verb (*r°'&7)." Further discussion of the use of the gatal
to promote negative epistemic stance is found in section 4.1.1.3.

32 Van Leeuwen recognizes that Ps. 66:18 is a counterfactual, but believes that ox was used “because he [the
writer]...did not want to emphasize the unreal aspect of the condition over its hypthothetical aspect.”
(Translation by Margaret Cheeseman.) “...weil er nicht so sehr den irrealen als wohl den hypothetischen Aspekt
der Bedingung betonen wollte.”

133 Fillmore (1990a, b) proposed that epistemic stance is crucially involved in all conditional reasoning. It refers
to the speaker’s or writer’s attitude, or stance, toward the proposition in the P clause. A speaker can have a
neutral, positive or negative attitude toward the proposition. A speaker who distances herself from the
proposition displays negative epistemic stance, often indicated via verb forms. The concept of epistemic stance
may appear, on the surface, to correlate with the concept “degree of hypotheticality” that has traditionally been
the basis for categorizing conditionals. However, the theoretical motivations for each concept are fundamentally
different.

B4 HALOT (1994-2000: 524) notes that o& can be used in counterfactual (“unreal”) utterances.

135 The question of whether the qatal is complicit in promoting of the negative stance is an important one and
will be considered below. However, our inability to query speakers of BH severely constrains any conclusions on
this matter.
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Although (5) is a counterfactual, this does not mean that the causality and prediction that
characterize content conditionals is not present. Both are evident in the conditional. In the P
clause, frame-based knowledge informs the reader that sin causes YHWH to withdraw and
that causes him to not listen. Within the hypothetical mental space structured by the P clause,
the writer predicts Q—YHWH will not listen. Because of these factors, I classify it as a content
conditional. The assertions in v.19, 20 are overt indications that the alternative construal

exists and is in fact substantiated.

It has been mentioned that predictive content conditionals promote alternative construals
because the causal correlation between P/Q is so strong that it prompts the setting up of an
alternative mental space where ~P, ~Q holds. This raises a question regarding o&’s role in this
construal. In English, if does not make a semantic contribution to the construal of
alternativity.”® However, unlike o, if is not used in non-conditional constructions in which
alternativity is central. In BH, DR is used in alternative Dx,...7} constructions such as polar
questions (Job 4:17; Ps. 77:10) and alternative questions (Exod. 17:7; Jdg. 20:28). The lexicons
do not however directly indicate that alternativity is part of the semantics of the particle."”
At this point, we will note that in BH predictive conditionals, as in other languages, the setting
up of the alternative mental spaces is the result of the causality between the P and Q clauses
and not attributable to the semantics of o&. Conclusions will be deferred until the summary
in Chapter 6 after the presentation of o&’s use in other constructions in which alternativity

plays a role.

In order to discuss questions pertaining to verb use in content conditionals, the discourse
context in which they occur must be considered. A now well-established mental space
approach to tense and tense-aspect has been developed® that this study will draw on to model
conditional verb phenomena in discourse. If we consider Gen. 32:9 in examples (2, Figure 4.1),
the conditional occurs, as do most content conditionals, in direct speech that is situated in the

broader narrative.

13 See Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 42).

137 BDB (2008: 50); BHRG (1999: 296); HALOT (1994-2000: 60); IBHS (1990: 316, 684); J]-M (§161e, §175). See also
Revell (1991).

138 See Buszard (2003); Cutrer (1994); Fauconnier ([1985] 1994: 33).
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Figure 4.3: Mental Space Diagram of Gen. 32:8-9 (Eng. 32:7-8)

WK DPRTAR POf 17 g TR apw kS "Then Jacob was greatly afraid and
i distressed; a'nd h.e divided the people
PEO T e e AR R AR that were with him, and the flocks and
MINRToR Y RITOR NTY niinn herds and camels, into two companies,
sovbab WA TINRA A 302 NN Sthinking, “If Esau comes to the one
T T e men e company and destroys it, then the
company that is left will escape.”

“REALITY” DOMAIN of NARRATOR

Space R:
NARRATIVE DOMAIN

j:Jacob

e: Esau

Jacob is afraid of Esau and divides his
clan into two groups.

SPEECH SPACE 32:9
j:Jacob
Tn&n ‘said/thought’ j

CHARACTER DOMAIN

j:Jacob
e: Esau
c: camp
Ni2 ‘attack’ e (c)

Speech Content Space H:

BASE
After N
V-POINT
c: camp
Space H1: 10790%..717m) ‘be saved’ ¢

FOCUS

PREDICTION

After H
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In Figure 4.3, BASE and V-POINT are in the narrator’s “Reality” space. Because of this, the
mental space configuration locates the information in 32:8 in the narrative domain. (This
information is noted in the frame box to the right of the first space circle in the narrative
domain.) As the narrative moves to 32:9, the narrator then shifts responsibility for the content
of the speech to Jacob, the speaking character. This shift of responsibility is indicated via the
speech verb 2n&n, which prompts the construction of a speech space in the narrative domain.
Since the speech (construed as Jacob’s thoughts) is represented as Jacob’s direct speech, the
content of the speech (the conditional construction) opens a space in the character domain.
BASE and V-POINT, noted by @ symbol, move from the narrators “reality” Space R to the
hypothetical Space H in the character domain when the protasis is structured in this space.
The apodosis is then elaborated in Space H1.

The diagram also incorporates information regarding the construal of TIME relations
between the eventualities (812 in the P clause and nv99%..mm in the Q clause) and the
information regarding them that the mental spaces organize. For example, in Figure 4.3 the
possible eventuality considered in Space H is construed as occurring after that in Space N, and
the prediction in Space H1 would take place after Space H. They are therefore both FUTURE
with regards to the spaces in which they are embedded.

The above discussion proposed that content conditionals in BH follow the prototypical
cross-linguistic iconic P, Q order. The background P clause is typically headed by o, which
prompts the construction of a hypothetical mental space.”® The main Q clause is structured
within the P clause space. In these spaces the linguistic information in the conditional
utterance is structured. Since linguistic information underdetermines meaning, the spaces
are further elaborated via incorporation of contextual and frame-based encyclopedic
knowledge. Predictive conditionals were shown to prompt, via inference, the construction of
alternative spaces in which ~P, ~Q was considered. The following discussion examines
viewpoint and verb distribution and construal in DX content conditionals in order to
determine what, if any, generalizations regarding verb usage might be identified.

4.1.1. Content Conditional P Clauses

One of the most striking characteristics of prior analyses of BH o& conditionals is the
conclusion that no generalization can be stated regarding verb forms beyond noting that they

are used according to their nature."’ This mirrors the lengthy historic attempt to understand

13 See discussion of examples (12) and (13) below where contextual factors can suppress hypotheticality and
promote a temporal construal.
140 See GKC (§159a); J-M (§167g).
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the semantics and use of BH verbs. Recently Andrason (2010a; 2011a, b, c; 2012a, b) has applied
the work of Hopper and Traugott (1993) and Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca (1994) on
grammaticalization to the Biblical Hebrew verbal “situation”. Grammaticalization studies
have focused on explaining the synchronic semantic complexity of grammatical constructions
by examining the diachronic history of a given form.'*' Andrason argues that BH verbs and

their aspectual, taxis, temporal, modal, textual and pragmatic readings and
implications....which from the synchronic perspective is a disordered and
heterogeneous mixture of supposedly random and unrelated functions can
be viewed as a prototypical homogeneous diachronic trajectory and thus, as
a manifestation of a single linguistic input. This signifies that the
synchronically based taxonomy of uses of a gram may be ordered into a linear
representation which matches one of the universal paths. Consequently, the
synchronic state of the language is pictured as a regular diachronic
progression.

He argues that the traditional synchronic analysis of the BH verb system’s semantic
complexity will always result in an incomplete representation of the facts, which instead call
for a more nuanced and variegated semantically polysemous “boxes-without-sides”

understanding. He posits that:

First, the semantic potential of a gram corresponds to an amalgam of
meanings which mirror various stages on a given path—the synchronic grams
are portions of certain paths. Second, the idea of “invariant meanings” and
of a clear-cut borderline between conventional and contextual
interpretations is rejected. And third, the binary contrast is illusory and does
not reflect the real state of affairs (Andrason 2011c: 382).

And consequently that,

First, the semantic potential of a gram should be presented as an amalgam of
various meanings which match different consecutive stages on a path.
Second, all such meaning-stages are to be treated as equally important. On
the other hand, certain meanings may be more frequent (core) while others
can appear as uncommon (peripheral)—this situation, as already mentioned,
reflects the progression on the path. Third, the idea of a binary opposition
between grams must be abandoned (Andrason 2011c: 382).

I concur with Andrason’s analysis, and will discuss verb use in o& conditionals and other
D& constructions from the position that BH verb forms allowed for variegated construals by

141 Andrason (2010:19); Hopper and Traugott (1993: 6).

86



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

speakers of the language and that they cannot be understood through the the binary lens of

structuralism.

The position that no generalization can be stated regarding verb form usage in conditionals
beyond stating that they are used “in accordance with the usual rules” (J-M §167g) will be
shown to be inexact. It is postulated that the conclusions of earlier studies of o& are in part
attributable to the logical-philosophical “degree of certainty or hypotheticality” framework
employed in the analyses. Because different pragmatic types of conditionals were lumped
together in single categories, the schema itself obscured clear symmetries in verb usage in the
P clause of content conditionals in narrative. The results of my analysis of content
conditionals demonstrate that in narrative, the narrator chose yigtol verbs in the P clause to
describe events that were realized subsequent to a specific reference point, namely the speech
event; qatal forms were typically used in content conditional P clauses to refer to events the
narrator or speaker construed as occurring prior to the speech event. Verb use in poetry and

wisdom literature will be discussed below.

In my analysis, the determination and description of viewpoint (indicated in mental space
diagrams as V-POINT) is crucial. Additionally, Fillmore’s (1990b: 121) differentiation between
time as a semantic notion and tense as a grammatical notion also offers productive possibilities.
More recently, Tonhauser has argued along similar lines as Fillmore, though she does not

distinguish the vocabulary of time vs. tense as he does:

Since both the utterance time and the topic time are contextually given, it
follows that the semantic TENSE relation is contextually given, too, and a
universal semantic relation. The TENSE relation does not depend on whether
a language is tensed or tenseless. TENSE, but not tense markers are a
linguistic universal. (Tonhauser 2006: 64).

Following Fillmore, I will represent the semantic notion of time as PAST, PRESENT and
FUTURE. However, [ am not thereby taking a position in regards to whether or not BH verbs
mark tense, nor is this notation intended to make claims about the aspectual semantics of the
verb either.

A cognitive approach to the construal of TIME (and tense and aspect) differs markedly from
an objectivist component approach. The traditional, and for the most part, current objectivist
approach to the study of meaning in Biblical Hebrew views meaning construction as the
pairing of words with the world. The speaker and hearer, narrator and reader - the cognizers,
i.e. speakers, writers, hearers and readers, are excluded from consideration in the construal

of meaning. Cognitive linguistics, on the other hand, views language, including the language
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of literary narratives'* such as we find in the Hebrew Bible, and meaning construction as
intimately involving the active participation and construal of speakers and hearers, writers
and readers. This means that the encoding of tense, aspect and mood (TAM) in BH did and
does not occur by matching relationships between time in the physical world and grammatical
elements of the language. Rather, the encoding of tense, aspect and mood is the result of
unconscious mental simulations of events and states by the narrator, and encoding reflects
both the narrator’s construal of the temporal elements of the events and states as tense and

aspect, and that narrator’s epistemic attitude toward those events as mood.'**

Secondly, the traditional analysis of TAM in BH views language processing as linear
(compositional) and modular in nature. The traditional analysis of TAM in BH views tense,
aspect and mood as being located in the verbal forms of the language, rather than in the mind
of the speaker or narrator—the construer or cognizer. The modular view of language has
promoted the historic “either-or” pendulum swings in opinions over whether BH is an
aspectual language, a tense language or some combination of both. The cognitivist view taken
in this work is that language processing is neither linear nor modular, but instead involves

the simultaneous processing of multiple aspects of meaning construction.'**

The cognitivist model proposes that when someone utters a sentence, the hearer does not
attend to the elements in the utterance separately, one after another, but instead
concurrently considers tense, aspect and modal elements in their interpretation of the
utterance and construes the meaning using all three parameters both unconsciously and
simultaneously. The implications for the analysis of TAM in BH o& conditional constructions

can be summarized as follows:

Tense, aspect, modality, and evidentiality are not each processed in isolation.
In the simulation process, we access a bundle of tense, aspect, modality . . .
simultaneously. As we unconsciously decompose the internal structure of the
focal event, we anchor its temporal configuration to a metaphoric time line
in such a way that we can relate it to our deictic center and assert our stance
towards the focal information in conveying because we, as cognizers, include
information of subjectivity in what we convey (Kwon 2012: 16).

In regards to the reference point from which TIME is construed by the narrator and reader,
in narrative and poetry the default BASE and V-POINT is always the narrator’s, and thus TIME

142 See Dancygier (2012) for a discussion of language and literary narrative from a cognitivist approach.

143 See Feldman (2006) for more on mental simulations of events. See also Kwon (2012) for a recent cognitivist
study of tense, aspect, mood and evidentiality in Korean.

144 See Barsalou (2009; 2010); Feldman (2006); Kwon (2012); Narayanan (1997a, b); Niedenthal, et. al. (2005) for
discussion of the concept of the neural theory of language and mental simulation of language.
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is initially determined relative to the location of BASE and V-POINT. Unless stated otherwise,
the reference point for narrative TIME is determined by the narrator’s V-POINT (Cutrer 1994:
22, 73). However, in direct speech, where the narrator allows a character to speak and to take
responsibility for the speech, BASE and V-POINT move to the character domain and spaces
built in that domain. Hence in direct speech, the reference point for TIME, PAST, PRESENT or
FUTURE, is construed via the character’s BASE and V-POINT. The location of BASE and V-POINT

are thus crucial.

In the following sections, content conditional verb use and distribution will be examined.
My analysis has determined that verb use in content conditionals is remarkably consistent
throughout the BH corpus. However, there exists quantifiable differences in the use of content
conditionals between the primarily poetic books of Job, Psalms, Proverbs and Song of Songs,'*
and the remainder of the corpus. The discussion will, therefore, be organized around these
broad categories. I will first discuss P clause and then the Q clause verb use in non-poetic

¢ and then present my analysis of verb use in

books, i. e. the historical books and prophets,
the poetic literature. The discussion focuses primarily on the use of the yigtol, gatal and weqatal
forms because these comprise the overwhelming majority of uses. Other forms such as

verbless clauses, existential particles, and participles are discussed in section 4.1.1.5.
4.1.1.1. P Clause Yigtol Verbs in Non-Poetic Literature

Content conditional P clauses headed by o& occur seventy nine times in the historical

writings and the prophets.'”” Verb forms are used as follows:"*®

145 Content conditionals are not used in Qohelet.

146 Poetry is clearly found in the prophetic writings. However the purposes to which it is put is distinct from that
found in Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Qohelet and Song of Songs.

147 Gen. 13:16; 31:8 (2x); 32:9; 34:15; 38:17; 44:23, 32; Exod. 4:8; 18:23; 19:5; 40:37; Num. 33:55; 36:4; Deut. 5:25;Jdg.
6:37; 15:7a; 16:7, 11, 13; Ruth 3:13a; 1 Sam. 2:25; 20:7a; 2 Sam. 15:25, 26, 34; 18:3 (2x); 1 Kgs. 12:7, 27; 2 Kgs. 2:10a;
7:4 (2x); 1 Chron. 22:13; 28:9 (2x); 2 Chron. 10:7; 15:2 (2x); 30:9; Est. 4:14a; Neh. 3:35; Isa. 7:9; 8:20; 53:10; Jer. 2:22;
5:2;13:17; 15:1; 31:36, 37; 33:20; Ezek. 2:5.

148 The 16 content conditionals in the prophets represent 13% of all content conditionals and 20% of the tokens
in this section. If these were separated out, yigtols would represent 62% of total uses and gatals 21%. On participial
use is found.
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Table 4.1: Content Conditional P Clause Verb Forms in Non-Poetic Literature

Yigtol'* Qatal™ | Verbless | & ,wr' | InfC'™ | Participle

53 (67%) | 13 (16%) 4 (5%) 4(5%) | 2(2%) 1 (%)

In every instance but two (example 9, 10), yigtol verbs in the P clause of D& content
conditionals refer to situations that are located post-speech, i.e. FUTURE TIME. This is
illustrated in examples (6-8). With the exception of (10), every content conditional in which
yiqtol verbs are used in P clauses is found in direct speech or what is represented as direct
speech.

(6) 2 Sam. 15:25

Dvasxa njg-nx :\‘Ua Pﬁ'g’? ‘-[sbn juxu Then the kll’lg said to Zadok, “Carry

) . e the ark of God back into the city. If I

find favor in the eyes of the Lord, he

AMITNRY DR will bring me back and let me see both
it and the place where it stays.”

IR IV NI PR3 {0 REDRTOR TR

(7) 1 Kgs. 12:7

DD’? -rnﬁ-nvnn Djan"-nx 'VJNS 175’& N-m-op] They answered hlm, “Ifyou will be a

o L servant to this people today and serve

them, and speak good words to them

Haliaiy ko lalemivl PRy Raimilo when you answer them, then they will
be your servants forever.”

D37 DIPPR [3T) DYIY DRTAY) 710

(8) Jer. 38:17

5N Qﬂlﬂ? jp;s-‘—l':;, L_lfp'l'g':?bl N jn&u Then]eremiah said to Zedekiah, “Thus

" ’:w_,m 9 K-DR b HbN Mk says the Lorp, the God of hosts, the
e O RIS, ER AR R AR God of Israel, If you will only surren-

miwn 85 natn em TYn1 npm HaamTon der to the officials of the king of Baby-
7021 ARR AT UR3 lon, then your life shall be spared, and

this city shall not be burned with fire,
and you and your house shall live.”

199 Gen. 13:16; 31:8; 31:8 (2x); 32:9; 34:15; 38:17; 44:23, 32; Exod. 4:8; 18:23; 19:5; 40:37; Num. 33:55; 36:4; Deut. 5:25;
Jdg. 6:37; Ruth 3:13a; 15:7a; 16:7, 11, 13; 1 Sam. 2:25; 20:7a; 2 Sam. 15:25, 26, 34; 18:3 (2x); 1 Kgs. 12:7, 27; 2 Kgs.
2:10a; 7:4 (2x); 1 Chron. 22:13; 28:9 (2x); 2 Chron. 10:7; 15:2 (2x); 30:9; Est. 4:14a; Neh. 3:35; Isa. 7:9; 8:20; 53:10; Jer.
2:22; 5:2 (Note textual issue.); 13:17; 15:1; 31:36, 37; 33:20; Ezek. 2:5.

150 Num. 5:27, 28; 21:9; Jdg. 6:3; 16:17; 2 Sam. 15:33; 2 Kgs. 7:4 (2x); Jer. 14:18 (2x); 23:22; Lam. 3:32; Ezek. 3:6.

151 Gen. 42:19; Jdg. 6:31b; 2 Sam. 18:25; Est. 6:13.

152 Gen. 30:1; 1 Sam. 19:11; 23:23; 2 Kgs. 2:10b.

153 Josh. 22:23 (2x).

154 Jer. 26:15.
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Two instances are anomalous. These are found in Genesis 31:8 and Exod. 40:37, shown in
(9) and (10). The yigtols in (9) are used in embedded direct speech, but they refer to a PAST
situation that occurs prior to BASE/V-POINT, which is located in the character domain.

(9) Gen. 31:8

ixga-b? 17‘7:1 ﬂ"\?W N b"l'PJ 'V:D&’ n?-ux “When thus he would say, ‘The

i - speckled will be your wages,” then all

the flock bore speckled; and when he

:DYTRY INRDTDD would say, ‘The striped will be your
wages,’ then all the flock bore
striped.” (My translation)

T TR M BTRY AN N2TDR) TR

This passage occurs in a speech Jacob made to his wives that “represents his sobered
reflections on the happenings of the last several years” (Hamilton 1995: 288). Jacob’s speech
is a reflection about past, completed events. In (9) the conditionals support his assertion that
although Laban cheated him, YHWH did not allow Jacob to be harmed. The formula % i3
occurs only four times in BH, each in embedded direct speech: twice here in Gen. 31:8 and in
1 Sam. 20:7 and 2 Sam. 15:28. Interestingly, the latter two instances are also in conditional
constructions. 1 Sam. 20:7 is a content conditional; 2 Sam. 15:28 is a speech act directive.
Unlike the two occurrences in Gen. 31:8, the eventualities referenced in 1 Sam. 20:7 and 2 Sam.
15:28 clearly reference post-speech FUTURE eventualities, which is the TIME that this study
finds that yigtols typically reference.

In direct speech, whether embedded or not, V-POINT rests in the speaking Character’s
domain and hence deictic references such as tense, aspect, modality are centered there."*
Since in content conditionals yigtol verbs typically profile post-speech FUTURE time, the use of
the yigtols here is anomalous since they profile Laban’s speech events that occurred prior to
Jacob’s speech. The interpretive challenge posed by the yigtols is evidenced in that none of the
traditional grammars, nor Miller (1996) discuss these uses. It is possible that the narrator
chose the yigtol to indicate that Laban repeated his claims on several or numerous occasions.
GKC (§107b-e), J-M (§113e) note past habitual uses of the yigtol and Andrason (2010) has
provided a principled explanation for the inclusion of past habitual meaning in the
polysemous yigtol gram. Fleishman (1995: 522) has argued that habituals or iteratives are “the

155 See Miller (1996: 230).
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aspect of generic, non-referring expressions.”*** This characterization describes Jacob’s use of

the yigtol here.

The epistemic stance taken toward the speech event determines whether o& prompts
construction of a hypothetical space or temporal space.”” In English both when and if similarly
“mark clauses whose function is to build a background space within which the main clause
holds” (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 45). They differ in that if establishes a relationship of
causal contingency, while when designates cotemporality with some aspect of the situation
with a time specified in the main clause. When contextual factors promote a positive epistemic
stance toward the content of the o clause, a temporal interpretation is promoted. Supporting

contextual factors are present in (9).

The eventualities to which Jacob refers seemed to occur subsequent to Jacob’s initial wage
proposal in Gen. 30:25-42. Commentators (Hamilton 1995: 288; Mathews 2005: 513); Reyburn
and Fry 1998: 710) consider the D& constructions as representing actual events and not
utterances used to engage in reasoning about a hypothetical situation. Reyburn and Fry (1998:
710) state “If does not indicate in this context a situation that may or may not have happened.
It probably refers to Laban’s having said the words.” They suggest that translating it “First he

said....”

I propose that these contextual factors promote a positive (as opposed to neutral) epistemic
stance toward the D& construction such that o& prompts the reader/hearer to construct a
temporal mental space and not a hypothetical one. Consequently the P clause should be

translated temporally as in (9).

Like the yigtols in (9), the P clause yigtol in (10) also presents the PAST eventuality as
iterative, one that occurred many times in the desert experience. BASE/V-POINT are in the
narrator domain. As can be seen in the example, the conditional occurs in the context of a
temporal clause situated prior to the narrator’s BASE, &1 13 1o’ 12wnn Sun 13vn nibwna
D'won 553. As discussed immediately above, temporal when/whenever clauses like v. 36a
indicate a positive epistemic stance toward an event in which the reader assumes that the
event did in fact occur. This stance in v. 36 promotes the iterative construal of the yigtols in v.

37 and licenses a when/whenever construal of the o& construction in v. 37 too.

1% Cover (2010: 43) adds that generic and habitual or iterative expressions are also characterized by a lack of
specificity. In other words, they do not profile a specific eventuality, but instead profile its expected, generic
qualities or its repetitive nature.

157 See Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 45-49) for a comparison of the semantics of when and if.
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(10) Exod. 40:36-37

sggjwv ’JJ: u\]ov I?wna ‘7}273 ’uy"j nj'?xf_;‘j;q% *Whenever the cloud was taken up

19D N1 110 50 N5-NIS7 (DmDn boa from the tabernacle, the Israelites
YOI R 1I0D A2UT R7TORP 1D PH0R 92 would set out on each stage of their

:inopn oY journey; *’but when the cloud was not
taken up, then they did not set out
until the day that it was taken up.

This study proposes that each lexical item in the phrase 8¥yoyy, (i. e. ), Dx, and &)
contributes compositionally to the meaning of the utterance. The }signals the reader that the
conditional is continuing the immediately preceding argument and should be interpreted
within that context. o& contributes space building and (typically) hypotheticality, which in
this verse is suppressed by the context’s overt temporal semantics. 8% contributes semantics
of alternativity and signals the reader that the utterance is the alternative to a preceding
assertion. A negative cannot be understood without a positive alternative and negative

particles such as &5 always profile an alternative.'®

The P clause eventualities in fifty-two of the fifty-four uses of these conditionals referenced
post-speech FUTURE events. The yigtol is the preferred verb form for construing FUTURE
eventualities. In two instances, (9) and (10), yiqgtols referenced PAST habitual eventualities.
Qatal verbs are used when the narrator construed pre-speech PAST eventualities or wanted to
indicate epistemic distance from the predictions in the conditionals. Counterfactual
interpretations are licensed via inference from context and gatal verb forms. It is not available

via strict compositionality. See the following section 4.1.1.2 for discussion of this use of gatals.
4.1.1.2. P Clause Qatal Verbs in Non-Poetic Literature

In non-poetical books, gatal verbs are used thirteen times in o& content conditional P
clauses.” Eleven of these occur in direct speech.'® Two instances are not in direct speech,'*'
s0 BASE and V-POINT for these are in the narrator’s BASE. In five passages (Num. 5:27, 28; 21:9;
Jdg. 6:3; Jer. 14:18 (2x); Lam. 3:32) whether BASE and V-POINT are in the narrator’s space or
the character’s space, gatal verbs are clearly used to refer to situations that occur prior to
BASE/V-POINT and are PAST TIME. However, P clause gatals that do not reference PAST TIME

158 See Dancygier (2012) on negation and alternativity.

1% Num. 5:27, 28; 21:9; Jdg. 6:3; 16:17; 2 Sam. 15:33; 2 Kgs. 7:4 (2x); Jer. 14:18 (2x); 23:22; Lam. 3:32; Ezek. 3:6.

160 Num. 5:27, 28; Jdg. 16:17; 2 Sam. 15:33; 2 Kgs. 7:4 (2x); Jer. 14:18 (2x); 23:22; Lam. 3:32; Ezek. 3:6. The uses in
Num. 5:27, 28 are, strictly speaking in a procedural text, but they occur inside a quote frame, and because of that
will be considered to be used in direct speech.

161 Num. 21:9; Jdg. 6:3.
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occur in six content conditionals and pose a more serious interpretational challenge. These
include: Jdg. 16:17; 2 Sam. 15:33; 2 Kgs. 7:4a (2x); Jer. 23:22; Ezek. 3:6. I will first discuss those
which do reference PAsT TIME, followed by those that do not.

The speech in (11), in which the gatal is used to profile PAST TIME, is represented as direct
speech of Moses. BASE/V-POINT, therefore, will be in the character domain.

(11) Num. 5:27

SYnm NRNVITOR N DATTNR APY) When he has made her drink the

' N o, ' o water, then, if she has defiled herself

and has been unfaithful to her

nH9RY MWRA N AT 12911 AIva ANy husband, the water that brings the

:ARY 1793 curse shall enter into her and cause
T bitter pain, and her womb shall

discharge, her uterus drop, and the
woman shall become an execration
among her people.

0™in7 BrIRRD 010 A3 IR YR VD

My analysis argues that a qatal is used in the protasis of Num. 5:27 (and 5:28) because the
(suspected) situation of the woman having defiled herself due to unfaithfulness occurs prior
to the speech event and to the ritual itself. Therefore, TIME is PAST and qatal is preferred for

PAST construals.!®?

The conditional in (12) is not in direct speech, so BASE/V-POINT are in the narrator’s space.
This is another instance where contextual factors prompt temporal space-building by ox.
These factors include the mention in Jdg. 6:1 that Israel was under Midianite rule for seven
years. The reader will understand the subsequently mentioned events as transpiring during
those seven years. Since planting was done, at the least, on a yearly basis, this background
knowledge promotes a habitual interpretation of 1. The use of 711, which marks habituality
construed from the narrator’s V-POINT, reinforces this interpretation. The conditional in

Num. 21:9 is similar, and also occurs after n*m.
(12) Jdg. 6:3

-ﬁ;;q P?’;pl u-rn n:‘?x;n ’7§jwv ynz-nx Tl\’,C“ For whenever the Israelites put in
. seed, the Midianites and the
A e Tl Amalekites and the people of the east
would come up against them.

162 Andrason and Van der Merwe (2015) present arguments that in Genesis discursive material the gatal can
typically be interpreted as a present perfect. A perfect construal of the gatal in (14) is preferred as indicated in
the NRSV, presumibly because the initial impurity is viewed as sticking to the woman creating ongoing
defilement at the moment of speech.
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The background to Jer. 14:18, example (13) appears to be a military defeat and subsequent

famine. The two conditionals in (13) are set in a lament section, Jer. 14:17-15:4, that constitutes

a definable unit.'*

(13) Jer. 14:18

YARA DRI IO A30 oTn TnRYOR When I went out into the fleld, look—

T those killed by the sword! And when I

entered the city, look—those sick with

AP N9 PIRTOR 1IN0 famine! For both prophet and the
priest do business throughout the
land, and they lack knowledge. (My
translation)

109703 RIIDIVD 3y RONA Mg TN

The following analysis assumes that the lament is set post-famine and describes
eventualities that occur prior to the expression of the lament. This assumption crucially
affects my conclusion that the writer of Jer. 14:18 utilized the past and perfective semantic
components available in gatal forms so that the reader would understand that the
eventualities 'nXkY’ and 'nK1 actually did occur. Since this enables a PAST TIME construal, these

ow clauses could be interpreted as when clauses.'®

However, as mentioned earlier, P clause gatals that do not reference PAST TIME occur in six
content conditionals.'® In (14), the speaker, Samson, is predicting the consequences of having
his head completely shaved: If his head is shaved, he would lose his strength.

(14) Jdg. 16:17

nby-§5 A 7Y nNm 13559 N8 AYTM So he told her his whole secret, and
oo T T o T said to her, “A razor has never come
upon my head; for I have been a
“522 MM YN M0 3R R AN nazirite to God from my mother’s
0TRA womb. If my head were shaved, then
nr my strength would leave me; I would
become weak, and be like anyone
else.”

DN RN TR0 I8 D08 TR WNTOY

163 See Thompson (1980: 385) for discussion.

164 Note that the temporal when construal is not reflected in English or most Spanish translations. Dios Habla Hoy
translates with positive epistemic stance, but does not include cuando (when): Salgo al campo...entro en la ciudad (I
go out to the field...I go into the city). See discussion of epistemic stances that license when construals in section
4.2.3.

165 Jdg. 16:17; 2 Sam. 15:33; 2 Kgs. 7:4 (2x); Jer. 23:22; Ezek. 3:6.
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The qatal represents the event of head-shaving as completed. Since Samson’s head was not
shaved at speech time, we know that the eventuality portrayed by 'nn%j in the P clause is a
future possibility; Samson is simply considering this scenario. The question then is, since in
narrative the gatal is typically used in direct speech to refer to eventualities that occur prior
to speech time, why is it used here to refer to a possible future eventuality? I suggest that two
semantic components are salient in this context: First, the perfective aspect component of the
qatal’s semantics is profiled,’* so *nanY;3 is portrayed as a bounded event—if the shaving of his
hair is occurs and is completed, he will lose his strength. Secondly, and more importantly, the
qgatal is used to promote negative epistemic stance toward the eventuality of being shaved.'”’
In other words, the gatal indicates that Samson does not believe his hair will be shaved off; he

is distancing himself from the idea.

Hendel (1996: 176) notes that “one occasionally finds the Pf. [perfect] used in real
conditions to express a related value in the axis of real: unreal, that of the real but extremely
dubious or remote.” It is common cross-linguistically for verb forms that typically have past
meanings to be used for epistemic distancing, as in the English If John came, I would be surprised.
It is well documented cross-linguistically that verb forms typically used for PAST TIME (and
the various types of past tense in tense languages) seem “to most frequently occur simply as
a means of making a proposition one degree more hypothetical in meaning than it otherwise
would be” (James 1982: 385)."® Binnick too notes that “because of its ability to distance, to
detach the event from the speech-act situation, the past may be used for irrealities: the
hypothetical is expressed in many languages through the use of the past tense” (Binnick 1991:
390). I am suggesting that in BH content o& conditionals, gatal verbs could be used to promote
the implicature that possible futures contemplated by the gatals were being dismissed.'®

In summary, the gatal is not used in (14) to prompt a PAST construal. It instead promotes a
distanced perfective construal of the conditional. The use of the gatal to promote negative
epistemic stance is also the preferred understanding of the P-clause gatal conditionals in the
first conditional in 2 Sam 15:33 (15) and in 2 Kgs. 7:4a (16).

166 1f the verbal grams (qatal, yigtol, etc.) could be conceived of, metaphorically, as a multifaceted entity (where,
it may be possible to apply Langacker’s (1987: 271-274) concept of active zones to verbal construal operations.
Langacker (1987: 271) defines an active zone as “those facets of an entity capable of interacting directly with a
given domain or relation.”

167 For the use of the qgatal to indicate “mood” see GKC (2007: §106p); J-M (8163c, §167k); IBHS (1990: 493-494).

168 See also Fleischman (1989).

19 See also the FUTURE reference use of a P clause qatal in the speech-act conditional in Gen. 43:9 where
distancing may also be involved.
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The content conditional in (15) is the first of a pair of conditionals in which the second, in

verse 34, entertains an alternative to the first.

(15) 2 Sam. 15:33-34

7‘21] 0 vn& nay ok M7 ]‘7 7?38"1_33 33David said to hlm, “Ifyou g0 on Wlth
. PR me, you will be a burden to me. **But if
nR Y Apnam... 2R PrntoRP4 (RvNY . .

\ T ToEE T e you return to the city...then you will

580K Ny defeat for me the counsel of
Ahithophel.”

A gatal is used in the P clause of the first conditional in v.33. BASE and V-POINT are in the
character domain where David, the speaking character, discusses with Hushai where he
(Hushai) should continue with him (David) in his exile or return to Jerusalem to spy for him. I
propose that as in (14), the gatal is used to indicate negative epistemic stance—David does not
want Hushai to continue with him into exile. This conclusion is reinforced when David
proposes an alternative, replacement scenario in the second alternative conditional in verse
34. This P clause provides the context in which David’s real interest lies - obtaining
information on court activities. Here the yiqtol is used to profile FUTURE TIME because the

eventuality 293wn would occur post-speech.

The two uses of the gatal in v. 4 of (16) are the most challenging to explain. The reasoning
that is occurring in this passage is complex. Reference can be made to the mental space

configuration in Figure 4.4 below.
(16) 2 Kgs. 7:3-4

ija nna o'k N D’W.Jl_*l ny:ﬁgﬁ 3NOW there were fOLlI' leprous men
N T A outside the city gate, who said to one

5 DU Ay - TSR 3y
N2 DAY NI ”Qq“"m % U Ny another, “Why should we sit here until
T2 2PN T RIAIAIIRTDRY I0DTTY we die? ‘If we say, ‘Let us enter the
395 AAD ANM 1D WD) OW B0 city,’ the famine is in the city, and we

shall die there; but if we sit here, we
shall also die. Therefore, let us desert
higlalEkiga) to the Aramean camps; if they spare our
lives, we shall live; and if they kill us,
we shall but die.”

"DRY 733NN 098 MR8 N8

In 7:3, BASE and V-POINT, initially in the narrative domain, switch to the character domain
for the direct speech. The verb forms are therefore determined by the character’s construal
of the eventualities, not the narrator’s. The context in which these four conditionals are used

and character viewpoint are crucial to explaining why qatals are used in the P clauses of the
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first pair of conditionals, and yigtols in the P clauses of the second pair. Before arguing for this,
it is important to note that the first two gatal conditionals form one unit and the second two
yigtol conditionals form a second unit. This is indicated by the use of oy instead of oR."”° by
is typically used in the second (or third) conditional in a series of b& conditionals. The 1 in o)
functions to alert the reader to use the available linguistic and contextual clues to search for
the most relevant interclausal or intersentential semantic relationship. But 1 itself doesn’t
specify that relationship. In this case, the relationship between the first and following
conditionals is that of alternative, topically related conditionals. o& alone is not indicating
the semantics of alternativity. Here in 1 Kgs. 7:3, 4 o8 effectively groups the second and fourth
conditionals with their preceding o& construction, creating two sets of two conditionals. Both
possibilities in the first set were rejected and not acted on; the situations in the second were

accepted and one of these situations “became” the future.

The first two gatal conditionals follow the rhetorical question in 7:3, =7v na ©*2W* MR 1D
unn, “Why should we sit here until we die?” and are used to explore possible alternative
futures that arise from that question. Prominent among the implicatures that follow from the
question is: “We shouldn’t just sit here; it is foolish to do so.” The gatal conditionals explore
the reasoning behind why they believe it is foolish to do this. The first conditional 1 8-0x
DY 11071 03 277 PPN KiA) can be paraphrased oW 1nm Wi Kioy; the quote formula
serves to increase the epistemic distance the speaker takes toward going into the city, and
231 2p77 explains why they would die if they went into the city. The speaker’s epistemic
stance toward going into Jerusalem is definitely negative—who wants an assured death? The
epistemic stance toward continuing to sit there is also decidedly negative. No reason for the
conclusion that they would die is given, but little familiarity with war and famine is needed
to deduce multiple reasons.

I propose that gatals are used by the speaker to indicate his negative epistemic stance,
(already established by the rhetorical question) toward the proposition in the P clause, as it is
in]Jdg. 16:17 and 2 Sam. 15:33. Effectively, the gatals inform the reader that the speaker rejects
these alternatives. The fact that the speaker in 7:4 used yigtols in the pair of conditionals that
the lepers did act on strengthens this claim. Yigtols are used to promote neutral or positive
epistemic stance. It is important to note that the yigtol gram is not solely responsible for the
construal of epistemic stance, but works in tandem with the context to promote the construal.
One would imagine that intonation may well have contributed too.

170 See below for discussion of the use of ox) to signal an additional related, coordinate or supporting argument.
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Above, we hypothesized that the gatal verbs were used by the speaker to indicate his
negative epistemic stance regarding entering Jerusalem. As the discourse proceeds, this
contextual information becomes part of the speaker’s BASE, and crucially becomes part of the
reader’s contextual knowledge in the reader’s BASE and consequently plays a central role in
the interpretation of the qatals in the P clauses. As contextual information is added to the
reader’s BASE, this knowledge is promptly used in the construal of immediately following
information. This proposal requires some discussion of the status of contextual information

in the base space.

Referring to the BASE space, Cutrer (1994: 53) states that “in the canonical case, the Base
space is speaker reality” and as such is the space where encyclopedic background knowledge
about semantic frames employed in construal is located. Kwon (2012: 138) has argued that
“presupposition has so far been naively assumed to be undifferentiated from the rest of our
shared knowledge in the Base space; however, I claim that we must specify and represent this
type of backgrounded information independently even though it is part of the Base space.”
He further elaborates, arguing that “it is the space that includes any implicit information that
[speakers/hearers/readers] need for accessing the newly updated information in any mental
spaces” (Kwon 2012: 138).

More recently, building on work by Sanders, et. al. (2009) where an enriched BASE was
proposed, Ferrari and Sweetser (2012) have offered an analysis that illustrates how meaning
migrates from spaces back to the BASE during language processing. This migrated meaning is
then available as contextual knowledge. In 2 Kgs. 7:3-4, newly obtained information, such as
the negative epistemic stance displayed in the rhetorical questions, that readers need for the
construal of subsequent information will be in the BASE space. This includes information
needed for construal of the epistemic stance the speaker takes toward the focal events in

conditional constructions.

The following mental space diagram of 2 Kgs. 7:4 makes explicit the role contextual
knowledge has in interpretation by shading the BASE for the conditional (Space H) light blue
to indicate that the BASE has been updated by the negative epistemic stance in the rhetorical
question.
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Figure 4.4: Mental Space Diagram of 2 Kgs. 7:3-4, example (16)

“REALITY” DOMAIN

Space R:
NARRATIVE DOMAIN

SPEECH SPACE
L: lepers

CHARACTER DOMAIN

L: lepers
1R ‘say’ | ‘we stay here’

Space H:
BASE
V-POINT
After R

l: lepers
1nn) ‘we will die’ 1

Space H1:
FOCUS
PREDICTION
After H

It is important to note that I am not suggesting that every use of gatal in content conditional
P clauses is intended to promote this implicature, simply that it is available for construal when
supporting contextual factors are present. In 2 Kgs. 7:3-4, the question promotes and supports
the negative construal.

(17) is a further example where context and the gatal together promote negative epistemic
stance toward the P clause of a content conditional.

(17) Jer. 23:21-22

'[N27"NY 17 DM D'RAINNR "ANYWKRH?! “1did not send the prophets, yet they

T o ran; I did not speak to them, yet they

: . prophesied. ?But if they had stood in

LI P D27TA DIAWM AYTNR M12T my council, then they would have

05N proclaimed my words to my people,
T and they would have turned them

from their evil way, and from the evil
of their doings."”*

WRY TID3 TTHYTDNT HND) DN DN

L The verb 3ynym in v. 22 is repeated from Jer. 23:18 and is possibly a wayiqtol. However, wayiqtols are rare in BH.
BHRG (Forthcoming: 199) comments “Besides linking clauses, this construction has no semantic function in
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Jer. 23:22 occurs in what is represented as the direct speech of YHWH to the prophet
Jeremiah. The topic of the passage in which (17) is found is a denunciation of the reassuring
message of prophets in Jerusalem, who represent themselves as speaking for YHWH. First-
person singular pronouns and verbs in the preceding context of chapter 22 refer to YHWH as
the speaker and establish the deictic center in the character domain. The situations referred
to in 23:16-17 are presented as occurring prior to the speech event, or possibly, when

participles are used, habitually and overlapping speech time.

The rhetorical question in verse 18 asserts that none of the prophets referenced in verses
16-17 have ever 1127-NX YRW" K1 MY 7o TAY. As in (16), a question is used by the writer
to introduce a new topic for discussion. Whether the gatal 71p is construed as referencing
TIME anterior to speech time or perfective aspect, the resulting interpretation is the same: no
prophets in YHWH’s Tio. As discussed above, this contextual fact is part of the speaker’s base,
and crucially becomes part of the reader’s contextual knowledge in her BASE and plays a
central role in the interpretation of the gatal in the P clause of 23:22. As contextual
information is added to the reader’s BASE, this knowledge is promptly used in the construal
of immediately following information. The updated contextual information in the BASE is
indicated via the blue shading in Space H.

itself.” However, see (Baden 2008: 152)) who argues that in BH narrative this form explicitly connotes purpose
or result. He states that it is “so uncommon and does not fit into the standard verbal system, it must be associated
with a specific meaning or usage.” He counts only eleven actual uses from Genesis through 2 Kings versus a
morphological search in the SESB database in Logos which lists hundreds of instances. None of Baden’s are
conditionals. Those listed in SESB that occur in conditionals are all in Q clauses. Due to the total lack of clarity
on determination of the status of most of these forms, I have counted them as uses of yiqtols.
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Figure 4.5: Mental Space Diagram of Jer. 23:21-22, example (17)
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When the reader arrives at Jer. 23:22, the contextual information from verse 18 is still
cognitively active, so she already knows that none of what the prophets have said and are
saying is the result of being in YHWH’s counsel. The conditional repeats almost verbatim the
rhetorical question in verse 18 and is used to consider a hypothetical scenario in the past that
might have occurred if the prophets had stood in YHWH’s inner council. The qgatal in the
conditional promotes an anterior perfective construal, and conspires with the context to
promote strong negative epistemic distance.

Since the conditional makes a prediction based on a counterfactual premise (e. g. the
prophets never did stand in YHWH’s presence) the conditional is a true counterfactual, like
(5) above. Note that here, and in (5), counterfactuality is not strictly compositional, because it
is not a conventional meaning of the lexical forms in the conditional. Instead it is prompted
via inference from those forms in their context. At stated above, Figure 4.5 captures how
context is updated and available to hearer/readers as utterances are processed so that it is
available for inference. The use of the gatal promotes this inference. As noted by J-M (§167f), 1

nor 891 were required by Biblical Hebrew speakers to construe counterfactuality in content
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conditionals, contrary to IBHS (1990: 636-638)."7* Contextually prompted inference plus P
clause gatals were sufficient. This same cognitive information processing explains the use of
the qgatal in the P clause in Ezek. 3:6.

Finally, the proposal that the gatal was used to promote negative epistemic stance is buoyed
by comparing examples (9) and (16). Only the relevant portion of each example is repeated
here. Based on chapter 30:31-43 of the Genesis narrative, the reader knows that the topic was
discussed. The narrator uses the yigtol in (9) to promote the speaking character’s positive
epistemic stance toward the eventualities, to convey that they are facts. As (16) indicates,

qatals were used to indicate negative stance.
(9) Gen. 31:8

iNgn-ﬁ; 1-!’7:1 :[-‘?w NN bv-er AN ﬂ?'DB “When thus he would say, ‘The
S speckled will be your wages,” then all
1771 72V 507 O TRY IR 7270K] D7) the flock bore speckled; and when he
:O"TRY RO would say, ‘The striped will be your
wages,” then all the flock bore
striped.” (My translation)

(16) 2 Kgs. 7:4

D\é} higlo)| Hvy; apIm j»ﬁa Ntl; QJJW:I_DK:{'DR If we say, ‘Let us enter the City,’ the
famine is in the city, and we shall die
there; but if we sit here, we shall also

die.

1) NB NIYTON

This section has argued that in different contexts, the gatal gram can express different
values, including PAsT TIME (simple past, present perfect), perfective aspect and, when
contextually driven, a distanced epistemic stance. This polysemy is challenging to explain
within an objectivist, dictionary-driven semantic framework characteristic of much of
traditional Biblical Hebrew inquiry. Within a cognitive semantic paradigm, polysemy is the
norm and is expected since meaning does not consist of form-real world pairings, but is
instead a reflection of construal and user-based prototype effects and patterns of

connectivity.
4.1.1.3. P Clause Yigtol Verbs in Poetic Literature

In this section I will present an analysis of content conditional verb usage in the poetic
books of Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Qohelet and Song of Songs. The results will be compared with

172 IBHS states that irreal conditionals are “usually” introduced by these particles. It does not, however, recognize
that o& conditionals can be counterfactuals or, in their terminology, irreal.
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their usage in non-poetic literature. Content conditionals are used forty-three times in these

books. In the P clauses verb use is as follows:

Table 4.2: Content Conditional P Clause Verb Forms in Poetic Literature

Yigtol'” Qatal”* | Verbless | w7 | Participle”’

21 (51%) | 14 (34%) 4 (10%) 2 (5%) 1(2%)

Verb distribution in these poetic books differs significantly from the use in non-poetic
literature. In non-poetic literature yigtols are used in 67% of content conditional P clauses; in
poetic literature, 51% of the time. Correspondingly, qatals, discussed below, are used in 16% of
non-poetic content conditionals versus 34% of content conditionals in poetic literature.'”

Verbless and existential clauses are discussed in section 4.1.1.5.

In Psalms and Proverbs each content conditional BASE and V-POINT is in the narrator’s
domain since none are in discourse explicitly attributed to a non-narrator participant.'” In
the three instances in Song of Songs—8:7, 9 (2x)—BASE and V-POINT are in the character
domain because the conditionals are in speech attributed to a character. In Job every ox
content conditional is found in the dialogues.”®® Therefore BASE and V-POINT are in the
character domain in the speaking character’s space. The deictic center is in the character
space and verb forms should therefore be determined from the character space’s V-POINT,
not the narrator’s. The mental space configurations for these conditionals are similar to the
Figures 4.1 and 4.2.

Content conditionals are used in Job in significantly higher numbers than in the other
poetic books. There are a total of 110 conditionals in Job, 24 of which are content conditionals.
In the other four books combined (Psalms, Proverbs, Qohelet and Song) only 104 conditionals

73 Job 8:5, 18; 9:3, 20, 23; 13:10; 14:7, 8-9; 16:6; 17:16; 22:23 (2x); 34:14; Ps. 127:1 (2x); 139:8; Prov. 2:1, 2, 4-5; 3:24;
Song 8:7. On Job 17:16, Clines (1998: 375) notes that “Revocalizing MT nni “rest” (cf. rv) to nni “we shall descend,”
as is quite universally done.”

174 Job 8:4; 9:15, 30; 20:14, 15; 11:13-15; 21:6; 22:20; Ps. 63:7; 66:18; 73:15; Prov. 23:15.

175 Job 8:6; Ps. 90:10; Song 8:9 (2x).

176 Job 33:23-25; Prov. 23:18.

177 Job 36:7-10.

178 64% of the qatals are in Job alone.

17 Psalms such as Psalms 126 and 139 are attributed to Solomon and David respectively. This study determined
Character, Narrator domain based on who the text states the narrator or writer was, not on the basis of a
contemporary text-critical-based reader’s understanding.

80 Job 8:4, 5, 6, 18; 9:3, 15, 19 (2x), 20, 23, 27, 30; 10:14, 15; 11:13; 13:10; 14:7, 8; 16:6; 17:16; 22:23 (2x); 33:23; 34:14.
On 9:27 Clines (1998: 219) notes “The inf ™x after ox is unparalleled, and usually emended to *mnR. G. R. Driver,
“Problems in the Hebrew Text of Job,” VTS 3 (1955) 72-93.”
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are used, and of those 17 are content conditionals. This distribution is not surprising. First,
conditionals are most frequently found in direct speech, and Job consists almost entirely of
dialogues of represented speech. Secondly, the characters’ purpose in speaking is to persuade
Job to abandon his opinions regarding his situation and to adopt their positions. Persuasion
typically involves energetic reasoning, which in turn incorporates alternative reasoning and
scenario building. Conditionals, and content conditionals in particular, are common in this
type of reasoning. Note the intense reasoning occurring in the string of nine conditionals in
Job 9:15-30, where we find “Job debating the wisdom or possibility of legal disputation with
God.”"! Six of these conditionals are content conditionals. In (18) five overt oX conditionals
are used and vs. 20b is, via implicature interpreted as a second conditional under the scope of
the verse-initial o®. I classify the conditionals in vss. 15, 20a, b as content conditionals.
Sequential conditional clauses may not be common in everyday conversation, but in extended
legal dialogue or argumentative presentations where one party is seeking to challenge and
change another party’s position, such as is found in Job, they are not uncommon. They should

not be considered extraordinary use of language.'®?
(18) Job 9:15-20

JANDN ’UDWDS TIUN 85 MRTYTON jW:SIS 15Though [If] Iam innocent, I cannot
ST o answer him; I must appeal for mercy to
my accuser. “If [ summoned him and
103N WD N3 AW TWwaTIWRY he answered me, I do not believe that
\0"™ARn 1P 09 T 2w Im- N8 he would listen to my voice. For he
IR M LAYNTORY NI par NoYoRY crushes me with a tempest, and
s R E VRS ER AR PER S R multiplies my wounds without cause;
2IWPY) IKTDR WYY '8 PTYR-OR ®he will not let me get my breath, but
fills me with bitterness. “If it is a
contest of strength, he is the strong
onel! If it is a matter of justice, who can
summon him? *Though [If] I am
innocent, my own mouth would
condemn me; though [if] I am
blameless, he would prove me perverse.

PP PINTTR PRRNNG ] NNRTDNR e

In Job, most yigtols are used to reference eventualities that are post-speech FUTURE TIME.
Five yigtols (Job 9:23; 11:13; 13:10; 14:7, 8-9) may be construable as referencing generic

eventualities. The reasoning about content domain eventualities in these conditionals

181 Clines (1998: 225).

182 See Clines’ (1998: 224) comment: “Related to the language of controversy are the “if” clauses of this speech.
“If” clauses belong to the formulation of law, and also, as here, to the contemplation of legal steps to be taken.
...creating a marked impression of the experimentation of the speaker’s thoughts.”
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involves causality and prediction. Generic and content conditionals are closely related since
both are predictive and involve causality. If these are generic conditionals, then the yigtols

should be translated to indicate their generic status.'®’
(19) Job 14:7

1np;v]’ qw‘n_—u -”Dl n12roR nlpﬁ PDS wv o) “For there is hope for a tree—if it is cut
ST T T down, again it will sprout, and its
S0 &Y & P
TR T shoots will not fail. (My translation)

In the Psalms, Proverbs and Song, all but two yigtols (Ps. 127:1a, b) clearly reference FUTURE
TIME eventualities. Like the five possible generic construals in Job mentioned above, the two

conditionals in (20) could be construed as generic conditionals.

(20) Ps. 127:1

i3 17352 950 |RIW 1°3 A3285 |0 oR If YHWH does not builds the house, the
T T T builders have labored in vain on it. If
YHWH does not guard a city, the
guards have kept watch in vain. (My
translation)

NI TRY R PYIYTRY MToR

4.1.1.4. P Clause Qatal Verbs in Poetic Literature

Translation decisions in English translations reflect the analytical challenge in
understanding the use of gatals in the o& conditional P clauses in Job, Psalms and Proverbs
and Qohelet—some uses are given a temporal (Ps. 63:7; 94:18; Job 21:6 NIV,** NRSV, ESV, CEB,
NET, Tanach), others a concessive construal (Job 9:15 NIV, NRSV, ESV, CEB, NET, Tanach). Even
though the bx-qatal sequence is used in P clauses in Job 9:15 and 9:16 (a speech-act
conditional), only 9:16 is translated as a conditional. These content conditionals with P-clause
qgatals appear to fall within two categories. The first category is characterized by internal state

verbs and the second category by non-internal state verbs.'®

The internal state verbs and the six passages where they are found include *mnx: Ps. 73:15;
94:18; ’Iﬂ;'g:]ob 21:6; D2N: Prov. 23:15; Ps. 63:7; "1"R7: Ps. 66:18.

18 See section 4.2 below for analysis of generic conditionals.

¥ NIV ignores o in Ps. 63:7.

185 Eve Sweetser (p. c.: May 2014) with gratitude for pointing this out to me. Internal-state verbs are verbs that
refer to cognitive states that are typically unavailable for evaluation by others. They include verbs of perception
(see, look, listen), cognition (think, say-in BH; remember), knowledge (know), desire).
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Prototypically *nnx describes actual physical speaking, however the verb is often used
figuratively to indicate the process of thinking.'® For example, the NRSV translation of Ps.
94:18 is when I thought..., rather than If/when I said.... In Gen. 32:9 7n¥" is translated thought,
thinking in almost every major English translation."” n&7 is also used metaphorically to
represent a character’s inner perception and understanding.’® The KNOWING is SEEING

189

metaphor is common cross-linguistically’®® and is productive in BH as well.

I propose that in o& conditional P clauses, qatals are preferred for verbs that describe a
character’s inner state when PAST TIME interpretations are promoted. Kiparsky (2004: 280)
suggests that verbs of perception, cognition and emotion are “quasi-resultative” in Finnish in
that they profile a bounded event where a change of state is difficult to define. Since
resultative is not a grammatically productive category in BH, we might say that these uses of
the gatal are “quasi-perfective”. They profile a process which in the utterance is considered
bounded for the sake of the interpretation, but is unbounded in the world outside the speech
event. For example, the process profiled by *n121 in (21) is construed as bounded, but living
humans cannot cease thinking. In (23) the hearer/reader can imagine the process profiled by
'R as bounded, i. e. perfective, for the purposes of the narrator, but in reality, the narrator

continued “seeing” after the profiled event.

This may explain the use of the gatals in (21) and (22). They can also promote negative
epistemic stance as is also evident in (23) and (24) where either simple past or perfect
interpretations are reasonable. Passages that are best construed as PAST TIME due to
contextual factors in both the preceding and following contexts include Ps. 66:18; 73:15; 94:18.

(21) Job 21:6

:nqg%s vjwj TN vnSn:u] TPNTON) When I think Of itIam dismayed, and
o T e e shuddering seizes my flesh.

(22) Prov. 23:15

:ﬁ;gﬁ-ng 7;137 npww :[A:S D:—.’U-DR u; My Chlld, ifyour heart is wise, my
heart too will be glad.

186 See BDB (2008: 56); HALOT (1994-2000: 66); Lund (1997: §6); Miller (1996: 290-96). Miller refers to this use as
internal speech.

187 CEB, ESV, KJV, NASB, NET, NCV, NIV, NKJV, NLT, NRSV.

188 See BDB (2008: 907); Lund (1997: §1.c).

18 See Dancygier and Sweetser (2014: 3-4; 26-28); Johnson ([1987] 2013: loc. 2605, 2636). Use of upper-case letters
to refer to the domains is conventional practice in cognitive linguistics studies of metaphor and other figurative
language.
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(23) Ps. 66:18

vl_l-r;:g |ypww N‘? v;‘;: ﬁnﬂs{j’-ng U§ IfI saw/had seen 1n1qu1ty in my heart,
the Lord would not have listened. (My
translation)**°

(24) Ps. 73:15
ﬁn'l' .JT; :lvv}; -n-[ ﬂ}ﬂ V?:’ nlgog ’DWT_DZ;{'DR If1 sald/had said, “I will talk on in this

manner,” Look, I would have betrayed
your children. (My translation)

The remaining o& conditional P clause gatal verbs are not internal state verbs. The gatal in
(25) clearly refers to an eventuality prior to the speech event since if Job’s children sinned,
they would have done so before they died, and the speech which refers to their possible

sinning occurs after the recorded death of Job’s children in Job 1:19.

(25) Job 8:4
:DDWQ"[ZB Dﬂzﬂ_ﬂ’i 1"7-%;@” T733°DKR Ifyour children sinned against hlm, he
oo o delivered them into the power of their
transgression.

The gatals in the remaining six conditionals in Job 9:15, 30; 10:14, 15, 11:13-15 and Prov.
24:14 are the most challenging interpretively.

(26) Job 9:30-31

253 133 "Nid WA TPYNnn-OR° *1f I wash myself with snow, purify my
yinbly AUNT Hha0R NRw 183 hands with soap, * then you’ll hurl me
A R into a slimy pit so that my clothes

detest me. (CEB)

1% Commentators disagree on the interpretation of this o& clause. Hossfeld and Zenger (2005: 144-147) translated
it as a temporal when clause and the gatal as profiling simple past/perfective. Tate (1990: 145-146) translate it as
an if-less conditional (i. e. do not translate oy overtly) expressing epistemic distance as I have. I suggest that
yigtol ynv» in the Q clause is used since, from the perspective of the writer/narrator, this eventuality occurs after
the eventuality in the P clause.
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(27) Job 10:14-15**

:vJP;n x‘? v_upu]' u_mj@w] wnxgg-uxm MIf ] Sil’l, YOI; watch me, and;io not
Y " acquit me of my iniquity. “If  am
WY RPRND TP T Y N IO - -

’ = Sl i wicked, woe to me! If I am righteous, I

™I AR 19P paw cannot lift up my head, for I am filled
with disgrace and look upon my
affliction.

I tentatively suggest that the qatals in (26) and (27) are best understood as perfective uses
of the gram.”” For the following reasons, I must emphasize the tentative nature of this
suggestion because, as we have seen," ox can license a temporal reading, Job 10:14 could be
construed as saying When I sin/have sinned. The reader’s understanding of the broader context
of Job and more specifically the portrayal of Job’s stance regarding his sin-status crucially

informs the construal.

4.1.1.5. Other P Clause Forms

The presentation of my analysis of the remaining P clause forms, verbless clauses,
syntactic ellipsis, ¥, '8, and participles does not categorize them within text types because
the few instances of use of each are too small to be statistically significant. In the P clauses of
the remaining predictive content conditionals, the following forms are used:

Verbless clauses (ten times)'*
Syntactic Ellipsis (three times) '°
v (three times)**

PR (three times)"’

Participle (two times)'*®

4.1.1.5.1. Verbless Clauses

The ten verbless clauses represent 8% of instances in o& content conditionals.'” They are
evenly divided between narrative and poetic literature. None are used in content conditionals

in the prophets. Content conditionals are used in verbless constructions in which one clause

191 Although the Hebrew in Job 9:15 and 10:14-15 is almost identical in structure (qgatal...Dx), most English
translations interpret 9:15 as a concessive and 10:14-15 as if-conditionals, revealing the profound challenges
posed by interpretation of a dead language, and the inescapable role of the interpreter’s construal.

1921 also classify as perfective the qatal use in Job 10:14; 11:13-15; Prov. 24:14.

1% See above section 4.1.1.2 and below section 4.2.3.

19 Gen. 42:19; Jdg. 6:31b; 2 Sam. 18:25; 2 Kgs. 1:10, 12; Est. 6:13; Job 8:6; Ps. 90:10; Song 8:9 (2x).

1% Gen. 18:21; Josh. 22:23 (2x).

1% 1 Sam. 23:23; Job 33:23-25; Prov. 23:18.

%7 Gen. 30:1; 1 Sam. 19:11; 2 Kgs. 2:10b.

1% Job 36:7-10; Jer. 26:15.

199 See Miller (1999) for the most recent study of BH verbless clauses and for bibliographic information.
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(Gen. 42:19; Jdg. 6:31b; Est. 6:13; Job 8:6; Ps. 90:10) or both (2 Sam. 18:25) are verbless. These
conditionals all occur in direct speech. Verbless o& clauses are used to reason about the
identity or status of the subject (or topic). The topic TIME of the eventualities in the P clauses
overlap with the speech time, i.e. they refer to PRESENT TIME. BASE and V-POINT are in the
Character Domain. As seen in (28) the verbless o P clause sets up the background condition

within which the Q clause is to be interpreted.
(28) Jdg. 6:31b

]Uzrn-ng PD; v? ]‘7 :177 ‘Nﬂﬂ Dv‘j‘n’s-ug “If he isa gOd, let hlm argue fOI'
himself, because it was his altar that
was torn down.” (CEB)

(29) is an o) conditional used mid-sentence in a verbless clause to consider an alternate to
the first proposed scenario. The conditional makes a prediction that if a person is strong, then

they may live eighty years.
(29) Ps. 90:10

IN31353 DN A3 DDA o3 ARy The days of our life are seventy years,
S . if with strength, eighty years.... (My

s
Y DAY translation)

4.1.1.5.2. Ellipsis, ¥ and '8

Ellipsis is typically described as the omission of one or more “necessary” elements in a
grammatical construction.”® It is used here to describe any of the “anaphoric processes that
involve ‘omission’ of a syntactic constituent under identity with an antecedent in the
adjoining discourse”.”! The use of ellipsis is common in normal everyday language and follows
the Gricean maxim to restrict communication to no more than is necessary to be
informative,”” and the similar Relevance Theory principle that speakers will typically be
efficient in their communication—they will say no more than they believe necessary to

communicate their intentions.”” In reality, there is no “omission” of information.

20 See Crystal (2008: 166); Quirk, et. al. (1985: 884). See van Leeuwen (1973: 30-34) for his comments on ellipsis in
conditionals.

201 See Lobeck (1995); Romero and Soria (2006: 24).

22 See Cruse (2003: 368). As Carston (2002: 150-153) points out, syntactic ellipsis such as is found in Gen. 18:21
and Josh. 22:2 should not be confused with what she terms “subsentential utterances” that do not involve
anaphoric processes that depend on linguistic reconstruction.

203 See Sperber and Wilson (1995: 46-50).
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Ellipsis occurs in Gen. 18:21 and twice in Josh. 22:2 in content conditionals. This represents
a mere 2.4% of these conditionals. In (30) the 7-question is omitted in the ¥5>"o& P clause of

the conditional:

(30) Gen. 18:21

“‘JUITJ vf\?N n;;z;fa nmgyg:a anN] x:l-n-!j;rz I must g0 dOWl’l and see whether they
: have done altogether according to the
VTR K9 ORI 192 .
N SR outcry that has come to me; and if not,

I will know.”

If it were included, the P clause might read, nvTR , *o% 7837 77pp¥2 1w K9 DR), where the
elided information is in italics. The eventuality with the P clause references is PAST, while the
yigtol in the Q clause refers to an eventuality that is post-speech or FUTURE because the V-
POINT is tied to the speaking character.

The two P clauses in (31) below also display ellipsis of some of the syntactic constituents

from the immediately preceding context.

(31) Josh. 22:22-23%*

u-p NRI7 DI | D0OR [OR 10T | DTOR |5QN22 24E], God YHWH! El, God YHWH! He

M knows; and let Israel itself know! If it

was in rebellion or in breach of faith in

nam 319 nizab? :nin o NPWIROR YHWH, do not spare us today *for

‘—bu] 150 nﬁyab-u;ﬂ MY INRD 2wY building an altar to turn away from

Coo o T e following the Lord; if we did so to offer

burnt offerings or grain offerings or if

Wp it was to do peace offerings on it,
YHWH himself will take vengeance.
(My translation)

nia YpHaTDRY TIRITONR YT X7 ORIV

R MY DAY AT IR Nivyymom Angm

The conditionals in 22:23 continue the conditional reasoning begun in 22:22. There are
coordinate P clauses and one Q clause. The use of o&1 (rather than oR) is commonly employed
to alert the reader that the conditional reasoning is ongoing. Here it indicates that the
conditionals in v. 23 are related to the first conditional in 22:22. The syntactic component that
is omitted in the P clause of the two conditionals in 22:23 is supplied in my translation above
by did so. The ellipsis is of the material from 22:23a—mm "nxn WY nam 4% niaab.

24 My analysis attempts to deal with the MT reading. Numerous English translation (NIV, CEB, NASB, NKJV, NET,
NLT) follow the LXX and Syriac; some follow the MT (ESV, NRSV, HCSB).
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Numerous versions (NRSV, NIV, NLT) translate the verb in the Q clause as a jussive, and the
Westminster Morphology supports this. If this analysis is correct, then the conditional would
be a Speech-Act conditional, and not a content conditional. However, I propose that wp2’ is
not a jussive, but a simple yigtol with FUTURE reference that insists that YHWH himself will
seek vengeance. The reasoning reflects the biblical belief that YHWH himself will avenge

apostasy. The NET Bible translation, ...the Lorp himself will punish us is, I submit, more accurate.

w? is found in content conditional P clauses in 1 Sam. 23:23; Job 33:23%° and Prov. 23:18.
It is most commonly classified as an existential particle or adverb.”” J-M (§154k) note that v»
is often used to “ascertain or confirm something about which someone is uncertain,” an
observation that accurately describes its use in these conditionals. The semantics of ¥~ in
these passages require a PRESENT TIME construal for the P clause. However, a yigtol (32) or
weqatal (33) is used in the Q clauses when the eventuality in the Q clause is construed as being
in FUTURE TIME relative to that of the P clause.

(32) Prov. 23:18%®

:m2n 7 gmpni none wyrog oy For if there is a future, your hope will
SRR IR T ' not be cut off. (My translation)

(33) 1 Sam. 23:23

DW RANN YUK bv&:nmn 530 u’;-m INT “LOOk around and learn all the hldll’lg

I S T O T places where he lurks, and come back

to me with sure information. Then I

I 99K 523 INR nvam PR3 i1 will go with you; and if he is in the
land, I will search him out among all
the thousands of Judah.”

"DR 77T DR A2 1123708 2R DRIV

The three P clauses with &, Gen. 30:1; 1 Sam. 19:11 and 2 Kgs. 2:10b, all occur in direct
speech.” The eventuality referred to in (34) is to be construed as PRESENT TIME, concurrent

with speech time. The examples in (35) and (36) are alternatives to the immediately preceding

%5 0n the semantics and use of W see BHRG (Forthcoming: 463-464); GKC (§141k); J-M (§154k-1).

26 The verb in the Q clause of Job 33:23 is in 33:25, but see Clines’ (2006: 735-740) discussion on the difficulties
faced by this form.

27 See BHRG (1999: 321); GKC (§1000, p); IBHS (1990: 182-183) and J-M (§154Kk).

28 Commentators acknowledge that the text of this verse creates interpretational and translational challenges.
See the discussions in Murphy (1998: 173-174) who considers “the repetition of ox "3 following 17b disturbing.”
He follows J-M (§174c) and translates surely. See also the extended discussion and proposals in Heim (2013: 551-
556). Heim argues for a causal reading of '3 and considers this a case of ellipsis from v. 17. He translates For if [so],
then there is a future, and your hope will not be cut off.

29 On the semantics and use of 1% see BHRG (Forthcoming: 441-442); GKC (§152i-q); J-M (§154k-1; §160j).
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information. The P& clause in (35) appears to involve syntactic ellipsis of 072 *9=nan. The Py
Q clause participle nnn focuses attention on the disastrous consequence that will result if she
continues childless and not on locating that eventuality in time. (36) appears to involve
syntactic ellipsis of 7Ta%n NP "Nk N87M and also refers to the FUTURE TIME eventuality in the
first conditional. I say that p& “appears” to involve syntactic ellipsis of the finite verbal
phrases in (35) and (36) because P& cannot directly negate finite verbs.”° Consequently, in the
specific cases of the passages in (35) and (36), J-M (§160j) argues that it is not the finite clauses
which are elided, but rather a participle, presumably recovered via implicature. In (35) they
state that the elided elements in '&-D&1 0712 *97127 consists of “(= 103 71°R). Following J-M, the
elided element in (36) might then be n&. An alternative suggestion is that in (35) the elided

element is simply 013. In the absence of live speakers uncertainty is certain.

(34) 1 Sam. 19:11

FHAWY 117 MrarHK 0raRdA HIRY FHwn Saul sent messengers to David’s house
LT o to keep watch over him, planning to

AR MR 520 THT7 TaM 1p33 nn) kill him in the morning. David’s wife

AR 00 1790 JWarng vonn 1RO Michal told him, “If you do not save
I your life tonight, tomorrow you will be
i killed.”

(35) Gen. 30:1

Sm Rapm 25WH BT 89 73 I KM When Rachel saw that she was not

T Y giving birth to children for Jacob, she

envied her sister; and she said to

hizipigla Ry Jacob, “Give me children, and if not, I
will die!” (My translation)

“DRY 0033 °77137 3prOR N AphNa

(36) 2 Kgs. 2:10

nph MR ARIATDR YIRWY DWPR DK He responded, “You have asked a hard
N TR thing; yet, if you see me as I am being
taken from you, it will be granted you;
if not, it will not.”

T N IRTORY 1D 7770 TORR

Because there are so few examples of predictive content conditionals in the BH corpus with

ellipses, ¥* and 'R, generalizations are problematic.

20 yan der Merwe (p. c.: August 2016)
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4.1.1.5.3. Participles
Participles are used twice in content oX-conditional P clauses.”"

(37) Job 36:7-9

xa:‘? Dv:ﬁp-ng]’ ]ﬁJu:J P"I'Z_ZD }77_}"&'77 "He does not withdraw his eyes from

i T R the righteous, but with kings on the

throne he sets them forever, and they

Dawwai ohwa onY TM° abmoana Ty are exalted. *And if they are bound in

192307 3 fetters and caught in the cords of
T affliction, °then he declares to them

their work and their transgressions
that they are behaving arrogantly.

D12 O PoRORI N2 nedy 0w

(38) Jer. 26:15

DJ'I'"_D vnx ”Dmg D'DNN"OR "D u;-rn 3_2-[7 [TR Only know for certain that ifyou put
; L DR me to death, you will be bringing
innocent blood upon yourselves and
13279 029 M INYY NRRD D Y upon this city and its inhabitants, for
-95RT 07799 DR DYYIIRG in truth the LorD sent me to you to
oot o e speak all these words in your ears.”

"1 NN TR 09D DN o P

The participle in (37) is found in a passage describing how God acts in the world. Temporal
movement is absent from the passage since it focuses on the characteristics of God’s activity.
In Job 36:7 the speaker considers how God deals with ruling kings—he encourages their reign.
The o& conditional introduces the alternative scenario in which kings are held captive, and
discusses how God deals with them. The use of the Qal passive participle promotes a stative

construal that is both atemporal and descriptive of the king’s situation.

In (38) Jeremiah uses the conditional to warn of possible consequences that would follow if
he were killed. The use of the active participle o'nnn allows for a near-future construal, but
focuses the reader’s attention on the consequences of killing him. Note however that the
contextual information makes it plain that this would be a future event—someone talking
about his own death is still alive!

In summary, the paucity of participles in content conditional P clauses (only 27 times in all
oR-conditional clauses, principally in speech-act conditionals) again means that this
generalization has limited predictive power.

211 A participle is also used in the conditional with P& in 2 Kgs. 2:10.
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4.1.1.6. Summary of Content Conditional P Clauses

One of the primary goals of this section was to apply the cognitive-based functional
categorization schema proposed by Sweetser (1990) to BH o& content conditionals in order to
evaluate whether generalizations might be captured that the logic-based schema used in
previous studies failed to discover. Concepts from Mental Space Theory were implemented to
demonstrate how o&’s space-building function prompted the construction of mental spaces
within which the linguistic information was partially structured and enriched via frame
semantics and general world knowledge. Content conditional P clauses all participate in
building background mental spaces against which the main Q clause is used to make a

prediction.

Table 4.3: Verb Use in All Content Conditional P Clauses

Yigtol* | Qatal’® | Verbless®™ | px w2 | Ellipsis®® | Participle®”’

74 (61%) | 27 (22%) | 10 (8%) 6 (5%) 3 (3%) 2 (2%)

The distribution of verb forms indicates a clear preference for forms that are conducive to
future-oriented predictions. The yigtol is the decidedly preferred form and was demonstrated
to be used almost exclusively in direct speech or what is presented as direct speech. They
primarily profile eventualities that are located post-speech, i.e. FUTURE TIME. When FUTURE
TIME was not profiled by yigtols in non-poetical literature, context promoted a habitual
eventuality with a temporal when construal in (9) and (10). Yigtols were used in 67% of P clauses
in non-poetic literature and 51% of the uses in poetic literature. In poetic literature, all but
seven yiqtols clearly profile post-speech, FUTURE TIME eventualities. Those that do not seem
to promote a more habitual construal and are borderline content or generic conditionals.
These demonstrate that my analysis, like that of every reader, involves dynamic, context-
driven construal, reflecting Langacker’s assertion that “the linguistic meaning of a word [or

verbal gram]...is not a distinct and self-contained entity, divorced from other knowledge and

212 Gen. 13:16; 31:8 (2x); 32:9; 34:15; 38:17; 44:23, 32; Exod. 4:8; 18:23; 19:5; 40:37; Num. 33:55; 36:4; Deut. 5:25;Jdg.
6:37; 15:7a; 16:7, 11, 13; Ruth 3:13a; 1 Sam. 2:25; 20:7a; 2 Sam. 15:25, 26, 34; 18:3 (2x); 1 Kgs. 12:7, 27; 2 Kgs. 2:10; 7:4
(2x); 1 Chron. 22:13; 28:9 (2x); 2 Chron. 10:7; 15:2 (2x); 30:9; Est. 4:14a; Neh. 3:35; Job 8:5, 18; 9:3, 20, 23; 13:10; 14:7,
8; 16:6; 17:16; 22:23 (2x); 34:14; Ps. 127:1 (2x); 139:8; Prov. 2:1, 3, 4-5; 3:24; Song 8:7; Isa. 7:9; 8:20; 53:10; Jer. 2:22;
5:2;13:17; 15:1; 31:36, 37; 33:20; Ezek. 2:5.

23 Num. 5:27, 28; 21:9;Jdg. 6:3; 16:17; 2 Sam. 15:33; 2 Kgs. 7:4 (2x); Job 8:4; 9:15, 30; 10:14, 15; 11:13; 21:6; 22:20; Ps.
63:7; 66:18; 73:15; Prov. 23:15; 24:14; Isa. 28:25; Jer. 14:18 (2x); 23:22; Lam. 3:32; Ezek. 3:6.

24 Gen. 42:19; Jdg. 6:31b; 2 Sam. 18:25; 2 Kgs. 1:10, 12; Est. 6:13; Job 8:6; Ps. 90:10; Song 8:9 (2x).

215 9 -- 1 Sam. 23:23; Job 33:23; Prov. 23:18. 'R -- Gen. 30:1; 1 Sam. 19:11; 2 Kgs. 2:10b.

216 Gen. 18:21; Josh. 22:23 (2x).

47 Job 36:7-10; Jer. 26:15.
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cognitive abilities—instead it recruits and exploits them” (Langacker 2008: 458, brackets my
addition).

In P clauses gatals are used at half the rate in non-poetic literature (16%) versus poetic
literature (34%). In non-poetic literature the conditionals primarily occur in direct speech and
profile PAST TIME eventualities that occur prior to speech time or negative epistemic stance.
This contrasts with the use of yiqtols when a positive epistemic stance is taken. The uses in
poetic literature demonstrated that gatals can be used with internal-state verbs to profile
“quasi-perfective” eventualities; in other contexts gatals are used to promote perfective

construals.

o& content conditionals were used primarily in direct speech to engage in reasoning about
alternative scenarios. The use of a single P, Q content conditional is typical, however content
conditionals can be used serially, occurring twice in Gen. 31:8; 2 Sam 18:3; 1 Chron. 28:9; 2
Chron. 15:2; Jer. 14:18; Song 8:9; Job 10:14-15; 14:7-8; Ps. 127:1. o& content conditionals occur
three consecutive times in Josh. 22:23-24; Job 8:4-6 and four times in 2 Kgs. 7:4.

In addition to serial occurrences of D& content conditionals, a single o& can have scope
over a second, coordinate P clause: P, P, Q.% In (39), each of the three serial ox-P clauses has
scope over a second, coordinate P clause. In Prov. 2:1 ox has scope over ™R npn and *nign3
70K 19¥n. The Q clause is in 2:5.

(39) Prov. 2:1-5

~-“DN ]lﬂyn ’D]RD]l ﬁnpg n?_m-nblg ﬁ;al 1My Chlld, ifyou accept my words and
treasure up my commandments within

:NPan? 727 nn T NRanG Wpng? 2 1d :
A L you, “making your ear attentive to

:7%2ip 10R NianT 81PN Nra% ox 123 wisdom and inclining your heart to
:MIYBNA D7INYRI] 4022 MIWRIR DR understanding; *if you indeed cry out

for insight, and raise your voice for
understanding; *if you seek it like
silver, and search for it as for hidden
treasures—then you will understand
the fear of the Lorp and find the
knowledge of God.

YN D8 NYT) T DR Pan 10

28 These also occur in Gen. 32:9; Exod. 4:8; 18:23; 19:5; Num. 5:27; 21:9; 2 Chron. 10:7; Job 8:5; 9:30; 14:8; Jer. 2:22;
31:37. In Num. 21:9, most English translations (CEB, ESV, HCSB, KJV, NKJV, NASB) construe ©v'a1 as the first of
two coordinate Q clauses. NIV construes it as a coordinate P clause.
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4.1.2. Content Conditional Q clauses

The purpose of this section is to examine content conditional Q clauses. Information
regarding use in direct speech or narrative will not be discussed in this section, as this type of
general information provided in the sections on P clauses applies equally to Q clauses in the
same passages. The Q clause (or apodosis) is the main clause in a conditional construction. The
mental space in which the Q clause is (partially) elaborated is a daughter space of the P space,
where the protasis is structured. As noted above, the semantics of prediction in content
conditionals are located in the Q clause and the Q clause is understood to be “caused” by the
P clause. Content conditional Q clauses are predictions that are valid if the P clause

background condition is met.
4.1.2.1. Content Conditional Q clauses in Non-Poetic Literature

The verb use indicated in Table 4.4 indicates that yigtols and wegqatals are used with
comparable frequency and together are overwhelmingly preferred over every other form and

were the preferred grams for content conditionals.

Table 4.4: Content Conditional Q Clause Verbs in Non-Poetic Literature®"’

1220

Yigtol” | Verbless | Participle | px** | Ellipsis | Qatal®

Wegqata

33 (42%) | 31(39%) 4 (5%) 3 (4%) 2(2%) | 2(2%) 1 (1%)

Commenting on yiqtols ( e. g. 40), Andrason (2010: 7) notes that “in the future time context,
the construction denotes any prospective event.” In discourse, he states that the wegatal gram

(e. g. 41) “frequently introduces real conditional apodoses providing consecutive (logical

299 If the content conditionals in the prophets were separated out, yigtols would account for 56% of the grams in
content conditionals in the prophets; verbless clauses 20% and weqatals would represent 13% of the tokens. One
participle and one instance of PR is attested.

220 Gen. 31:8 (2x); 32:9; 34:15; 44:32; Exod. 4:8; 18:23; 19:5; Num. 5:27, 28; 21:9; 33:55; 36:4; Deut. 5:25;Jdg. 6:3, 37;
16:7, 11, 17; 1 Sam. 2:25; 23:23; 2 Sam. 15:25, 33, 34; 1 Kgs. 12:7, 27; 2 Kgs. 7:4 (3x); 2 Chron. 10:7; Neh. 3:35; Lam.
3:32; Ezek. 2:5.

221 Gen. 13:16; 18:21; 42:19; 44:23; Exod. 40:37; Josh. 22:23b; Jdg. 6:31; Ruth 3:13a; 2 Sam. 15:26; 18:3 (2x); 2:10 (2x);
7:4c; 1 Chron. 22:13; 28:9 (2x); 2 Chron. 15:2 (2x); 30:9; Est. 4:14a; 6:13; Isa. 7:9; 53:10; Jer. 5:2; 13:17; 23:22; 31:36,
37; 33:20; Ezek. 3:6.

2221 Sam. 20:7a; 2 Sam. 18:25; Jer. 14:18 (2x).

3 Gen. 30:1; 1 Sam. 19:11; Jer. 2:22.

22415, 8:20; Jer. 15:1. On Isa. 8:20, see Oswalt (1986: 230n9) where he observes that “The Hebrew of this sentence
presents numerous problems. Lit. ‘If they will not say as this word, which there is not to him it dawn.” The present
translation is justified in that pronoun disagreement (they-him) is not uncommon in the Hebrew prophets and
that “Ser can function as ki.”

%5 Gen. 38:17; Jdg. 16:13.

226 Jdg. 15:7a. This text is universally acknowledged as challenging and its classification is doubtful.
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and/or temporal) meaning” (Andrason 2011a: 9). Since the Q clause is a prediction that holds
within P, most Q clause eventualities will be logically and/or temporally subsequent to the P
clause event, the semantics of the yigtol and weqatal make them the default grams for

conditional apodoses.

(40) Gen. 13:16

Spqv-ux |ng Pjﬁ‘j jp_y; :\{yjrng vz)-m'(_y] I Wlll make yOl.lI' offsprlng hke the
dust of the earth; so that if one can
count the dust of the earth, your

offspring also can be counted.

[T JY0A PIRT 0YNR Diand vk

(41) 2 Sam. 15:25

MiM Pp3 N RYNKR-DN..PITYS ohn anNn Then the king said to Zadok, ...If I find
o . I favor in the eyes of the Lord, he will
bring me back and let me see both it
and the place where it stays.

IR DR 3R 13U

Only four verbless content conditional Q clauses (42) occur and are construable as
predictive based on the o&-conditional construction’s iconic clausal order’s contextual effects.
No verbless clause eventualities are construable as occurring pre-speech. Participle (43) use
in content conditional Q clauses is limited to three instances. They describe the speakers own
viewpoint of a state of affairs that is cotemporaneous with the speech event. Although the
verbal gram is not future oriented, the conditionals are nevertheless predictive conditionals.
Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 91) argue that the “predictive conditional relationship emerges

from the larger construction,” and not the verb form.

(42) 1 Sam. 20:7a

:[-[:3_317 nyw 250 —@gﬁ n‘z-ux “If he says, ‘GOOd!’, [there will be]
o shalom for your servant.” (My
translation)

(43) Gen. 30:1 (repeated from example 35)
Snj Rapm :pyzs :‘l'l"?’ N5 L) 27]1-1 NI When Rachel saw that she bore Jacob

“ox1 D b-am SoubR VANA ANhRE no children, she envied her sister; and
nm o F R Sl A TERAR LIRS she said to Jacob, “Give me children, or

ki gninlal ] I shall die!”

In PR Q clauses (44), the predictive relationship is also construed from the larger

conditional construction. Implicature and context are crucially involved in construing the
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conditional relationship in conditionals that lack the Q clause via ellipsis. In (45), the

bracketed Q clause is not in the Hebrew text, but is easily recoverable from the context.
(44) Jer. 15:1

749‘7 W?S-UJWJ nwu -rbgj-ux "?N h]nv juxu Then the Lord said to me: Though
Moses and Samuel stood before me,
yet my heart would not turn toward
this people.

0 DTN WaI PR

(45) Jdg. 16:13

1’3 nbnn ﬂﬂnf‘"l'l_] uwuw-b& n‘ﬁw‘;-( jux_ﬁl Then Delilah said to Samson, “Until
oo L now you have mocked me and told me
lies; tell me how you could be bound.”
-Op "WNI NIgYNN PAW NK IRATOR IR He said to her, “If you weave the seven
:noonA locks of my head with the web and
o make it tight with the pin, [then I shall
become weak, and be like anyone
else.”] (Brackets added)

N TPRA 7R3 AN DAL Yok 13T

The use of the weqatal in conditional Q clauses has been noted abundantly in the literature
(GKC: §112ff, §159; J-M: §119, §167c, and especially §176d-o; IBHS 1990: 519-542; BHRG 1999:
170-171).?” Additionally, the historical development of the weqatal is argued to be a successor

of PS *qatal(a) and rooted in conditional Q clauses.”

The wegqatal and yigtol are typically in complementary distribution in Q clauses: weqatal is
used in clause-initial position; yigtol forms in non-clause initial position. However, this is not
as strict a pattern in content conditionals as might be expected. In eight instances in non-
poetic literature yigtols occur clause initial (46) in Gen. 18:21; 1 Kgs. 12:7; 2 Kgs 7:4c; 1 Chron.
28:9 (2x); 2 Chron. 15:2 (2x); Isa. 53:10; in poetic literature, they occur five times clause initial
inJob 22:23a;34:14a; Prov. 23:15; Song 8:9 (2x). More typically yigtols are used when elements*”
are fronted for pragmatic effects in both non-poetic literature*® and poetic literature.”®' Q

clauses with yigtols offer more pragmatic effects.

27 See Andrason (2011a; 2012a) for a useful review of the literature on the weqatal and for an analysis of the
development of the form using his “panchronic” analysis, one based on grammaticalization studies of Hopper
and Traugott (1993) and Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca (1994).

228 See TBHS (1990: 519-595) and Andrason (2012a) for a discussion of the historical development of the weqatal.
229 These include 18, D), *2. Sentence constituents such as infinitive absolutes, direct objects, prepositional
phrases and nouns also appear before yigtols. I do not include 85-negation of the verb or clause (%%-yigtol...) under
the rubric of fronting effects. This occurs thirteen times.

20 Gen. 13:16; 1 Chron. 22:13; Isa. 7:9; Jer. 31:36-37.

10b 8:6; 9:3, 20, 30-31; 10:14; 13:31; 14:7, 8; 34:14b Ps. 63:7; 73:15; 127:1 (2x); Prov. 2:5.
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(46) Gen. 18:21 (Repeated from example 30)

HWD vI?N nRan nnpyg:a anN] RI“NTIR “I must g0 dOWl’l and see whether they
VT have done altogether according to the
outcry that has come to me; and if not,
I will know.”

TIYTR N77ORY 722

These tokens of clause initial yigtols are not sufficient in number to provide for a defensible
hypothesis that would explain why they are used clause-initially instead of weqatals. By way
of illustration, note that in (47) the verb n'n is used in both the protasis and apodosis, with
the yigtol form in the Q clause. However, in (48), which immediately follows (47) in the same
verse, the same verb (nn) is likewise used in both the P and Q clauses, but a weqatal is used in
the Q clause instead of a yigtol. This exemplifies why, without being able to query a live
speaker, one can only arrive at the tentative conclusion that yigtol and weqatal are near-

synonyms.”*

(47) 2 Kgs. 7:4c
miM1 IPTDN. . ...if they spare our lives, we shall live...
(48) 2 Kgs. 7:4d

13071 1INTMTONI... ...and if they kill us, we will die.

To summarize, content conditional Q clauses in non-poetic literature are where
conditioned predictions are made. The data indicates that yigtol and weqatals are the
(overwhelmingly) preferred verbal grams to do this. Verbless clauses and participles are
construable as predictive from the entire o&-conditional construction’s iconic clausal order’s
contextual effects. Participles, unlike verbless clauses, describe the speaker’s viewpoint of a
state of affairs that is cotemporaneous with the speech event. Although they make non-
predictive statements they are still predictive conditionals because predictiveness is
construable from the conditional construction as a whole. Coordinate Q clauses are permitted,
occurring six times in non-poetic literature.*

4.1.2.2. Content Conditional Q clauses in Poetic Literature

Content conditionals occur forty-one times in the poetic books of Job, the Psalms, Proverbs
and Song—half the number as occur in non-poetic literature. They are not used in Qohelet.

We find a significant difference in Q clause verb use between non-poetic and poetic literature.

2 Also noted by Van Leeuwen (1973: 24) in comments on these specific conditionals.
3 Gen. 44:23; 2 Kgs. 1:10, 12; Isa. 53:10; Jer. 13:17, 23:22.
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In non-poetic literature the use of the yigtol and weqatal was virtually identical, and the gatal
was used only one time and that in a difficult text. As shown in Table 4.5, in poetic literature
content conditional Q clauses, the yigtol is still, overwhelmingly, the preferred gram for
making predictions. Wegqatals also facilitate the same construal. In contrast to the situation in

non-poetic literature, weqatals occur much less frequently, on par with gatals.”*

Table 4.5: Content Conditional Q Clause Verb Forms in Poetic Literature®®

Yigtol** Qatal”” | Weqatal”® | Verbless® | vw2*° | Qal Passive*' | Wayyiqtol’”

21 (51%) 5 (12%) 5 (12%) 3 (7%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%)

The use of the gatals is decidedly difficult to explain, apart from the instance in (49), which
is another example of a true ox-counterfactual.*® As in examples (5) and (17) the gatal gram

promotes a strong negative epistemic stance.”

(49) Ps. 73:15

:vn-r %; :I'vJJ:Tl -n-[ n}n ]p: n}gpg ’ﬂ'V_Jt;{'DN IfI had said, “T will talk on in this
way,” I would have been untrue to the
circle of your children.

An explanation for the other uses of the gatal in (50) remains tentative: the gatal may

possibly promote epistemic distance, but this is uncertain.

24 If the poetic sections of the Prophets were included in the poetic literature, yigtols predominate followed by
verbless and weqatal forms. No gatals are recorded in Q clauses in the Prophets. Results are not materially
different.

25 Percentages do not add up to 100%, and the total number does not match the number of total conditionals
because several coordinate P clauses have only one Q clause (e. g. Prov. 2:1-5).

26 Job 8:6; 9:3, 15, 20, 23, 30; 10:15, 13-15; 14:7, 8-9, 16:6, 22:23a; 34:14; Ps. 63:7; 66:18; Prov. 2:4; 3:24; 23:15, 18;
Song 8:9 (2x).

27 Job 9:28; 22:20; Ps. 73:15; 121:1 (2x).

28 Job 8:4, 18; 10:14; 21:6; 22:23b.

29 Job 17:16; Ps. 90:10; 139:8.

240 Prov. 24:14.

1 Job 22:25a.

22]0b 8:4.

3 See Ps. 66:18 (example 5) and Jer. 23:22 (example 17) above.

24 Van Leeuwen (1973: 23) states, in regard to the use of o& with this counterfactual, “Wahrscheinlich hat der
Verfasser aber absichtlich ox gewihlt, weil er nicht so sehr den irrealen als wohl den hypothetischen Aspekt der
Bedingung betonen wollte.” His conclusion illustrates the constraints of modularism and truth-functional
compositionality that locates all the meaning of counterfactuality in the particles ¥ and 8919, and rejects the
role of the semantics of the larger construction and of construal in meaning construction.
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(50) Job 9:27-28%*

:PRIARY D N2TPR TR ANDWR MNTORY “If T were to say, ‘T will forget my
T STV S complaint; I will change my sad face
and be happy,’ *I would become afraid of
all my suffering, for I know you will
not hold me innocent. (My translation)

PIRIN XD T NaYw™o3 I

The Q clause gatal in (51), like the P clause qatal, appears to reference a PAST TIME relative
to the speech event. The conditional is elaborated in the character domain of the o'p*1¥ and

"p1 who are quoted.

(51) Job 22:19-20

in3p DI MpM DT IR “The righteous see it and are glad; the
T, innocent laugh them to scorn, ®saying,
‘Surely our adversaries are cut off, and
what they left, the fire has consumed.’

TWR 1728 DI WD TN KYTDR

This passage is challenging for several reasons. First, 85-0& is used only seven times as the
head of content conditional P clauses (Gen. 44:23, 32; Exod. 4:8; 40:37; Num. 5:28; 33:55; Job
20:22 and Isa. 7:9; 8:20; Jer. 13:17). Isa. 8:20 and Job. 20:22 are not amenable to the
compositional If...not reading that is agreeable in the remaining five passages. Translations
choose one of two incompatible and unrelated options: in Isa. 8:20 English translations opt for

246

an asseverative reading, surely;** in Job 20:22 translations opt for either surely or a rhetorical

question. This study finds no support for either choice, but I have no clear counter-

proposals.”’

In (52) the interpreter’s construal of the perspective of the writer of the Psalm seems to
crucially determine the construal of the verbs. I interpret the P clauses as either a generic
description of the writer’s view of reality or as a future condition, If [going forward] YHWH does

not.... and the Q clauses as a prediction about past eventualities made within the Q space.

245 The MT has an infinitive construct *1nR after oX. Hartley (1988: 178) comments “An infinitive construct after
’im is most unusual. Therefore, it seems best to read the perfect form ’amarti, ‘I said’.” See also GKC (§1590).
Clines (1998: 219) observes that the inf R after oR is unparalleled, and usually emended to *n7nR. My
comments are based on emended *nnN.

26 The Hebrew of this verse is problematic. See Oswalt’s (1986: 230n9) comments.

247 See Clines (2006: 561) for brief comments.
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(52) Ps. 127:1 (Repeated from example 20)

i3 1392 .1'7733] | RIW na nj:v-gﬁ [0 OR IfYHWH does not bu11d the house, the
A N builders have labored in vain on it. If
YHWH does not guard a city, the
guards have kept watch in vain. (My
translation)

NI TRY | RW PYIRWTRY MOy

The lone wayyigtol in content conditional Q clauses is found in (53). BHRG (Forthcoming:
196) comments that in poetry the wayyigtol will refer to an “actual present,” and in proverbial
literature have a gnomic value. Although Job is poetic, these uses do not apply in this instance,
likely because the conditional occurs in dialogue and is reasoning about past events. The
simplest explanation is that it indicates temporal succession and, taking into account a

worldview that sees sin and punishment as logically connected, logical consequence.
(53) Job 8:4

:opWa-Ta oAYY 9IR0A T30 If your children sinned against him,
" oo he delivered them into the power of
their transgression.

The predominant use of the yigtol in content conditional Q clauses in poetic literature
indicates a preference for grams that facilitate predictiveness, congruent with its use in non-
poetic literature content conditional Q clauses. However, overall verb use in the poetic
literature is markedly different in that the weqatal gram is not used with the same frequency
as the yigtol (as it is in non-poetic Q clauses), and the weqatal and gatal are used with the same
frequency. In non-poetic literature, the gatal is used only once, and that in a difficult passage.
(49) confirms what was seen in examples (5) and (17), that qatals are preferred in true

counterfactual conditionals.

4.1.2.3. Content Conditional Q clauses Summary

Content conditionals are predictive and the Q clause is where the prediction is made. This
examination of Q clauses in content conditionals indicates that verbal grams that facilitate
the construal of this prediction are preferred. Typically predictions involve a temporal
reference subsequent to (i.e. FUTURE) the background in the protasis. This explains why yiqtols
and wegatals are preferred in content conditional Q clauses, as is seen in Table 4.6. What has
not been noted in previous literature is that the yigtol is used with greater frequency than the
weqatal in the Q clause of what are commonly referred to as “real conditionals”. As will be

demonstrated below in sections 4.3.2.3 and 4.3.2.4, weqatals are the preferred Q clause verb
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form only in procedural and casuistic discourse. In predictive, content conditionals (and

generic conditionals, see section 4.2 below) the yigtol is the preferred Q clause verb form.

Table 4.6: Verb Use in All Content Conditional Q Clauses

1248

Yigto Weqatal*® | Verbless®® | Qatal® | Part®™ | px ,w** | Ellipsis®™*

52 (43%) | 38 (32%) 7 (6%) 6(5%) | 3(3%) | 3(3%) 2 (2%)

Qal Passive*®

1 (1%)

When other verbal grams are used, predictiveness is still operative, but the conditional
construction’s iconic P, Q order facilitates it. This is the case when participles are used, since
they describe the speakers own viewpoint of a state of affairs that is cotemporaneous with the
speech event. Verbless Q clauses also derive their predictive semantics via construal from the
larger conditional construction. Coordinate Q clauses occur nine times in the poetic

literature.?®

4.1.3. Semantic Contribution of o in Content Conditionals

oR has traditionally been considered the prototypical conditional or hypothetical particle
in Biblical Hebrew. In lexicons if is the first sense listed for the particle. Yet the actual semantic
contribution of the particle in conditional constructions has not been discussed. Though rare,
oR-less content conditionals do occur in BH. Lexicons and some studies give examples*” which

248 Gen, 13:16; 18:21; 42:19; 44:23; Exod. 40:37; Josh. 22:23b; Jdg. 6:31; Ruth 3:13a; 2 Sam. 15:26; 18:3 (2x); 2 Kgs. 1:10,
12; 2:10 (2x); 7:4c; 1 Chron. 22:13; 28:9 (2x); 2 Chron. 15:2 (2x); 30:9; Est. 4:14a; 6:13; Job 8:6; 9:3, 15, 20, 23, 30; 10:15,
13-15; 14:7, 8-9; 16:6, 22:23a; 34:14; Ps. 63:7; 66:18; Prov. 2:4; 3:24; 23:15, 18; Song 8:9 (2x); Isa. 7:9; 53:10; Jer. 5:2;
13:17; 23:22; 31:36, 37; 33:20; Ezek. 3:6.

29 Gen. 31:8 (2x); 32:9; 34:15; 44:32; Exod. 4:8; 18:23; 19:5; Num. 5:27, 28; 21:9; 33:55; 36:4; Deut. 5:25;Jdg. 6:3, 37;
16:7, 11, 17; 1 Sam. 2:25; 23:23; 2 Sam. 15:25, 33, 34; 1 Kgs. 12:7, 27; 2 Kgs. 7:4 (3x); 2 Chron. 10:7; Neh. 3:35; Job 8:4,
18; 10:14; 21:6; 22:23b; Lam. 3:32; Ezek. 2:5.

250 1 Sam. 20:7a; 2 Sam. 18:25; Jer. 14:18 (2x); Job 17:16; Ps. 90:10; 139:8.

1]dg. 15:7a; 2 Chron. 18:27; Job 9:27; 22:20; Ps. 73:15; 121:1 (2x).

%2 Gen. 30:1; 1 Sam. 19:11; Jer. 2:22.

253 Prov. 24:14; Isa. 8:20; Jer. 15:1.

»4 Gen. 38:17; Jdg. 16:13.

25 Job 22:25a.

6 Job 8:6; 9:30; 11:13-15 (3x); 14:7, 8-9; 33:23-15, 14; Prov. 2:5; 24:14.

57 See GKC (8159.2b-f); J-M (§167a, b); Van Leeuwen (1973: 17). However, a close examination of the examples
offered in these resources reveal that, while many of the citations can be construed as possible conditionals,
most are tenuous construals at best and find little support from translations. Other examples cited such as 2
Chron. 7:14; Job 10:16; Ps. 139:8b, 9 and Prov. 3:24; are second (and third) topically related ox-less conditionals,
but it should be noted that they follow an initial o& conditional as in 139:8a.
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seems to indicate they believe that the semantics of conditionality might not be linked
(exclusively) to ox (or other particles). My hypothesis is that the syntax of ox-less
conditionals and their interpretation will offer insight to the particle’s contribution to

conditional interpretation.”®

In the following examples o is not available to promote a conditional construal. When the

conditional is only one part of a verse it is bolded,; if it is the entire verse, it is not.

(54) Gen. 42:38

NI DA PRART DOAY 113 TN 9NN But he said, “My son shall not go down
b e e e with you, for his brother is dead, and
PI"27R W TI73 ok 1nIps Wk 137 he alone is left. If harm should come to
:A9IRY 102 DY-NR 0pTIMm him on the journey that you are to
make, you would bring down my gray
hairs with sorrow to Sheol.”

(55) Gen. 44:22

PIR-NR atwY w30 HIrRY FTROR HnKd We said to my lord, ‘The boy cannot
“OT YRR 1) leave his father, for if he should leave
e TR TR T his father, his father would die.’

(56) Gen. 44:29

I]?;s 1”191 7;_? Dyn n}r-nx-u; D‘Dn|?51 Ifyou take thlS one also frorn me, and
harm comes to him, you will bring
down my gray hairs in sorrow to
Sheol.

7RG T3 DPYTnS DT

(57) Num. 14:15

D’UU ‘170251 '”:JN wﬁ;ﬁ: TIIU Dga-nx ngf;‘-n Ifyou kill this people all at one time,
then the nations who have heard

SRS TUAY-NR WHYIYR .
T ST wOEE WS about you will say, ....

(58) Josh. 22:17-18

Y3mhon-NY WK NP 1o i5-opnnt? "Have we not had enough of the sin at
' e Peor from which even yet we have not

. ’ - PR POy 'y 3995
SN N2 9340 TN N1 OV TR 3380 cleansed ourselves, and for which a

DAR NI MY INRA 0 YD bary'® plague came upon the congregation of
b nTw-Y25y B nina bin TINn the Lorp, *that you must turn away

today from following the Lorp! If you
rebel against the Lorp today, he will be
angry with the whole congregation of
Israel tomorrow.

3

»8Examples include, but are not limited to: Gen. 44:29; Exod. 20:25b; 21:31, 36; 33:5; Lev. 13:5, 6, 8, 10, 20; 14:2, 33;
25:49; Num. 5:6-7, 14, 20; 10:32; 11:22; 12:14; 14:15 36:3; Deut. 21:11; 25:8 ;Jdg. 6:13; Ruth 2:9; 1 Sam. 2:16; 20:12,
13; 25:29; 2 Kgs. 5:13; 7:2, 19 ; 2 Chron. 6:18; 7:14; Neh. 1:8, 9a; Job 9:24a; 10:16; 15:15b; 16:6b; 19:4; 22:21, 23b-25;
Ps. 139:8b; 9-10, 18; Prov. 1:23; 3:24. Jer. 3:1; 7:6.
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A mental-spaces approach offers a suggestive explanation for why certain ox-less
constructions can convey conditional meaning, especially in contexts where alternative-
based prediction is provided by the context or the semantics of the lexemes, as in each of the
above examples. The mental space configuration of each is the same as that for o& predictive
conditionals seen in Figures 4.1 and 4.2. The configuration for (56) would be as follows:

Figure 4.6: Mental Space Diagram of Gen. 44:29

Base/V-Point/Present (Jacob’s)

Jacob’s sons insist on taking

Benjamin to Egypt
. .
______________________________________ R,
{  FUTURE { ALT/FUTURE - %
: : : { .
_ : : - Benjamin
Benjamin : i [ doesn’t die
dies : B R
=
)
: S
: PRED/FUTURE g ALT/ PRED FUTURE
‘ g ; (o - :
Jacob dies of i : ; bli !
grief >| Jacob lives :

A S
--------------------------------------

TPRY NP72 NWTNR DRTIM TION I0R1 18 DPR AIN8TDI DANRY
[our father said], ‘If you take this one also from me, and harm comes to him, you
will bring down my gray hairs in sorrow to Sheol.” Gen. 44:29

. S
v .
NamsssssssEssEsEEsEssnsEnEnnmnnnt

In four of the five P clauses weqatals are used to set up the background to the prediction
and seem to be used to promote construal of the P clause as a FUTURE eventuality. The only
yigtol in these examples occurs after a ") introduction in (58). Like the wegqatals, it too
provides for a FUTURE interpretation. The use of the weqatal in these P clauses is striking
because they never occur in content oX-conditional P-clauses.”” The reason they don’t is

9 pR %M occurs in Num. 5:27; 21:9; Jdg. 6:3 and 1 Sam. 23:23. Although this ostensibly appears to be a weqatal-
headed o clause, the disjunctive revia in Num. 21:9 the tifha in Jdg. 6:3, and the pashta (or qadma) ta’amim in 1
Sam. 23:23 indicate that it was not considered head of the ox clause. In Num. 5:27 (note the textual variant 7’
in the Samaritan Pentateuch) we do find a conjunctive munah followed by a meteg on & nna1, however construal
of nnm as syntactic head of the P clause is unlikely. Rather, it serves a procedural functlon instructing the
reader/ hearer that the following conditional (or temporally construed ox clauses, Num. 21:9; Jdg. 6:3) is to be
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because wegqatals occur clause initial and in o&-conditional P-clauses, o& also occurs as head

of the construction. Both cannot occupy the same slot.

The examples in (54-58) illustrate why the objectivist model that gives primacy to view that
meaning is located outside the speaker/hearer’s mind in the text is inadequate. The role of
the hearer/reader is crucial in meaning construction. Due to the absence of the prototypical
hypothetical marker ox in these examples hypotheticality must be construed. Textual clues
such as the semantics of contingent causality promoted by the iconic P, Q clause order in (54-
58) are the linguistic elements that are used in the construal process. This is also the factor
that seems to promote conditional space building and would demote the relevance of other
interpretations such as temporal sequentiality. It is telling that ox-less Q, P conditionals are

not found in BH because contingent causality construal requires the iconic P, Q clause order.

Moreover, the ox-less conditionals in examples (54-58) all occur in direct speech, as do
virtually all content conditionals. This factor may have supported the relevance of the
contingent causality semantics and thus facilitated the conditional construal. It seems then,
that in the absence of oR, principles of relevance that make use of the above noted contextual
factors allowed the BH reader to arrive at a conditional interpretation. It is very possible that
intonation may also have played a significant role in identifying oi-less conditionals.”®
However, the scarcity of o&-less content conditionals indicates that, while they could be

identified, identification may have been challenging.

Biclausal o& constructions, on the other hand, are readily identifiable as conditionals.
Compositionally o& identifies the construction as hypothetical, as a conditional. A major
difference between o&-less predictive conditionals and typical ox-predictive conditionals is

that when o& is attached to a particular clause, it unequivocally “marks that clause as the one

interpreted within preceding context. Furthermore, if the meteg did indicate a stressed syllable, then the
intonational pattern may have separated the ox clause from nn .

260 1f a specific intonational pattern was used in (o and ox-less content) conditional constructions, and if in the
absence of o the intonational pattern promoted a conditional interpretation of the utterance, we no longer
have access to that information. If however an intonational pattern was paired with the conditional construction,
then the construction alone would identify an utterance as a conditional. However, in the absence of intonational
information, when the syntax itself is combined with several other contextual factors, a conditional construal
will be highly relevant (in the Relevance Theory sense of the term). Relevance Theory argues that “people are
motivated to process communication that they expect to be relevant to them (Hill 2006: 8). Communication that
is highly relevant is characterized by (1) important to them personally, (2) being easy to process or understand
and (3) providing significant enrichment to the hearers understanding of the world. A “conditional” intonational
pattern would promote a clear understanding of conditionality in an ox-less conditional construction, thus
making the conditional interpretation highly relevant. On Relevance Theory, see Blakemore (2002); Carston
(2012); Clark (2013); Hill (2006); and especially Sperber and Wilson (1995). For an extensive bibliography see
http://personal.ua.es/francisco.yus/rt2.html.
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being built up as a background to another” (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 239). As Dancygier
and Sweetser point out, this restricts the information structure of the construction. Its
presence makes the conditional construal the most accessible. (Only rarely is this overridden
by contextual factors, such as occurs in the few instances where o8 constructions are
construable as temporal when clauses.)” Because of this, even conditionals with Q, P
sequences, provide no interpretational challenges when o® is present. However, this reversal

of clause order in ox-less conditionals is not amenable to conditional interpretation in BH.

4.1.4. Summary of Content Conditionals

One of the objectives of this section was to investigate the role and semantics of the particle
o in content conditionals, one class of several cognitively motivated, functional classes of
conditionals proposed in Sweetser (1990). Since this schema classifies conditionals in a
distinctly different manner than previous studies, another objective was to determine
whether new generalizations might emerge regarding the use of the conditionals and verb

use in them.

In BH content conditionals the particle o# itself prompts the construction of hypothetical
mental spaces within which the P and Q clauses are partially elaborated. The semantics of the
particle inform the reader/hearer that a hypothetical scenario will be considered. Like if, ox
attaches to a specific clause to “mark that clause as the one being built up as a background to
another” (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 239). The semantics of hypotheticality can only be
overridden by multiple contextual factors allowing temporal when construals. These
contextual factors typically involve eventualities that were habitual in PAST TIME relative to
the narrator or character domain. The difference between the semantics of if and when was
shown to be one of epistemic stance. A positive epistemic stance prompts a temporal construal
and a neutral or negative epistemic stance results in a conditional interpretation. Space

construction is adjusted resulting in temporal spaces rather than hypothetical spaces.

While conditionality can be construed in the absence of oy, its absence makes construal of
DR-less conditionals more costly because b& contributes compositionally to the interpretation
of hypotheticality. The fact that there are relatively very few o&-less conditionals in the BH
corpus relative to the number of o& conditionals suggests this. At the same time, the presence
of or-less conditionals indicates both the crucial role that context and construal play in
interpretation and that “linguistic cues represent only part of the raw material used in

meaning making” (Halverson 2013: 48).

%61 The “border” between if and when is “blurry” in many languages. Note the case of German wenn.
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Predictive content conditionals are typically used in dialogic exchanges in direct speech.
They permit a wide variety of verb form combinations. However, the use of particular forms
is not random; on the contrary, in P clauses yigtols are preferred when the referenced
eventuality is post speech-event, FUTURE. P clause qatals are typically used to refer to

eventualities that are pre-speech or PAST.

In Q clauses, yiqgtols are found more frequently than weqatals, which are in complementary
distribution with yigtols. Since content conditionals are predictive and are most often used to
consider possible alternate futures, and since the preferred verb forms for discussing the

1262

future is the yigtol*®* or weqatal,*® these are the most frequently used forms in content

conditionals.

When a qatal is used to reference an event that is obviously not PAST, negative epistemic
stance is the salient semantic component being promoted. It is also preferred for inner state
verbs when a PAST TIME or perfective aspect or atemporal imperfective interpretations are
promoted. The gatal is the most commonly used form for encoding pastness,*** and in content

conditionals it is typically used to reference pre-speech eventualities.

Content conditionals in BH, as in many languages, discuss alternative-based predictions,
and because of this an iff implicature is available for all BH content conditionals. In many
instances in BH the alternative is overtly stated, as Num. 5:28 (see example (11) above). When
the alternative is not overtly stated, it is, nevertheless, an active construal. An alternative
mental space is constructed for the alterative implicature. In the alternative mental space ~P
holds and therefore ~Q also holds.

The following section will present an analysis of generic conditionals, another category of
conditionals that makes predictions and therefore promotes the construction of an

alternative mental space.

4.2. Generic (and Habitual) Conditionals in Biblical Hebrew

The purpose of this section is to present the analysis of generic conditionals, a category of
conditionals proposed by Sweetser (1990) and elaborated on in Dancygier and Sweetser (2005).
This category has not hitherto been recognized in the literature on Biblical Hebrew

conditionals. Indeed, little has been written about generics in Biblical Hebrew until relatively

262 BHRG (1999: 146); Driver (1874: 2); IBHS (1990: 511-513) J-M (§113a, b).

263 Andrason (2011a: 9-13); IBHS (1990: 521); J-M (8119c); Joosten (2002: 68); Lambdin (1971: 108).

264 BHRG (1999: 144); Driver (1874: 8-9); IBHS (1990: 485, 592); J-M (§112c¢). Pastness includes simple past, perfective
past, perfect and pluperfect interpretations.
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recently.”® Lexicons and grammars offer scant help in understanding the linguistics of
generics in Biblical Hebrew. In their discussions of the verb system, the lexicons and

grammars employ traditional terminology to make passing reference to habituals**

or
gnomics,”” but they never define the category generic or habitual.*® “Generic,” the most
common term used by linguists to cover both generic and habitual expressions, is rarely used.
Although habituals® are differentiated from “gnomics” (generics) in Biblical Hebrew lexicons
and grammars, current linguistic research “points to the artificiality of any sharp distinction
between generics and habituals” and “the similarities and relationships between [habituals
and generics] argue for a unified analysis” (Langacker 1997b: 194). Krifka, et al. (1995: 3)

concur that habituals statements should not be distinguished from generics.

My analysis of generic conditionals will include what might otherwise be classified as
habitual conditionals.”® The purpose of this section is to contribute to the discussion of
generics in conditionals. In order to do this, my first goal is to determine if the category of
generic conditionals was a valid category in the language. In this section, I will first present
the features and functions that characterize generic conditionals and offer evidence for the
validity of the category in BH, I will describe how and why generic conditionals were used and
compare their use to content conditionals. A second goal is to determine whether
generalizations regarding verb use in generic conditionals are obtainable and whether their
use in these conditionals differs from that found in content conditionals. This section will also
continue to seek to verify if the conclusions reached in the previous section regarding o are
valid in the light of the analysis of its use in generic conditionals.

Only two generic conditionals occur in the MT from Genesis through 2 Chronicles, and four
occur in the prophets. Because of this the textual divisions used in the above discussion of
content conditionals (non-poetical, poetical) are of limited value in the analysis of generic

265 See Rogland’s (2003) study of the gatal. His conclusions, influenced Cook’s (2005) study of habituals in Proverbs.
See below on their views regarding the gatal. See especially Andrason (2012¢) for a typological and cognitivist
reanalysis of the so-called “gnomic” gatal.

266 BHRG (1999: 147); GKC (§107d-g); IBHS (1990: 559, 691); J-M (§113c1, §113e1); Lambdin (1971: 39, 100).

267 BHRG (1999: 146); Driver (1874: 13); IBHS (1990: 488, 559); J-M (§112d).

268 The exception is IBHS (1990: 691) who provide definitions in the glossary.

%% Generics are distinguished from habituals in that habituals represent “customary, hence repeatable”
eventualities (Langacker 1997b: 191). Dahl (1995) and Langacker argue that habituals are a subset of generics.
See Comrie (1976: 27) for his definition of habituals and a brief discussion. See Krifka et al. (1995) for a thorough
introduction to genericity from a formal semantics point of view. See also Carlson and Pelletier (1995) for other
topics on generics. Langacker (1997b) presents an analysis within the framework of cognitive linguistics. See Ter
Meulen (1986) for a discussion of generics and conditionality.

70 Habituals need to be distinguished from repetitive and iterative utterances. See Langacker (1997b) for a
discussion of the differences.
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conditionals. Therefore the above-employed divisions will not be used in the following

discussion.
4.2.1. Linguistic Characterization of Generics and Generic Conditionals

Generic statements “ascribe a general property to all members of a class” (Langacker
1997b: 191) and “make a statement about idealized tendencies, properties characteristic of,
though not universally applicable to, a certain class of individuals or events” (Cover 2010: 46).
Krifka et al. (1995: 16) emphasize that “kind-referring NPs” and “characterizing sentences”
are basic properties of generics. (59) is a generic statement about all members of the class cat,
a “kind-referring NP”. (60) and (61) illustrate the fact that generics can include kind-referring
NPs and be characterizing sentences at the same time. (59) and (60) show that English permits

present or past (61) verb forms.
(59) Cats have fur.
(60) Flycatchers eat insects.
(61) In prehistoric times, carnivorous dinosaurs ran down their prey.

The reference to “characteristics” and “tendencies” is what distinguishes generics from
non-generic expressions that refer to particular events and individuals. It is important to
recognize that while some generics can be construed to refer to particular events or
individuals (especially in out-of-context examples, in normal every-day language use) context
will typically disambiguate between the two. For example, out of context, The flycatcher eats
insects could be a particular or a generic statement. If parents point out a single flycatcher to
their child and say The flycatcher eats insects, it is not a generic statement because the activity
of a specific flycatcher is under consideration. If a child asks what flycatchers eat and the
parent replies The flycatcher eats insects, it is a generic utterance because it discusses the class

flycatcher.

Like content conditionals, generic conditionals such as If you heat water to 100 degrees, it boils
are predictive, and because of that prompt an alternative mental space (see Figure 4.1.).
Generic conditionals are conditioned generic statements, hence the defining characteristics
of generic statements apply to generic conditionals. Generic conditionals differ from content
conditionals in that content conditionals make predictions about specific entities and events
while generic conditionals, like generic statements, make predictions regarding all members
of a certain class or events. Because pronouns such as they can refer to a complete set of a
class, or specific subsets of a class of people, they are characteristically found in generic
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statements and hence in generic conditionals as well (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 96). The
above characterization of generics and generic conditionals was used in my analysis of BH

conditionals.

These cross-linguistic characteristics of generic statements were found to be typical of
Biblical Hebrew generic statements. For example, in (62) the narrator’s comment
characterizes all the people ("WiR) of Sodom, not one in particular. Similarly in (63) Jeremiah
makes an observation about a general trait about all (092) of “them”. In (64) a class of people,
the opwn, are commented on. Accordingly, in BH, third person plural nouns, pronominals

and verb forms typify generic statements.
(62) Gen. 13:13

TR MY DWET DY 090 W ...the people of Sodom were wicked,
DRI rroEomr o great sinners against the Lorp.

(63) Jer. 6:28

053 51133 nwha 5191 1955 o™nio o BYa They are all StUbeI‘l’lly rebellious,

g A= YL R R going about with slanders; they are
bronze and iron, all of them act
corruptly.

R DIV

(64) Ps. 1:5

Dv&@ni UDWD:_\ Dﬁuwj qnpv&ﬁ ”3-‘73__7 Therefore the wicked Wlll not stand in
T o ) the judgment, nor sinners in the

Sekivhin B
‘ORTIE I3 congregation of the righteous.

However, singular nouns that represent a class of persons or things are also frequent in
generic statements as seen in the following examples. They are especially common in
sapiential literature.

(65) Ps. 37:32

Himnn? wipand pragd ywn noiv The wicked watch for the righteous
) 2 T and seek to kill them.

(66) Qoh. 4:5*™

tpz-ny Yok voong pantropn The fool folds his hand and eats his
9  TET T D e T T ’ own ﬂesh. (ESV)

71 The NRSV has translated the Hebrew singular noun + definite article 50237 as a plural noun fools in English
because the plural English noun more clearly refers to a complete set of the class fool.
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4.2.2. Generic Conditionals in Biblical Hebrew

The above observations regarding Biblical Hebrew generic statements also hold for BH
generic conditionals, which occur 40 times in the corpus.”’? The majority of these occur in
sapiential literature (67-70).”” In (68) a singular verb, 83, references the plural class of *27& in

v. 6. In (71) the singular subject noun v'& represents the class “people”.

(67) Job 36:8-9

7P 2ab~hana piay’ opra o oRDRY ’And if they are bound in fetters and
e e caught in the cords of affliction, *then
he declares to them their work and
their transgressions, that they are
behaving arrogantly.

2330 2 DiPRWST Oobe 0Ny

(68) Ps. 41:6-7

SnY T7aRy [at]all ‘nn b P 1IN’ vjﬁ&ﬁ 6My enemies speak evil about me
LT : asking, “When will he die and his
name be forgotten?” ’If they come to
visit, they have only worthless things
to say. (My translation)

i35 937 KW NIk R2OKRY7

(69) Prov. 9:12

;RN 7729 NYYT 79 ANan ARaN-oN If you are wise, it is to your benefit; if
TR m e n ey you are cynical, you will bear it all
alone. (CEV)

(70) Qoh. 4:10a
17;[—]-“{’; 'R TANRD T’?D"DN o) For if they fall, one will lift up the
L) T " 1T T T J Other.
They are also found in predominantly narrative literature (71) and in the prophets (72),
where contextual factors (n'm1), the metaphoric comparison and genericity promote a

temporal when construal.

(71) 1 Sam. 2:25a

o'AbK 991 Wb wrn ROMDON If one person sins against another,
o ' o someone can intercede for the sinner
with the Lord.

272 Gen. 38:9; 1 Sam. 2:25a; Job 20:6, 12; 27:14, 16; 36:8, 11, 12; 37:13 (3x); Ps. 7:13; 41:7; 50:18; 59:16; 68:14; 78:34;
94:18; 138:7; Prov. 3:34; 4:16 (2x); 9:12 (2x); 19:19; 27:22; Qoh. 4:10, 11, 12; 8:17; 10:10, 11; 11:3 (3x); Isa. 28:25; Jer.
49:9 (2x); Mic. 5:7.

273 Thirty four (85%) of generic conditionals occur in poetic literature. Six of the forty (15%) generic conditionals
(occurring in 5 passages) occur in non-poetic literature. No observable differences could be observed in the
generic conditionals in the two groups of literature. As a result, they are analyzed together.
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(72) Micah 5:7

039 DAY ‘37;73. D%33 :p’uv Ry chwn1 And among the nations the remnant of

s - , Jacob, surrounded by many peoples,
AWK IRXTITYA 022 W MINN3A3 AR - - -
RS TATT s shall be like a lion among the animals

5% PRI 701 DA 12V DR of the forest, like a young lion among
the flocks of sheep, which, when [if] it
goes through, treads down and tears in
pieces, with no one to deliver.

D&’s use in generic conditionals corresponds with its use in content conditionals: it prompts
the construction of a hypothetical space P in which the linguistic information in the P clause
is elaborated. The P clause information is the background from which the “causally dependent
state of affairs” (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 95) in the Q clause is predicted. If P obtains,
then the generic situation in Q will be predictable. Instead of making predictions about
specific eventualities, characterizing predictions are made about states of affairs. Since
generic conditionals are predictive, their mental space configuration is similar to that of
content conditionals seen in Figure 4.1 above. However, the P space is a hypothetical generic
space rather than a hypothetical future space, as is noted in the display in Figure 4.7 below.”*

The diagram notation is borrowed from Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 97).

774 Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 96) note that in English “when parallels if in the construction of generic
dependency clauses”. This is due to the nature of generic statements: since P generally and predictably causes
Q, if the speaker construes the eventualities as being cotemporal or wishes to accentuate that the predictability
of the causal relationship when is often an acceptable variant of if. Langacker (1991a: 263-266) proposes a
“structured world model” to account for “events [that] are direct manifestations of the world’s structure—they
are in some sense regular and predictable, and thus expected to occur whenever the appropriate preconditions
are satisfied” (1991:264). What a culture considers to be a “direct manifestation of the world’s structure” will
vary greatly between an animistic culture and one in which scientific positivism is the prevailing interpretive
model. Generic (and habitual) statements and conditionals reflect a speaker’s construal of the structured world
model.
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Figure 4.7: Generic Conditional Space Configuration

Base/V-Point/Present

God is a just judge of the righteous and

the wicked.
" D8/GENERIC +"ALT/GENERIC
q{ _____________ N
A person does - Person !
not repent i repents :
{ EXT/ [FUTURE | P OALT /\E}:‘XT

H : H { .............. \
;. Godwillnot

i judge o

., -
. .
----------------------------

;0111 TIT inWR Wivy 1390 23w K9 0R. If a person does not repent,
[God] sharpens his sword and prepares to shoot his bow. Ps. 7:13.

4.2.3. Verbs Usage in Generic Conditionals

Dahl (1995: 419) states that “the tendency for generics to go with imperfective aspect is
fairly strong, but it is not without its exceptions.””” The Biblical Hebrew situation is reflective
of this statement.”® Cook (2005: 124) noted that yigtols are the preferred form in regular
generic statements in Proverbs. Although yigtols are the preferred verb form in Biblical

Hebrew generic conditionals, gatals, verbless clauses and a participle also occur in P clauses.

Three recent studies have examined verb use in non-conditional BH generics. These
discussions are applicable to an analysis of verbs in generic conditionals. Rogland (2003: 40,
46) argued against the traditional interpretation and translation of the so-called “gnomic”
qatal and proposed that in proverbial statements the gatal should be translated as a past tense
in order to express its prototypical past semantics. Cook (2005) supports Rogland’s
interpretation of the gatal in proverbial generics and joins him in arguing for a past
interpretation of qatals in Proverbs. Andrason (2012c) however, rejects their analyses. He

proposes that principles of grammaticalization and the cognitive linguistic understanding of

775 See also Cover (2010: 46) and Langacker (1991a: 280).
776 This is well documented in the literature on BH. See Andrason (2010); BHRG (Forthcoming: 167).
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polysemy, based on a usage-based theory of grammar, can explain the atemporal use of the
gram in proverbial statements. He proposes that the gnomic use of the gatal is explained via

development along the anterior path:

Given that, on the one hand, inclusive, frequentative, and experiential
perfects (as far as inferences are concerned) as well as anti-perfects (which
correspond to negative perfect uses) naturally generate a sub-development
designated by us as a “gnomic branch”, yielding gnomic uses, and given that,
on the other hand, the examples of the BH gnomic qatal are regularly found
in contexts of inclusive, frequentative, experiential (also iterative
experiential perfect), and anti-perfect values, the gnomic sense of the gram
can be explained - i.e. linked, both conceptually and diachronically - by
employing the “gnomic branch” linkage. In this manner, the chaining, which
originates in the aforementioned perfect values, justifies the possibility of
using the category with a gnomic force (Andrason 2013: 46).

Contra Rogland (2003) and Cook (2005), Andrason concludes (2013: 50) that in English
translations of proverbial literature, qatals are best translated using the simple present or, in
intransitive or stative constructions, resultative forms. This study agrees with Andrason’s
understanding of the polysemous nature of the gatal and his hypothesis that this polysemy
can be understood as the result of motivated shifts in language use along diachronic
grammaticalization paths.”” His analysis of the gnomic qgatal will be appropriated to explain
the use of the gram in generic conditionals.

4.2.3.1. Verbs Usage in Generic Conditional P Clauses

Table 4.7 shows verb use in P clauses. The use of the yigtol gram to profile habitual
eventualities is well documented in the literature and the preference for it extends to generic
conditional P clauses as seen in (70) and (71) above.

Table 4.7: Generic Conditional P Clause Verb Forms

Yigtol’”® Qatal”” | Verbless® | Participle*®" | Ellipsis®

25(62%) | 11 (27%) 3 (7%) 1 1

777 On grammaticalization see Bybee et. al. (1994) and Hopper and Traugott (1993).

278 1 Sam. 2:25a; Job 20:6, 12; 27:14, 16; 36:8, 11, 12; Ps. 7:13; 59:16; 68:14; 138:7; Prov. 3:34; 4:16 (2x); 19:19; 27:22;
Qoh. 4:10, 11, 12; 8:17; 10:11; 11:3 (3x).

2% Gen. 38:9; Ps. 41:7; 50:18; 78:34; 94:18; Prov. 9:12 (2x); Qoh. 10:10; Isa. 28:25; Jer. 49:9a; Mic. 5:7.

20 Job 37:13 (3x).

21 Job 36:8.

282 Jer, 49:9b.
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Qatals are used in non-aphoristic generic conditional P clauses that discuss habitual events
(Gen. 38:9; Ps. 41:7; 50:18; 94:18; Jer. 49:9a, b;** Mic. 5:7). In these, repeated actions are viewed
as so habitual that generic conditions can be entertained. The habitual eventualities evidence
the generic semantics of the gatal described by Andrason (2012c: 34) as resulting from the
semantics of a resultative proper formation being extended when “the acquired (due to a prior
action) state can be expanded to larger periods of time, resultative proper grams may indicate
not only current resulting conditions but also permanent ones. Such permanent states...can
thus be employed to express invariant truths.” These uses are susceptible to temporal

construals.

The D& clauses in Gen. 38:9; Ps. 41:7; 50:18; 94:18 and Mic. 5:7 are translated as temporal
when or whenever’ in every English translation except Young’s Literal Translation. Even
translations that purport to be literal translations (KJV, ESV, NASB) render the ox clause in
(73) temporally. Spanish translations of this passage choose cuando “when” or cada vez que
“each time that, whenever,” which promote a habitual repetition or strict habitual

interpretation respectively.?®

(73) Gen. 38:9

Nﬁ'DR n;"-n VI ) o) INN atl But Onan knew that the offspring would
T not be his; so whenever he lay with his
Y03 0737 MY NOWL N nwROR I T
w15 S e R AR DL AR S brother’s wife, he spilled his semen on
PIIRY the ground to keep from producing

offspring for his brother. (NIV)

Since o&’s semantics are highly schematic and the particle does not mean when or whenever,
what features of the verse convince translators to choose a temporal reading in spite of the
fact that o® is typically interpreted conditionally? First, it is important to remember that a
conditional reading of if indicates neutral epistemic stance: the narrator would be understood
to be uncommitted to the assertion Onan Y& NYxS8 R3. On the other hand, a when
interpretation would mean that the narrator was positively committed to the assertion and
believed that Onan definitely had sexual relations with his brother’s wife. With this in mind,

23 Jer. 49:9b is included since the elided element is the gatal verb in 49:9a.

%4 The difference between English when and whenever is located in the frequency of the eventuality being
described. When is used to describe events that are unique or whose temporal location in time is known, i.e. non-
habitual events. Whenever is used with habitual eventualities indicating that the co-occurring event in the second
clause occurs every time the eventuality in the whenever clause holds. For instance in the utterance Whenever I
get in the bath, the phone rings, the phone rings each time I get in the bath. When is not amenable to habitual
utterances.

%5 See DHH, NTV; PDPT; RV95.
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Gen. 38:8 and 9a tell the reader that Onan is not a willing partner in the plan to provide a child
to his deceased brother’s wife so that the child will inherit his dead brother’s share and carry
on his family. This would have effectively reduced Onan’s inheritance. Gen. 38:8-9a would
have instantly prompted the hearers and readers general background knowledge regarding

these issues. Onan is reluctant, but goes through the motions.

Secondly, general background knowledge informs the reader/hearer that sexual relations
are necessary to produce a child, so Onan had to go to his brother’s wife. This is the way the
world works. Since readers know the world works this way, when is the most relevant
construal since it indicates positive epistemic stance. If would have indicated the narrator’s
neutral stance regarding the proposition that Onan did not go to his brother’s wife. But we
know from v. 10 that he did because it states that God viewed what he did as evil. The context
combined with general background knowledge encourage the reader to take a positive
epistemic stance toward the phrase & nwx-5& &3 and this prompts the construction of a
temporal mental space instead of a hypothetical space. As discussed above, the gatal X3 poses
no syntactic-semantic incompatibility issues. The mental space configuration is nested in the
Narrator domain. Since the action is viewed as occurring prior to narration, PAST TIME

construal is expected and qatal is the unmarked form for this construal.

The interpretation of the ox clause in (74) is not as easily agreed upon as the one in (73).
English translations are equally divided and it is instructive to examine why. The reason does
not relate to the meaning of o per se, but rather to the absence of sufficient contextual clues
to provide a clear basis for choosing a conditional or temporal interpretation.

(74) Ps. 41:7

]’2 ﬁ?s-];;pv 1:‘7 -‘:-Iv xug |ﬂ1&7‘7 NQ'DNT And when they come to see me, they

' ' o ' ' utter empty words, while their hearts
gather mischief; when they go out,
they tell it abroad.

13T PN RYY

This verse falls in the lament section of the psalm,”® written from the viewpoint of a sick
person. In the immediate context, vv. 6-10, the sick narrator describes his enemies’ actions
and asks God for protection. In v.6 the narrator states that his enemies wish he would die. 82
is one of only two gatal verbs in this section;*®’ the rest are yiqgtols and participles. I believe that
there are two principle reasons the translations are divided between conditional and temporal

readings. First, translators lack sufficient background knowledge concerning whether or not

6 See Craigie and Tate (2004: 319-321).
7 The other is 7737 in v. 10.
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enemies would typically visit a (sick) person. Generally they do not; but this uncertainty
motivates a neutral or negative conditional construal. However, the use of kind-referring NPs
such as the plural *27ix (v. 6), and *®1w-52 (v. 8), in addition to yigtols and participles in the
surrounding context seem to indicate habitual characterizing sentences. These motivate a
temporal construal. I believe that translations which choose a conditional reading did so
because o prototypically occurs in conditional constructions and in doing so they ignore the
linguistic factors that identify this as a habitual generic expression, which favors a temporal
construal. A habitual construal motivated by the linguistic cues leads the reader to interpret
the gatal as PAST TIME vis-a-vis BASE and V-POINT in the Narrator’s space.

The bR clause in (75) is interpreted as a generic/habitual when clause in most English
translations (CEB, HCSB, KJV, NASB, NET, NIV, NKJV, NLT, NRSV).

(75) Ps. 50:18

:m‘-;n D’PB;D Dl;” V,.JD P-um 32_}\ Dvggq-nx When you se€ a thief, yOLleil’l with
him; you throw in your lot with
adulterers. (NIV)

Amos Hakham (1990: s¢)*® concurs that the o clause should be construed as a temporal
since he rephrases it as “ro® M1 AR ,233 ORI PR TWKR2.”* Note that every gatal (and
wayyigtol) clause in 50:16-19a is also translated as a generic statement in the above-noted
English translations. As Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 97) put it, “Genericity thus further
blurs the distinction between the contextualized interpretations of the positive epistemic
stance involved in when-clauses and the neutral one which characterizes if-clauses.” Present
tense forms are used to translate the qgatals in these verses because generics are most
commonly expressed with present tense forms in English.” (Note however that generic pasts
are readily found in English and these verses could accurately be translated using the English
simple past: When you saw a thief you made friends with him and you kept company with adulterers.)

Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 96, 98) observe that in English “when parallels if in the
construction of generic dependency statements....There are contextual reasons for the choice
of when, whenever and if, but the reasons have less to do with the event being described than

with the viewpoint taken towards the event.””’' Dancygier and Sweetser use the word “choice”

8 pPage numbers are per Hebrew numbering system. This is page 253, but it appears as indicated above.

9 My translation: When(ever) you see a thief, you accompany him.

20 As noted by Andrason (2012c: 49-50).

! Contextual prompts that contribute to a temporal construal will include the use of 7’71 in Gen. 38:9 and Mic.
5:7.

139



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

to describe viewpoint because it involves a construal choice on the part of the hearer/reader.
There are no overt time words that compositionally contribute temporal meaning. Hence it is

via implicature and construal.

It needs to be clear that simply because generic/habitual oy clauses can be interpreted
temporally (as I proposed above in 4.1.1.3. in the discussion of gatals in narrative that occur in
content conditionals) this does not mean that o& means when. oR is a hypothetical particle
that instructs the hearer/reader to construct a mental space (typically a hypothetical space)
in which a new scenario is to be considered. In a usage-based grammar, speakers will choose
the most relevant interpretation based on frequency of use and compositional meaning of the
construction. I propose that since o&® was used most frequently in conditional constructions
in Biblical Hebrew, hypothetical spaces were the most relevant space of choice when the
particle occurred as head of a clause. This choice would be confirmed as the rest of the
linguistic information in the construction was processed. If (or when!) the hearer/reader
encountered kind-referring NPs and/or characterizing clauses with habitual implicatures, she
could immediately replace the hypothetical mental space with a temporal generic space as
she processed the information. In normal every-day situations hearers and readers
continuously, effortlessly and almost instantaneously adjust their interpretations of meaning

as linguistic information is processed.

Qatals are also used in aphoristic generic conditional P clauses that profile some
characteristic of a participant (Prov. 9:12a, b; Qoh. 10:10). Prov. 9:12a, example (69), repeated
below as (76), exemplifies what Andrason (2012c: 35) labels a “gnomic state,” and comments
that “due to the stative component in the meaning, and because of a typically intransitive and
especially de-transitive effect, resultative proper constructions give rise to gnomic states and
situations, and not to dynamic activities.

The gatals in (76) and (77) are used to describe resultative states. The choice of the gatals
nnan in (76) and nnp in (77) can be explained when the narrator’s viewpoint and construal as

well as the lexical semantics (or aktionsart) of the verbs are considered.
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(76) Prov. 9:12

:RWN 7729 NYYT 79 ANIN RNN DN If you are wise, you are wise for
yourself; if you scoff, you alone will
bear it.

(77) Qoh. 10:10a

oom Ybp oro-NY Rim Sinan nopoN ?f an ax is dull and one doesn’t sharpen
- it first, then one must exert more force.
(CEB)

The diachronic path that led to gatals being available for use in proverbial sayings has been
noted above. Availability of the gatal alone may not explain why it was used in these instances.
Verbs profile a process®” and the narrator’s choice of verbs mnan in Prov. 9:12 and nip
and 5p%p in Qoh. 10:10 necessarily involved his perspective and the vantage point®* from
which he viewed these processes. The narrator’s perspective and the vantage point from
which he chooses to view the verbal process is a matter of construal. Langacker asserts that
even “the choice between a perfective or imperfective construal is not necessarily determined
by anything inherent in the scene described. It often depends on general or contextual
knowledge, or it may simply be a matter of how the speaker decides to portray the situation”
(Langacker 2008: 151). Traditional analyses of the BH verbal systems that locate all the
“meaning” in the verbal gram itself preclude a role for construal or the narrator’s viewpoint.
As a result, deviations from strict deterministic rules of verbal usage are problematic, often
labeled “special uses,” as noted regarding the gnomic gatal in Andrason’s (2012c) study.
Although yigtols were apparently the preferred form for generic conditionals, there
apparently was nothing that prohibited a BH speaker from using a qgatal if the speaker (or

narrator) believed it better suited his description of the situation.

The semantics of nnan and nip contribute to the choice of gatals in (76) and (77). Both verbs

involve a process that proceeds from state A to a resulting state B: nnan from not wise to being

”) 294
?

wise (which is why definitions of nnaon state that it means “become wise”),*and nip a process

from the state of being sharp to dull. They highlight the end of the verbal process, focusing

on the final resultant state. Figure 4.8 from Langacker (2008: 121) illustrates this process. In

)295

the figure, the successive circles represent the change in state of the trajector (tr)** over the

22 Langacker (1987: 199; 2008: 112).

3 1bid. (73, 75-76). For more on perspective or viewpoint, see Dancygier and Sweetser (2012); Kwon (2012).

24 See HALOT (1994-2000: 314); NIDOTTE (1997: 130).

5 A trajectory in Langacker’s cognitive grammar is the profiled element, or “primary focus” of a clause and is
typically the subject (Langacker 1991a: 23). In Langacker (2008: 70) he terms it as “the entity construed as being
located, evaluated or described.”
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course of the verbal process, which occurs over time (t) represented by the arrow line below
the circles. The dashed box inside the circle represents the change the participant is
undergoing. The bold circle and box represent the new state with the participant (p) in that

state.

Figure 4.8: Stative (Intransitive) Process

OO@:

»
»

t

The qgatal in the second conditional in Prov. 9:12, ny, was most certainly used to take

advantage of the semantics of genericity noted by Andrason. Scoffing is interpreted as a
characteristic of the person.

In generic conditional Q clauses, yigtols are overwhelmingly preferred as seen in the

following table.

Table 4.8: Generic Conditional Q Clause Verb Forms

1296 1297

Yigto Wegqata Wayyiqtol””® | Qatal’ | p&3°° | Verbless* | Participle®®

25 (63%) 3 (8%) 3 (8%) 2(5%) | 2(5%) 1 1

Yigtols are the preferred verb form in generic conditional Q clauses. As noted above, generic
conditionals are, like content conditionals predictive and the iconic P, Q clause order
promotes semantics of causation, as it does in content conditionals. Yigtols, weqatals and
wayyigtols are conducive to promoting these construals. The use of wayyigtols in non-narrative

text is uncommon,*® but it is very infrequent in conditionals. The grammars characterize the

26 Job 20:6; 27:16; 36:11, 12; 37:13c; Ps. 7:13; 41:7; 94:18; 138:7; Prov. 3:34; 4:16a; 19:19; 27:22; Qoh. 4:10, 12; 8:17;
10:10; 11:3 (3x); Jer. 49:9a.

271 Sam, 2:25a; Qoh. 4:11; Isa. 28:25.

2% Job 36:8-9; Ps. 50:18; 59:16. On Job 36:8-9 Clines (2006: 812) notes that in the apodosis in v.9 several
commentators read 73 and the New American Bible read 73 “in order to avoid waw consec, since the continuing
thought is of an ongoing or repeated action.”

29 Prov. 9:12; Jer. 49:9b.

30 Qoh. 10:11; Mic. 5:7.

01 yob 27:14.

302 ps. 68:14. See Hossfeld and Zenger (2005: 158-169) for a discussion of the complex textual and interpretational
issues in this passage.

303 Cook (2012: 298) states that “it is indeed native to prose narrative” and that it is a “rarity in poetry”. See Cook
(2012: 298-304) for a fuller discussion.
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wayyigtol as indicating temporal®** or logical*® succession. I hypothesize that the semantic

feature of succession, or consequence, licensed its use in conditionals.

4.2.4. Summary of Generic Conditional Usage

Having analyzed and presented the instances of generic conditionals in the BH corpus, the
following results can be presented. First, the general linguistic characteristics of generic
statements are descriptively applicable to BH generic conditionals, which follows since
generic conditionals are conditioned generics. Specifically, the topics that generic
conditionals make predictions regarding are the characteristics and tendencies of the subject

of the conditional.

Secondly, it was demonstrated that the verbs used in BH generic conditionals also reflect
the cross-linguistic preference that generic statements have for verbs with imperfective
aspect values: yigtols are clearly preferred in both the P and Q clauses and the characterizing
(gnomic) use of the gatal is consonant with the analysis presented by Andrason (2012c) of the
gram’s use in non-conditional generics. It was hypothesized that the semantics of contingent
causality located in the iconic P, Q clause order is entangled with the rare use of the wayyigtol
in non-narrative generic conditional Q clauses. The semantic value of succession, recognized

to be a primary semantic component of the wayyigtol, licenses its use in these conditionals.

Finally, o&’s use in generic conditionals corresponds to its use in content conditionals. It
prompts construction of a hypothetical mental space within which a generic P clause and Q
clause are elaborated. The semantics of hypotheticality connected to o& maintain unless, as
shown above, contextual factors common to generics promote a positive epistemic stance
toward the situation in the P clause, in which case when or whenever is construable. Like
content conditionals, generic conditionals were shown to be predictive. As a result the
alternative reasoning characteristic of content conditionals is evident in generic
conditionality. Consequently mental spaces are constructed in which the ~P, ~Q alternative is

considered.

4.3. Speech-Act Conditionals

4.3.1. Introduction to Speech-Act Conditionals

Speech-act (SA) conditionals are “cases where the if-clause appears to conditionally

modify, not the contents of the main clause, but the speech-act which the main clause carries

34 BHRG (Forthcoming: 192-196); GKC (§111a, t); IBHS (1990: 547-548).
35 1-M (§118h).
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out” (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 113). Imagine parents telling a babysitter, If Madeleine gives
you any trouble, feed her. The directive is to be understood to be asserted and valid only If
Madeleine gives you any trouble; if Madeleine poses no trouble, the directive is not invoked. This

section will examine the use of o in these constructions.

SA conditionals are the most common type of o& conditional in Biblical Hebrew. They occur
over seven hundred fifty times in variegated sorts of speech-acts such as oaths, curses,
promises, warnings, questions and directives. The purpose of this section is as follows: First,
to examine the use of & in these constructions to determine if its use is consonant with or
differs from its use in content and generic conditionals. The mental spaces prompted by the
particle will be compared to these cognitive constructs in content and generic conditionals.
Secondly, to explore the types of speech acts that BH licensed for conditional use. Thirdly, as
in previous sections, I will examine verb use in the different types of speech-act conditionals.

The type of discourse in which they are situated will be shown to be relevant.

In order to do this, I will first present a brief overview of how speech-acts have been
analyzed and discuss how conditional SAs are treated within a cognitive theory of mental
spaces. Following this, SA conditionals in Biblical Hebrew and their uses will be examined by
category in order to elicit valid generalizations from the data which will then be compared.
Initially, an analysis of SA directives will be presented and the different types of genre
(procedural, casuistic, narrative) in which they occur will be considered in sections 4.3.3.2
through 4.3.3.4. Then, oaths, vows and curses will be examined in section 4.3.4. Promises and
threats (section 4.3.5), petitions (4.3.6) and speech-act questions (4.3.7) will likewise be
analyzed. In conclusion, a summary will be offered in 4.3.8, in which I will point out how SA
conditional mental space structures and verbal use differ from the constructions in both
content and generic conditionals, and how different types of SA conditionals differ one from
the other. The relevance of the discourse type in which, especially, directives are used will be
indicated.

4.3.2. A Terminological Orientation

Every discussion of speech-acts must start with J. L. Austin’s (1962) seminal work How to Do
Things with Words, which to a “philosophically inspired tradition of semantic analysis
preoccupied with questions of truth and logical inference...brought the revelation that
making assertions is not the sole purpose of natural-language” speech (Langacker 1991a: 494).
Austin argued that an utterance may be used for many diverse classes of speech-acts besides

assertions: giving a promise, asking a question, issuing an order, take an oath, make a curse,
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and so on. That utterances are used for many different types of purposes is widely accepted
today, despite the fact that the way an utterance represents a speech-act, i.e. its illocutionary
force, is still far from settled.*®® This issue is, however, beyond the scope of this study.’”

Speech-acts include examples such as:

(78) a. Directives: Don’t open the window!
b. Promises: (I promise) I will give you the book tomorrow.
c. Warnings: If you break the contract, (I warn you) I will take you to court.
d. Questions: Are you going to wash the car?

e. Request: Please hand me the saw.

There are numerous classification systems that have been offered for categorizing speech-
acts. The differences primarily reflect terminological preferences. The initial categories
proposed by Austin were few in number; later work contained more categories, often many
more.*® Different terminology describing the same speech-acts is encountered. For example
Austin’s behabitives correspond roughly to Searle’s expressives, which correspond to Bach and
Harnish’s acknowledgments. For the purposes of this study, the relevant categories in which ox
conditional speech-acts are found include: directives,® promises, warnings, questions,*°

petitions, and curses (or oaths®").

306 Langacker (1991a: 494).

%97 For more on speech-acts see Bach and Harnish (1979); Langacker (1991a: 494-506); Searle (1965; 1969).

308 For example Bach and Harnish (1979: 41) vs. Searle (1969).

% This study will use the terms imperative, cohortative and jussive to distinguish the verbal forms, but the term
directive will be used refer to all three forms; I will not use the term volitives. Directives in Semitic studies have
traditionally been termed volitives. In Classical and Semitic studies, this term typically refers to the imperative,
cohortative and jussive verbal forms. However, outside of Classical studies and Semitic studies, in the world of
linguistics, the term is rarely found. It does not even appear in Crystal (2008), A Dictionary of Linguistics and
Phonetics, where command, desiderative and directive are found. In linguistics, cohortatives and jussives are usually
classified as imperatives unless a language distinguishes forms as BH does. However, some writers such as Palmer
([1986] 2001: 111) argue that maintaining the terminological distinction is helpful. For more on the three
command forms in BH, see BHRG (1999: 71-72); Dellaire (2014); GKC (§108-§110); IBHS (1990: 564-65); J-M (§114).
See Warren (1998) for a study of modality and speech-acts in the Psalms. For a more recent discussion on BH
modality see Cook (2012: 237-244). On command forms, see Dallaire (2014) and Oakes (2010).

319 Conditional speech-act questions and D®...7] questions are distinct constructions analyzed separately. See
Chapter 5.2.2-5.2.4 for analyses of DX...7] questions.

3 Recent work by Kitz (2014) has demonstrated that the expressions which have traditionally been called oaths
such as Gen. 26:29 are better understood as curses. This study will use the term curses to refer to these
constructions.
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4.3.3. Speech-Act Conditionals**?

Since Van der Auwera (1986), linguists have acknowledged that conditional speech-acts
exist. He argued (1986: 199) that utterances such as those in (79) are not about a conditional
relation between P and Q. Rather P is presented as conditioning the speech-act in Q. In spite
of the fact that these types of if-conditionals are representative of common every-day
language use, these conditionals had never been considered by philosophers and logicians

because they are not amenable to truth-conditional analysis.

(79) a. If you go to the store, (please) buy me some beer.
b. If I may say so, I think that’s a crazy idea.
c. If you don’t mind my asking, why did you marry her?

In SA conditionals, the enactment of the eventuality in the apodosis “is conditional on the
fulfillment of the state described in the protasis (the state in the protasis enables or causes the
following speech-act)” (Sweetser 1990: 118). Thus, (79a) purports to issue a directive (or
request, if please is used) in the case that the person goes to the store; (79b) purports to state
an opinion if permission is granted to do so; and (79¢) purports to ask a question if it isn’t
perceived as being rude. In all of these, the apodosis is asserted and it is contextualized by the
protosis.’” Sweetser (1990: 121) notes that “all speech-act conditionals have in common the
fact that they are appropriately paraphrased by ‘If [the protasis], then let us consider that I

”

perform this speech-act (i.e. the one represented in the apodosis).

In contrast to content and generic conditionals, SA conditionals are not predictive; there
is no predictive relationship between the P and Q clauses. “The performative status almost
prohibits such a predictive relationship, since (however hedged), ... a speech-act performed is
performed” (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 113). Because a predictive relationship doesn’t
exist, alternative scenarios are likewise excluded in SA conditionals. SA conditionals also
differ from content and generic conditionals in that they are not used for conditional
reasoning. Content and generic conditionals are used to consider actions, events and
situations under alternate, possible scenarios. Speech-act conditionals, in contrast, are used
to achieve an end. Epistemic reflection about the world and alternative scenarios is not their

purpose.

312 Initially Van der Auwera (1986) asked if there was a difference between speech-acts about conditionals and
conditional speech-acts. More recently scholars have used the terms speech-act conditionals and conditional speech-
acts interchangeably, I will therefore use both terms interchangeably. See Sweetser (1990: 142-144) for a critique
of Van der Auwera’s distinctions. Declerck and Reed (2001) prefer the term rhetorical conditional.

313 Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 113).
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In conditional speech-acts o& has the same function it does in content and generic
conditionals—it prompts the construction of a hypothetical mental space in which the
utterance is partially structured. The mental space configuration for speech-act conditionals

is as follows:

Figure 4.9: Mental Space Configuration for Speech-Act Conditionals

Base
Visitors arrive at
Abraham’s tents

-------------- ]--------------..
. .
°,
.
.
.
.
)
H .
H .

ox/Speech-act

Abraham
conditions a
request

EXT/ ISpeech-act

Don’t pass by!

:7720 HPn 72pn KRITOK TIW3 0 nxen ’i-ox “My lord, if I find
favor with you, do not pass by your servant.” Gen. 18:3.
In Biblical Hebrew, o& constructions are used to condition directives, curses, promises,

questions, warnings, wishes and petitions. These will be discussed in the following sections.***
4.3.3.1. Speech-Act Directives

oR-conditional speech-act directives in BH are directives that are conditioned by an o&
clause. They are found in narrative, poetry, in the prophets, extensively in the casuistic law
codes, and in procedural texts (such as those in Leviticus)* as well. Methodologically, I first
classified and analyzed conditional directives across the entire corpus. During the course of

this analysis, it became obvious that significant functional and related formal grammatical

314 panther and Thornburg (1998, 20034, b), Thornburg and Panther (1997) propose an analysis of speech-acts in
terms of metonymic inference and mapping. Their discussions include conditional speech-acts constructions. A
thorough discussion of their proposals is beyond the scope of this study, but references will be included when
needed. Athanasiadou and Dirven (1996: 626) refer to SA-directives as instructional conditionals.

3151 classify the prescriptions regarding sacrifices and offerings in Leviticus as procedural discourse. See Dallaire
(2014: 91) and Longacre (1994: 52; 1995: 23).
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distinctions occur between those conditionals that are found in casuistic and procedural
discourse and those that occur outside these types of discourse. Hence the discourse related
section divisions are derived from the analysis, not decided upon a priori. Consequently, these

discourse-related distinctions are maintained in the structure of this subsection.

This section will, therefore, be structured as follows: first, because conditional directives
utilize typical BH directive forms, a brief description of BH directives will be given in section
4.3.3.1.1. Secondly, section 4.3.3.2 will discuss conditional directives found outside of casuistic
and procedural discourse. Following that, the conditional directives used in procedural
literature will be examined in section 4.3.3.3, after which those used in casuistic texts will be

assessed in section 4.3.3.4. The findings are summarized in section 4.3.3.5.

4.3.3.1.1. Directives in Biblical Hebrew

Directives in BH can be implemented using a variety of constructions and verbal grams.**¢
These typically include the imperative, the jussive and the cohortative forms.’” The
imperative is not used for negative directives. Instead the negative 5% is used with the second-
person jussive or, to express an absolute prohibition; the negative & is used with the yiqtol
second-person verb forms. These are in complementary distribution with the imperative. The

use of these forms in conditional directives corresponds to their normal non-conditional use.
The imperative is the second-person (singular or plural) directive form.

(80) Exod. 14:26

Daa-bg TTOR 103 SHN-OR 91 NN Then the Lorp said to Moses, “Stretch
" o T e out your hand over the sea...

The jussive form is used for positive and negative directives as in the following examples.

(81) Gen. 1:3

iR T DOR N Then God said, “Let there be light”

316 The morphology and diachronic development of the imperative, jussive, yigtol and cohortative are beyond the
scope of this study, as is the synchronic relationship between the jussive and the yigtol. Since the yigtols and
jussive forms are identical for most verbs, context must have guided the hearer’s and reader’s interpretation.
For contemporary interpreters, construal based on a much more tenuous basis plays a non-trivial role in the
classification of the form. As Cook (2014: 184) stated, “statistics only serve as a tally of the interpreter’s subjective
and often predetermined semantic interpretation of the forms....” For this reason, my statistics combine yigtols
and jussives. See Dallaire (2014: 91-107) on the jussive; pp. 107-121 on the cohortative, pp. 121-129, 140 on the
yigtol and pp. 141-150 on the wegatal in commands. See also Joosten (2012: 11, 314).

317 Cook (2012) and Joosten (2012). Dallaire (2014) especially offers a thorough study of directive forms in BH. See
also Oakes (2010) for an analysis of the verbal and social context of imperative-imperative verses imperative-
weqatal sequences.
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(82) Gen. 15:1

-‘7;.2 70&5 nnna DjﬂN's& M7 M. ...the word of the LorD came to Abram

in a vision, “Do not be afraid, Abram,...
..0738 RN

The cohortative is found in the first-person singular and plural. In English, it is typically

translated Let us and Let me. It is used with 5% for first-person negative directives.

(83) Jer. 18:18d

< TATH275R NWRION] .. ...let us not heed any of his words...

The yigtol was used for both positive (84-85) and negative directives (86).

(84) Ps. 51:9
PI:L);S 317‘,”731 ’JDJQﬂ' ahleld :u&: IRVNN Purge me with hySSOp, and I shall be

clean; wash me, and I shall be whiter
than snow.

(85) Lev. 2:7

n\lyyn IDW; nSp :I'AJ;-‘E nwn-‘p NDJD'DI’N Ifyour offering is grain prepared ina

pan, it shall be made of choice flour in
oil.

(86) 2 Kgs. 2:16d

IHWN 85 NN He said “Do not send them.” (My
o ' translation)

In traditional truth-conditional semantics where words are seen as containers for meaning,
the semantics for both the descriptive and performative usages have been understood to
reside in the yigtol gram.’”® Andrason (2010) seeks to explain how the gram acquired these
semantics. Yet the question remains, how is the correct interpretation invoked? Langacker
(2008: 470-475) argues that speech-acts are based on widely accepted cultural models that are
“invoked as cognitive domains...and function as the meanings” of verbs in speech-acts. The
linguistic contents of an actual utterance, he argues, is “just one of several levels of
organization that figure in its [the utterance’s] full conceptual import” (2008: 471). The actual
contextual scenario in which the utterance occurs plays a significant and crucial role in the

assignment of meaning. For example, I'll play tomorrow may be interpreted as nothing more

318 See Andrason (2010); BHRG (1999: 149); Cohen (2013: 185); Driver (1874: 41, 48); GKC (§107m-o); IBHS (1990:
509-510); J-M (§113m).
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than a statement about the future. However, when it is embedded in what Langacker calls the

“promise scenario,” it is interpreted as a promise.

The application of Langacker’s scenario-based element of meaning formation is applicable
to cases such as (85). In isolation the yiqgtol gram of nwyn can be argued to be semantically
ambiguous. Nevertheless, words are not used in isolation and in Lev. 2:7 and similar speech-
act passages, the linguistic context (o& construction) and the procedural directive scenario in
which nwyn unambiguously occurs promote a directive construal. In context it was rarely

ambiguous.

Deference and politeness are crucially involved on many linguistic levels in most
communicative events. The social situation and status of the Biblical Hebrew speaker and
hearer appears to have played a role in a speaker/writer’s verb choice in directives.’** There
is general agreement, for instance that the particle K1 is often found in situations that appear

to require deference on the part of the speaker.*”
4.3.3.2 Non-Casuistic, Non-Procedural Speech-Act Directives

Conditional speech-act directives occur 117 times in non-casuistic, non-procedural
discourse in the Biblical Hebrew corpus.*”* 101 of the directives are found in direct speech. In
these directives, the mental spaces are in the Character domain and V-POINT is determined

6°* are found principally in Proverbs and Ecclesiastes, which

by the character. The remaining 1
are characterized by didactic discourse in which the mental spaces are constructed in the
Narrator domain. Directives are always construed to be fulfilled post-speech, or in the case of
didactic material, post-writing. For this reason the Q clause directive always refers to a FUTURE

eventuality. In the P clause any construal is possible.

319 On how social distinctions may have influenced the use of command forms see Dallaire (2014: 18-24; 71-72);
Joosten (2012: 327-29) and Oakes (2010). See discussion below in section 4.3.6.

%20 On politeness strategies and the particle &3 see Shulman (1999).

321 Gen, 15:5; 20:7; 23:8, 13; 24:49 (2x); 31:50 (2x); 43:11; 47:6, 16, 29; 50:4; Exod. 1:16 (2x); 4:9; 13:13; 19:13(2x); 20:25;
32:32b; 33:13, 15; 34:9; Num. 5:19 (2x); 11:15 (2x); 22:20; 32:29, 30; Deut. 19:8; Josh. 17:15; 22:19, 22 (2x); 24:15; Jdg.
4:20; 6:31b; 7:10; 9:15 (2x), 16 (3x) (all broken off), 19 (repeats 9:16a, b, c), 20; 13:16b; 14:13; 21:21; 1 Sam. 3:9; 6:3;
7:3; 20:6, 7b, 8, 21, 22; 21:10; 2 Sam. 10:11a; 11:20; 14:32; 1 Kgs. 18:21 (2x); 20:18 (2x); 2 Kgs. 1:2; 9:15; 10:6; 4:4 (2x);
1 Chron. 13:2; 19:12a; Job 11:14; 19:5; 31:5; 33:5, 32, 33; 34:16; 38:4, 18; Ps. 81:9-10; 95:7-8; 139:24; Prov. 1:10, 11;
3:30; 6:1-3; 23:1-2; 25:21 (2x); 30:32 (2x); Song 1:8; 7:13; Qoh. 5:7; 10:4; 11:8; Lam. 1:12; Isa. 21:12; Jer. 2:28; 14:7,
27:18 (2x); 30:6; 40:4 (2x); 42:13; Ezek. 2:7; 3:11; 20:39; 43:11; Hos. 4:15; Hab. 2:3; Zech. 11:12 (2x); Mal. 3:10.

322 Prov. 1:10, 11; 3:30; 6:1-3; 23:1-2; 25:21 (2x); 30:32 (2x); Song 1:8; 7:13; Qoh. 5:7; 10:4; 11:8; Lam. 1:12; Hos. 4:15;
Mal. 3:10.
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4.3.3.2.1 Observations on the Protasis

The P clause in non-casuistic and non-procedural conditional directives is the D&-

conditional clause. Verb distribution in the P clauses follows.

Table 4.9: Non-Procedural, Non-Casuistic P Clause Verb Forms

Yigtol® | Verbless®® | Qatal’”® | Participle®® | 37 W 328

40 (34%) | 28 (24%) 25 (21%) 8 (7%) 7 (6%) 7 (6%)

Thirty-two of the yiqgtols occur in direct speech.’” BASE and V-POINT are, therefore, in the
Character domain and all temporal and spatial deictics will be grounded in this domain. The
remaining eight tokens are in Proverbs and Qohelet** (for which BASE and V-POINT are in the
Narrator Domain), and Song of Solomon where they are in the Character Domain. Twenty
eight of the thirty-two P clauses with yigtols that occur in direct speech reference FUTURE TIME

eventualities as is seen in the following example:

(87) Exod. 4:9

5% RIRRA YW D 1ARY 8O OR 5 If they will not believe even these two
. bt signs or heed you, you shall take some
. water from the Nile and pour it on the
T RDTIN NRR WK DhA M nwan dry ground.

:NY2r3 077

ROV IR R HNRY) TP hwnwr N7

(88) is an apparent exception because, although it is possible to construe 73"Wi as if they

will save you, a modal construal seems preferable since the main question is, which god is able

3 Gen. 15:5; 31:50 (2x); Exod. 4:9; 13:13; 20:25; Num, 32:29, 30; Deut. 19:8-9; Jdg. 4:20; 13:16b; 14:13; 21:21; Ruth 4:4
(2x); 1 Sam. 3:9; 14:9, 10; 20:6, 7b, 21, 22; 21:10; 2 Sam. 11:20; 2 Kgs. 1:2; 1 Chron. 19:12a; Job 19:5; 33:5; Ps. 81:9;
95:7; Prov. 1:10, 11; Song 1:8; Qoh. 5:7; 10:4; 11:8; Isa. 21:12; Jer. 2:28; Ezek. 2:7; 3:11; Hab. 2:3; Mal. 3:10.

324 o1 clauses are not counted as verbless. Gen. 23:13; 24:49b; 43:11; Exod. 1:16 (2x); 19:13 (2x); Josh. 17:15; 22:19,
22 (2x); 24:15a; Jdg. 6:31b; 1 Kgs. 18:21 (2x); 2 Kgs. 10:6; Est. 1:19; 3:9; 5:4; 1 Chron. 13:2 (the first of two coordinate
P clauses is verbless; the second is not); Job 11:14; 34:16; Ps. 139:24; Prov. 23:1-2; 25:21 (2x); Jer. 27:18a; 40:4 (2x);
Zech. 11:12 (2x).

325 Gen. 47:6, 16, 29; 50:4; Exod. 33:13; 34:9; Num. 5:19 (2x); 11:15b; Jdg. 9:16 (3x), 19; 1 Kgs. 20:18 (2x); Job 31:5; 38:4,
18; Prov. 3:30; 6:1; 30:32 (2x); Song 7:13; Jer. 14:7; Ezek. 43:11.

326 Num. 11:15a; Jdg. 7:10; 9:15a; 1 Sam. 6:3; 7:3; Jer. 30:6; 42:13; Hos. 4:15.

327 Gen. 20:7; Exod. 32:32b; 33:15; Jdg. 9:15b, 20; Job 33:33; Ezek. 20:39.

328 Gen. 23:8; 24:49a; 1 Sam. 20:8; 2 Kgs. 9:15; Job 33:32; Lam. 1:12; Jer. 27:18b.

329 Gen; 15:5; 31:50 (2x); Exod. 4:9; 13:13; 20:25; Num. 32:29, 30; Deut. 19:8-9; Jdg. 4:20; 13:16b; 14:13; 21:21; Ruth 4:4
(2x); 1 Sam. 3:9; 20:7b, 21, 22; 21:10; 2 Sam. 11:20; 2 Kgs. 1:2; 1 Chron. 19:12a; Job 19:5; 33:5; Isa. 21:12; Jer. 2:28;
Ezek. 2:7; 3:11; Hab. 2:3; Mal. 3:10.

30 Prov. 1:10, 11; Song 1:8; Qoh. 5:7; 10:4; 11:8.
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to save. However, this eventuality, if realized, would still be post-speech, hence FUTURE TIME,

so it is not a real exception.

(88) Jer. 2:28

;[u?vw'jv-ug quql%: -[‘? Dvxyy ng E[’hSN TR Where then are the gOdS you made for
yourselves? Let them come if they can

TP RS save you when you are in trouble!

The remaining P-clause yigtols promote an imperfective construal, although as in (89)
realization of the directive is still post-speech, FUTURE TIME.

(89) Prov. 1:10

:RAA-OR DROM TINDTOR "3 My son, if sinners entice you, do not
' ' give in to them.
(90) Qoh. 5:7
nPTRI NRIR DTR aWD bi W pwb-oR If you see the poor oppressed in a

district, and justice and rights denied,
do not be surprised at such things...
(NIV)

- PANAOY ARDATOR

Qatals promote construals of the eventualities they describe as happening before the
speech event (PAST TIME) in the twenty four direct speech occurrences.”! Present perfect
construals are included in this count as can be seen in (91) and (92). The two occurrences of
qatals in non-direct speech are found in Proverbs 3:30; and 6:1 in lessons for the “son”. The
lessons can be understood as an imaginary conversation or speech in which the gatals can be
construed as PAST TIME vis-a-vis “speech” time.

(91) Gen. 47:6b

v?‘é; DDD(_U1 ’77;_1-7'@38 b;—wn DD-H-DN1 “..And ifyou [already] know of any
IR among them with special ability, put
A them in charge of my own livestock.”

(92) Jdg. 9:19

o) ’73;317-03] DN 0Ny NﬁNB'DI‘N If then you have acted honorably and

S TV Y T in good faith toward Jerub-Baal and

his family today, may Abimelech be

023 your joy, and may you be his, too!
(NIV)

RID3 MRWN 727383 InnW Mo oka s

331 analyze Prov. 30:32 (2x) and Song 7:13 as direct speech since they are presented this way in the text.
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(93) Prov. 6:1-3

UWP-uz :?[’.D; j]:? DDI?-D :[}Jjﬁ D:ny-u& v;al 1My SOl’l', ifyou guarantee a 103.}’1 fOI'
Rt Y? rro-maNa BT TN your nelghbo.r or shake hanzds in
S agreement with a stranger, >you will
DHINA T2 TRT22 DRI *3 HEam i3 |RioR be trapped by your words; you will be
Y7 20 caught by your words. *Do this, my

son, to get out of it, for you have come
under the control of your neighbor.
(CEB)

Verbless P clauses in conditional directives exhibit the same semantic characteristics as
those used in content conditionals, described above in section 4.1.1.6.1. However, they are
used in 24% of the P clause of these directives compared to 8% of content conditional P clauses
and 7% of generic conditional P clauses. Many such as (94) and (95) refer to an atemporal state
of affairs. Although the P clauses refer to a state of affairs, the eventuality is construed as
occurring post-speech. Temporal location is not being profiled. Instead the situation itself is
profiled.

(94) Exod. 1:16

-771_3 RN npj:lyn-nx }37532 juxﬁl “When you act as midwives to the
Co R Hebrew women, and see them on the
birthstool, if it is a boy, kill him; but if
I it is a girl, she shall live.”

TITT

N'71 N2"DXRY DR TAND RIN 137DK 073287

(95) Prov. 25:21

]npwn Nug’-nx] Dﬂ? ]n?nga :[8:“”. :}JH-DS Ifyour enemies are hungry, give them
- bread to eat; and if they are thirsty,
R give them water to drink.

Other verbless clauses are cases of syntactic ellipsis. In (96) information regarding building
an altar is elided. (This information might be something similar to natnn n§ 313 2.)

(96) Josh. 22:22 (Included in example 31)

g'rﬁ 8177 :-nn7 |D’TIX7N |’7N ‘-n"-n |D’ﬁx78 |t;N “El, God YHWH! El, God YHWH! He

oo T T ) knows; and let Israel itself know! If it

was in rebellion or in breach of faith in

NI 0P NPWIRTOR YHWH, do not spare us today.” (My
translation)

M SOhI DN TINION YT 8 SR

Verbless P clauses combine imperative and yigtol/jussive Q clauses in twenty two of the
tokens. They combine with weqgatal Q clauses only two times and those in (94) alone. This verse
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is the only case where a conditional directive with a verbless P clause is used in which someone

powerful is giving the directive.

P& and v are generally conceived of as two sides of one coin: ¥ indicates the positive
existential status of an object as in (97); 1'&’s (98) core semantics is existential negation.

Conditional directives make use of these semantic qualities when no syntactic ellipsis occurs:

(97) Jer. 27:18

-39 ORR NMATIAT W"DR1 Dﬂ D'R2IDNI If indeed they are prophets, and if the
T T e o word of the Lorp is with them, then let

. 2 ’ - ]
- TIRJZ TR R them intercede with the Lorp of hosts...

(98) Exod. 33:14-15

POHR NS -[77 NI 0% e N4 “He said, “My presence will go with
B SV T you, and I will give you rest.” **And he
said to him, “If your presence will not
go, do not carry us up from here.

SR NURTOR D250 T8 PRON

Both & and v can also be used in order to avoid saying something explicitly. Instead of
repeating information from the preceding context, these existential particles facilitate saying
as little as necessary. These are examples of syntactic ellipsis. However, in non-procedural,
non-casuistic conditional directives, W is used only one time, (99), where the information

“you want me to be king” is elided.

(99) 2 Kgs. 9:15b

ton RyroR D3WE) WrDR Kim ApNN ... - SoJehu said, “If this is your wish,
T TR . then let no one slip out of the city to

. G O -
RPN TR 297 PO go and tell the news in Jezreel.”

1% is used four of seven times (Exod. 32:32b; Jdg. 9:15b, 20; Job 33:33) in constructions in
which there is syntactic ellipsis. Each of these occurs in the second conditional in pairs of
consecutive conditionals. Existential negation is profiled in these uses, but these also exhibit
syntactic ellipsis of information from the first of the pair of conditionals, seen in (100).** This
compares with one use in 2 Kgs. 2:10 of syntactic ellipsis in the second of paired content

conditionals.

332 Regarding the issue of syntactic ellipsis and the existential particles, see discussion about examples (35) and
(36).
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(100) Jdg. 9:15

DAR NNRA DR DWRYA-OR TOXRA N “And the bramble said to the trees, ‘If

il N in good faith you are anointing me
"DR1P¥3 101 183 D2 7707 "Dk DNWh king over you, then come and take
7

TIRNKR HIRN) TORTTD WR RYA PR refuge in my shade; but if not, let fire
riaadn come out of the bramble and devour
T the cedars of Lebanon.””

Participles occur seven times in P clauses of conditional directives. The construals profile
three separate aspects of the semantics of BH participles. One use is to profile the event as

occurring during speech time as is seen in (101) where 87 could be translated are afraid.**
(101) Jdg. 7:10

-bx 71 I AR T ATI9 AR KTDRY “But if you fear to attack, go down to

the camp with your servant Purah...”
HAna

In (102), the use of the participle excludes profiling of temporality in order to focus on the

eventuality itself.***
(102) 1 Sam. 6:3a

W?NWW’ ’ISN nﬁg-n& Dwﬁz?\_y'p-nx NN They said, “Ifyou send away the ark of
oo r T L the God of Israel, do not send it

...0p™M Nk Inhwn-HR »
; CEES empty...

4.3.3.2.2. Observations on the Apodosis

The directive in the main (Q) clause is expressed conditionally. In other words, the directive
is understood to be valid only if the condition in the P clause maintains. The mental space
Figure 4.9 captures this by nesting the Q clause under the P clause. In (94), repeated here, the
condition to kill a baby is valid only under the condition that the child is a boy; if it is a girl,
the child is not to be killed, but allowed to live.

%3 Jdg. 9:15a; 1 Sam. 7:3 are also instances of this use. 87" could be an adjective (see HALOT: 43), however every
other listed adjectival use is in the context of a person fearing a person or thing. The use is vague.
34 Num. 11:15a; Jer. 30:6 and Hos. 4:15 are also instances of this use.
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(94) Exod. 1:16

-‘71_1 RN npj:yn-n& }31‘723 WDN’] “When you act as midwives to the
Co R Hebrew women, and see them on the
birthstool, if it is a boy, kill him; but if
mm it is a girl, she shall live.”

TITT

K" N2TDRY INKR 1AM RIN 12708 071287

Conditional SA directives are prototypically characterized by the use of the imperative to
express the directive in the Q clause, as seen in Table 1.10.

Table 4.10: Non-Procedural, Non-Casuistic Q Clause Verb Forms

Imperative®® | Yigtol/Jussive®™ | Weqatal®’ | Verbless®®

63 (53%) 25 (21%) 20 (17%) 4 (3%)

Since conditional directives are valid only if the P clause conditions are met, the imperative
7% in (103) is binding only if David says “Look the arrows are beyond you.” We know that
because in verse 21 (104) he has previously said that if “The arrows are on this side of you,

come....”. Under a different condition, another directive is mandated.
(103) 1 Sam. 20:22

ngﬁnl TR 0%ND 130 DIXJ:? HDN n;-uxl But if I say to the young man, ‘Look,
i A 7 75 the arrows are beyond you,’ then go;
R UEL SR for the Lord has sent you away.

(104) 1 Sam. 20:21

DRMD™NR RYD -[5 Win N8 NHYR HIm No look, I will send the boy out and tell

’ - L \ him, ‘Go, find the arrows.” If I

explicitly say to the boy, ‘Look, the

M0 937 PRY T 0w NRY R arrows are on this side of you, get
them,” then you are to come, for, as
YHWH lives, it will be safe for you and
there won’t be any danger. (My
translation)

N3 Jon 12'8N0 N30 Wi Ik HhroR

35 Gen. 15:5; 20:7; 23:8, 13; 24:49 (2x); 31:50b; 43:11; 47:16, 29; 50:4; Exod. 32:32b; 33:13; Num. 5:19b; 11:15a; 22:20;
Josh. 17:15; 22:19; 24:15a; Jdg. 7:10; 9:15a, 19, 20; Ruth 4:4 (2x); 1 Sam. 7:3; 20:7b, 8, 21, 22; 21:10; 1 Kgs. 18:21 (2x);
20:18 (2x); 2 Kgs. 1:2; 10:6; Job 11:14; 19:5; 33:5, 32, 33; 34:16; 38:4, 18; Ps. 139:24; Prov. 1:11; 6:1; 25:21 (2x); Song
1:8; Lam. 1:12; Isa. 21:12; Jer. 14:7; 30:6; 40:4 (2x); Ezek. 20:39; 43:11; Hab. 2:3; Zech. 11:12 (2x); Mal. 3:10.

36 Exod. 20:25; 33:15; 34:9; Num. 11:15b; Josh. 22:22b; Jdg. 6:31b; 9:15b; 13:16b; 1 Sam. 6:3; 2 Kgs. 9:15; Est. 1:19; 3:9;
5:4; 1 Chron. 13:2; Job 31:5; Prov. 1:10, 11; 3:30; 23:1-2; Song 7:13; Qoh. 5:7; 10:4. 11:8; Jer. 2:28; 27:18b; Hos. 4:15.
37 Gen. 47:6; Exod. 1:16 (2x); 4:9; 13:13; Num. 32:29, 30; Deut. 19:8;Jdg. 4:20; 14:13; 21:21; 1 Sam. 3:9; 20:6; 2 Sam.
11:20; 1 Chron. 19:12a; Ezek. 2:7 (2x); 3:11 (2x).

38 Gen. 31:50a; Num. 5:19a; Prov. 30:32b.
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Note that Dallaire (2014: 91) states that in conditional directives “the imperative is
asyndetic, without a waw.” n831 in (104) is an exception, the only one I have found. Dallaire
(2014: 91) also states that “imperatives are usually found in main clauses, but in a few cases,
the imperative introduces the apodosis of a conditional clause”. She correctly observes that
imperatives are typically found in main clauses; she is mistaken that the apodosis of a
conditional is not the main clause. The apodosis is the main clause of a conditional
construction. She is also mistaken that they occur “in a few cases”. They occur 63 times in

conditional directives.

Jussives and yigtols are used twenty-five times in conditional SA directive Q clauses. In (105)
Jehu has just been anointed king of the northern kingdom of Israel by Elisha, while Joram is
still the official king. Jehu talks to the army officers (2 Kgs. 9:11-13) who acknowledge his
anointing as king. What he commands the officers is in 9:15b. The P clause Dowa1 Wb sets
the condition for the prohibitive: Yxpra 3% n2%% Pwinn v'ha RYHX.

(105) 2 Kgs. 9:15b (Repeated from example 99)

D90 RYOR DHWDI VDR R RN .. -~ SoJehu said, “If this is your wish,
T TETE e L then let no one slip out of the city to
SR T3H Nabh Tontn i ”
N3 A2 D27 i go and tell the news in Jezreel.

With one exception (106), prohibitive conditional directives in BH conditionals in non-
procedural and non-casuistic literature are jussive + 9% constructions. Here the prohibition

relates to a cultic issue, which may explain why &5 was used.**
(106) Exod. 20:25

innx ‘-u:n-g’7 ”Tﬂwylj b’JZI_’l narm-oN) But ifyou make fOI' me an altar Of
o T T ' stone, do not build it of hewn stones...

.3
With the exception of Qoh. 11:8, every yigtol verb in positive conditional directive Q clauses
occurs in first position in the clause as in (107).>* This is the case whether the text is classified
Classical Biblical Hebrew or Late Biblical Hebrew.

39 See BHRG (1999: 151); Dallaire (2014: 76). 85 + yigtol was preferred for negative directives that are absolute
prohibitions.
0 Exod. 34:9; Jdg. 9:15b; 13:16b; Job 31:5; Jer. 27:18b.
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(107) Jer. 27:18

-39 DAR MATIAT W-ORI D5 D'NAION If indeed they are prophets, and if the

R word of the Lord is with them, then let

them intercede with the Lord of hosts,

.Ainaa that the vessels left in the house of the
Lord.

0™nian 10927 183 R%2% NiRae Mra R

It is unusual for the yigtol to occur in first position because weqatals and yigtols are typically
in complementary distribution, with weqatals generally occur in clause-initial position; yigtols
in secondary slots. In Exod. 34:9; Job 31:5 and Jer. 18b the speaker is in a socially lower position
vis-a-vis the addressee, as in (107). In clause-initial position the yigtol gram appears to
attenuate the directive. In Exod. 34:9 and Jer. 27:18b, the deference morpheme K} is used with

the gram.

The two uses where the speaker is not in an obviously lower social position are both in
Judges, examples (108) and (109). In Abimelech’s parable of the trees seeking a king to rule
over them in (108, repeated from example 100), the bramble replies with two conditional
directives. In the second directive (Jdg. 9:15b) the yigtol is in clause-initial position. We may
assume that the bramble was understood to occupy the socially lower position. Although it is
speculation, it could be that since the bramble was asked to be king, the writer may have used
the yigtol to emphasize the lower social position of the bramble and indicate unwarranted
haughtiness.

(108) Jdg. 9:15 (repeated from example 100)

bng nnKa DS{ Dwyyn-%x ORI NT And the bramble said to the trees, ‘If in
N ot e good faith you are anointing me king

“DRY 52101 IR 029D TR DR DMWh :
O A : over you, then come and take refuge in

TIRTOR DIRN) TORDTA WK RYA PR my shade; but if not, let fire come out
i3 of the bramble and devour the cedars
T of Lebanon.

The second instance where the speaker is not in an obviously lower social position is in
Jdg.13:16b where the angel of the Lord tells Manoah ni%wn mn% n% npn-ox1. The angel
appears to have a higher social status than Manoah, but the conditional indicates that Manoah
had the right to “detain” him, so this may be reversing our assumed hierarchies of power and
explain this use of the yigtol.**'

1 Thanks to Dr. Christo van der Merwe (p. c.: August 2014) for pointing out the angel says that Manoah might
detain him.
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(109) Jdg. 13:16

-N5 ;JHRDD-DN n_un-‘n.z n]’n7 T&’j@ qj@gal The angel of the Lord said to Manoah,
"~ L “If you detain me, I will not eat your
food; but if you want to prepare a burnt
offering, then offer it to the Lord.”

N32pm YP? 199 NPRRDN THn?23 DN

There is a question regarding the status of yigtols in directives that are not morphologically
marked as jussives, such as 8¥n in (108)—are they yigtols or are they jussives?** Joosten (2012:
314-315) observes that there is a clear “lack of morphological clarity” between them. He
argues, however, that in directives they are in complementary distribution: jussives are clause
initial and yigtols are not. By this metric, the position-initial prefix forms in the above section
are jussives, not yigtols. However, he also notes yigtols do occur, albeit rarely, in clause-initial
positions (2012: 315) and that “the distinction between volitive forms and YIQTOL is slowly
eroding” in Late Biblical Hebrew. Given that Biblical Hebrew is a dead language, it is
impossible to be certain what form the writer or editor had in mind when he penned the

forms.

Wegqatals occur fifteen times as the only directive verb in the conditional directive Q clauses.
In (110) m0K) expresses the directive.

(110) 1 Sam. 3:9a

RIDDR 0w Tb’“b}ﬂnws v’-)y R Therefore Eli said to Samuel, “Go, lie
T Lo down; and if he calls you, you shall say,
‘Speak, Lorp, for your servant is
listening.” ”

T DAV 3 A T f T

These fifteen tokens occur after any verbal P-clause forms: yiqtols, qatals, participles, v, P&
and verbless P-clauses.** The weqatals in this group of directives are used by participants who
have higher social status and power than the addressee.*** In one instance, Jdg. 14:13a, below
in (111), the narrator has Samson use a weqatal in a conditional directive when speaking to
Philistines, even though he is outnumbered by them and in their territory. This could be

intentional on the part of the narrator and reflects his ideological stance.

2 See also Job 31:5; Qoh. 11:8; Jer. 27:18; Hos. 4:15 amongst others.

343 In five other instances they follow imperatives (Gen. 47:29; Josh. 17:15; Jdg. 7:10; 9:19) or a yiqgtol (Prov. 21:1-2),
but in these they are not the primary directive.

344 According to Longacre (1989: 123, 127-32) weqatal directives which follow imperatives in hortatory discourse
are mitigated directives. Dallaire (2014: 145) disagrees with Longacre and asserts that they are unmitigated
directives. Of interest here is that the weqatals follow not just P clause imperatives, but other P clause verbal
forms. Further study is needed to clarify this question.
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(111) Jdg. 14:13a

‘v'? onR DﬁD.ﬂ 7'7 7’305 “'1’73131 Rs'DI‘U But ifyou cannot explain it to me,
R o D’.i."ro DJ’w"‘ﬂD: then you shall give me thirty linen
mE YRR garments and thirty festal garments.”

4.3.3.2.3. Summary of oR-conditional Directives in Non-Procedural, Non-
Casuistic Discourse

oR’s use in conditional directives is consistent with its use in content and generic
conditionals. The particle prompts the reader/hearer to construct hypothetical mental spaces
in which the P clause is elaborated. The P clause is used to contextualize the speech-act. If the
condition in the P clause is not fulfilled, the speech-act is not effective. Directives are always
understood to be realized post-speech, therefore, they are always construed to occur after the
condition is met, whether the condition is situated in the past, present or future. Yigtol verbs,

verbless clauses and qatals are the most used verbs in the P clause of conditional directives.

In the Q clause where the directive is expressed, imperative verbs predominate, followed
by the yigtol/jussive form and then weqatals. The weqatals are used by participants who have
higher social status and power than the addressee, while yigtols are used by participants whose
social status is either lower or characterized as lower than the addressee. The clear preference
for the imperative gram in conditionals used in non-procedural and non-casuistic literature
is important, because as will be demonstrated in the following sections, the imperative is
rarely used in those discourse-types. This suggests that discourse genre is implicated in the
speaker and hearer’s ability to construe the non-imperatival forms in procedural and casuistic
discourse as imperatives and, conversely, their difficulty in doing so outside of these genres.

4.3.3.3. Speech-act Directives in Procedural Discourse

It was my original intention to discuss the analysis of all conditional speech-act directives
collectively in their entirety. However, as noted above, upon analysis, it became evident that
discourse type may have been a contextual participant in the meaning construction of SA-
directives for BH speakers. Discourse studies (textlinguistics) have provided a description of
procedural discourse and argued that the genre displays distinctive characteristics that merit
recognition. Longacre characterized procedural text as +temporal succession, -agent
orientation (Longacre 1996: 9). By —agent orientation, Longacre meant that the eventuality
“may be implemented by any qualified agent” (Longacre 1995: 23). According to Larson its
purpose is to “instruct” and “teach how to do” (Larson 1978: 147) and she noted that the agent

is typically “an indefinite someone” (1978: 127). These descriptions aptly characterize Biblical
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Hebrew procedural discourse. For example, in Lev. 1:2 the agent is an indefinite 2™p™2 D7x;
in Lev. 2:1, it is simply ..."> wa). In other words, generic or characterizing terminology is

employed.

Procedural discourse is also characterized by “a series of steps leading to a goal and that it
centers on events that are contingent on one another, rather than focusing on the performer
of the events.** Note too that Levinsohn states that “the sentences that present the main steps
typically have imperfective aspect.... When no discontinuity is signaled [in the discourse]..., a
distinctive verb is often used (e.g. ..., the wqtl form in Hebrew) (Levinsohn 2011b: 14). These
observations accurately describe the sacrificial instructions and processes for purification in

Leviticus and describe conditional directive verb forms in Leviticus.

Conditional speech-act directives in procedural discourse occur seventy four times.**
Sections of Leviticus begin with the directive Dn%% pnR1 YR 112758 127, or a slight variation
on this. Chapter 19 of Numbers also begins with the same formula, 587" *32-5%& 937. None of

the conditional directives occur in dialogic exchanges.

As in the above conditional directives, the P clause contextualizes the Q clause directive.
o has the same hypothetical space-building function as noted above. In the procedural text
under consideration here o® interacts with '3 to mark subcases while *2 marks the main topic
in the procedure in 72% of occurrences. This can be seen in (112) below where in Lev 1:2 *3
introduces the main topic of an animal offering from the herd or flock; in v. 3 o indicates
that the condition that follows is subtopic, namely a herd animal sacrifice.*”” The second
subtopic, flock animal sacrifices, is introduced by an additional o& conditional directive

protasis in Lev. 2:10.

35 http://www-01.sil.org/linguistics/glossaryoflinguisticterms/WhatIsAProceduralDiscourse.htm; see also
Dixon (1987).

36 Exod. 12:4; 29:34; Lev. 1:3, 10, 14; 2:5,7,14; 3:1 (2x), 6, 7, 12; 4:3, 13, 27, 32; 5:7, 11, 17; 6:21; 7:12, 16, 18; 12:5, 8;
13:4, 7,12, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 35, 37, 41, 53, 56, 57; 14:21, 43, 48; 15:23, 24, 28; Lev. 27:4, 5, 6,7 (ZX), 8,9,10, 11,
13, 15,16,17, 18, 19, 20 (2x), 22, 27 (2x), 31, 33; Num. 15:24, 27; 19:12; Deut. 20:11, 12.

37 This has been noted by Bandstra (1982: 126); Milgrom (1991: 144); Van Leeuwen (1973: 15-48, esp. 18-19).
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(112) Lev. 1:2-3

-3 DIR DADR [ARIT ORI 125K 572 ’Speak to the people of Israel and say
Hvln-rfz; '1757:.';: n :lﬁ'v :17 g to them: When a person among you
AR RN MAT2 1377 DR 75 presents an offering to YHWH, you

NP OR3 1012 DR AMPR INEATT must present the offering from among
1319 ODR 91 19T 13 the domesticated livestock, from the
oo rn T herd or from the flock. *If the offering
is a burnt offering from the herd, he
must present a male that is flawless...
(My translation)

This distribution of o clauses vis-a-vis '3 requires that we ask where the semantics of
subtopic identification are located. Are the semantics associated with o& or with *2? Or should
the semantics of topic-subtopic be attributed to the discourse grammar? A further option,
offered by Construction Grammar, is to recognize the D&..."2 sequence as a construction and
attribute the semantics of topic-subtopic to the construction itself. Since this phenomena is
restricted to the procedural and casuistic texts, I posit that further study would confirm the
status of a DR..."> construction that specifies topic-subtopic identification as part of its
semantics. Subtopic identification, I submit is not part of the semantics of o& or *3, but of the

proposed construction. Further study is required to confirm this.

A striking difference between the conditional speech-act directives in the previous section
and those in procedural text is in the distribution of P clause verb forms. In non-procedural
conditional directives, predicates in the P clause are fairly evenly distributed between yigtols
(32%), verbless clauses (24%) and gatals (23%). In contrast, in procedural P clauses, yiqtols are

overwhelmingly preferred, followed by verbless clauses:

Table 4.11: Procedural Discourse P Clause Verb Forms

Yigtol’** | Verbless®* | Qatal*®* | Participle®’

46 (62%) 20 (27%) 6 (8%) 2 (3%)

38 Fxod. 12:4; 29:34; Lev. 2:14; 4:3, 13, 27, 32; 5:7, 11, 17, 12; 7:18; 12:5, 8; 13:7, 12, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 35, 41, 53,
57; 14:43, 48; 15:24; 27:9, 10, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20a, 22, 27b, 31, 33; Num. 15:27; 19:12; Deut. 20:11, 12.

31 ev, 1:3, 10, 14; 2:5, 7; 3:1a, 6, 12; 7:16; 13:4; 14:21; 15:23; 27:4, 5, 6, 7 (2x), 8, 11, 27a.

30 Lev. 6:21; 13:37, 56; 15:28; 27:20b; Num. 15:24.

31 Lev. 3:1b, 7.
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This distribution supports Levinsohn’s (2011b: 14) observation above that in procedural
discourse “the main steps typically have imperfective aspect” and in turn reinforces the

argument that imperfectivity is a central semantic value of the yigtol gram.

Note that in (113), although the offerings under discussion are temporally situated post-

speech via implicature, the location in time is not profiled in the P clause.

(113) Lev. 2:14

"o AR MY D2 NMIR 2MPRDN) If you bring a grain offering of first

' ' ' fruits to the Lorp, you shall bring as
the grain offering of your first fruits
coarse new grain from fresh ears,
parched with fire.

S22 NMIn N 3P0 SR 73 UNa

Eight of the twenty occurrences of the verbless P clauses occur in Lev. 1-3 and another eight
occur in Lev. 27 alone. The main topic of Leviticus 27 is consecrated peoples and objects.** The
chapter has a tripartite division; the first two of which are clearly marked by the conditional-
DR..." construction which is followed by multiple oxis, each of which mark new subtopics.

This and the conditional-o&..."3 construction followed by D&} can be seen in (114).

(114) Lev. 27:14-16

4“1 a man dedicates his house as

something holy to the Lord, the priest
will judge its quality as good or bad.

i i YTb iranng wip v
10 ANk T TR ¥ PR At PR 1890

9077 i anR HRY WHIpRITORYS (0Ip? 12 Whatever value the priest then sets, so
1R +i Moy PhY 73707903 NWHnN it will remain. *If the man who
T e e o dedicates his house redeems it, he
T2 M AR R R N T must add a fifth to its value, and the
:1D2 HpY oWnna omww nh 1 i ey house will again become his. “If a man

dedicates to the Lord part of his family
land, its value is to be set according to
the amount of seed required for it—
fifty shekels of silver to a homer of
barley seed.”” (NIV)

The six gatals do not permit a unified explanation. In (115) the event is an explicit contrast
to the situation in the immediately preceding verses. The gatal gram in the P clause of v. 37a
could profile a resultant state indicating that the skin condition has stopped spreading. A
perfective or present perfect sense is also possible. Either of these are also possible in the

352 See Milgrom (2001: 2367).
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coordinate P clause v. 37b. Meaning-making is so profoundly dependent on the vantage point

assumed by the narrator and the reader/hearer that certainty is elusive.
(115) Lev. 13:35-37

:in0Y N Tiva pRan A NwaroR “But if the itch definitely spreads in
vmEOmE O TmEn e ww o the skin after he was pronounced

57N iU DRI e N 155 4R30
TR3T N7 g3 PR PR M 1N k) clean, *the priest shall examine him. If

PPP2TORPT (NI RAY 278D WYY [0O0 the itch has spread in the skin, the

PDIT KB 12-N0Y AW W1 poin THY priest need not seek for the yellow
. , hair; he is unclean. ¥But if in his eyes
1130 TRY R Y the itch has checked, and black hair

has grown in it, the itch is healed, he is
clean; and the priest shall pronounce
him clean.

The qatals in (116) and (117) are passive forms and the only qatals used in yiqtol-rich
contexts. The use of the pual gatal in (116b) occurs immediately after a non-conditional
directive in which a pual yiqtol is used. In (117), the o&-conditional in v. 24 resumes and
restates the *2) conditional in v. 22 that is broken off and lacking a Q clause. In v. 22, the verbs
are yigtols, yet when the conditional is resumed in v. 24, a qatal is used to restate the intention
of the yigtols. I do not have an explanation for the switching observed in these two instances,

but, as in (115) it may be a question of the vantage point and perspective of the narrator.

(116) Lev. 6:21

v%:n-u;.u [ay 13-'7@:“ UK wjn-vs:n Any clay VeSSCI itis b01led in must be

o D’D:l qmm p'xmn'vwnnwm brgken, and if in a bronze vessel it was
R boiled, then that vessel must be

scrubbed and rinsed in water. (My

translation)
(117) Num. 15:22-24
58 njgma-‘73 NN “yyn N5y 1iwn 9122 “But ifyou unintentionally fail to
‘ny. 'HUN"?:J h sz; _‘WD_SN 'nJ‘-l’ 7':”_{&& observe all these commandments that
Pa VR ORI A R R the Lord has spoken to Moses—
M MY R 0T nWhTa ohy M Beverything that the Lord has
HTRE PUD DR P4 102 DATY ARbM commanded you by Moses, from the

day the Lord gave commandment and
thereafter, throughout your

n%% N generations— *then if it was done
unintentionally without the
knowledge of the congregation, the
whole congregation shall offer one
young bull for a burnt offering.

R332 AR W Y AN
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In Q clauses, weqatals are the most common verb form used to express conditional SA-
directives in procedural discourse. I concur with Cook (2002: 306) that “in procedural
discourse wegqatal has a contingent-deontic use, expressing directive modality in conditional

constructions.”

Table 4.12: Procedural Discourse Q Clause Verb Forms

1353

Wegqata Yigtol** | Verbless® | Qatal**®

50 (68%) | 17 (24%) 3 (4%) 1(2%)

This represents a clear contrast to verb use in the Q clause of non-procedural, non-casuistic
directives. In those conditional directives, imperatives are the preferred form and are used in
53% of those conditional directives. Weqatals are permitted, but are used in only 15 of 112
apodoses (13%). However, in procedural discourse weqatals are preferred and they are in
complementary distribution with the x-yigtol construction.* This supports Cook’s claim that
“what is distinctive about weqatal in procedural discourse, as compared to predictive, is that
weqatal has a combined conditional-deontic (directive) meaning..., as found in other
conditional law codes” (Cook 2002: 305). This does not, however explain why yigtols, the
verbless grams and the single gatal would have been understood as directives. I hypothesize
that the discourse type participated in the interpretation of these conditionals as directives.
The purpose of the procedural discourse in which these conditionals occur is to instruct the
hearer how to construct something that they understand they must construct. The hearer
knows this and my proposal is that this contextual knowledge participated in meaning

construction.

I hypothesize that the construal of the Q clause wegqatals and yigtols as directives was aided
by the frame-based encyclopedic knowledge BH readers and hearers had regarding
procedural discourse. Fillmore (1982: 117) argued that “knowing that a text is, say, an
obituary, a proposal of marriage a business contract, or a folktale, provides knowledge about
how to interpret particular passages in it, how to expect the text to develop, and how to know
when it is finished. It is frequently the case that such expectations combine with the actual
material of the text to lead to the text’s correct interpretation.” The frames relating to

33 Exod. 12:4; 29:34; Lev. 1:14; 3:7, 12; 4:3, 13, 27; 5:7, 11, 17; 6:21; 7:12; 12:5, 8; 13:4, 7, 12, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 35,
53, 56; 14:21, 43; 15:24; 15:28, 27:4, 5, 6, 8, 11, 13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 22, 27 (2x), 33; Num. 15:24, 27; Deut. 20:11, 12.

%4 Lev. 1:3, 10; 2:5, 7, 14; 3:6; 4:32; 7:16, 18; 13:57; 15:23; 27:9, 10, 17, 20b, 31; Num. 19:12. All except Lev. 15:23 are
x-yiqtol.

355 Lev. 13:41; 27:7 (2x).

36 Lev. 13:27.

7 All except Lev. 15:23 are x-yiqgtol.
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procedural discourse would contain information that the purpose of the discourse is to direct

the hearer/reader exactly how to perform the procedure.

Since in procedural discourse, imperatives are never used, we can conclude that
imperatives could not be used in BH procedural discourse. I concur with Dallaire (2014: 145)
that weqatals are not mitigated directive forms. Yet the distributional differences indicate that
the semantics of the grams were not equivalent. Imperative use seems to have been restricted
to directives directed at a specific individual or individuals (animate or inanimate), not, as

Longacre termed it “any qualified agent”.”*®

The choice of imperative versus yigtol or weqatal may have involved the concept of
boundedness that is central to the distinction between count and mass nouns.”’ Langacker
notes that “conceiving of something as being bounded does not depend on being able to
impose a precise line of demarcation in a specific place. Boundaries are often “fuzzy”.... In the
last analysis, bounding that “counts” for linguistic purposes is always conceptually
construed.” (2008: 138). Imperatives may have been used with what were construed as count
noun objects, and yigtols and weqatals with what was construed as mass noun objects.
Langacker further notes that the conceptual processes that result in the distinction between
count and mass nouns is also evident in the perfective/imperfective verbal distinction:
perfectives reflect the boundedness of count nouns and imperfectives view time as
homogeneous as mass nouns view objects homogeneously. It is accepted that imperfectivity
is a semantic component of yigtols and weqatals. These forms are preferred over imperatives
in conditional directives used in procedural and casuistic discourse when directives are issued
to all Israelites (mass noun) and not specific (count noun) people. Further study is needed to
confirm if the yigtol and weqatal directives are preferred for objects construed as mass nouns
and imperatives for objects construed as count nouns.

Another explanation that correlates with Langacker’s observations for the marked
preference for P clause yigtols involves genericity. It may not be coincidental that the yigtol is
overwhelming preferred in both generic conditional P clauses (62%) and SA conditional P
clauses in procedural directives (62%).>*° As noted above, the subject (or agentive) nouns in

procedural P clauses are typically generic, characterizing nouns, as they are in generic

358 Guverich (2010) has argued that in Russian conditionals, a specific participant’s viewpoint is explicitly
emphasized via the choice of imperative verbs and deemphasized via non-imperative verbs. Little research into
the role viewpoint plays in Hebrew verb choice has been done. It may prove fruitful, but is outside the scope of
this study.

359 See Langacker (1991a: 18-22; 25-31; 1991b: 69-74; 98-100; 2008: 128-155).

360 See Table 4.7.
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conditionals. As Cover (2010: 46) noted, generics “make a statement about idealized
tendencies, properties characteristic of, though not universally applicable to, a certain class
of individuals or events.” This description also describes directives in BH procedural
discourse. While these directives do not “make a statement” about a “class of individuals or
events,” they do characterize how a class of individuals (W23 ,078) must perform a class of
events. The yigtol is preferred for generic characterizing-type eventualities. Further research,
outside the scope of this study, is needed to determine if the distinction is text-type based as
Longacre argues, or if profiling restrictions in the grams themselves result in the

distributional restrictions.

A further distinctive of the conditional directives in procedural discourse is the high
percentage use of oX) instead of . Below, comments will address the corpus-wide use of oy},
but it should be noted that the form occurs sixty two times in seventy two procedural
discourse conditional directives or in 86% of occurrences.* I propose that in procedural
discourse DXy instructs the reader/hearer to understand that the o®..."s construction that
specifies topic-subtopic is still valid and that the o® conditional directive that follows is

topically nested under the preceding *2.
4.3.3.4. Speech-Act Directives in Casuistic Discourse

Albrecht Alt noted the distinction between casuistic and apodictic law in the Pentateuch.
He observed that case law is formulated “If someone does x, then y” and “is invariably
introduced by an objective conditional clause beginning ‘If . . .”. Throughout, all those who are
concerned in the case under discussion are spoken of in the third-person—the person who
commits the act and his adversary, and also the judge and God himself” (Alt 1968: 113ff).
Wenham (1971) provided a helpful description of the conditional directives in the case law of
Exodus 21-22 and includes a detailed analysis of the syntax of the P and Q clauses. He further

notes the significance of the px..."a construction in conditionals in casuistic literature and its

%1 On interclausal or intersentential 1 see GKC (§154); IBHS (1990: 647-654); J-M (§166-176) and Steiner (2000). The
traditional analysis of the particle generally notes its “roles” (IBHS: 648) and categorizes its meanings based on
the semantics (construal) of the clauses in which it is used: disjunctive waw, temporal waw, exepegetical waw,
apodictic waw and so forth. These classifications encourage the notion that the semantics of the particle include
all these meanings. I believe this to be mistaken. Instead, I hypothesize that 1 functions as a procedural particle
with very schematic semantic content. It instructs the reader to use the available linguistic and contextual clues
to search for the most relevant interclausal or intersentential semantic relationship. But it doesn’t specify that
relationship itself. There is no “temporal waw” or “disjunctive waw”; there is one procedural particle, the
semantics of which instructs hearers and readers to search for the most relevant relationship. Since language is
learned in context, these semantic relationships would have been learned via repetition and miscommunication
would have been minimal, especially in spoken language.
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implications for paragraph divisions in translations.*” He does not, however, compare these

conditional directives to those in procedural discourse.

The DR...”2 construction’s function (and semantics) in casuistic discourse is identical to its
function in procedural discourse, namely to signal the reader to interpret the 3 clause
situation as the main topic or case and the following o& conditionals as subcases. All but

t** of the 59 o& SA-directives in casuistic discourse are used in a D..."3 construction. A

eigh
different strategy is used in all these eight instances to set the topic under discussion. The

topic for Exod. 22:24, 25, example (119) is set in v.21 (example 118):

(118) Exod. 22:21

N 85 OimM K53 You shall not abuse any widow or
1 : J tT: ITT ¢ T orphan.

(119) Exod. 22:24-25 (Eng. 22:25, 26)

-KY 7Y 37NN HYNY MbR (903708 »If you lend money to my people, to

“ONS T OB MR- MWD B TN the poor among you, you shall not deal
¥R NN NWITRY TR 17 Al with them as a creditor; you shall not

WIWR WRwn 82T U7 NS Sann Han exact interest from them. *If you take
.15 your neighbor’s cloak in pawn, you
' shall restore it before the sun goes
down;

In (120) the topic is set in the first half of the verse; in (121) it is set in Num. 30:10.
(120) Exod. 34:20

u’\jg-}yl n7an N?'DN] TlW:l n7am ‘11;3]_1 pleh:t The firstborn of a donkey you shall
L i L redeem with a lamb, or if you will not
redeem it you shall break its neck. All
the firstborn of your sons you shall
redeem.

TORT 739 WA 1A I3 3 03

%2 Wenham (1971: 101).
363 Exod. 22:24, 25; 34:20; Num. 30:11, 13, 15, 16; Deut. 22:2.
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(121) Num. 30:10-12 (Eng. 30:9-11)

-'71_] nnog-ng '7? nyqj‘}q népsg 7-.[,3,.]10 9Every solemn promise of awidowor a
divorced woman who makes a binding

-5 oRAl - 11 oy 19 S
i T YR RTONY P D) 1Y) obligation for herself will stand. “If a

AYR PRWT :Ipava Awarop TpR IR woman makes a solemn promise in her
-b21 1913752 InP1 ADR X3n 85 AY wINm husband’s household or makes a

binding obligation for herself with a
solemn pledge, "'and her husband
hears, keeps silent, and doesn’t express
disapproval to her—then all her solemn
promises will stand and all her binding
obligations for herself will stand. (CEB)

DI AWHIHY TIOR"TWR TR

In these few verses the, the D&..."2 construction strategy is not used and topics are set
without the use of '3. Language users employ all the resources of a language for

communication so we should not be surprised to find multiple strategies for topic-setting.

Conditional SA directives occur fifty-nine times in the case law in Exodus, Leviticus,
Numbers and Deuteronomy.’** Verbs are distributed as follows:

Table 4.13: Casuistic Text P Clause Verb Forms

Yigtol’*® | Verbless®** | Qatal** PR

35(59%) | 11(19%) | 11 (19%) | 2 (3%)

Table 4.14: Casuistic Text Q Clause Verb Forms

Wegqatal’® | Yigtol’”® | Verbless (P& 2x)*”* | Participle®? | Qatal*”

29 (49%) | 22 (37%) 3 (5%) 3 (5%) 1 (1%)

%4 Exod. 21:3 (2x), 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 19, 21, 23, 27, 29, 30, 32; 22:1, 22:2 (2x), 3, 6, 7a, 11, 12, 14 (2x), 16, 24, 25; 34:20;
Lev. 25:28, 30, 51, 52, 54; Num. 5:8; 27:9, 10; 27:11; 30:6, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 16; 35:16, 17, 20, 22, 26; Deut. 21:14; 22:2,
20, 25; 24:1,12; 25:2, 7.

%5 Exod. 21:3a, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 19, 21, 23, 27, 30, 32; 22:1, 3, 6b, 7a, 11, 12, 16, 24, 25; 34:20; Lev. 25:30, 54; Num. 30:7,
9, 13, 15, 16; 35:20, 26; Deut. 22:2, 25; 24:1; 25:7.

366 Exod. 21:3b, 8, 29; 14 (2x); Lev. 25:51; Num. 27:9, 10, 11; Deut. 22:2; 24:12; 25:2.

37 Exod. 22:2a, 7b, 10; Lev. 25:28, 52; Num. 30:6, 11; 35:16, 17, 22; Deut. 22:20.

368 Fxod. 22:2b; Num. 5:8.

39 Exod. 21:3b, 5, 8, 11, 19, 23, 30; 22:2b, 22:7a, 10; 34:20; Lev. 25:28, 30, 54; Num. 27:9, 10, 11; 30:7, 9, 11, 15, 16;
35:22; Deut. 22:2, 20, 25; 24:1; 25:2; 25:7.

30 Exod. 21:3a, 4, 9, 10, 21, 27, 29, 32; 22:3, 6b, 11, 12, 14a, 16, 24, 25; Lev. 25:51, 52; Num. 30:6, 13; 35:20; Deut. 24:12.
31 Exod. 22:1, 2a; Num. 35:26.

572 Num. 5:8; 35:16; 35:17.

373 Exod. 22:14b.
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Yigtols are clearly the favored form in P clauses; in the Q clauses wegatals and yigtols are
overwhelmingly preferred. All of the 26 o& conditional SA-directives in Exodus 21 and 22
follow the opening line in Exodus 21:1 which sets the Base and V-POINT in the Character
domain. In similar fashion, in Num. 30:1 and Lev. 25:1, the narrator again sets the directives
in what appears to be the direct speech of YHWH. They appear in text presented as direct
speech, the words of YHWH, as seen in (122):

(122) Num. 30:2 (Eng. 30:1)

ijwv ﬁJ:‘; nug@a ’W_'NW-SIS hwu 73T Then Moses said to the heads of the
R o tribes of the Israelites: This is what the

. 5 = 3 5 - ;
P R TR 3T0 AL 1@&'7 Lord has commanded:

The eventualities discussed in the casuistic directives are set post-speech in FUTURE TIME.
As was shown in section 4.1.1.1., yigtols are preferred in P clauses when the eventualities under
discussion in direct speech are post-speech. So, it is difficult to determine why gatals are used
11 times in P clauses. In (123), note that 1977, the yigtol of 471 “to push, thrust away,” is used
in the P clause in the conditional in Num. 35:20. But in the coordinate conditional clause in v.
21, qatal 3127 is used. The difference in verbal aktionsart could tentatively be offered as an
explanation, but this seems implausible because in (124), the alternative conditional to (123),
1977, the gatal of 471 is found. Both follow a prepositional phrase. Without additional data, an

explanation for what motivated this switching of forms remains uncertain.

(123) Num. 35:20-21

rTRa 17‘73] '[’SWTI'MN BT ﬂNJWﬂ'DZﬂZO Z°Likewise, if someone pushes another
S from hatred, or hurls something at
another, lying in wait, and death
nYInTnR N 070 83 RN N Napn ensues, 'or in enmity strikes another
+2-ip 303 with the hand, and death ensues, then
I the one who struck the blow shall be
put to death; that person is a murderer;
the avenger of blood shall put the
murderer to death, when they meet.

nRP-Nin NAm 17172 3020 12'R1 IR3 nim

(124) Num. 35:22

You THYATIR 1977 MR- PNOI-DOR) But if someone pushes another
suddenly without enmity, or hurls any

T RZI2 Gbject without lying in wait...

Nevertheless, an explanation for the use of gatals in these casuistic conditional directives

is suggested when the nature of these directives is considered. Casuistic conditional directives
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are atypical directives in that both the P and Q clause subjects are always impersonal (ninb,
™M2b 72p, W) and thus neither about specific individuals or directed to specific individuals
for execution of the directive. In this they share many similarities with generic conditionals:
the noun phrases are “kind-referring NPs” (Krifka et al. 1995: 16) in what I propose should be
considered as characterizing conditionals.” If this is correct, then the analysis offered by
Andrason (2012¢) of the gnomic gatal would apply to the grams use in casuistic conditional

directives such as (123) as well.

In Q clauses, weqatals and the x-yigtol construction are the preferred verb form in casuistic

text SA-directives, as they are in procedural discourse.

Predictive content conditionals (see section 4.1.1 above) are characterized by prompting
the construction of alternative mental spaces. When someone says If thunderstorms move in, the
airport will be closed, the alternative space (where thunderstorms do not move in and the
airport stays open) is “assumed to be cognitively present as a contrast to the one overtly
mentioned” (Dancygier and Sweetser 2014: 149). Because of this content conditionals are

usually not overtly negated.

In contrast, as shown above (Figure 4.9), conditional directives do not prompt alternative
space construction. We find instead that the alternative is expressed in a second conditional
directive in which the conditional P clause is negated and the Q clause directive to this
alternate condition is adjusted. In (125) the conditional directive is expressed in verse 6 and

the negated directive in verse 7:

(125) Exod. 22:6-7 (Eng. 22:7-8)

bRy 'VDWS b’sD']N 703 1‘-“']1-‘7& wv& Q“T-ﬁaﬁ ’"When someone delivers to a neighbor

2 2 ' ' money or goods for safekeeping, and

they are stolen from the neighbor’s

“OR M1a05p3 29PN 2530 Ry NoON7 house, then the thief, if caught, shall

Khltal naNbna n’7w N5-OKR D'5RA pay double. ®If the thief is not caught,

o m e mme the owner of the house shall be

brought before God, to determine
whether or not the owner had laid
hands on the neighbor’s goods.

D030 DPW) 2337 RYRUON UKD A0

74 See section 4.2 above for discussion of the characteristics of generics and generic conditionals.
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All conditional directives in Biblical Hebrew express alternatives in this manner, not just
those in the casuistic texts. In (126) note the positive conditional directive in Zech. 11:12a and

the alternate negative in 12b.

(126) Zech. 11:12

DN MOW 120 DIIWA 2IVDR Dﬁv'n_.z j@&] I then said to them, “If it seems rlght to
R L you, give me my wages; but if not, keep

902 DWHY Ma-nR Hpwn 5N I8 ,,
wOIT J H T o " PR H AT ~2 4 them.

In summary, in casuistic text o&-conditional SA-directives, o& functions to prompt the
hearer/reader to construct hypothetical mental spaces. Since alternatives are not part of the
semantics of conditional SA-directives, alternative conditional directives have to be expressed
directly, not via mental spaces constructed via implicature. 86% of the conditional directives
occur in the DR...3 constructions. In P clauses yigtols are heavily preferred, while in Q clauses
the weqatal is favored. I have hypothesized that, because these conditionals share
characterizing features with generic conditionals that the gatals in these conditional
directives are examples of the characterizing gnomic gatal per Andrason’s analysis. Frame-
based encyclopedic knowledge regarding casuistic discourse—its structure and purpose

helped lead the readers to construe these grams as directives.
4.3.3.5. Comparison and Summary of Conditional SA-Directives

oN’s function in conditional SA-directives is consistent with its function in content and
generic conditionals. In its position at the head of a conditional P clause, it is used to signal
the hearer/listener that a conditional construction follows. The particle prompts the
construction of hypothetical mental spaces in which the linguistic information in the

conditional is processed concurrently with background and general world knowledge.

Conditional SA-directives differ from content and generic conditionals in their purpose:
they are used to issue directives, not to make predictions. Because of this they are not
predictive and do not prompt the construction of a second set of mental spaces in which the
alternative to the condition could be considered.

The verb forms that characterize conditional directives in non-procedural, non-casuistic
discourse differ significantly from those found in procedural and casuistic discourse. As can
be seen below in Table 4.15, in P clauses, yigtols, gatals and verbless constructions are used
with essentially the same frequency in non-procedural, non-casuistic discourse. In procedural
and casuistic literature however, yigtols are clearly preferred. In Q clauses, imperatives are

used 53% of the time in non-procedural, non-casuistic text, but never once in procedural and
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casuistic discourse conditional Q clauses. Weqatals and yigtols are the preferred verb forms in
these types of texts. Tables 4.15 and 4.16 summarize the main P and Q clause verb-use

percentages for conditional directives.

Table 4.15: SA-Directive P Clause Verb Forms

Non-P, non-C*” | Procedural | Casuistic
Yiqtol 32% 62% 59%
Verbless 26% 27% 22%
Qatal 23% 8% 17%

Table 4.16: SA-Directive Q Clause Verb Forms

Non-P, non-C | Procedural | Casuistic
Imperative 53% 0% 0%
Wegqatal 17% 68% 50%
Yigtol/Jussive 21% 24% 39%

The most interesting and obvious contrast is how the use of the imperative is determined

by discourse type.””®

Only the conditional directives in procedural and casuistic texts are used in the ox..."a
construction. I propose that this syntactic sequence meets the conditions of Goldberg’s (1995,
2006a, b) definition of a construction, and that this construction contributes semantic
meaning to the component parts of the construction. Its meaning consists in instructing the
reader/hearer to interpret the sequence and its parts as a unit composed of topic and
subtopics. "2 clause alone do not carry this meaning, nor does o&. The combination as a
construction adds this meaning. A single o..."a construction is minimally composed of one
topic-setting '3 clause and one o& conditional. But the "3 clause may be followed by many ox
conditionals, as seen in (127).

%75 Indicates non-procedural, non-casuistic discourse.
376 See Dallaire (2014: 88-89) for a summary of imperatival use in Biblical Hebrew.
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(127) Exod. 21:2-6
NPIW T DY WY 13w TIR Nipn 12’
"D Ry 1913 N 932708’ :0IN Wan Ny
Prn-ox? dnp inwr nren 89wk Spa

*When you buy a male Hebrew slave, he
shall serve six years, but in the seventh
he shall go out a free person, without
debt. *If he comes in single, he shall go

out single; if he comes in married, then
his wife shall go out with him. “If his
master gives him a wife and she bears
him sons or daughters, the wife and
her children shall be her master’s and
he shall go out alone. *But if the slave
declares, “I love my master, my wife,
and my children; I will not go out a free
person,” ‘then his master shall bring
him before God. He shall be brought to
the door or the doorpost; and his
master shall pierce his ear with an awl;
and he shall serve him for life.

AWK NiA IR 03 77T AUR 7
TDNY 11233 MY MM PITNG AR TP
"URNR TTRNR HADR TI07 TR R
"N PITR W° Wan RYR KD 227NN
PR APTAITOR IR NZT070R fwam ovoND
102P7 17391 DRI INIR VITY

4.3.4. of Speech-Act Oaths, Vows and Curses

The speech-act classification of o®-conditional constructions such as (128) has been

inconsistent at best in the literature.

(128) 1 Sam. 26:19a

So let my lord the king now listen to
the words of his servant. If the Lorp has
incited you against me, may he take
delight in an offering. But if men have
instigated this, may they be cursed
before the Lorp! (NET)

"DR 720 137 R 7200 FTR RIPRY nhw)
DR7 "33 10X AN 1 52 I000q i
nim 185 b o

Pre (and many post)-Austin and Searle lexicons and grammars offer little comment on the
status of these constructions as speech-acts. They simply label them oaths.*” Kitz (2014: 25)
notes that Austin (1962: 160) classifies oaths and curses as behabitives, i.e. reactions to another
person’s behavior, but doesn’t explore this further. Bach and Harnish (1979: 49ff) label oaths

377 For more on oaths/curses see: Bandstra (1982: 142-146); GKC (§149); Hankore (2013); IBHS (1990: 678-680); J-M
(5165); Lehmann (1969); Naudé (2013a, b); Stadel (2013); Van Leeuwen (1973: 34-38). See especially Conklin (2011)
and Ziegler (2008) for a good presentation of varied oath formulas in Biblical Hebrew. Conklin offers a thorough
listing of the verbal and syntactic structures found in the oath formulas. Kitz’s (2014) study is one of the more
thorough works to date on ANE oaths and curses. See review in Chapter 2.4.9.
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and vows as commissives. In the end, whether they are labeled as behabitives or commissives,

they are clearly recognized as speech-acts by linguists.

Additional terminological issues have also surrounded the discussion of these conditional
forms. They have generally been labeled oaths, but the terms vows and curses are also
employed. Although J-M (§165) discuss both oaths and curses in the same section, they argue
they should be distinguished based on syntax. IBHS lumps oaths with wishes (a categorization
with which Kitz concurs).””® Adopting the traditional label “oath” for these constructions,

Conklin notes some of the pragmatic and semantic complexity of these constructions:

“An oath may involve an assertion.... It may also involve a promise of
something in the future. But an oath is more than a mere assertion or mere
promise. It also includes a statement of sincerity or earnestness: the person
who swears an oath is committed to certain consequences or sanctions”
(Conklin 2011: 2).

These “consequences or sanctions” are spelled out in the curse that accompanies the oath
in which the oath-taker petitions the deity to inflict some form of harm on him or another
party if the conditions of the oath are not met. An example is seen in (129) when Saul swears

with a curse that the guilty party nin’ nin, even if it happens to be Jonathan:

(129) 1 Sam. 14:39

fwr-oN 3 HRwTNR wing nimn oo “For as the Lord lives who saves Israel,
; T L even if it is in my son Jonathan, he shall

Y Nin 3 33 niia o
A0 w ws e surely die!

One reason for this confusion regarding oaths is, as Kitz (2014: 25) remarks, “the lack of
modern terms that properly reflect the intended meaning behind many ancient expressions”
combined with the “the modern propensity to deemphasize the role of the divine realm in
oaths and, subsequently, eliminate all indications that a divinely enforced curse is involved.”
Cartledge and Kitz describe the differences between vows (771) and oaths: A vow is a reciprocal
negotiation or “bargain” with the deity to obtain a benefit for the vow-taker and do not
include curses (Kitz 2014: 33, 60); the latter always involves a curse directed at oneself or
second or third party. Cartledge (1992: 12) notes that “one may swear [an oath] to another

person, but may vow only to God.”*”

378 She states “since they express the desire of the speaker...they are principally wishes” Kitz (2014: 64).
37 See Naudé (2013b) for further discussion of Biblical Hebrew vows.
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4.3.4.1. The Status of Q clause Ellipsis in Conditional Oaths

It is impossible, Kitz observes, “for an oath to exist without a curse. Thus an oath is really
nothing more than a form of conditional cursing” (2014: 38). Because of this, oaths are most
commonly analyzed as “statements introduced with o that are to be regarded as conditional
sentences” and, van Leeuwen states, sentences “in which the consequent clause is generally
missing” (van Leeuwen 1973: 34). For this reason he discusses the use of o& in oaths as
examples of ellipsis. Conklin (2011: 31) calls them “incomplete conditional sentences,” as does
Naudé (2013b: 978). Ellipsis occurs in 119 conditional oaths, 82% of all instances. Examples
(130) and (131) demonstrate the ellipsis common in BH conditional oaths. They can be

compared with the conditional oath in example (129) above that does not elide the Q clause.

(130) Gen. 42:15

DR RiZ27DN 2 0 INYACDR AP0 ... “...as Pharaoh lives, you shall not leave
A T o this place unless your youngest brother
17371 1opn :
s 1l comes here!

(131) Ps. 95:11

SOMIINTYY IRTON 1DR TYIVIR Therefore in my anger I swore, “They
shall not enter my rest.”

The complete conditional oath for (131) would presumably be similar to ,nman-5% pxar o
.. IR MR, or something similar that invokes a curse.

While it is true that many conditional oaths are “incomplete” syntactically because they
lack the Q (consequent) clause, they are most definitely not communicatively incomplete.
Ellipsis is common in everyday language and reflects the Gricean maxim to give as much
information as is needed and no more. It is used when a speaker or narrator is certain that the
truncated information will not result in a lack of relevance and meaning. Therefore, curses
and oaths involving ellipsis should not be considered incomplete. The most probable
explanation for the frequent ellipsis of the Q curse clause is language taboo, as Conklin (2011:
4) notes.

In all conditional oaths and vows, o® functions as it does in other conditional
constructions: it notifies the hearer or reader that a hypothetical scenario will be considered
and it prompts the construction of hypothetical mental spaces in which the information will
be elaborated. The Q clause mental space in linguistically complete oaths (those that have an
overt Q clause) is structured by the linguistic information provided. When the Q clause is not

uttered, there is no overt linguistic information available to elaborate a mental space. Since
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conditional curses were commonly used throughout the ANE,** we must assume that the set
phrases such as nin™n and 701 19 oYK Ty Y N5 prompted the semantic frames and
domain information associated with curses. Hearers and readers used this background

information to schematically elaborate the implied Q clause.

There are 151 o®-conditional oaths in the BH corpus®" and 5 conditional vows.*®* Outside
of the Psalms, every use is in direct speech. BASE and V-POINT are therefore in the Character
Domain. This is expected since oaths and vows are speech-acts that reference post-speech,
hypothetical FUTURE eventualities. In the Psalms, the BASE and V-POINT is always either in
the Narrator Domain or the Character Domain. When in the Character Domain the oath is in

text that is represented as speech, as the following example:
(132) Ps. 89:36

$27OK 7175'DN ’W'I'P:l ’ﬂu:_lWJ nnK “Once and fOI' all | have sworn by my
oo m e e ' holiness; I will not lie to David.”

The quote frame that precedes this verse is in 89:19. The Q-clause which would contain the
curse is omitted. Although the gatal oath-frame verb *nyavs situates the oath as completed or
of the PAST (relative to speech time) oath as current at time of speaking. This permits the
FUTURE TIME oriented yigtol. I propose that this shift from gatal to yigtol is the result of a shift,
not just in V-POINT, but also in what Cutrer designates “a FACT/PREDICTION status in speech
domain spaces.” The qgatal is used to promote a FACT construal relevant at speech time. The

mental space configuration which results follows:

30 See Kitz (2014).

3#1 Gen. 14:23 (2x); 21:23; 24:38; 26:29; 31:52 (2x); 42:15, 16, 37; 43:9; Exod. 22:7b; 10; Num. 14:23, 28, 30, 35; 32:11;
Deut. 1:35; 32:41; Josh. 14:9; 22:24; Jdg. 11:10; 1 Sam. 3:14, 17; 14:39, 45; 17:55; 19:6; 20:9; 24:7, 22 (2x); 25:22, 34;
26:10, 19b; 28:10; 30:15 (2x); 2 Sam. 3:35; 11:11; 14:11, 19; 15:21a; 19:8, 14; 20:20 (2x); 1 Kgs. 1:51; 2:8; 17:1, 12; 18:10a;
20:10, 23, 25; 2 Kgs. 2:2, 4, 6; 3:14 (2x); 4:30; 5:16, 20; 6:31; 9:26; Neh. 13:25 (2x); Job 1:11; 2:5; 6:28; 17:2; 27:4 (2x), 5;
31:7-8; 9-10; 16, 19, 20, 29, 31, 33, 36, 38, 39; Ps. 7:4 (2x); 7:5; 44:21; 89:36; 95:11; 131:2, 132:3 (2x), 4; 137:5, 6 (2x);
Qoh. 2:7; 3:5; 5:8; Isa. 5:9; 8:20; 14:24; 22:14; 62:8 (2x); Jer. 15:11 (2x); 22:6, 24; 38:16 (2x); 42:5, 6 (2x); 44:26; 49:20
(2x); 50:45 (2x); 51:14; Ezek. 5:11; 14:16 (2x), 20 (2x); 16:48; 17:16, 19; 18:3; 20:3, 31, 33; 33:11, 27; 34:8-10; 35:6; 36:5,
7; 38:19; Amos 8:7; Mal. 2:2 (2x); 3:10.

32 Gen. 28:20; Num. 21:2; Jdg. 11:30; 1 Sam. 1:11; 2 Sam. 15:8.

177



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

Figure 4.10: Mental Space Configuration of Ps. 89:20b, 36.

112K TIT7°OR WP "AYIVI NNR ... ANAL...

“REALITY” DOMAIN

Space R:
NARRATIVE DOMAIN—Ps. 89:1-20

SPEECH SPACE—89:20b
y: YHWH
KM

CHARACTER DOMAIN

SPEECH SPACE—89:36
y: YHWH

y: YHWH
d: David
a1k ‘lie’y d

FACT

Space H:
BASE
V-POINT
After R

Space H1:
FOCUS
PREDICTION
After H

The diagram represents the flow of linguistic information from the speech verb 2n&m that
opens a series of spaces in the Character Domain where God’s speech in 89:20c onward is
represented as direct speech.’® In 89:36 the speech verb 'npawi does several things. First, it
prompts the construction of embedded direct speech, the actual oath. The gatal form indicates
that the eventuality is a FACT, relevant at speech time. In the oath, ox prompts the
construction of a hypothetical space in which the P clause is elaborated by the linguistic

information 2128 T177-DR.

3 The space configuration from vv.20c-35 is not included for two reasons: First, including it would make the
diagram too long and secondly, it would obscure the issue under discussion, the oath.
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The diagram also seeks to display how the entire conditional oath construction was
properly interpreted as an oath with a Q clause. Universally, conditional space builders like if,
si (in Spanish), se (in Portuguese) and oR typically prompt the construction of two spaces, one
for the P clause and a second for the Q clause. This has been demonstrated in diagrams of
content conditionals and other o& conditionals discussed in this study. Therefore it is
reasonable to assume that BH hearers and readers expected Q clauses. Cartledge (1992: 15)
proposes that if functions as the “reminder” that a curse is invoked when the curse is not
enunciated in the Q clause. However, since o& does not prompt curse construals in other
conditionals, Cartledge’s proposal is improbable, and unadvisable since it would require

enriching oX’s semantics in an ad hoc manner.

In the Figure 4.10, the space in which *npaws is elaborated is colored in order to indicate

information includes the fact that oaths are conditionals. Conditional constructions have Q
clauses and in oaths, the curse is in the Q clause. If the Q clause is not expressed linguistically,
as here, both the culturally supplied frame information and the o®-conditional construction
information instruct the hearer or reader to construct a space for the unexpressed Q clause
and fill it schematically. The Access Principle (see Chapter 3.4.1, example (10)) would guide
the hearer to identify the speaker of the oath with the curse and YHWH as the one called on
to implement the curse. In this verse, YHWH is both and the same.

The traditional stance regarding the meaning of o& and ¥5-D& clauses in oaths is that ox
introduces a negative statement and X5>-D& oath clauses express a positive statement. This
understanding is stated by van Leeuwen (1973:37):**

Die...Schwurpartikeln 'im, ,gewiss nicht”, und 'im 15, ,,gewiss”, aus den
Bedingungssitzen wird zwar von den meisten Gelehrten befiirwortet, hat
aber auch ihre Gegner gefunden. Vor allem hat man es ofters als schwer
empfunden die implizierten Selbstverwiinschungen im Munde YHWH’s
denken zu miissen, wie es z.B. in Deut. i 35 der Fall wiare. Wenn man aber
erwigt, dass das Bewusstsein vom eigentlichen Sinn der Schwurformel
frithzeitig verloren ging, so dass 'im einfach die Bedeutung ,,wahrlich nicht"
und 'im lo ,,wahrlich" ausdriickte, wird dieses Bedenken hinfillig.**

384 See also GKC (§149b); Gogel (1998: 225, 286); J-M (§165); Naudé (2013a: 806).

%5 “The idea ... that the oath particle ‘im, has the meaning “certainly not”, and ‘im lo “certainly” is indeed
supported by most academics, but does have its opponents. Above all it has often been hard to think out what
the implied self-cursing must be in the mouth of YHWH, as would be the case e.g. in Deut. 1:35. When one
considers, however, that the awareness of the actual meaning of the cursing formula was lost early on, resulting
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However there is no evidence that “dass das Bewusstsein vom eigentlichen Sinn der
Schwurformel frithzeitig verloren ging” (van Leeuwen 1973: 37). To the contrary, the oath in
Neh. 5:13 indicates that as late as the Second Temple period, a curse was part of an oath. If
this is true, then there is no need to redefine o as van Leeuwen, Gogel (1998: 286)**° and most

translations do.

The traditional understanding of ox and 85-0& clauses in oaths seems to be dependent on
the structuralist conception of semantics in which sentence meaning is entirely
compositional. Since the curse is usually not expressed linguistically, this approach to
semantics results in the need to ignore the straightforward conditional construals prompted
by ox& and 850y and supply meaning resulting in translations that (1) ignore the plain
hypothetical semantics of the particle, and (2) consequently must supply otherwise
unmotivated meanings such that in curses/oaths oy is assigned the meaning surely not and

NS>8 surely, meanings that (3) reverse the positive and negative semantics of the terms.

Contra the structuralist understanding of semantics, cognitive linguists argue that
meaning construction is “primarily conceptual rather than linguistic in nature” (Evans and
Green (2006: 214) and argues that “linguistic semantic meaning radically underdetermines
actual utterance interpretation in general” (Ariel 2008: 264). Conklin (2011: 30) explains that
BH contains a “diverse collection of formulas that share a common purpose of solemnizing or
authenticating the content of an oath”.*”” Kitz (2014) provides supporting evidence for their
status by establishing the existence of parallel formulas from cognate languages. I propose
that these curse formulas and the conditional structures used with them be considered BH
constructions that prompted the hearer/reader to access a rich CURSE/OATH frame.*® This
frame prompted the hearer/reader to construe what followed as a curse, whether the Q clause
of the conditional was spoken or not. If it was not, the construction allowed the person to
“recover” this underdetermined meaning via implicature. This is what the shaded mental
spaces in Figure 4.10 above attempt to capture.®®

in 'im simply meaning “truly not” and 'im lo “truly”, these misgivings became irrelevant.” (Translation by
Margaret Cheeseman.)

3% She states that X5-D& “comes to serve as an emphatic negative”.

3% Some were characterized by paw, 9178, 7 990, others by the phrase x-n or 40" 751 AR 79N N3 and
variants of the latter. Each would be considered a separate construction.

388 As proposed by Kay and Fillmore (1999) a frame is a schematization of experience and is held in long-term
memory. Cognitive linguists maintain that words cannot be understood independently of semantic frames and
that they play a role in authorizing the grammatical behavior of words. Lakoff (1987) refers to them as Idealized
Cognitive Models. See especially Coulson (2001). See also Evans and Green (2006: 222-230) for a brief summary.
38 The possibility exists that the meanings of o& and 85-D& underwent semantic shifts via a process such as
“context-induced reinterpretation” (see e. g. Andrason 2012d); Heine et. al (1991), Heine 2010; Rhee 2012;
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The proposed proscription against enunciating the actual curse would be part of this frame
so that when the curse was not enunciated, the D& and 85-0& clauses would still be interpreted
conventionally. o& clauses would be interpreted as they typically were in conditional clauses:
IfI...; N5-0& clauses would be interpreted If I do not.... No recourse to “special” usage would be
required in the lexicon.*® Whether or not the linguistics of o&-conditional oaths in which
ellipsis of the Q clause occurs should be reflected in translation is a question of the skopos**

and translation’s brief, and is not a linguistic issue proper.

The verb frequency in the P and Q clauses in oaths occur as follows:

Table 4.17: Conditional Oath P Clause Verb Forms

Yigtol’*” Qatal’” | Ellipsis®* | Weqatal*> | w9

111 (74%) 28 (19%) 6 (4%) 2 1

Traugott 2012a). However, the use of ox and 85-0& in curse/oath forms is stable throughout the MT. ox and
N5-DN’s use in curse formulas in what is considered Early Biblical Hebrew is identical to its use in texts
considered to contain Classical and Late Biblical Hebrew. If context-induced reinterpretation of the particle in
this context did occur, it occurred before the current text was fixed, because there are no traces of shift
evident in the MT. Further research is required to verify if this shift did occur.

3% Research into negation by linguists and psychologists (Horn 1985: 143-44, 152; Horn 1989) has recognized that
negation, such as that found in 85-o& clauses, automatically evokes the corresponding positive mental scenario,
and sets up an alternative mental space in which the positive alternative is considered (Dancygier (2012) and
Sweetser (2006)). Fauconnier and Turner (2002: 29) noted that There is no milk in the fridge makes sense only in a
context where the positive presence of milk is cognitively available. This suggests an explanation for why the
lexicons and translations argue that negative 85-0x clauses mean the positive alternative.

31 See Nord (1997).

2 Gen. 14:23b; 21:23; 26:29; 28:20; 31:52 (2x); 42:15; Num. 14:23, 28, 30, 35; 21:2; 32:11; Deut. 1:35; Josh. 14:9; Jdg.
11:10, 30; 1 Sam. 1:11; 3:14, 17; 14:45; 19:6; 20:9; 24:7, 22 (2x); 25:22; 26:10; 28:10; 30:15 (2x); 2 Sam. 3:35; 11:11;
14:11; 15:8, 21a; 19:8, 14; 20:20 (2x); 1 Kgs. 1:51; 2:8; 17:1; 20:10, 23, 25; 2 Kgs. 2:2, 4, 6; 3:14 (2x); 4:30; 5:16; 6:31;
Neh. 13:25 (2x); 1 Chron. 4:10; Job 1:11; 2:5; 6:28; 27:4 (2x), 5; 31:7-8, 16, 19, 29, 36, 38; Ps. 89:36; 95:11; 132:3 (2x);
132:4; 137:5, 6 (2x); Song 2:7; 3:5; 5:8; Isa. 5:9; 8:20; 22:14; 62:8 (2x); Jer. 22:6, 24; 38:16 (2x); 42:5; 44:26; 49:20 (2x);
50:45 (2x); Ezek. 5:11; 14:16b, 20b; 17:16; 18:3; 20:3, 31, 33; 33:11, 27; 36:7; 38:19; Amos 8:7; Mal. 2:2 (2x); 3:10.

¥ Exod. 22:7b, 10; Deut. 32:41; Josh. 22:24; 1 Sam. 17:55; 25:34; 2 Kgs. 5:20; 9:26; Job 31:7-8, 9-10, 20, 21, 31, 33, 39;
Ps. 7:4a, 5; 44:21; 31:2; Isa. 14:24; Jer. 15:11 (2x); 51:14; Ezek. 16:48; 33:27; 35:6; 36:5.

4 Gen. 14:23a; 42:16; 1 Sam. 26:19b; Job 17:2; Jer. 42:6 (2x).

35 Ezek. 17:19; 34:8-10.

3% Ps, 7:4b.
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Table 4.18: Conditional Oath Q Clause Verb Forms*”’

1398

Yigto Weqatal’”® | p&*® | Qatal® | Participle*®

17 (63%) | 7 (26%) 1(4%) | 1(4%) 1 (4%)

There is a clear preference for yiqtols in both P and in the Q clause (when it is expressed).
In content conditionals, I demonstrated that yigtols are the preferred verb form for
referencing post-speech eventualities in direct speech conditionals. Every conditional oath
that occurs in narrative, Job and the prophets is in direct speech. In the Psalms, most
conditional oaths are in a participant’s direct speech, such as in (132) above. The five that are
not in direct speech*® are in the Narrator Domain, written from BASE of the narrator/writer.
This results in all deictic references being parallel to those in direct speech. This preference
is maintained in o&-conditional curses as can be seen in (133) where the yiqtol references a

post-speech eventuality.

(133) Ezek. 20:3

ko) Dﬂblﬁ njpx]‘sxjwv DTN jﬁ-_[ D'I'N']:l “Son of man, speak to the elders of

co o e T Israel, and tell them: ‘This is what the

. sovereign Lord says: Are you coming to

M TR DRI DI WITR-DN seek me? As surely as I live, I will not
allow you to seek me, declares the
sovereign Lord. (NIV)

RN D83 DOR DR WHT70 NI 3TN TR

This preference is so strong that with the exception of the oaths found in Job 31, every P
clause yigtol references a FUTURE TIME eventuality. The exceptions occur in the final speech
in Job 31:7, 16, 19, 20, 9, 36 and 38. Clines (2006: 978) comments that the “distinctive form in
this speech is the oath of purification, sometimes called an “oath of clearance,” which “would
have been spoken after the failure of pre-trial arbitration.” If his understanding of the form
is correct, then it follows that the oath curses would refer to events prior to the speech since
the purpose would have been to declare oneself innocent of charges. Accordingly past or
present perfect verb forms are used in all English, Spanish, Portuguese, Dutch and German

*7 The paucity of verbs reflects Q-clause ellipsis. Q-clauses occur 27 times. The percentages for the verbs are
based on this figure and excludes the apocopated Q clauses, which occur 199 times or 82% of all Q clauses.

3% 1 Sam. 3:17; 14:39; 2 Sam. 19:14; 1 Kgs. 20:10; Job 31:7-8, 9-10, 21, 38, 39; Ps. 7:5; 44:21; 37:5, 6b; Jer. 22:24; 42:6
(2x); Ezek. 35:6.

¥ Gen. 28:20; Num. 21:2; Jdg. 11:30; 1 Sam. 1:11; 2 Sam. 15:8; 19:8; 1 Chron. 4:10.

4001 Sam. 8:20.

101 Isa. 14:24.

%021 Sam. 26:19b.

103 ps, 7:4 (2x), 5; 137:5-6.
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translations. The yiqgtol forms are interspersed among qatal forms. The current state of
understanding of BH offers no explanation for why these yigtol forms were chosen and how

they were construed differently than the surrounding gatal forms.

Most of the P clause gatal forms,** reference pre-speech eventualities and thus locate the
action in PAST TIME, as in (134).®

(134) Josh. 22:24

9ARY NN AR 117D 9370 FaRTA NYORY “If we did not do this because we were

e e worried that in the future your

descendents would say to ours, ‘What

ORI TOR part do you have with YHWH, God of
Israel?,’ [may we be cursed].” (My
translation).

M1 037N ARG 17125 D713 PN 0D

The gatal verb 11wy refers to the building of an altar in Josh. 22:10, which occurred prior to

the speech event, hence PAST. The actual curse is apocopated.

The gatal grams in (135) appear to be used primarily to promote epistemic doubt or distance

via the PAST time frame semantics of the qatal:

(135) Ps. 7:4-6 (Eng. 3-5)

2922 DW-Wr-DKR NNT DY DR TOR Mt *0 Lorp my God, if I have done this, if

mTEET o s T there is wrong in my hands, “if I have
10R "I AYHNNY P NIV n7nToNS : :

oo N IR e T O RS repaid my ally with harm or plundered
*71223 1 PR oI 3 nWag |akik 4770 my foe without cause, *then let the
;15D 19w 15pY enemy pursue and overtake me,
T T trample my life to the ground, and lay
my soul in the dust.

As was seen in other direct speech narrative conditionals, gatals primarily promote a pre-
speech, PAST TIME construal. This is the unmarked construal. But, the gatal gram is also used
for epistemic distancing to cast doubt on the assertion, as was discussed regarding the
conditionals in 2 Kgs. 7:4, example (16) above.

404 Exod. 22:7b, 10; Deut. 32:41; 1 Sam. 17:55; 25:34; 2 Kgs. 5:20, 9:26; Job 31:7-8, 9-10, 20, 21, 31, 33, 39; Ps. 7:4a, 5;
44:21; 31:2; Isa. 14:24; Jer. 15:11 (2x); 51:14; Ezek. 16:48; 33:27; 35:6; 36:5. The text of Jer. 15:11 has manuscript
issues. Commentaries are deeply divided about multiple questions in this verse. See Thompson (1980: 391-393)
for a discussion of the issues.

5 These include Exod. 22:7b, 10; Josh. 22:24; 2 Kgs. 9:26; Job 31:7-8, 9-10, 20, 21, 31, 33, 39; 44:21; 131:2;
Isa. 14:24; Ezek. 16:48; 36:5. Some such as Job 31:20, 21 may profile perfectivity, which is typically associated with
a past time frame.
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Only 27 Q clauses of conditional curses in oaths are explicit.** In these, BH shows a strong

preference for the yigtol, followed by the weqatal. Together they used in 89% of these clauses.

The five conditional vows*”” in the corpus include Gen. 28:20; Num. 21:2; Jdg. 11:30; 1 Sam.
1:11; 2 Sam. 15:8. As noted above, vows are distinguished from oaths in that they are always
directed toward the deity and never involve a curse. They share conditionality with curses.
Yigtols are used in the P clauses of all 5 vows. In 4 of the 5, infinitive absolute-yigtol sequences
occur. It is generally maintained that the infinitive absolute-yigtol sequence indicated a strong
commitment to the assertion of the verb.*® Since vows are negotiations, we would expect the
person making the vow to attempt to convince YHWH of his commitment to fulfill his end of

the deal. The infinitive absolute-yiqtol sequence met this need.

In summary, in all conditional oaths and vows, o& functions as it does in all conditional
constructions to alert the hearer or reader that a hypothetical scenario will be considered and
prompt the construction of hypothetical mental spaces in which the information will be
elaborated. The yigtol is the preferred verb form in both P and Q clauses. When gatals occur in

P clauses, they typically reference pre-speech eventualities or evoke epistemic distance.

4.3.5. oR Speech-Act Promises and Threats

Austin and Searle classify promises and threats (or warnings) as different categories of
speech-acts; Bach and Harnish do also. I will, however, discuss conditional promises and
threats together because of how the BH writers used them. Austin classified promises as
commissives because they “commit the speaker to a certain course of action” (1962: 157-158).
Searle notes that “the essential feature of a promise is that it is a “pledge” or “obligation” to
do something for someone (1969: 58-60; 71). In contrast, Austin classifies warnings (or threats)
in the same category, behabitives, as he does curses. Searle however discusses them alongside
promises because a threat is a commitment or pledge to do something. The crucial distinction
being that a promise is a “pledge to do something for you, not to you. A threat is a pledge to
do something to you, not for you” (Searle 1969: 58).

406 Gen. 28:20; Num. 21:2;Jdg. 11:30; 1 Sam. 1:11; 3:17; 14:39; 26:19b; 2 Sam. 15:8; 19:8, 14; 1 Kgs. 20:10; 1Job 31:7-
8,31:9-10, 31:21, 38, 39; Ps. 7:5; 44:21; 37:5, 6b; Isa. 8:20; 14:24; Jer. 22:24; 42:6 (2x); Ezek. 35:6; 1 Chron. 4:10.

97 See Cartledge (1992) for a thorough discussion of BH and ANE vows.

8 BHRG (1999: §20.2); GKC (§113); J-M (§123d); IBHS (1990: 581-582); Lambdin (1971: 158). See also Cartledge
(1992: 144-147) on the use of the infinitive absolute-yigtol in vows. This construction may reflect a case of
intersubjectification processes, defined by Traugott (2012b: 9) as “the development of markers that encode the
Speaker’s (or Writer’s) attention to the cognitive stances and social identities of the Addressee.”
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Conditional promises occur in BH 87 times;*” conditional threats occur 61 times*® and are
paired with and follow conditional promises 30 times.*' Examples of conditional promises
include:

(136) Isa. 58:9b-10

-9271 Ay now Adin J2inn PoR-ox... °..If you remove the yoke from among
VWA T103 WO TH53 Sumb oM 1K you, the pointing of the finger, the
TAVD NI WA TP LGS TR speaking of evil, °if you offer your food
;070X TN%981 TR TWha man to the hungry and satisfy the needs of

the afflicted, then your light shall rise
in the darkness and your gloom be like
the noonday.

(137) Josh. 2:14

DR Ny bD’ﬂﬂD YOI DWIRD a5 NN The men said to her, “Our life for
N Y yours! If you do not tell this business of
ours, then we will deal kindly and
DR TOT AL WY PIRDTNR faithfully with you when the Lord gives
us the land.”

My mrnna nim AL AT IR TN XY

In (138) a threat follows the promise. The promise is conditioned on obeying YHWH; the
threat is based on the condition of refusing to obey and rebelling against YHWH:

49 Gen. 13:9 (2x); 18:26, 28, 30; 24:8, 41; 34:15; 43:4, 5; 44:26; Exod. 15:26; Lev. 26:3-4; Num. 12:6; 20:19; 22:34; 32:20a,
20b-22; Deut. 11:13-14, 22; 15:4-5; 28:1; 30:4; Josh. 2:14, 19; Jdg. 4:8 (2x); 11:9; 14:12, 13; Ruth 3:13b; 1 Sam. 11:3;
12:14; 17:9a; 21:5b; 2 Sam. 10:11b; 1 Kgs. 1:52a; 2:4; 3:14; 6:12; 8:25; 9:4; 11:38; 21:2, 6; 2 Kgs. 18:23; 21:8; 1 Chron.
12:18; 19:12b; 28:7; 2 Chron. 6:16; 7:13b-14, 17-18; 20:9; 30:9; 33:8; Neh. 1:9; Job 34:32; Ps. 132:12; Prov. 4:12; Isa.
1:18 (2x), 19; 4:4-57; 36:8; 58:9-10, 13-14; Jer. 2:22; 4:1 (2x); 5:1 (2x); 7:5 (2x); 12:16; 15:19 (2x); 17:24; 22:4; 38:17;
42:6 (2x), 10; Nah. 1:12; 3:12; Zech. 3:7 (2x); 6:15. Additional examples may include Num. 22:18; 24:13; Jdg. 13:16b;
1 Kgs. 13:8, Job 30:24. Dallaire (2014: 112) discusses examples such as these and others including Gen. 13:9; 43:4
as examples of declarations. A promise is a declaration of intent, so the difference, if any is minimal. Their use as
speech-acts would not change.

410 Gen. 34:15; Exod. 7:27; 8:17; 9:2; 10:4; 22:22 (2x); Lev. 5:1; 17:16; 19:7; 20:4-5; 26:14, 15 (2x), 18, 21, 23, 27; Num.
32:23; Deut. 8:19; 11:28; 28:15, 58; 30:17; Josh. 2:20; 7:12; 23:12; 1 Sam. 2:16; 12:15, 25; 17:9b; 2 Sam. 17:13; 1 Kgs.
1:52b; 9:6; 20:39; 2 Chron. 7:19; Job 13:10; Ps. 89:31; 89:32; Isa. 1:20; 10:22; 12:17; 13:17; 17:27; 22:5; 23:38; 26:4; 37:10;
38:18, 21; 42:13, 15; Hos. 9:12; Amos 6:9; 9:2 (2x), 3 (2x), 4; Ob. 4 (2x); 5 9 (2x); Zech. 14:18.

1 Gen. 34:17; Exod. 7:27; Lev. 17:16; 19:7; 20:4-5; 26:14; Num. 32:23; Deut. 8:19; 11:28; 28:15; 30:17; Josh. 2:20; 1
Sam. 2:16; 12:15, 25; 17:9b; 2 Sam. 17:13; 1 Kgs. 1:52b; 9:6; 2 Chron. 7:19; Isa. 1:20; Jer. 12:17; 13:17; 17:27; 22:5; 23:38;
38:18, 21; 42:13; Zech. 14:18.
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(138) Isa. 1:19-20

'DR]ZO :qbggn PR 210 DRV 1IARD-OR1L 191fyou are Willil’lg and obedient, you
. T ' shall eat the good of the land; *but if
you refuse and rebel, you shall be
devoured by the sword; for the mouth
of the Lorp has spoken.

VAT T 8 "2 18D 390 DR KRN

In (139) YHWH promises blessing, *np 7ina 1121 if foreigners learn his ways, but if they do
not, in 12:17, he threatens them with destruction:

(139) Jer. 12:16-17

pawnb B 377-nR YT Thb-ox im'¢ "*“And then, if they will [indeed] learn
=5 i 2 T T T the WayS Of my people, to swear by my

35 AU AR T8 IRD T W
DAY YN YR WK A0 s name, “As the Lord lives,” as they

T .

WRw 89 DRY7! Y Tina 3120 Hpaa taught my people to swear by Baal,
STIITORI TART WIND R0 A0 ON vﬁw'nj] then they shall be built up in the midst

of my people. "But if any nation will
not listen, then I will completely
uproot it and destroy it,” says the Lord.

The verbs used in conditional promises and threats pattern as follows:

Table 4.19: Conditional Promises P Clause Verb Forms

Yigtol"'? | Verbless*” | Qatal** | Ellipsis*”® | Participle® | px ,w*”

71 (82%) 7 (8%) 3 (4%) 2 2 2

412 Gen. 18:26, 28, 30; 24:8, 41; 34:15; Exod. 15:26; Lev. 26:3-4; Num. 12:6; 20:19; 22:34; 32:20 (2x); ; Deut. 11:13-14,
22; 15:4-5; 28:1; 30:4; Josh. 2:14, 19; Jdg. 4:8 (2x); 14:12, 13; Ruth 3:13b; 1 Sam. 12:14; 17:9a; 2 Sam. 10:11b; 1 Kgs.
1:52a; 2:4; 3:14; 6:12; 8:25; 9:4; 11:38; 2Kgs. 18:23; 21:8; 1 Chron. 19:12b; 28:7; 2 Chron. 6:16; 7:13b-14, 7:17-18; 20:9;
30:9; 33:8; Ps. 132:12; Prov. 4:12; Isa. 1:18 (2x), 19; 36:8; 58:9-10, 13-14; Jer. 2:22; 4:1 (2x); 5:1a; 7:5 (2x); 12:16; 15:19
(2x); 17:24; 22:4; 38:17; 42:10; Nah. 3:12; Zech. 3:7 (2x); 6:15.

13 Gen. 44:26; Num. 22:34; 1 Sam. 11:3; 1 Kgs. 21:2, 6; Jer. 42:6a; Nah. 1:12.

4141 Chron. 12:18; Job 34:32; Isa. 4:4.

415 Gen. 13:9 (2x).

416 Jdg. 11:9; Neh. 1:9.

417 Gen. 43:4, 5.
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Table 4.20: Conditional Promises Q Clause Verb Forms

1418 1419

Yigto Wegqata Wayyigtol*” | Qatal*' | Verbless | Ellipsis

39 (44%) | 38 (44%) 2 1 1 1

Table 4.21: Conditional Threats P Clause Verb Forms

Yigtol** | Participle*”® | Qatal*** | Ellipsis | R

54 (88%) 5 (8%) 1 1 1

Table 4.22: Conditional Threats Q Clause Verb Forms

Weqatal*®® | Yigtol**® | Participle’” | Qatal'”® | Verbless*”

26 (43%) | 21 (34%) 4 (6%) 3 (5%) 2

In both conditional promises and threat P clauses yigtols are overwhelmingly preferred.
Promises and threats always involve something that will be done for or to someone after the
speech-act. Saying I will give you a gift yesterday or I will kill you last week is nonsensical. Yigtols

are the preferred gram for construing post-speech eventualities in o& conditionals.

Consequently, the parsimonious use of gatals in the P clause of both conditional promises

and threats is not surprising. As has been demonstrated above, in o& conditionals occurring

418 Gen. 13:9 (2x); 18:28, 30; 43:4, 5; Exod. 15:26; Num. 12:6; 22:34; Deut. 15:4-5; 30:4;Jdg. 4:8b;11:9; 1 Kgs. 1:52a; 2:4,
8:25; 21:2, 6; 2 Kgs. 21:8; 1 Chron. 12:18; 2 Chron. 6:16; 7:13b-14; 20:9; 30:9; 33:8; Neh. 1:9; Job 34:32; Ps. 132:12;
Prov. 4:12; Isa. 1:18 (2x), 19; 36:8; 58:13-14; Jer. 15:19 (2x); 42:6a; Zech. 3:7b.

19 Gen. 18:26; 24:8, 41; 34:15; 44:26; Lev. 26:3-4; Num. 20:19; 32:20b-22; Deut. 11:13-14, 22; 28:1; Josh. 2:14;Jdg. 4:8a;
14:12, 13; Ruth 3:13b; 1 Sam. 11:3; 17:9a; 2 Sam. 10:11b; 1 Kgs. 3:14; 6:12; 9:4; 11:38; 1 Chron. 19:12b; 28:7; 2 Chron.
7:17-18; Isa. 4:4-5; 58:9-10; Jer. 4:1b; 7:5 (2x); 12:16; 17:24; 22:4; 38:17; 42:10; Nah. 3:12; Zech. 6:15.

420 2 Kgs. 18:23; Jer. 5:1b.

421 Num. 32:17; Nah. 1:12.

22 Gen. 34:17; Exod. 22:22 (2x); Lev. 5:1; 17:16; 19:7; 20:4-5; 26:14, 15 (2x); 26:18, 21, 23, 27; Num. 32:17, 23; Deut.
8:19; 11:28; 28:15, 58; 30:17; Josh. 2:20; 7:12; 23:12; 1 Sam. 12:15, 25; 17:9b; 2 Sam. 17:13; 1 Kgs. 1:52b; 9:6; 20:39; 2
Chron. 7:19; Job 13:10; Ps. 89:31, 32; Isa. 1:20; 10:22; Jer. 12:17; 13:17; 17:27; 22:5; 23:38; 26:4; 38:18; 42:15; Hos. 9:12;
Amos 6:9; 9:2 (2x), 3 (2x), 4; Ob. 4 (2x); Zech. 14:18.

3 Exod. 7:27; 9:2; 10:4; Jer. 38:21; 42:13.

424 Jer. 37:10.

25 Gen. 34:17; Lev. 5:1; 17:16; 20:4-5; 26:18, 21, 23, 27; Deut. 28:15, 58; Josh. 2:20; 1 Sam. 12:15; 17:9b; 2 Sam. 17:13;
1Kgs. 1:52b; 9:6; 20:39; 2 Chron. 7:19; Ps. 89:32; Jer. 12:17; 17:27; 26:4; 38:18; 42:15; Hos. 9:12; Amos 6:9.

426 Exod. 22:22b; Lev. 26:15b; Deut. 8:19; 30:17; Josh. 7:12; 23:12; 1 Sam. 12:25; Job 13:10; Isa. 1:20; 10:22; Jer. 13:17;
22:5; 37:10; Amos 9:2 (2x); 3 (2x), 4; Ob. 4 (2x); Zech. 14:18.

427 Exod. 7:27; 8:17; 9:2; 10:4.

428 Num. 32:23; 1 Sam. 2:16; Jer. 23:38.

429 Lev. 19:7; Jer. 38:21.
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in direct speech, qatals are typically used to refer to pre-speech PAST TIME eventualities.”’ In
conditionals promises and threats, they are used twice (140) and (141) to reference real-world
PAST events and once (142) to an epistemically distanced PAsT.*! The gatals in (140) and (141)
occur in speech and reference pre-speech eventualities. PAST eventualities impacting speech
time are construable as perfects, seen in the translation in (140) and (141). BASE and V-POINT

are in the Character domain so all temporal deictics are determined from within that domain:

(140) 1 Chron. 12:18a

DI%WY DR DAY KN foh Daah T Ken David went out to meet them and said to
' . " them, “If you have come to me in
friendship, to help me, then my heart will
be knit to you;...”

TR 237 050 "9 v’ o8 opra

(141) Job 34:32

N5 rbDE LY oK 370 AR AR b3 “teach me what I do not see; if I have
ST oo .Jq"é& done iniquity, I will do it no more’?”

In (140), after the Benjaminites arrive at David’s fortress, he speaks with them and onxa
references their prior arrival. In Job 34 Elihu addresses Job and his friends. His theme is Job’s
rebelliousness against God. Clines observes that “Elihu will allow Job some dignity: he does not
have to denigrate himself before God, but simply to concede that he has been “misled,
misguided, beguiled”.*? Qatal 'n%v3a is used to refer to sins committed by Job prior to his

affliction.

I propose that the gatal in (142) is used to create epistemic distance”* and thus allow the
addressee to infer that the speaker doubts that the eventuality will occur. This is similar to
the uses of gatal forms in Jer. 23:22 (example (17)) and Ezek. 3:6 (see above 4.1.1.2).

40 See section 4.1.1.2 above.

31 See discussion following example (16).

2 Clines (2006: 783).

33 See Fleishman (1989, 1990); Dancygier and Sweetser (2005, 2012) for discussions of past verb forms and
epistemic distance.
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(142) Jer. 37:9-10

Ton IHRY by nwa YRR NI K 129 *Thus says the Lord: Do not deceive
“OR 910 11557 Kb DTN 1TSDA 195 yourselves, saying, “The Chaldeans Will
" F A surely go away from us,” for they will
IRWH D2AR 0NN B nHa onran not go away. °For even if you defeated
1971 ;Dqlﬁv H%TINJ YR 0PN DWINR D3 the whole army of Chaldeans who are
T T mrr s e fighting against you, and there
remained of them only wounded men
in their tents, they would rise up and
burn this city with fire.

[URI NI TP

It should be noted that most translations in English*** and Spanish**® translate this use of
the o&-conditional construction as concessive even if or even though or aunque in Spanish. I
posit that this concessive interpretation of the construction is what Croft and Cruse (2004: 98)
call a “contextualized interpretation.” Although BH did not lexicalize an equivalent to the
even if/though/although construction, as English and many other Indo-European languages
do,”® a context-motivated construal cannot be ruled out. Concessive conditionals use
hypothetical reasoning and invoke scalar interpretations. They make a prediction that denies
“the validity of these [alternative] scenarios” (Dancygier and Sweetser: 2005: 158) and assert
that only one of possibilities that could be entertained is true. The concessive construal is
available in translation with o& conditionals because the particle prompts the construction of
hypothetical mental spaces in which conditional constructions are typically elaborated, and
if the hearer/reader is able to construe multiple (scalar) scenarios based on the context, a
concessive interpretation is invoked. Although a concessive reading of the o&-conditional in
(142) appears to be contextually motivated by the warning in verse 9, a non-concessive
conditional reading is also acceptable. It is important to note that whenever concessive
conditionals appear in translation, they reflect the translator’s contextually motivate

construal of the o& construction.

The use of the gatal in (143) is an analytical challenge. It occurs in a coordinate P clause

where the second verb is a yigtol.

434 See CEB, CEV, ESV, NASB; NCV, NET, NIV, NLT, NRSV.

5 DHH, LBJ76, NTV, PDPT, RV, RV95.

136 See Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 155-168); Declerck and Reed (2001: 461-471) and Kénig (1986) for more on
concessives. On scalar implicature see (Fauconnier 1975a, b).
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(143) Isa. 4:3-5

W]TP D‘?w’qua Hnua] nwg: WNWJU | nvnﬁ 3Whoever is left in Zion and remains in
I T S Jerusalem will be called holy, everyone
who has been recorded for life in
T DY T NRY 1PYNiIa NRY NR TR Jerusalem, ‘when the Lord has washed
i 89295 13 MN2T LAY NN2 A2TPD away the filth of the daughters of Zion
o o L and cleansed the bloodstains of
DO 1130 D8P 1T 1130752 Y Jerusalem from its midst by a spirit of
712275275 '3 " nanY WK A1 wm judgment and by a spirit of burning.
o *Then the Lord will create over the
i whole site of Mount Zion and over its
places of assembly a cloud by day and
smoke and the shining of a flaming fire
by night. Indeed over all the glory
there will be a canopy.

PO 1ORY :0pwITa oM 2n23703 17 0N

Before discussing the verbal situation, the contribution that ox makes to the interpretation
of the passage will be examined. Every translation in English chooses to translate the o& clause
in (143) as temporal when or once. None translates it as a conditional. I have shown that this
interpretation is licensed when a positive epistemic stance taken by the text toward the
eventualities from Isa. 4:2 onward. See the discussion above, example (73). We have also seen
that in conditional constructions (where ox stands at the head of the P clause), the particle
marks the P clause as the background in which the Q clause is understood to be valid. In
content and generic conditionals, which can license when interpretations, the P clause is
typically assumed to be causally related to the Q clause. I suggest that the reason o® is used
here is to indicate that the eventualities pn7 and n*7* are background causal factors required
for those in verse 5 to be realized.

Several contextual considerations are critical in the temporal construal of gatal yn~. First,
in verse 4:2, the temporal setting is determined by &in7 0i*a, which promotes a FUTURE, post-
speech temporal reference interpretation. This temporal setting is reaffirmed in 4:3 by the
use of 171, which also promotes a FUTURE, post-speech temporal construal, as does In§’. In
this context of futurity the gatal yn7 is used.”” Oswalt (1986) translates the verb as future
perfect will have washed, while Blenkinsopp (2000) and Wildberger (1991) choose the present
perfect has washed. None of these discuss the verb form shifts noted here or between qatal Y7
and the following yigtol n"71. I propose that the qgatal is used here to profile the end point of

the eventuality. This strengthens the semantics of contingency and causality contributed by

7 Note that LXX translates 1 with a future indicative éxmAuvvel.
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oR that the washing and cleansing must be terminated before the (re)creation in verse 5 can
begin. The present and future perfect translations that Oswalt, Blenkinsopp and Wildberger’s
translator chose reflect the best attempts to capture the semantics of contingency. The
exegetical and translation process BH scholars often engage in is noted by Gibbs, Jr. and
Colston (2012: 137): “Scholars can stand back and consciously link particular types of [verbal]
meaning with specific types of cognitive processes, but they do so “after the fact” of
understanding. People typically create “good enough” interpretations...without having to

consciously decide beforehand how to go about understanding the meaning.”

As previously indicated, conditional threats are paired with conditional promises 30
times.”*® They present alternate situations for the addressee’s consideration in order to
encourage obedience to the promise’s condition. If the condition stipulated by the P clause is
not fulfilled, then the threat becomes a possibility. Conditional threat P clauses that are paired
with conditional promises are headed by o1 in 25 of 30 instances.”” Of the remaining that do
not, Deut. 8:19; 28:15 are headed by o& 1. Note that in 1 Kgs. 9:6, there is a textual issue with
DR; the LXX, Syriac and Vulgate all add ox.

As noted above in section 4.1.1.2 in the discussion of example (16), the semantics of y are
very schematic. The fact that most discussions of the conjunction do little more than offer a
taxonomy of the diverse syntactic environments in which it occurs, and offer few proposals
regarding its semantics reveals that assigning a precise meaning within traditional semantic
categories is challenging. The conjunction’s semantics are clearly very schematic. It is likely
that 7 does nothing more than instruct the reader/hearer to construe meaning based on the
contextual semantic and/or thematic relationship between the preceding and following
clauses or sentences. I propose that this is how it functions with o& in the above-noted
conditional promise-threat pairs—it instructs the reader to seek a semantic relationship
between the second conditional, the threat, and the conditional promise. This relationship of
contrast requires little cognitive effort.

The uses of oX) which do not occur in conditional promise-threat pairs include: Lev. 26:18,

21, 23, 27; Amos 9:2b, 3a, 3b, 4; Ob. 4b. In these instances the construction also serves to alert

8 Gen. 34:17; Exod. 7:27; Lev. 17:16; 19:7; 20:4-5; 26:14; Num. 32:23; Deut. 8:19; 11:28; 28:15; 30:17; Josh. 2:20; 1
Sam. 2:16; 12:15, 25; 17:9b; 2 Sam. 17:13; 1 Kgs. 1:52b; 9:6; 2 Chron. 7:19; Isa. 1:20; Jer. 12:17; 13:17; 17:27; 22:5; 23:38;
38:18, 21; 42:13; Zech. 14:18.

9 Gen. 34:17; Exod. 7:27; Lev. 17:16; 19:7; 20:4-5; 26:14; Num. 32:23; 30:17; Josh. 2:20; 1 Sam. 2:16; 12:15, 25; 17:9b;
2 Sam. 17:13; 1 Kgs. 1:52b; 2 Chron. 7:19; Isa. 1:20; Jer. 12:17; 13:17; 17:27; 22:5; 23:38; 38:18, 21; Zech. 14:18.
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the reader that the ox) conditional threat should be considered in relationship to the

preceding information.

(144) Lev. 26:17-18

7“I will set my face against you, and

. o you shall be struck down by your
D DN G777PR] DD D'RIY D23 enemies; your foes shall rule over you,
20" YROD Y WAL N5 MOR-TU-DRIS and you shall flee though no one
o e pursues you. *And if in spite of this you
will not obey me, I will continue to
punish you sevenfold for your sins.”

T 0PN "30% 0Ro 023 119 "o

:DMNVIHY YIY DINK

In Lev. 26:18, 21, 23 and 27 relationship construal is also promoted by the use of two other
strategies. First, anaphoric deictic phrases such as n9%-7p (26:18), n&2 (26:23), nKra (26:27)
contribute to establishing the relationship that the 1 in 0¥y initiates. Secondly, negative 85
(26:18, 23, 27) promotes an alternate construal and an alternate is by definition linked to its
alternative. In contrast, 26:21, promotes an additive “that and even more” interpretation by
the use of qo°.

In summary, the use of o& in conditional promises and threats is consistent with its use in
content, generic and other speech-act conditionals. It functions to inform the hearer/reader
that a hypothetical scenario will be considered and to prompt the construction of hypothetical
mental spaces in which the information will be elaborated. BH speech-act promises and
threats discuss post-speech eventualities and thus exhibit the previously demonstrated
preference for yiqgtol verbs in the P clause and weqatals followed by yigtols in the Q clause. The
situation to which the eventualities refer constrain the choice of verb form. It is not random.
Conditional concessives were shown to be contextually interpreted and available for construal
because of o&’s semantics of hypotheticality. The o&1 construction (as opposed to simply ox)
occurs in the majority of conditional threats in promise-threat pairs because y contributes
instructions to the reader/hearer to seek a semantic and pragmatic association between the
promise and the threat.

4.3.6. o Speech-Act Petitions (Requests)

® Two phrases

Biblical Hebrew speech-act petitions occur twenty-eight times.*
predominate in the P clause of petitions: 712 11 "nRYD R1"DK and 230 7907-5v-0K. They are

used by speakers who have distinctly lower social status than the addressee in order to display

40 Gen. 18:3; 24:42; 30:27; 33:10; Num. 32:5;Jdg. 6:17; 1 Sam. 20:14; 20:29; 26:19a; 27:5; 2 Kgs. 1:10; 2 Kgs. 1:12; Est.
1:19; 3:9; 5:4, 8 (2x); 7:3 (2x); 8:5 (2x); 9:13; Neh. 2:5 (2x), 7; 1 Chron. 19:12a; 2 Chron. 6:22, 24.
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deference.*! The use of a conditional to introduce a petition appears to reinforce the
pragmatics of deference. It allows the addressee who is being petitioned a face-saving reason
for declining the request because the petition is conditioned. These forms can be observed in

the following examples:

(145) Num. 32:5

PIRDNR u:-"w :[uwy: ‘]n IIRYDOR 17?3&’] They said, “If we have found favor in
your sight, let this land be given to
your servants for a possession; do not
make us cross the Jordan.”

TPDTOR WIIVRTOR MINRT TV NNID

(146) Est. 7:3

mn ’DNQD'DS WDNn] :-D'?DU mlglelss n__ujl Then Queen Esther answered, “If I have
o = . won your favor, O king, and if it pleases
' the king, let my life be given me—that
INYRAD MY D78V is my petition—and the lives of my
people—that is my request.

wa3 "7 min 2fY 7700750 N TR0 Tipa

In her study of “volitives”, Dallaire (2014: 105) noted that the jussive can express a desire,
wish, directive, suggestion, request and several types of requests. In this category of SA
petitions, what the yigtol or jussive*** expresses is a matter of construal. Because of this, some
of these examples could be construed as polite commands. (147) is an example of this. In this
passage the 712 10 *nxen formula is not used because someone with higher social status,
Joab, is petitioning his soldiers, who are under his command. Note the o® SA promise that
follows the request in verse 11b:

(147) 2 Sam. 10:11

TIZJJW’:? Y A AN bR PIMN™OR NN He said, “If the Arameans are too

e ‘ strong for me, then you shall help me;
but if the Ammonites are too strong for
you, then I will come and help you.

17 2PN 1220 0m PI: iy 33708

The other SA conditionals we have analyzed demonstrate that there was an unambiguous
preference for yigtol forms in the P clause and weqatal and yigtols in the Q clause. In contrast,

we find that in SA conditional petitions, verbless clauses and qatals are preferred in the P

41 See Dallaire (2014: 53-58) for a recent discussion of the function of &1 and a survey of relevant literature. On
politeness formulas and strategies see Bridge (2010); Shulman (1999); Warren-Rothlin (2007).

2 Jussive forms proper are used just three times in the Q clauses of 1 Sam. 26:19a; 2 Kgs. 1:10, 12. The remaining
are yiqtols.
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clause. In Q clauses, the preference for weqatals and yigtols is maintained, as seen in the
following tables.

Table 4.23: Conditional Petition P Clause Verb Forms

Verbless** Qatal** Yigtol*** e

12 (41%) 11 (38%) 517%) | 1(3%)

Table 4.24: Conditional Petition Q Clause Verb Forms

Yigtol/Jussive®”” | Weqatal**® | Cohortative®® | Qatal*® | Verbless*!

18 (62%) 4 (14%) 1 (3%) 1 (3%) 1 (3%)

Every petition, logically, occurs in speech. BASE and V-POINT are in the Character Domain.
Verbal deictics represent the character’s viewpoint. Qatals are used because the speaker is
appealing to the addressee to assess his or her pre-speech (PAsT) behavior to decide if they
merit future in. If their previous behavior was found to merit i1, they then are understood to
be requesting a favor. Since every petition occurs in direct speech, BASE and V-POINT are
located in the Character Domain and the semantics of the gatal locate the eventuality prior to
the speech where the speech verb 1nx" is elaborated. The use of the gatal may have

functioned to promote deference by distancing the speaker from the appearance of presuming
he or she did find favor.

The verbless constructions promote a present construal.**

431 Sam. 20:14; 2 Kgs. 1:10, 12 Est. 1:19; 3:9; 5:4, 8 (2x); 7:3b; 8:5a; 9:13; Neh. 2:5a, 7.

44 Gen, 18:3; 30:27; 33:10; Num. 32:5; Jdg. 6:17; 1 Sam. 20:29; 26:19a; 27:5; Est. 5:8a; 7:3a; 8:5b.

45 2 Sam. 10:11a; Neh. 2:5b; 1 Chron. 19:12a; 2 Chron. 6:22, 24.

46 Gen. 24:42.

“7 Gen. 18:3; Num. 32:5; 1 Sam. 20:14, 29; 26:19a; 27:5; 2 Kgs. 1:10, 12; Est. 1:19; 3:9; 5:4, 8b; 7:3b; 8:5b; 9:13; Neh.
2:5b, 7; 2 Chron. 6:22, 24.

8 Gen. 33:10; Jdg. 6:17; 2 Sam. 10:11a; 1 Chron. 19:12a.

491 Sam. 20:29.

0 Gen. 30:27.

1 Gen. 24:42

2 Due to textual issues 1 Sam. 20:14 poses interpretive challenges resulting in diverse opinions about the syntax
and interpretation of the passage. Omanson and Ellington (2001: 435) remark that “This verse is difficult to
understand in Hebrew, as the rRsv note suggests. Osty states in a footnote that the text of verses 14-16 is in very
bad condition. Many translations follow the Septuagint or simply reconstruct the probable sense of the text.”
See also Tsumura (2007: 509).
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(148) 2 Kgs. 1:10a

W"B-Dfﬂ wanna WW-SN "'j:-!vl qnﬁ‘?g NI But Ell_]ah answered the captain Of flfty,
o L T “If I am a man of God, let fire come

- BIPTTID Wi IR I8 DY down from heaven

(149) Neh. 2:7

=130 NINIR 210 -ﬁpn-bg-nx -[?7;3‘_7 IR Then I said to the king, “If it pleases

' ‘ " - ) the king, let letters be given me to the

governors of the province Beyond the

TITOR NiaR River, that they may grant me passage
until I arrive in Judah.

IR TR RA WK 30 T30 ningTop

The existential W construction, (*377 m'9¥n) 83-7W'-DX in (150) is unique in the BH corpus.
The distinctive feature is 83 following Tw». Although unique, I do not believe this example
should be viewed as odd or special since 83 is commonly used in requests by socially lower
speakers, as is the case here where a request is made of YHWH. Language is flexible, and
textually infrequent, seemingly idiosyncratic constructions are readily understandable in
context if the “pieces” can be fit together by the hearer/reader in a relevant manner. Indeed,
this conditional request itself is evidence of the flexibility of language. The P clause has an
embedded 7Wx clause followed by a description of the imagined scenario, after which the Q
clause request 1787125 M MINTIWR TWRA R is given.

(150) Gen. 24:42-43

42¢¢

[ arrived at the spring today, and I
said, “YHWH, God of my master
Abraham, if it would please you to

"I 0N M K] TRRTON DR N3N

"IN WK "DTT TR0 RITYOR D3R

I ORA PRTOY 281 "2 NI o Toh make my trip, the one I am on,
~PoWn TR "NNRT ARWY NRY Anbun successful, [here’s my petition]: “See,

I'm standing by the spring and when
the young woman comes out to draw
WK AWK RID ARWK 79037 03 DY water and I say to her, ‘Please give me a
SFTR-1AY M MR little drink of water from your jar,’
torem “and she responds to me saying,
‘Drink, and I will also draw water for
your camels,” may she be the woman
YHWH has selected for my master’s

”

son.”” (My translation)

nORTD3 R MR HTT0 DToRR Ky

Yigtol/jussives are the preferred verb form in conditional SA-Petition Q clauses. Jussive
forms proper occur three times (1 Sam. 29:19a; 2 Kgs. 1:10, 12). All other yigtol forms are

construable as jussives. However, categorizing them as jussives is an interpretation. The
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boundary between a petition and polite directive is impossible to decide in any principled
manner. The use of yigtols in a conditional BH petition could simply have been the accepted

construction for conditional petitions.

Two cognitive approaches offer a potentially satisfying explanation for why these passages
could so readily be interpreted as requests, without having to resort to calling them “special”.
First, construction grammar’s claim that constructions are semantically rich offers a non-
traditional foundation for rejecting the claim that the yigtols are to be interpreted as jussives.
Under strict compositionality, the semantics of Q-clause yigtols in P clause 1 *nxen (X17)oR
T2 conditionals such as (145) and (146) would demand that the Q clause be construed as a
directive. But, this form is only used by lower social status speakers, and general knowledge
of ANE social relationships typically disallows interpretation of the yigtol as a directive. I
suggest that the construction became a conventionalized petition form in which the directive
semantics of the Q-clause yigtol were canceled by the construction. P clause jn *nxen (817)ox
T2 + yigtol-headed Q clause is a BH construction which means PETITION. This would
eliminate any interpretational ambiguity on the part of the addressee as to whether the
speaker was petitioning or issuing a directive to him or her. The construction appears to be
so well established in BH that its intent must have been unmistakable. Polite directives could
easily be made in BH without any confusion, as was seen above in section 4.3.3.1 on SA
Directives. The conditional 7°'va 10 *nKken (R17)oR construction avoided any ambiguity as to
the interpretation of the verb forms.

This approach is supported by the work of Panther and Thornburg** who argue that the
seemingly effortless ability of people to interpret speech-acts as such is facilitated by
scenario-based metonymic conceptual relationships. They argue that metonymy functions,
not just at the word level, but at the level of concepts and conceptual relationships. They
contend that “conceptual relationships such as part-whole, cause-effect, ability-action have
metonymic and indexical function and facilitate the inferential work of conversational
interactants” (Panther and Thornburg 1998: 755). I hypothesize that the 1 "nxy¥n (837)ox
7103 construction functioned metonymically to a request scenario.

In (151), the speaker does not use the 7'3v2 110 *nR¥N (R37)DR construction to petition God.
However, since this is a prayer, it is clearly a request. The request appeals to a factor other
than the petitioner’s finding grace before YHWH. This is potentially an additional example of

Panther and Thornburg’s argument for how metonymic reasoning functions to facilitate the

153 See Panther and Thornburg (1998); Thornburg and Panther (2003a; 2003b).
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interpretation of speech-acts. Note that oxy is used in the second conditional to indicate the

topical relationship with the first conditional:

(151) 2 Chron. 6:22-25

2“When a man wrongs his neighbor

and is required to take an oath and he
comes and swears the oath before your

|ARRYS :AED N33 T30 197 MR KA

TII0"NR DLW DY DAY YRYR altar in this temple, “then [you
priy pr7vn WK 1977 nnb peh 2w yourself] must hear from heaven and
. ) . _ act. Judge between your servants,
ORI gaw gir-oxp4 O rinpTya 1 nnj repaying the guilty by bringing down
TAW-NR 17 b1 7or IR0 09 2R ab on his own head what he has done.

LS e 1 g 1 b Declare the innocent not guilty and so
NQRYS i NNAR IR ANNM 172200 establish his innocence.

HRI AL NRVAY ANYDY DAY YRYR 2“When your people Israel have been
defeated by an enemy because they
have sinned against you and when they
turn back and confess your name,
praying and making supplication
before you in this temple, *’then hear
from heaven and forgive the sin of your
people Israel and bring them back to
the land you gave to them and their
fathers. (NIV. Bracketed information
my addition)

077 NRNITWR NTRNOR DRiawm
:07PNaR)

In summary, in BH conditional speech-act petitions, o& functions to prompt the reader or
hearer to construct a hypothetical mental space that functioned as the background for the
petition. These speech-act petitions typically employ the conditional 73va 10 "nx¥n KRIDR
construction. In the Late BH books, a second conditional construction aiv T7n7-50-08 was
available when addressing royalty. Its use reinforced and augmented deference. Since they
were politeness formulas, they allowed the addressee some room to maneuver. Precisely
because these politeness forms had such high social value and were so culturally engrained, I
posit that they became so idiomatic they no longer had any genuine conditional value. In
contrast to all other speech-act conditionals, the preferred verb form in P clauses was the
qatal, in the 7°1p3 11 "nNKREN R1"OK phrase, which seemed to serve both a social-status-driven
epistemic distancing function and to locate the eventuality pre-speech. When this phrase is
not used, the unmarked choice, yigtol is found (1 Chron. 19:12a; 2 Chron. 6:22-24; Neh. 2:5b).
The preference for yigtols and weqatals in Q clauses holds and in the absence of additional data,

no motivation for why the four weqatals were used instead of yigtols is discernable.
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4.3.7. o Conditional Speech-Act Questions

Conditional questions are characterized by an o&-conditional P clause normally followed
by the Q clause in which a question is posed. (The Q, P order occurs twice in Deut. 32:30 and
Est.4:14b). They occur 22 times in the BH corpus.”* The question in the Q clause is typically a
rhetorical question such as that seen in (152). However, (153) does not appear to be a
rhetorical question, because after posing the question, Esther goes to inquire of YHWH the
reason for her situation. However, a rhetorical construal is also possible, after which she goes
to YHWH for certainty.

The question in the Q clause can be posed using the following interrogatives: 'n (152), nn%
(153), nn (154), mR (155), N2 (156), '7 (157).

(152) 1 Sam. 2:25b

55590 1 WIR-ROM I ONI “if someone sins against the LORD, who
Lo een can make intercession?”

(153) Gen. 25:22a

1 Anb 150K NM A39P3 BN W The children struggled together within
T o T e her; and she said, “If it is to be this way,
why is this [happening to] me?” So she

went to ask YHWH. (My translation)

SMPTIR WITH To00 0

(154) Song 5:8

-NK IRYARTDR DOV NiI3 DINK "NYIwn O daughters of Jerusalem, I charge
you— if you find my lover, what will

- IR r Rt ioa s RatE
DI RN NN 15 yranthn T you tell him? Tell him I am faint with

love. (NIV)
(155) Mal. 1:6a
ﬁ-"nzj PR VIR ARTON) 113:[8 TAM AR TA12 A son honors his father, and servants

their master. If then I am a father,
where is the honor due me?

(156) Deut. 32:30

‘N.XTDR 1237 1071 0V IW ﬂBN L”'lN a7 n:")vg How could one have routed a thousand,
R and two put many to flight, if it was not
that the Rock had sold them, that
YHWH had given them up? (My
translation)

[DPI0N ML DR DR

54 Gen. 25:22; 27:46; Deut. 32:30; 1 Sam. 2:25b; Est. 4:14b; Job 9:24; 11:10; 14:14; 17:13-15; 24:25; 31:13-14; 35:6, 7;
Ps. 130:3; Prov. 22:27; Song 5:8; Ezek. 21:18; Hag. 2:13; Mal. 1:6 (2x).
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(157) Hag. 2:13a

RNV "HR-H23 WOIRAV PIDOK YN0 NN Then Haggai said, “If one who is
T o unclean by contact with a dead body
touches any of these, does it become
unclean?”

The discussion of how conditionals with questions should be analyzed was initiated by Van
der Auwera (1986). He distinguished between “conditional questions” such as If you don’t think
it impertinent, when did you wander in this morning? and “questions about conditionals”, typified
by his example, If you inherit, will you invest? Conditional questions “are not about any
conditional relation between if p, then g, but represent p as a condition for a speech-act about
q” (Van der Auwera 1986: 199). In other words, “the performance of the speech-act
represented in the apodosis is conditional on the fulfillment of the state described in the
protasis (the state in the protasis enables or causes the following speech-act)” (Sweetser 1990:
118). Conditional questions are regularly politeness devices,** so in high social-deference
cultures such as were found in the ANE and ancient Israel, it is noteworthy that no SA

conditional questions in BH are used for purposes of politeness or deference.**

Unlike conditional questions, “questions about conditionals,” inquire about “there being
(or not being) a causal or enablement relation between the proposition of p and that of q”
(Dancygier 1998: 124). However, Dancygier (1998: ibid) has noted that numerous types of
conditioned questions, such as the types of questions we see in (152)-(157), do not ask a
question about there being a relationship between the P clause and the question in the Q
clause. Instead, the P clause condition seems to provide contextually known or given
“background conditions” against which the question can felicitously be posed (Dancygier
1998: 125). This observation was made regarding non-rhetorical conditioned questions, but its
validity to conditional rhetorical questions is even more pertinent because rhetorical
questions are typically redundant questions (Rohde 2006: 146) in that they “are designed to
elicit an answer that must be either (A) obvious to both speaker and addressee, (B) uniform in
not requiring any updates to discourse participant commitments or beliefs, or (C) sufficiently
similar between the two” (Oakley and Tobin 2014: 87). Given background conditions provide
speakers and characters the opportunity “to synchronize discourse participants’
commitments, confirming their shared beliefs about the world” (Rohde 2006: 135)*” via
blending of the speaker and addressee’s mental spaces. I will refer the BH questions discussed

155 See Dancygier (1998: 124); Van der Auwera (1986: 199).
56 See the above section 4.3.6 for how deferential or polite requests were made in BH.
7 This is noted in Moshavi (2009).
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in this section as conditioned questions in order to distinguish them from Van der Auwera’s
categories. Since they are conditioned questions, they should be understood to contain the
implicature seen here from example (155), If I am a father, (consider I rhetorically ask,) where is

the honor due me?

The standard analyses of rhetorical questions have asserted that they are “disguised
assertions” that require a yes, no or null answer (Oakley and Tobin 2014: 86).*®* However,
Rohde (2006: 135) demonstrates that they often elicit a wider range of responces to include
positive/negative, null/non-null, and single/multiple answers. For instance, her example,
Who always shows up late to class? requires a non-null answer or multiple answers. Oakley and
Tobin (2014: 96) argue that rhetorical questions fit Goldberg’s (1995, 2006a) definition of
constructions as form-meaning pairings whose meaning is not strictly compositional but
means more than the sum of its parts. They state that “they have a conventional pragmatic
content of PROPOSING A JUDGMENT and INVITING AN AGREEMENT.” Their study of rhetorical
questions in a United States Supreme Court opinion finds that, as in BH, they are frequently
combined with conditionals demonstrating what Goldberg (1995, 2006a, b) argued, that
constructions are typically used in combination with other constructions with the purpose of

finding common ground between speaker and addressee (Oakley and Tobin: 2014: 96).

The answers to conditioned rhetorical questions in BH display the variegated responses
that Rohde proposed for non-conditioned questions. Example (157) above is an example of a
requiring a positive answer and (152) is an example of a non-null answer.** Multiple answers

are possible for the question in (155).“° A negative answer is required for (158).**"

(158) Job 14:14

99 934 DINTOR If people die, will they live (again)?
MANT IR LA (CEB)

48 See also Biezma and Rawlins (2012); Hiz (1978); Koshik (2005) and Moshavi (2009).

% Non-null answers are also required for Job 17:13-15; 31:13-14; Song 5:8.

160 Multiple answers can be offered for Gen 25:22 (if interpreted rhetorically); Job 35:6; Prov. 22:27; Ezek. 21:18;
Mal. 1:6a, b.

61 Negative answers are also required for: Gen. 27:46; Deut. 32:30; 1 Sam. 2:25b; Est. 4:14b; Job 9:24; 24:25; 35:7;
Ps. 130:3.
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Verb use in conditional SA questions is distributed as follows:

Table 4.25: Conditional Question P Clause Verb Forms

1462

Yiqto

Qatal*®®

Verbless*®*

Ellipsis*® | Participle

466

N R467

8 (36%)

5(23%)

3 (14%)

3 (14%)

2 (9%)

1 (4%)

Table 4.26: Conditional Question Q Clause Verb Forms

1468

Yigto

Verbless*

69

0

Ellipsis*’

Participle

471

15 (68%)

5(23%)

1 (4%)

1 (4%)

All the uses occur in direct speech or in poetry and represent the speaker/narrator’s V-
POINT.*”” The use of verbs in conditional questions is consistent with their use in all other
speech-act conditionals: all the gatals reference pre-speech PAST TIME eventualities as do the
eventualities in the questions. Qatals are also used in non-conditional BH questions.*”* All
occur in the conditional P clause; none in the actual questions in the Q clause. However the

majority of questions that use the above-noted questions words found in conditional

questions appear to be future or present oriented.

In summary, all conditioned questions in BH are rhetorical questions (with the possible
exception of example 153). I have hypothesized that the o&-conditional P clause serves to
provide the given, background context within which the rhetorical question is conditionally
uttered. It has been shown that Rohde’s (2006) proposal that rhetorical questions can merit

responses other than a negative answer applies to BH rhetorical questions.

%2 1 Sam, 2:25b; Job 11:10; 14:14; 17:13-15; 31:13-14; Ps. 130:3; Song 5:8; Hag. 2:13.
63 Deut. 32:30; Est. 4:14b; Job 7:4; 35:6, 7.

4 Job 9:19b; Mal. 1:6 (2x).

5 Gen. 25:22; Job 9:24b; 24:25.

466 Gen. 27:46; Ezek. 21:18.
467 Prov. 22:27.

8 Deut. 32:30; 1 Sam. 2:25b; Job 7:4; 9:19; 11:10; 14:14; 24:25; 31:13-15; 35:6, 7; Ps. 130:3; Prov. 22:27; Song 5:8; Ezek.

21:18; Hag. 2:13.

9 Gen. 25:22; 27:46; Job 17:13-15; Mal. 1:6 (2x).

70 Job 9:24b.
471 Est. 4:14b.

472 See the poetry of Deut. 32:30 and Ps. 130:3.
73 See, for example, Jdg. 20:3; 1 Sam. 26:14; Lam. 1:1.
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4.3.8. Summary of Speech-Act Conditionals

Speech-act conditionals are used to perform a wide range of speech-acts in Biblical Hebrew.
In speech-act conditionals, the particle o is used to prompt the construction of hypothetical
mental spaces within which the speech-act is performed. Speech-acts in the Q clause are
performed contingent on the actualization of the state expressed in the P clause. This state
enables or causes the speech-act. Conditional SAs in BH are used to condition directives, oaths,

vows, promises, threats, requests and questions.

Speech-acts, by definition, occur in speech. Consequently the V-POINT and BASE are in the
Character domain and all deictic information, including verbal deictics, is presented as
construed by the speaker. Conditional speech-acts are typically used to enact post-speech
FUTURE TIME actions—directives, promises and so forth are all future oriented. It is not
surprising, then, that yigtols are the overwhelmingly preferred choice for P-clause verbs in
every category of speech-acts, since in speech they are the preferred verb of choice for
construing FUTURE eventualities. It was shown, however, that the verb forms that characterize
conditional directives in non-procedural, non-casuistic discourse differ significantly from
those found in procedural and casuistic discourse. In P clauses, yigtols, qatals and verbless
constructions are used with essentially the same frequency in non-procedural, non-casuistic
discourse.

I have hypothesized that in speech-act petitions the conditional P clauses, i1 "nxgn R370R
Trpa and 20 TRN"H5Y"DK are constructions whose pragmatic meaning is PETITION. They
functioned metonymically to a request scenario.

In the Q clause, the weqatal and yigtol/jussive forms account for 78% of all Q clause verbs,
establishing a clear preference for these forms in the Q clause of SA-conditionals. However, in
procedural and casuistic literature Q clauses, imperatives are used 53% of the time in non-
procedural, non-casuistic text, but never once in procedural and casuistic discourse
conditional Q clauses where wegqatals and yigtols are the preferred verb forms in these types of
texts.

A summary of all verb use in these forms follows:

Table 4.27: Summary of Speech-Act Conditional P-Clause Verb Distribution

Yigtol | Qatal | Verbless | P&, v | Participle | Ellipsis

373 90 81 22 19 14
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Table 4.28: Summary of Speech-Act Conditional Q-Clause Verb Distribution

Wegatal | Yiqgtol/Jussive | Imperative | Verbless | Qatal | Participle | Ellipsis

174 174 63 17 8 9 2

R | Wayyigtol | Cohortative

3 2 1

4.4. Epistemic Conditionals

As noted in section 3.6, epistemic conditionals are characterized by taking place in the
epistemic domain. This means that though they may speak about states of affairs in the real
world (the clothes on the line, home—see (159 below)), they “follow the speaker’s reasoning
processes” (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005: 17) and usually argue from effect to cause,

something people do constantly. This can be seen in example (159):
(159) If the clothes are on the line, they’re home.

The hypothetical premise in P is the basis for the conclusion in Q. The speaker’s
experientially-grounded reasoning informs her that the clothes hung on the line outside is
sufficient condition for concluding that the family is home. This epistemic conditional may be
glossed as “When you know clothes are on the line, you can conclude that the family is home.”
The reasoning process is the opposite of that used in content conditionals where we reason
from cause to effect.

Epistemic conditionals are not typically used to promote alternatives. Dancygier and
Sweetser note that “the if clause...is primarily there to lay out the reasoning processes of the
speaker and make them accessible, within that single mental space, rather than to engage in
a comparison between alternative spaces” (2005: 118).

Epistemic conditionals occur, but are rare in BH, occurring a mere seven times.””* In the
following examples, the conditionals reveal the speaker’s reasoning. In Num. 16:29 the

speaker is reasoning from effect to cause: if natural death occurs, then it is proof YHWH has

74 Gen. 47:18; Num. 16:29, 30; 1 Sam. 6:9 (2x); 1 Kgs. 1:27; 22:28. Note that GKC (§150 f), BDB (2008: 50) and most
major language translations (English, Spanish, French, German and Portuguese), following GKC, render 1 Kgs.
1:27 as a question, contra the LXX. GKC argues that this is an example of a polar question in which the -question
has been lost. There is, however, no textual evidence to support such a conclusion. The o& construction makes
sense interpreted as a conditional and there is no reason to translate it as a question. The MT and LXX can be
translated “If this situation has been brought about by my lord the king, then you did not let your servant know
who will sit on the throne of my lord the king after him”.
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not sent Moses. The context is the rebellion of Korah and his followers and Moses has stated
that YHWH will affirm his choice of Moses as leader. The proof will be God’s punishment of
Korah, his family and followers. In the conditional Moses states that if this doesn’t occur and
they die a natural death, then he concludes God hasn’t chosen him. The conclusion in the Q

clause is supported by the P-clause premise.
(160) Num. 16:29

-5 hTpat mh& pnny BTNRA-9D Nina-oN If these people die a natural death, or if
P R a natural fate comes on them, then the
215w M &S 0hY TP 0INA

T T s [C J A T o7 T oaT Lord has not Sent me.

(161) Gen. 47:18b

abiplat! qo:a oRA~OR "3 ’J'I'I_‘UD 'I'T'DJ'NS We cannot hide from our Lord that if

" ) Lo our silver is finished, and our herds

and cattle are our Lords, then we have

2INNTRY INNITOR nothing left before my Lord [to
exchange] except our bodies and our
land. (My translation)*”

072 T 30 e N7 IO npngn

In (161) speakers use the protasis content, which is already contextually known, to explain
their behavior. It provides the basis for their reasoning. The protasis provides the background
for asserting the apodosis. This type of conditional does not involve setting up alternative
mental spaces in which the background is not true. Because of this a single space is evoked
that provides the background for the reasoning. Figure 4.11 shows the mental space
configuration of (160).

75 This verse poses multiple linguistic and, therefore, exegetical and translational challenges. Hamilton (1995:
617) notes the multiple issues posed by "3 and ox 'n%3. Most English translations ignore the three particles,
resulting in translations with no obvious conditionals. Matthews’ (2005: 856) translation recognizes the particles
as I do. He interprets "3 as a subordinating conjunction (translated as that). He differs in that he translates the
first oR clause since, instead of if.
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Figure 4.11: Mental Space Configuration of Epistemic Conditionals

Base

Moses thinks the people
doubt God has chosen
him as leader
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Moses reasons that for the
sake of argument, God
punishes those who rebel
against Him.

EXT/|Epistemic Space
\ 4

Moses urges the Israelites
to conclude that if Korah
and followers live, God has
not chosen him,

’’’’’
--------------------------------------------

PINPY M N7 DIPPY TRZ) DTNNH2 DRI NPR PN DTN N3 DX
If these people die a natural death, or if a natural fate comes on them, then

the Lord has not sent me. Num. 16:29.

The seven epistemic conditionals occur in direct speech. Verb use is, therefore, determined

in the Character Domain and verb choice is constrained by the character’s view of the

eventuality and its relationship to speech time. In the P clauses, yigtols are used to reference

post-speech FUTURE TIME and qatals reference eventualities that are construed as occurring

pre-speech PAST TIME.

Table 4.29: Epistemic Conditional P Clause Verb Forms

Yigtol”’® | Qatal”” | Ellipsis*’®

4(57%) | 2(29%) | 1(14%)

476 Num. 16:29; 1 Sam. 6:9a; 1 Kgs. 22:28.
7 Gen. 47:18; 1 Kgs. 1:27.
478 1 Sam. 6:9b.
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Table 4.30: Epistemic Conditional Q Clause Verb Forms

Qatal”” | Weqatal*®®

5 (71%) 2 (29%)

What is significant is that gatals are the preferred form for epistemic conditional Q clauses,
regardless of whether a yiqtol or qatal is used in the P clause. This may be due to the reasoning

process from effect to cause.

4.5. Other Conditionals
4.5.1. Post-Script (Q, P) Conditionals

P, Q clause order is the default clause order in BH oX conditionals, as it is cross-
linguistically. Although uncommon in BH, Q, P constructions were permitted, as they are in
many languages. In BH they occur thirty-nine times.**' Since they occur so infrequently, the
pragmatics that motivated their use in the biblical text is difficult to determine. Issues such
of information structure and space building constraints are also difficult to determine. Given
that the overwhelming majority of BH conditionals reflect the iconic P, Q order, it seems it
was intuitively natural in Biblical Hebrew for the clause containing the causal information (P
clause) should precede the effect clause (Q clause), and that the space-builder ox clause would
precede the contents that elaborate the space. We don’t have enough information to
determine how the reversal of the iconic clause order might have effected meaning

construction.

It has also been shown that in languages such as English, Q, P conditionals intonation may
clearly indicate whether or not the Q clause is being asserted or not.*** While this information
is irretrievable for BH, it may not be insignificant that ’atnah or zagef mark the clause
boundary between every Q, P clause except for the transition between the clauses in Prov.
4:16a, b. If these pauses imitate aspects of original language use, what meaning they indicated,
and if different pauses specified different information is unknown. The following example
illustrates the characteristic pauses:

7% Gen. 47:18; Num. 16:29; 1 Sam. 6:9a; 1 Kgs. 1:27; 22:28.

40 Num. 16:30; 1 Sam. 6:9b.

81 Gen. 15:5; 18:28, 30; 42:37; 47:16; Deut. 32:30; Josh. 2:19; 7:12; 1 Sam. 3:17; 21:5b; 2 Kgs. 1:2; 18:23; Est. 4:14b; Ezra
2:59 (repeated in Neh. 7:61); 1 Chron. 22:13; 28:7; 2 Chron. 30:9; Job 13:10; 38:4, 18; Ps. 139:24; Prov. 3:30; 4:16 (2x);
23:2; Eccl. 5:11 (2x); Song 7:13; Isa. 24:13 (note LXX); 36:8; Jer. 2:28; 5:1 (2x); 30:6; Ezek. 2:7; 3:11; Zech. 6:15; Mal.
3:10. Since Ezra 2:59 is repeated verbatim in Neh. 7:61, there are actually 38 different tokens.

82 See Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 174ff) for a discussion.
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(162) Job 13:10

wan m}hfz) jnoj-DN DODN n_v:jv n:}n He Wlll surely rebuke you, ifin secret
T AR you show partiality.

Of the thirty-nine Q, P conditionals, thirty-one are found in speech-act conditionals such
as (162)."* The remaining eight include two generic conditionals (Prov. 4:16a, b) and six
background scenario-specifying uses of ox.”®* Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 175-177) note
that in English Q, P conditionals are most commonly found in speech-act and metalinguistic

conditionals, an observation confirmed (regarding SA conditionals) by the BH data.

In most instance, the P clause in Q, P conditionals serves the same function as it does in
conditionals with the iconic P, Q order—it provides the background, the mental space, within
which the Q clause is to be interpreted. For instance, in (162) the warning that YHWH will
rebuke is a prediction that holds when and if partiality is displayed. The P clause provides the
context in which Q holds, just as it typically does in SA conditionals with the P, Q clause order.

Nine of the P clauses occur as the direct object complement of imperative verbs of sight
(Ps. 139:24a; Qoh. 7:13; Jer. 30:6), inquiry (2 Kgs. 1:2; Jer. 5:1(2x); Mal. 3:10) or speech (Job 38:4,
18). In (163) the P clause functions to explain the intent or purpose of the Q clause directive.
Without the P clause, the directive is meaningless. The speaker uses the P clause to explain or
specify the purpose of the directive and what type of information the addressee is to obtain,
or in those cases involving verbs of sight, what the person commanded to “see” is to look at.
Yet the same imperative verbs occur in the typical P, Q conditional clause order as examples
(165) and (166) illustrate. Further study into whether this is related to information structure
concerns regarding topic and focus is merited.**

(163) 1 Kgs. 1:2

5K 7331 Hpaa 1T 19H bahr NN ... ...s0 he sent messengers, telling them,

e “Go, inquire of Baal-zebub, the god of
Ekron, whether I shall recover from
this injury.”

aiRrisislnVai gDl il

83 Gen. 15:5; 18:28, 30; 42:37; 47:16; Deut. 32:30; Josh. 2:19; 7:12; 1 Sam. 3:17; 2 Kgs. 1:2; 18:23; Est. 4:14b; 1 Chron.
22:13; 28:7; 2 Chron. 30:9; Job 13:10; 38:4, 18; Ps. 139:24; Prov. 3:30; 23:2; Song 7:13; Isa. 36:8; Jer. 2:28; 5:1(2x); 30:6;
Ezek. 2:7; 3:11; Zech. 5:15; Mal. 3:10.

181 1 Sam. 21:5b; Ezra 2:59; Neh. 7:61; Qoh. 5:11a, b; Isa. 24:13. For the scenario-specifying use of the particle, see
Chapter 5.2.6.

5 See Lambrecht (1994) and Erteschik-Shir (2007) for a thorough introduction to information structure. See
Floor (2004), Heimerdinger (1999); Van der Merwe and Wendland (2010) and Westbury (2014) for studies utilizing
Lambrecht’s proposals to analyze Biblical Hebrew word order and information structure. See also Van der Merwe
(2000) for a review of Heimerdinger (1999).
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(164) Job 38:4

72 PYTOR 'Unj PARTTOA N AR Where were you when I laid the
B oo foundation of the earth? Tell me, if you
have understanding.

(165) Gen. 24:49a

JIRTIR DAY TON 0P 0IWroN AnpT Now then, if you will deal loyally and
W 1o truly with my master, tell me.

(166) Gen. 31:50

YRI5y BWI MPR-DRY *HIT-NR MIVA-ON If you ill-treat my daughters, or if you

' . L take wives in addition to my daughters,
though no one else is with us,
remember that God is witness between
you and me.”

S22 703 T DTOR AR IR UK PR

4.5.1.1. Post-Script 0§ P Clauses Translated Unless

The D& clause in several Q, P conditional passages (Deut. 32:30; Josh. 7:12; Prov. 4:16(2x)) is
translated unless in the NRSV, NET, ESV, NLT, NKJV, NASB and TNIV. (NIV translates with if in

each of these passages).

(167) Deut. 32:30 (repeated from example 156)

KY"DR 11337 1070 07301 598 108 477 19N How could one have routed a thousand,
R VR and two put a myriad to flight, unless
their Rock had sold them, the Lorp had
given them up?

TDPI0N ML DR DY

These translations are not unexpected because as Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 183-184)
have noted, in English unless “is quite clearly conditional in meaning.” Consequently, in
English, unless also prompts the construction of hypothetical mental spaces. However, unlike
if, the semantics of unless are exceptive or exclusionary; it allows no other options to be
entertained other than the current one under discussion. This will be reflected in the space
building. Additionally, unlike if, unless commonly follows the main clause, so unless is a good
translation when Q, P o® conditionals occur in a context where an exceptive construal is

promoted.** But, the above-noted ox clauses are translated with conditional unless precisely

186 See Traugott (1997) for an overview of the diachronic cline of unless and its conditional status in contemporary
English; Dancygier (1998: 167-178); Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 183-187) for a detailed discussion of English
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because the clauses occur in contexts that meet the semantic requirements for unless via
implicature, not because the semantic components of English unless are semantic components
of BH o& or vice versa. Unlike unless, o is not exceptive and ox P clauses typically precede Q
clauses.

4.5.1.2. Post-Script oR P Clause Translated Since

In (168), several English versions (NIV, NCV, Holman, NAS95, NLT) translate the o& P clause

in the Q, P conditional with since instead of if.
(168) Gen. 47:16

sl)hiplakl DDB IR DD’JPD tinba] }qov juxﬁ] “Then bring your livestock,” said

T T e n e e Joseph. “I will sell you food in exchange
for your livestock, since your money is
gone.” (NIV)

103 DAN-DN

English since “presupposes the validity of the since-clause in the speaker’s reality space
(BASE) and expresses an explicit causal relationship” (Dancygier & Sweetser 2005: 182)
between the P and Q clauses. In Gen. 47:14-15 the narrator tells us that Joseph had collected
all the people’s money and that he was informed by them that their money was gone. This
general world knowledge formed part of the speaker’s (Joseph’s) reality space and thus via
implicature permits the translators of the English versions to assume the explicit causal
relationship between the people’s lack of money in the P clause and the offer to sell food in
exchange for livestock in the Q clause. The semantics of o# itself do not motivate the since
translation. It seems to be a contextual implicature, of the causal relationships characteristic
of conditionals. Consequently since is a good and valid translation, not of o®, but of the causal
relationship.

To summarize the Q, P clause order o& conditionals, there seems to be no difference in
meaning between Q, P clause order conditionals and their P, Q counterparts in BH. The
pragmatic motivation behind the choice of Q, P clause order over the default P, Q order is not
obvious. It may be that Q, P order would occur, as in English and other languages, when a
speaker (or writer) was in the process of stating an assertion (a Q clause) and immediately
realized they wanted to condition it and added a conditional P clause as a postscript. Language
is not neat. It has been noted that speakers of any language may “build conditional spaces
opportunistically...” and “need not necessarily recapitulate a full conditional statement of the

unless and if. The above remarks pertain only to English translation of ox clauses and extended discussion of the
English semantics of the words is outside the scope of this study.
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space structures...but simply fill in the parts...they wish to add (Dancygier and Sweetser 2005:
265). Conditioning an assertion can be done for various pragmatic purposes which the English
translations unless and since attempt to capture. In Q, P o&-conditional constructions o&
identifies the conditional P clause as the contextual background scenario for a prediction or

speech-act in the Q clause and prompts the construction of a hypothetical mental space.

4.5.1.3. Postscript o P17 Construction

The o& 7 sequence, occurs five times in the BH corpus® (two of which are parallel
passages). It is a distinct Q, P conditional construction that inherits its structure from the ox-
conditional constructions. Mental Space Theory provides a convenient way to model some of
the differences between this class of construction and central, prototypical o® conditionals.
The phrase is translated if only in most English translations,*® is problematic for reasons that
will be demonstrated below.

(169) Deut. 15:4-5

’?I':ﬁ:l’ 77273 (AN At Nb ! 09&4 ‘because there will not be poor people
T r 77 among you, because YHWH will richly
bless you in the land which YHWH
M Sipa yawn vinY-oR P :ARYY?  your God is giving you to possess as an
nKta MRS Ny hiph Ay 7o inheritance, *only if you listen
" L e aei, o attentively to the words of YHWH your
BT TR ARWE God so that you do all these commands
which I am commanding you. (My
translation.)

M203 727103 TIOR M TWR PR3 i

(170) 1 Kgs. 8:25

g7apb Y SR mor [ iy “Now YHWH, God of Israel, keep for your
Lt e o T servant David, my father, the promises
you spoke to him when you said: ‘No
H87W? ROV 2w 3o YR 79 012 man of yours who sits on the throne of
»i5b nabb b7 Ny 713 Pnw-ox o Israel will be cut off from before me, only
o e if your sons guard their paths to walk
before me as you walked before me.””
(My translation.)

-85 IAKY 5 A7aT WK DR ar 7

2387 P27 TWRD

7 Deut. 15:5; 1 Kgs. 8:25; 2 Kgs. 21:7-8; 2 Chron. 6:16; 2 Chron. 33:8. With minor differences, 2 Chron. 6:16; 33:8
are parallel to 1 Kgs. 8:25 and 2 Kgs. 21:8 respectively.

8 pR P is translated as follows in 2 Kgs. 21:8: The NIV, RSV, NRSV, ASV, ESV, NASB95 and Holman Christian
Standard Bible translate it “if only”. The New Living Translation and Good News Translation invert the clause
order and simply translate ox; p7 is left untranslated. Only the KJV and NK]JV translate it only if. This is typical
of the way it is translated in Deut. 15:5; 1 Kgs. 8:25; 2 Chron. 6:16; 33:8.
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(171) 2 Kgs. 21:7-8

33 Ay WK TawRn Yoo nx oipdy?  He put an idol of asherah made in the
u: m'w-‘vm . 1_{_%2 711’ Wm wwx house regarding which YHWH said to
BT e AL RER WE S David and to his son Solomon: “In this
Dan 'n2 WK 09w i n'33 house and in Jerusalem, which I have
8918 :0biph NY-NR DR SR VAW chosen from all the tribes in Israel, I will
oo o o S T put my name forever. *And I will not
again cause the feet of Israel to wander
992 nivph Mpwor 1p7 oniaR? 'nna here and there away from the land
DNR MIY-UR S9iRA-590 oy qwr | gave to their fathers, only if they guard
coomorro e ore T and do according to all which 1
commanded them and do all the law
which Moses my servant commanded
them.” (My translation.)

WK AATRAT YR D31 TInh oK

Y 7w

Some initial observations are in order. First, the o& P11 sequence differs from central ox
conditionals in one very obvious respect—the P clause containing ox follows the Q clause, so
that the order is Q, P. This is one of several similarities between o& p3-conditionals and only
if constructions in English, which ordinarily display a Q, P order.** Secondly, it appears that,
as in English, both p7 and o& contribute compositionally to the interpretation of the
construction.*” Consequently, to understand how the ox p1 sequence differs from central og
conditionals, the first relevant factor to consider is the semantics of 7 and then the

combinatorial semantics of the two.

According to the BHRG (1999: 317), p1 is “primarily a focus particle” when governing a
constituent, and a “conjunctive adverb” when governing a sentence. They indicate that its
primary function is one of limiting, either someone or something in the preceding context, or
the implications of the preceding context. Waltke and O’Connor classify it as a “restrictive
adverb”. Levinsohn, has argued that the semantics of 7 are more complex than is indicated
in the grammars. He observes (2011: 89) that “when p1 governs a non-initial constituent, it
both limits and counters something stated or implied in the context.” We propose that this
limiting and countering effect is equivalent to setting a sufficiency condition on the Q clause
space that precedes P and which serves as its context, as is noted by the grammars and
Levinsohn. In summary, 7 has scope over (or governs) the entire ox-conditional clause and

limits and counters the Q clause.

% See Dancygier (1998: 183); Dancygier and Sweetser (1997: 124).

90 McCawley (1981: 51) points out regarding the compositionality of only if in English that, “expressions such as
only if . . . appear to be immediately intelligible to anyone who knows the words of which they are composed (i.e.,
they are in no sense idioms)”.
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All of the examples above demonstrate that o&-conditional P is the defining feature of the
only space. For instance, (169) means, roughly, that “the only circumstance under which
YHWH will bless them in the land is if they heed and obey all the commands,” and (170)
proposes that men from the line of David will reign only in the case of their living before
YHWH as David did. Figure 4.12 indicates that P is the uniquely sufficient space.
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Figure 4.12: Mental Space Configuration of o& »7 Conditionals
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12 NOWR) TITOR M 0K WK 122 AYY WK WK 90 DY
107107 MYTNR DYR SR 0IY Y30 AN WK DY N maa KO

222 Niy? MRYTOR P ONIERY "R TR MTRATN DRI 51 TN TOR®
WO ™70 DNR MWK T1IRTT929 oTmy WK

"He put an idol of asherah made in the house regarding which YHWH said to David
and to his son Solomon: “In this house and in Jerusalem, which I have chosen from
all the tribes in Israel, I will put my name forever. *And I will not again cause the
feet of Israel to wander here and there away from the land I gave to their fathers,

only if they guard and do according to all which I commanded them and do all the
law which Moses my servant commanded them.” (My translation.) 2 Kgs. 21:7-8.
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Because 7 has scope over the o&-clause, like English only in only if phrases, p7 seems to be
asserting that there is only one condition under which Q is valid, and, via implicature, that all
other possible scenarios are denied.”" (171) appears to be asserting that the only scenario in
which YHWH will refrain from causing Israel to wander here and there away from the land is
one in which they obey all His commands. Via implicature any scenario under which they do

not obey will yield the possibility of exile.

As was noted above, BHRG, Waltke and O’ Connor and Levinsohn agree that the semantic
contribution of p1 crucially includes limitation. Levinsohn argues that the relevant semantic
information P brings to the floor is that of contrast. It has been pointed out by Dancygier and
Sweetser (2005: 206) that predictive o® conditionals in English conmitantly carry an iff
implicature (just as they do in BH), and because of this “there is no need for them to assert it
explicitly by saying only, unless the speaker needs to contrast the unique space where Q holds
with other contenders which are on the floor.” The above noted examples indicate this is also

the case for BH as well where in (171), for example, partial obedience is ruled out by m.

It is also important to note that scalability is present in the interpretation of ox p7-
conditionals. They do not deny there are other alternatives to obeying all the commands, but
assert that the condition in the P clause is the only one in which the apodosis is valid. In (171)
the Israelites could choose to obey none of the commands or certain selective commands, but
the only acceptable choice is 93. This scalability is modeled in Figure 4.12.

At first glance, it might seem that the scalability reading contradicts the contrastivity and
exclusivity readings of the o& P37 construction. However, the scalability reading in the BH
examples above apply only to spaces with values lower than P. If the P space is not exclusively
fulfilled, then Q does not hold. Exclusivity is derived from these scalar effects invoked by
and results in the o& P71 space being the uniquely sufficient space that fulfills the conditions.
All others are excluded. James (1986: 476-479); Van der Auwera (1997: 169-190) and Dancygier
and Sweetser (1997: 125; 2005: 205, 207) have also observed that this is a characteristic of only

if conditionals in English.

The o& p1 conditional P and Q clauses in each of the passages under discussion occur in
quoted speech. The remaining passages from 1, 2 Kings and 2 Chronicles are embedded quotes
that are presented as taking the original speaker’s perspective. Hence the events in the P, Q

1 Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 205); Horn (1969).
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clauses are viewed as occurring subsequent to the speech event. These factors all promote a
FUTURE TIME construal for the yigtols.

It was noted at the beginning of this section that most English Bibles invert the ox 3
construction order and (mis)translate it if only. I suggest this is a mistranslation because,
although if only is “composed of the same two lexemes as only if, it is quite different in
meaning, not just in scope, but also in the degree of compositionality.”** This is not the place
for an extended discussion of the linguistics of English if only, so a brief summary based on
Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 212) will suffice. The main part of their discussion which I will

note refers to the following sentence taken from The Beach by Alex Garland, p. 281.

(172) If only I could have frozen him I'd have circled him like a statue in a
museum, taking my time, noting his posture and listing the items he
carried.

Dancygier and Sweetser observe that in uttering sentences like (172) the speaker is
committing to three separate aspects of interpretation: (1) A conditional relationship between
P and Q (“freezing” the man would let the speaker get a good look at him). (2) because it is
impossible to “freeze” someone, (172) expresses a negative epistemic stance towards P as
evidenced by the distanced verb forms. And (3), the speaker preference for the P, Q space is

evident.

Crucially, the core semantic components of limitation, contrast and exclusivity are not
asserted at any level in if only constructions, nor is scalability. Just as important, due to the
negative epistemic stance, if only sequences have much in common with negative-stance
conditionals such as If I could get that job, I'd buy a new house, a similarity not shared by only if
conditionals. In fact, if only constructions share many features with the verbs wish, believe and
hope.** Note that an acceptable substitute for (172) is:

(173) 1 wish I could have frozen him, then I’d have circled him like a statue in
a museum, taking my time, noting his posture and listing the items he
carried.

In contrast, only if-conditionals do not express wishes. Consequently, because of these
fundamental differences between only if-conditionals and if only, the use of the latter in English
translations of the above passages demands of the reader additional processing effort to arrive

at the correct interpretation. Note example (174), the NIV translation of example (169) above:

2 Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 211).
3 Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 212).
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(174) “in the land the Lord your God is giving you to possess as your
inheritance, he will richly bless you, °if only you fully obey the
Lord your God and are careful to follow all these commands I am
giving you today.

Upon reading this, the reader must cancel the first relevant interpretation of if only you
fully obey the Lord your God and are careful to follow all these commands I am giving you today, which
would be a wish, then seek for another interpretation which does make sense, the only if
interpretation. The reason I believe most English translations have used if only is because they
desire to maintain the Hebrew clause order and only if would result in awkward-sounding
English. But the result is a translation that conceals the core semantic components of the
DX construction from the reader.

A better strategy is suggested by some of the New Living Translation of (169), where the
core information of the Q clause is repeated:

(175) ...for the Lord your God will greatly bless you in the land he is giving you
as a special possession. *You will receive this blessing if you are careful
to obey all the commands of the Lord your God that I am giving you
today.

This however still omits only, which, since o& 7 is compositional, is required in order to
provide the crucial semantic components of limitation, contrast and exclusivity. If the
repetition of the core information from the Q clause is maintained, including only if yields a
very satisfactory translation: You will receive this blessing only if you are careful to obey.... This
strategy produces felicitous results in the remaining passages.

4.6. Summary of a8 Conditionals

The goal of this chapter was to demonstrate the value of a cognitivist approach for
analyzing both the semantics and role of o& in ox-conditional constructions. The analyses
also sought to investigate whether the cognitive domain based classification system proposed
by Sweetser (1990) would yield a more satisfying understanding of the types of o& conditionals
that occur in Biblical Hebrew than that offered by the “degree of hypotheticality” categories
employed in earlier studies of BH conditionals. Finally, the analysis sought to determine if the
cognitive-domain based categories of conditionals had observable functional purposes and
whether any correlation existed between verb use and the function of the conditional.

In regards to the semantics and role of o& in o&-conditional constructions, this chapter
affirms the traditional view that hypotheticality is the core semantic component of o®, and
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that an if translation of the particle is fully warranted when it occurs as the head of a
conditional construction. As will be demonstrated in the following chapter, this schematic,
prototypical hypothetical meaning is invoked when, and only when, the particle occurs as the
head of a conditional construction,** either the iconic P, Q order or the Q, P order. When o

does not occur as head of a construction, the semantics of hypotheticality are suppressed.

The chapter also established that o functions as a mental space builder and that the spaces
it builds when it is the head of a construction are hypothetical spaces. We demonstrated that
oR marks the P space as background to the Q space. This background-marking function is a
schematic semantic component of the particle and has functions in non-conditional

constructions that will be explored in the following chapter.

In this chapter, it was also demonstrated that the cognitive-functional domain-based
categories proposed by Sweetser provide a more coherent analysis of BH conditionals than
previous analyses have offered. The majority of uses of ox in Biblical Hebrew are in
conditional constructions. Therefore, when o& headed a P clause, the particle would first
prompt the construction of hypothetical mental spaces. If the expectation of hypotheticality
was contradicted when the entire utterance was completed, the expectation would be
amended. This allowed for ox-temporal spaces to be constructed when certain contextual
factors conspire to promote a temporal construal. These factors typically involve eventualities
that were habitual in PAST TIME relative to the narrator or character domain. The difference
between the semantics of if and when was shown to be one of epistemic stance. A positive
epistemic stance prompts a temporal construal and a neutral or negative epistemic stance
results in a conditional interpretation. Space construction is adjusted resulting in temporal
spaces rather than hypothetical spaces. Temporal construal of o&-conditionals is confined to

content domain and generic conditionals.

Traditional degree of hypotheticality-based analyses of BH conditionality failed to uncover
interesting generalizations regarding the purposes for which BH speakers used conditionals.
Because of this I presented an analyses of BH conditionals based on cognitive-functional,
domain-based categories. Content conditionals are used primarily in direct speech and were
shown to be used to reason and make conditioned predictions regarding possible future
alterative scenarios. The iconic P, Q clause order is complicit in invoking causality, iff
reasoning and alternative reasoning via alternate mental spaces. When the alternative is not

overtly stated, it is, nevertheless, an active construal. An alternative mental space is

94 As noted earlier, constructions are here defined following Goldberg (1995, 20062, b).
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constructed for the alterative implicature. In the alternative mental space ~P holds and
therefore ~Q also holds. Alternative mental spaces are not invoked in speech-act conditionals

or epistemic conditionals.

Generic conditionals were also shown to be predictive and invoke alternate reasoning.
They differ from content conditionals in that they typically discuss a general property of all
members of a class and characterize a behavior or class. In contrast, content conditionals are
typically non-characterizing and discuss specific members and eventualities. It was
demonstrated that the verbs used in generic conditionals also reflect the cross-linguistic
preference that generic statements have for verbs with imperfect aspect values: yigtols are
clearly preferred in both the P and Q clauses and the characterizing (gnomic) use of the gatal
is consonant with the analysis presented by Andrason (2012c) of the gram’s use in non-
conditional generics. It was hypothesized that the semantics of contingent causality located
in the iconic P, Q clause order is entangled with the rare use of the wayyiqtol in non-narrative
generic conditional Q clauses. The semantic value of succession, widely recognized to be a

primary semantic component of the wayyiqtol, licenses its use in these conditionals.

Speech-act conditionals were shown to be the most commonly used type of conditional in
the BH corpus. These conditionals set up an o& clause that conditionally contextualizes the
speech act in the main Q clause, not the content of the main clause. Speech-act directives
comprise the largest subcategory of speech-act o® conditionals. Directives are always
understood to be realized post-speech, therefore, they are always construed to occur after the
condition is met, whether the condition is situated in the past, present or future. I have
hypothesized that in speech-act petitions the conditional P clauses,7°3v2 10 "nXgn K1-0K and
aiv 7990"5p-DR are constructions whose pragmatic meaning is PETITION. They functioned
metonymically to a request scenario.

Conditional promises and threats occur in pairs in approximately 30% of uses of these
conditionals. The o) construction (as opposed to simply o&) occurs in the majority of
conditional threats in promise-threat pairs and it was hypothesized that 1 contributes
instructions to the reader/hearer to seek a semantic and pragmatic association between the
promise and the threat. Conditional concessives were shown to be contextually interpreted

and available for construal because of o&’s semantics of hypotheticality.

Epistemic conditionals are rarely used in the Biblical Hebrew corpus. They were used for
reasoning from effect to cause. Q, P and o&® 7 constructions are subcategories of the
prototypical and iconic P, Q conditional construction. b& p1 constructions are a subcategory
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of the Q, P construction. Both inherit structure from the P, Q construction. Neither
construction is common in the BH corpus. O&® 3 constructions are used to exclude from

consideration all scenarios except the one presented in the o clause.

This chapter has also demonstrated that categorizing BH conditionals based on cognitive-
functional domains yielded clear generalizations regarding verb use in conditionals. Prior
analyses of BH verb usage in conditionals used traditional categorization schemas based on
degrees of hypotheticality. These schemas hindered discovery of and obscured clear patterns
of verb use in these conditionals.*” Yigtols, qatals and weqatals are the most commonly used
verb form in BH conditionals. Yigtols are typically preferred when the speaker references an
eventuality that he or she construes as occurring post-speech in FUTURE TIME. Qatals are
preferred to reference eventualities that are construed as occurring prior to speech or pAsT
TIME. Weqatals typically occur at the head of Q clauses and are, with few exceptions, in
complementary distribution with yiqtols in this position and promote construal of post-speech
in FUTURE TIME reference. Participles occur only twenty-seven times in BH conditional P
clauses and twenty-one times in Q clauses. Their use appears to promote an atemporal
construal that focuses the reader/hearer’s attention on the action of the eventuality itself.
However, the paucity of participles again means that this generalization has limited predictive

power.

This chapter has demonstrated that verb choice in speech-act conditional directives is
determined to a significant degree by the type of discourse in which the conditional is used.
In procedural and casuistic texts yiqgtols are used almost twice as frequently in the P clause as
in the P clauses found in speech-act conditional directives in non-procedural and non-
casuistic texts. Additionally, imperatives are never used in procedural and casuistic text
speech-act directive Q clauses. In these types of discourse the weqatal is found in 68% of
procedural text Q clauses and 50% of uses in casuistic texts. In contrast, in Q clauses of non-
procedural, non-casuistic text, imperatives are used 53% of the time, while the wegatal in only
17% of uses.

5 There are exceptional uses that break the analysis I propose, but every language has “residue” that is
unexplainable and no analysis accounts for every instance of use. This is especially true with a language like
Biblical Hebrew that is no longer spoken. The question is one of degree of explanatory power.
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Chapter 5: Non-Conditional b& Constructions

5.0. Introduction

This chapter will examine the uses of o& in non-conditional constructions. These include
wishes (5.1), the oy,...77 alternate question construction (5.2), o® (WR) TV sequences (5.3),
ox 'n%2 (5.4), the oR(Y)...o8 configuration which is translated whether...or (5.5), the o& "2
construction (5.6) and finally, the phrase ox &i%7 (5.7). Previous studies of ox suggest that the
particle used in conditional constructions may be explained via a separate etymology than the
etymology of the particle used in non-conditional constructions (Eitan 1934; Van Leeuwen
1973: 38-48). Contra this dual-etymology theory, I hypothesize that schematic components of
oR’s semantics, demonstrably operative in the particle’s use in conditional constructions,
motivated and enabled its use in non-conditional constructions. Pursuant to this, questions
that will be addressed include: What is the function of o® in these constructions? Are o&’s
semantics of hypotheticality, active and profiled in o®-conditionals, expressed in these non-
conditional constructions? Is the position of o& in these constructions indicative of its role
and semantic contribution? Mental space theory will be employed to explain the cognitive
structure of several of the above-mentioned constructions and concepts from Construction

Grammar will help to explain the semantics of other of the constructions.

5.1. Putative D& Conditional Speech-Act Wishes

This section will examine the putative monoclausal o wish construction found in 1 Chron.
4:10, Ps. 81:9, 95:7 and Ps. 139:19.”° Wishes in BH are typically expressed using several
different constructions other than this o® construction, including 1@ *n, 15 or *Snr.*”
Constructions involving these will not be examined in this study. The status of 1 Chron. 4:10,
Ps. 81:9, 95:7 and Ps. 139:19 as wishes is based on their being so classified in GKC (§151c¢), J-M
(§162c) and BDB (2008: 50). Given that these are the only examples offered of this
construction*”® in the entire BH corpus, the status of the category and these tokens should be
questioned. I will first argue that Ps. 81:9 and Ps. 95:7 are best explained within the conditional
categories discussed in Chapter 4. The remaining two examples are discussed separately.

6 See BDB (2008: 50); GKC (§151c); IBHS (1990: 680) and J-M (§162c).

7 See GKC (8151; §167a); IBHS (1990: 680-681) and J-M (§105f; §163d; §176f).

98 BDB (2008: 50) lists Job 34:16 as a further example, but this is clearly a conditional speech-act command. No
translation follows BDB.
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(1) Ps. 81:9-10 (Eng. 81:8-9)

%“Hear, O my people, and I will warn

you— if you would but listen to me, O
Israel! °You shall have no foreign god
among you; you shall not bow down to
an alien god. (NIV).

PYYRYRTONR SRIWT I3 NTURY DY YRY?
123 587 AiNRWE 871 O 73 mND'

(2) Ps. 95:7-8

T ]N'RT NN DY WMINY uvﬁ'ﬁx Rl 757 7for he is our GOd and we are the

. N e e people of his pasture, the flock under
02125 Wwpn-Hx8 upnwn HHa-or ot ) . o
R A his care. Today, if you hear his voice,

192773 NI o2 NN *do not harden your hearts as you did
at Meribabh, as you did that day at
Massah in the desert. (NIV).

Under the traditional analyses the o& clauses are understood to be syntactically isolated
from the following clauses and are not analyzed as P clauses followed by apodoses. The
Masoretic 0'p108 10 at the end of Ps. 81:9 and 95:7 support this hypothesis. However, the
translational inconsistencies reveal the challenges and uncertainties posed by the

classification of these o clauses as monoclausal wishes.

Note how the NIV makes different translation choices regarding the o& constructions in
(1) and (2). The syntactical differences in the o& clauses are minimal, and the difference in the
identical verb ynv is one of number. Even though the clauses that follow the o& clauses are
construed as commands in the translation of both passages, the NIV translates the ox clause
in (1) as a monoclausal wish followed by free-standing commands and the one in (2) as the
protasis of an o&-conditional speech-act directive. The translation of (1) honours the p10a 710,
but ignores it in (2). There appears to be no motivation for these contradictory translation

decisions apart from adherence to tradition in the former and ignoring it in the latter.

I propose that the NIV (and LXX-NETS, Holman, NKJV, ESV, NASB) have correctly analyzed
the ox clause in (2) as the P clause of a typical BH conditional speech-act command, but have
misanalysed and mistranslated the o& construction in (1). The o& clauses in both Psalms
should be analyzed and translated similarly. I propose that Psalm 81:9 should be translated:
Israel, if you listen to/obey me, °you shall have no foreign god among you; you shall not bow down to an
alien god. In conclusion and contra GKC, J-M and BDB, I do not consider (1) and (2) to be
monoclausal wishes. Instead, I classify them as biclausal (P, Q) o& conditional speech-act

directives in which o& prompts the construction of the hypothetical P clause mental space.

221



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

Ps. 139:19 and 1 Chron. 4:10 are analytically challenging.

(3) Ps. 139:19

:up smqq D’fj):lf ’WJIS] yyj | n]‘?x L)K?Pn'DN If Ol’lly you would slay the wicked, 0]
God! Away from me, you bloodthirsty
men!

(4) 1 Chron. 4:10

TH3-0X TANY SR *HORY pap? XN Jabez called out to the God of Israel, “If
) B e only you would greatly bless me and
expand my territory! May your hand be
nR 0758 8an *avw 'nva% nun N with me! Keep me from harm so I
NN might not endure pain!” (NET)

BY TT) M7 350K 003771 39730

Both represent D& speech-act requests, as 58V at the end of (4) indicates, but neither is
amenable to the above analysis as full P, Q conditionals. If these are monoclausal speech-act
wishes, then some questions need to be answered regarding the construction. First, is it a
conditional construction or is it a non-conditional o& construction? Secondly, since three
other constructions were available in BH to express wishes, what motivated this use of ox for

wishes?

As to the first question, Waltke and O’ Connor (1990: 680) seem to classify (3) and (4) as
conditional constructions since they remark “wishes may be expressed...in protases lacking
apodoses, introduced by ox.” J-M (2003: §176f) also appear to believe these are true
conditionals sans the Q clause since they claim there is a missing “Waw of apodosis” in (4).
GKC (2006 [1909]: §167a) concurs that the Q clause in (4) is concealed or suppressed. When Van
Leeuwen (1973: 33-34) discusses these examples, he speaks of them as pleas and appears to
classify them as conditionals since he submits that the Q clause is suppressed and are
therefore examples of ellipsis of the Q clause.

Contra this analysis, there are no examples of o& wish constructions in BH with explicit Q
clauses. The above examples are the only o& constructions interpreted as wishes and both
lack Q clauses. The opinion that the Q clause is missing is based on lack of evidence and
possibly based on expectations derived from how typical Indo-European language conditional
wishes operate. English and Spanish, for example, readily allow conditional wishes such as If
only he would come tonight, I could explain everything to him. But, the BH corpus seems to indicate

that BH did not allow the Q clause.*” We can well imagine numerous possible consequents for

% Some instances of o& P are translated if only in English. In Chapter 4.5.1.3. 1 demonstrate that this translation
is incorrect and that the construction should be translated only if.
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each of the wishes in examples (1)-(4), yet being able to imagine them doesn’t mean the Q
clauses were omitted or “suppressed”. Since full conditionals do not seem to have been used
to express wishes, there is little ground to support the hypothesis that these are conditional

constructions.

Although examples (3) and (4) are not conditional constructions, they nevertheless share
certain properties with conditionals. One can express wishes about the future or past. The use
of the yigtol appears to indicate that both (3) and (4) are future-oriented wishes. What
characterizes both is that as Fillmore (1990a: 154) noted, wishes indicate “the speaker’s
positive interest in the state of affairs,” yet still promote a negative epistemic stance.’® In
other words, the speaker is emotionally engaged, yet because she is uncertain that the wish
will be fulfilled, she does not commiit to it. The parameter of “positive interest in the state of

affairs” is clear in both passages.

This leads to the second question, if this construction does express a wish and is not a
conditional, what motivated this use of o to express wishes? I hypothesize that o# is used to
express wishes because it shares the semantics of hypotheticality with 1, a particle that
expresses even greater epistemic distance than does o®. Perhaps it was used because the
narrator sought to convey the semantics of positive interest coupled with less epistemic doubt
than 1% would allow. In the absence of native speakers to question, it is impossible to be

certain.

Following Dancygier and Sweetser, I believe the mental space configuration of these
constructions should be represented as in Figure 5.1. It reports the speaker’s wish, “but does
not allow the reader/hearer to speculate about the specific consequences of the wish being
fulfilled” (Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 219). o® does prompt the construction of a wish
space. Yet the clause in this construction is not a P clause in the same sense that conditional
P clauses set up mental spaces for background information for the contemplation of some Q
clause. If a Q clause could be proposed, it would only be via implicature and would follow
below the dash line.

% Dancygier and Sweetser contend that Fillmore’s concept of “positive interest” is too temporally oriented
toward the future, and should be reconsidered. They propose the non-temporally oriented category positive
emotional stance (2005: 214-215).
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Figure 5.1: Mental Space Configuration for Monoclausal o& Wish Construction

Base/Prese
Jabez is unsatisfied
with his positon in

-------------- l LECLEETEEETET I
- o,

o .
o S
D .
. .

N
. .

or/Wish

positive interest
negative epistemic stance

God blesses him
with more land

T

I -

I H . .

v + Implied extension ???

..291237 0K a1 11912n 72708 “If only you would greatly
bless me and expand my territory!” (NET) 1 Chron. 4:10.

The contribution that o& makes to the compositional meaning of the wish construction can
be evaluated by deleting o& from the above examples (1-2) repeated here where [ ] indicate

where D& is in the actual text.
(5)Ps.139:19  :ap 370 0T WiIRy ywn [Ai98 Hopn [ ]
(6) 1 Chron. 4:10 ...3%1257n& N"37M 32720 T2 [ ] 9HKY DRI HHRY payy xpn

As noted above, bR wish constructions appear to require yiqgtol verbs (two examples are
clearly not sufficient to establish claims). I hypothesize that the yigtol contributes a FUTURE
TIME construal to the construction when & is present. However, when o& is absent, it appears
from parallel examples in prayers where yigtol pnV is used, such as in (7) that the yigtols would
be construed as mitigated (polite) commands (mitigated because YHWH is being commanded)
or requests. All versions translate them accordingly as seen in (7).
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(7) 1 Kgs. 8:30, 32

WK SR TRYT TV NINATOR AYNEP **Hear the supplication of your servant
R T R and of your people Israel when the
oipn-o) YAYR npRT M DipATIR Hham yOur poop Y
R SRR TR T TR R T pray toward this place. You yourself
:AN%01 YDV DAWATHR TRIv must hear from heaven, your dwelling
place, and when you hear, forgive.
- - " i Y e 18732
i pOYT Py oawn pavn [Ans) *’then you yourself must hear from
WNI2 1977 nn% yw »wnd 773w heaven and act. Judge between your

[inp7Ya P nnY PR prTYIY servants, condemning the guilty and
et o bringing down on his own head what
he has done. Declare the innocent not
guilty, and so establish his innocence.
(My translation).

Following the translation decisions displayed in (7), (1) would read Hear, O my people, while

I admonish you; O Israel listen to me!

In summary, the monoclausal o& construction used to express future wishes two times in
BH is not a conditional construction in which the Q clause is omitted, unexpressed or
suppressed as suggested by the grammars and lexicons. This study suggests that ox’s
semantics of hypotheticality enables a negative epistemic stance toward the proposition and
explains why o& was useful in this construction. As noted above, wishes involve both positive
interest in the state of affairs under discussion and at the same time indicate that the speaker
lacks confidence that the state of affairs will be realized. This lack of confidence is the negative

epistemic stance. The yiqtol gram contributes FUTURE orientation to the interpretation.

5.2. DX in Non-Conditional Interrogatives

It is well documented that o& occurs in non-conditional interrogatives in BH. These
questions are non-wh questions, generally characterized by a question headed by the
interrogative morpheme 7] (twice by nn) followed by a ox (or, rarely, o&1) clause construed as
a second or disjunctive question. o clauses occur twice following nn questions in Job 6:11-12
paralleling exactly it’s use in -questions.
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The following are examples of these interrogatives:**

(8) Job 4:17°*

7371'70(9’ 1nwyu’ DZ[‘; p:igw n]‘?xu wuxq Is mortal man more righteous than
God or man purer than his Maker? (My
translation.

(9) Exod. 17:7

’,J: |371-'7g navqu ng@ mPQU DW ‘Njfpvl He called the place Massah and
o T Meribah because of the Israelites
M W ARY MRk ondl S0y SR .
s e vt T POl quarreling and because they tested
INTOR 13TP3 YHWH, saying “Is YHWH among us, or
not?”

As will be discussed below, linguists generally distinguish alternate questions (AltQs) and
polar questions (PolQs).’® This is often not the case in BH lexicons and grammars where the
distinction is underrepresented. GKC (§150g, h), for instance, distinguishes just two categories
of DR,...7] questions: disjunctive questions (§150g) and double questions (§150h), but does not
define the difference between them. Presumably, disjunctive questions are AltQs and by
double questions GKC is indicating PolQs. J-M (§161e) distinguishes the category “disjunctive
questions,” but makes a comment that “a disjunctive question is sometimes a mere stylistic
feature, used in cases of synonymous parallelism.” J-M apparently finds synonymy in the fact
that both are questions and the topics of the two questions often display semantic parallelism.

A further concern is that in the traditional lexicons and grammars, the meaning (and
function) assigned to D& in DR,...7] questions is vague and ill-defined. For instance, BDB (2008:
50) lists the particle as an interrogative particle, as does DCH (1993: 304-305). HALOT (1994-
2000: 60-61), states “in disjunctive questions DR,...7] are you ... or...?”. This seems to indicate
they assign the meaning or to the particle when it occurs in these questions, but they do not
overtly state that o& means or. Similarly, GKC (§150i) claims that in disjunctive questions o§

may mean or, or at the least be translated or. IBHS (1990: 316) avers that o& is an interrogative

%01 Constructions such as (8) will be considered polar questions. Polar questions are commonly referred to as yes-
no questions. I follow the general linguistic literature in referring to them as polar questions. Constructions such
as (9) will be considered alternative questions. As discussed below, BDB (2008: 50); BHRG (1999: 296); DCH (1993:
304-305); GKC (8150c, f-i); IBHS (1990: 316, 684); J-M (8161d). IBHS (1990: 684) conflates alternate questions and
polar questions into one category.

%02 As example (10) below illustrates, or typically joins the two polar questions. In poetry, or is often dropped for
stylistic reasons. When dropped in translations as in (10), it should be inferred.

5% In English and many other languages part of the characterization of AltQs verses PolQs crucially involves a
difference in intonation; each has its own characteristic intonational pattern. This is not recoverable for BH so
we assume, but cannot know how intonation differentiated the two types of questions.
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particle. In spite of this unity of opinion, none of the literature offers a principled explanation

for how the hypothetical particle assumed the semantics of an interrogative.>*

In this section, I have several goals. First, I will address the descriptive underrepresentation
of OR,...71 questions in the BH literature in order to establish the status of these questions. This
will be done by applying general linguistic research of disjunctive type questions to the BH
data. Secondly, I investigate whether claims that o® is an interrogative or disjunctive particle
(with the meaning or) in DR,...7] questions is valid, or alternately, whether certain components
of o&’s semantics that have been proposed in Chapter 4 of this study might instead license its
use in OR,...77 questions. As in the previous chapter, the theory of Mental Spaces and that of
Construction Grammar will be employed in the analysis with the goal of providing a more

coherent understanding of o&’s semantics.

In order to accomplish these goals, I will first discuss the status of BH of oy,...7] questions
by presenting a brief review of how alternate questions and polar questions have been
understood in the general linguistic literature. Based on this review, I will then offer a
classification of oy,...7 questions and subsequently suggest an analysis of oX’s use in these

questions that allows a coherent understanding of the particle’s semantics.
5.2.1. Linguistics of Polar Questions and Alternative Questions

Traditionally, in a logical-philosophical framework of linguistic description such as
Montague grammar, PolQs are derived from AltQs.”” A cognitive usage-based approach
however, posits that the individual constructions are learned by language users and stored
directly through repeated usage and one is not considered to be derived from the other.

Examples of typical English alternative questions include:
(10) a. Do you want coffee or tea?
b. Are you coming or going?

c. Did you give the car keys to John or to Mary?

54 1t should be noted that the use of particles whose semantics include hypotheticality (like ox) in alternate
question and polar question constructions is not unknown typologically. Haiman (1978: 570-572; 1986: 215) notes
the similarity between If P, Q conditionals and question-statement forms such as Is the traffic bad? It will take
forever to get to dinner. Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 263) observe that this similarity may reflect the fact that
“conditional reasoning structure is more basic than any specific syntactic form such as question-statement.”
This type of conditional reasoning may be found in Jdg. 6:31; 9:2, but further discussion is outside the scope of
this study.

505 See Karttunen (1978) for an analysis of AltQs and PolQs within the framework of Montague grammar.
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Stereotypical polar questions include:

(11) a. Do you want tea?
b. Are you leaving?

c. Did you give the car keys to John?

Bollinger (1978: 87) addressed the issue of whether polar questions are a subset of alternate
questions and demonstrated that this “notion...will not work.” He pointed out how alternative

questions are not interchangeable with the PolQs in the following request scenarios:

(12) a. Will you marry me? PolQ
b. Will you marry me or not? AltQ

(13) (train conductor to passenger)
a. May I see your ticket? PolQ
b. May I see your ticket or not? AltQ

Biezma (2009) and Biezma and Rawlins (2012) have provided further arguments in support
of Bolinger and establish why they are not interchangeable in English. They contend that
AltQs typically function to offer “an unbiased choice between the alternatives offered by the
disjunction” (Biezma and Rawlins 2012: 2). The normal response is to choose one of the
alternatives. Van Rooy and Safdrova (2003: 13) propose that AltQs indicate that the speaker
“has no bias with respect to one or the other alternative being either more probable or more
useful for her conversational goals.” This sharply differentiates them from most questions,

including polar questions, which offer only one alternative.

In everyday discourse, the conversational goals of the speaker are crucially involved in the
type of question that the speaker chooses (van Rooy and Safirova 2003: 10). When a speaker
has no preference as to the answer, but wishes to limit the responses available to the
addressee, AltQs are typically chosen; if the speaker prefers a positive answer, PolQs are more
often chosen. Answers to polar questions such as (11a) include yes and no, where yes indicates
an answer that affirms the content of the question. If, however, the addressee of the question
answers no, they may acceptably counter with something like but I would like coffee, or but I
would like water. Responses such as these are not compatible with the AltQs in (10) because
“the function of an ALTQ is to present alternatives that the answerer should choose between”

(Biezma and Rawlins 2012: 18). Polar questions do not limit the addressee in this way.
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506

Alternate questions also include what are referred to as AltQvNs** such as:

(14) a. Do you want coffee or not?
b. Are you coming or not?

c. Did you give the car keys to John or not?

Since they are AltQs, they are used in the same way to offer an exhaustive list to the
addressee. There is, though, a pragmatic difference—they have a “cornering effect” (Biezma
2009: 1) and “do not leave the addressee any room to maneuver” (Biezma 2009: 16). They are,

effectively, the last move in dialogical discourse.

Bolinger (1978:90) has noted that rhetorical polar questions such as the following are not

amenable to the alternate questions in (14):

(15) a. Are you crazy?
b. Do you think I'm going to risk my reputation for that?
(16) a. *Are you crazy or not?

b. *Do you think I'm going to risk my reputation for that or not?

He concludes that only PolQs are acceptable for rhetorical questions®” and AltQvNs are
unsatisfactory because of their above-noted uses. When someone asks a polar rhetorical
question, the speaker acts as though she has received (and may in fact has received) “some
information (linguistic or otherwise) ... that was very unexpected” (van Rooy and Safarova
2003: 12) and seeks to “clarify” the information (Biezma 2009: 17). For example, when a friend
told us her fifty-two year old sister wanted to get pregnant, the response was Is she crazy? The
polar question allows for further clarification and discussion. Since AltQvNs (like all AltQs)

present the alternatives as unbiased, they are not as useful for clarifying information.

In summary, polar questions are not a subset of alternative questions. They are used for
different communicative purposes and are not interchangeable. As we look at the bx,...1
sequences in BH, several questions will be examined. First, what kinds of questions use the
DR,...7} construction and why. Secondly, how do these differ, and finally, why is it that o& can
be used in the DY,...77 question construction?

5% Read as “AltQs or Negatives”.

597 See Chapter 4.3.7 for a discussion of rhetorical questions and their uses. There is a vast amount of linguistic
literature on rhetorical questions. Some selected references include: Hiz (1978); Koshic (2005); Oakley and Tobin
(2014); Rohde (2006). See Brueggemann (1973); Moshavi (2009, 2011, 2013a, 2013b) for studies on Biblical Hebrew
rhetorical questions.
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5.2.2. OY,...0) Questions

DX is associated with ninety-six 1 questions in BH.**® It is well established that 7 itself is a
question word,”” typically used to mark “disjunctive” questions. This analysis demonstrates
that oR,... questions are used to ask multiple polar questions and alternative questions as
defined above. As will be seen, in BH these two types of questions are different, not just
pragmatically, but syntactically as well. It will also seek to answer the following questions:
What is o&’s role in these sequences of alternate and polar questions and why is o& used in
these constructions?

1 questions are distributed between AltQs and PolQs as follows:

Alternative questions: 21°'°

Polar questions: 75°"

5.2.3. o§ in Alternative Questions

Both AltQs and the subset of AltQvNs occur in Biblical Hebrew with AltQ being the more
frequent construction. The interrogative particle 7j is the question particle in every AltQ in
which o& occurs, with the exception of the above-mentioned AltQs headed by nn in Job 6:11-
12. Typical examples of AltQs include:

(17) Jdg. 20:28

mifaynl 173‘5‘? RisY ﬁag-ln Wlm‘?N'IJ Dn;vgf And Phinehas son of Eleazar, son of
o o Aaron, ministered before it in those
days), saying, “Shall we go out once
DINRTON MR 1272712 more to battle against our kinsfolk the
Benjaminites, or shall we desist?”

-op NRNYRY NRYY TIY A0iRD KRG Do

598 GKC (§150f) asserts that the use of ox as a question marker in 1 Kgs. 1:27; Isa. 29:16; Job 6:12; 39:13 is “really
due to the suppression of the first member of a double question,” i.e. 1. Since 7 does not occur in the MT in these
verses, they will not be considered as instances of bx in 1-questions. See Hawley (2015) for a recent discussion
of n-questions.

59 See BDB (2008: 209); GKC (§150a); HALOT (1994-2000: 236); J-M (8161).

510 Gen. 24:21; 27:21; 37:32; Exod. 16:4; 17:7; Num. 11:23; 13:18, 19 (2x), 20 (2x); Deut. 8:2; Josh. 5:13; Jdg. 2:22; 20:28;
2 Sam. 24:13; 1 Kgs. 22:6, 15; 2 Kgs. 20:8 (see apparatus); 2 Chron. 18:5, 14. AltQvNs in this list include: Gen. 24:21;
27:21; 37:32; Exod. 16:4; 17:17; Num. 11:23; Deut. 8:2 and Jdg. 2:22.

51 Gen. 4:7 (2x); 17:17; 37:8; Num. 11:12, 22; Jdg. 6:31; 9:2; 11:25; 2 Sam. 19:36; Job 4:17; 6:5, 6, 11-12 (2x), 13, 30;
7:12; 8:3;10:4, 5; 11:2, 7; 13:8, 9; 22:3; 34:17; 38:33; 39:9, 10; 39:27; 40:8-9, 27; Ps. 77:10; 78:20; 88:11; 94:9; Prov. 6:28;
Qoh. 11:6; Isa. 10:9, 15; 27:7; 40:28; 49:24; 50:2; 66:8, 9; Jer. 2:14, 31; 3:5; 5:9, 22, 29; 8:4, 19, 22; 9:8; 14:19, 22; 18:14;
31:20; 49:1; Ezek. 15:3; 22:14; Joel 1:2; 4:4; Amos 3:3, 4, 6 (2x); 6:2, 12; Mic. 2:7; 4:9; Hab. 3:8.
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(18) 2 Sam. 24:13

77 Ri2nD 1% 8N 7770 TITOR TNan So Gad went to David and said to him,
37 Nialh] T e oen o “Shall there come upon you three

’ . i IS f . - A - 5 . .
DI AYOWDN TEWA 13 (079 Iy years of famine in your land? Or three

YW nPiToR] 797 R 7887 703 months of fleeing from your enemies
WK AR YT ARY IR N7 00 while they pursue you? Or three days
. e Ly of plague in your land? Now then,
ATV think it over and decide how I should
answer the one who sent me.”
(19) 1 Kgs. 22:6
niRD PR BR™IN"NR HRITON AP So the king of Israel brought together

103 MbY TERA DAL TN BN the prophets—about four hundred
H74 YYD 280 D28 MRRG e men—and asked them, “Shall I go to

2IN8OR NRNYRY? war against Ramoth Gilead, or shall I
refrain?” (NIV)

AltQuNs are a subcategory of AltQs whose second question scenario is typically 85-ox (20),
though r&-o& occurs also (e. g. example (21)). They differ from AltQs in that, as seen in (17)-
(19), AltQs are real questions, posed by a speaker seeking information from an addressee;
AltQvNs describe questions a participant is seeking to determine for themselves.’'? They may
occur in quotes, but are the object complements of verbs of knowledge (nx3 ,p7* ,721),°%
testing (701) and touch (wn).”*

(20) Gen. 24:21

nvbgn'-_l ﬂl_]'[s W’HUD '-.117 nann W’NTH The man gazed at her in silence to
Y ’ T T ST learn whether the Lorp had made his
:X5-0R 277 M .
' AR journey successful or not.
(21) Exod. 17:7 (repeated from example 9)

13 12790 127 ARN DIPRA DY RPN He called the place Massah and
Meribah, because the Israelites

quarreled and tested the Lorp, saying,
PRTOKR 13732 “Is the Lorp among us or not?”

M W IhRG mmng one: S SR

In summary, the oR clause of AltQs minimally requires the speaker or writer to specify an
alternative to the topical component of the i} question. Principles of relevance guide the

under-specification of all other components of the question. Since AltQvNs by definition

2 yan der Merwe (p. c.: August 2016).

513 Although nx1 is technically a verb of perception, its use is a metaphorical extension of knowledge. To see is
to know.

514 Gen. 24:21; 27:21; 37:32; Exod. 16:4; Deut. 8:2; Jdg. 2:22.
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provide “not” as the only alternative to the 7 question, ¥5"0x and (once) Px-D are the only
permissible alternatives. Crucially, every multiple AltQ and every AltQvN is headed by a ;
question. The oR clause is always the second question; none occur where a o clause heads
the first question. At this point, we will only remark that the ox prompts the second (or third)

question. The implications of this will be discussed in full after the analysis of polar questions.
5.2.4. DY,...7} Polar Questions

The most frequent category of questions in which og is used is PolQs.”* ox clauses always
occur as the second (or third) question in a sequence of PolQs, in which the first PolQ is, with
the exception of the two i questions, always a i}-question. I will call the oy,...77 pairs of PolQs
“sequential PolQs,” and note that not just one, but at least two o&-headed polar questions may

follow the initial 7-PolQ, as seen in (24).>*° Typical examples include:
(22) Gen. 17:17

13170 1:5: WDN’I nnxn ]735-’73} DNAN 597] And Abraham fell on his face and

- T N laughed. Then he said to himself, “Can

a son be born to a one hundred year

:Ton old man? And can Sarah who is ninety
bear a child?” (My translation)

NIV DPWATNIT MIYDRY T AN

(23) Jdg. 6:31a

1DART PYY FINY-IwR Db WRE 0N But Joash said to all who stood against
) Fin ) m’wm br'm.'ux.‘w:-‘;% -1:51; him, “Will you contend for Baal? Or

Y RTOR 7037 73T will you save him? (ESV)
(24) Isa. 10:8-9

8579 07250 17 MW N5 RN 098 ’For he says: “Are not my commanders
all kings? °Is not Calno like Carche-
mish? Is not Hamath like Arpad? Is not
1Y pvnTd Samaria like Damascus?

N7DR NN 788D K7D 172 Wn3723

The examples demonstrate that the oxk-headed questions are both topically related to the
1 polar question and syntactically similar. The topical verbs or nouns in the 7 polar question
address the question under discussion and the subsequent o&-headed questions continue to
address it. As a result, sequential pairs are not just in the same semantic domain, but are often

synonyms.”” In (22) both questions address the issue of whether someone can be fertile at an

515 An analysis of rhetorical questions is beyond the scope of this study. See Moshavi (2009) on the argument
structure of certain rhetorical questions in BH; see also Held (1969) and de Regt (1996).

516 2 Sam. 24:13; Isa. 10:9.

57 This is presumably what J-M (§161e) meant when he called these synonymous.
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advanced age. In (23) both questions express scorn that Baal needs protection, and both

questions in (24), the i question and the two o& questions that follow discuss the same topic.

PolQs display not just semantic parallelism, but also syntactic parallelism. This contrasts

with AltQs. The parallelism extends not just to the order of constituents but to the verb forms.

(25) Gen. 37:8

13 Sunn HSivn-ox I I T S ety
PP yiq InfAb-Pt PP yiq InfAb-Quest
“Are you indeed to reign over us? Are you indeed to have dominion over us?”

(26) Isa. 10:15

inhy  oivnpn Smmox i3 agha v orpa oxamy
Part-PP  Sub-N yiq-Pt PP Part PP SubN yig-Quest

Shall the ax vaunt itself over the one who wields it, or the saw magnify itself against
the one who handles it?

(27) Isa. 40:28
mny  Nror T KD

gat Neg-Pt qat  Neg-Quest
Have you not known? Have you not heard?

This parallelism is the default for o,...77 polar questions.

Elements of the second question that are easily derivable via implicature may be elided*®
as in the following examples.

(28) Jer. 2:31b
MPBND P DR ONIWG mN 13TRN
N N Pt N gat N-Quest
Have I been a wilderness to Israel, or a land of thick darkness?

Here a verbless stative clause is used in parallel with stative 'n». In (29) the pronoun is
elided in the oX clause:

(29) Job 7:12
1anoR RO
N-Pt 1PSPro-N-Quest
Am I the Sea, or the Dragon?

518 See comments in Chapter 4.1.1.5.2 regarding the status of underrepresented elements.
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The mental space configuration of by,....] questions is presented below in Figure 5.2, but
suffice it to say at this point that it differs markedly from the space configuration for
conditionals given in Chapter 4. In conditionals o& functions as the space builder of a
hypothetical space in which the P clause is elaborated. The Q clause is nested under and thus
interpreted within the P clause space. In bR,...7] questions, 7 is the space-builder of a question

space and the ox clause is nested in the 7 space.

To summarize, polar questions are the most frequent category of o,...i7 questions. PolQs
are always headed by a i question. The ox clauses are always the second and third questions.
No PolQs occur where a o®& clause heads the first question. Unlike AltQs, PolQs are
characterized by both semantic and syntactic parallelism in both narrative discourse and

poetic texts. Elided elements are easily recovered via implicature.

Significantly, in every oR,...71 polar question, both the i3-PolQ and the following o& question
are rhetorical questions.””® None seeks to elicit information from the addressee. Rather they
are used to make assertions and or influence the hearer’s conceptualization of the question
under discussion or move the hearer to commit to some action. In contrast, as can be seen in
examples (17)-(19) above, AltQs pose real questions that do seek to elicit information from the

addressee.

In both AltQs (examples 17-19) and PolQs (examples 22-24) the ox question occurs as the
second (17-19; 22-23) or third (24) question in a series of these questions. Each is headed by a
-question. OX never occurs as head of a first question. I am proposing that the ox,...i]
sequence in Biblical Hebrew is a construction (per Goldberg’s definition) whose mental space
configuration, and hence the cognitive processing of AltQs and PolQs, is distinct from the
space configuration and processing of conditionals. This is due to the fact that in these
questions 7] is the space-builder of a question space, so oy does not build a question space in
AltQs, AltQvNs or PolQs. Instead the o clause is nested in, and consequently interpreted,
within the scope of the i space. This calls into question the classification of o& as a question
word that independently builds question spaces. In the following section this issue will be

examined further.

51 The questions in Jer. 8:19 may be real questions. If so, it would be the only non-rhetorical PolQ sequence.
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5.2.5. The Status of ox as an Interrogative Particle (and Question Space
Builder)

The questions asked at the beginning of this section were: What is o&’s role in these
sequences of alternate and polar questions? Why is & amenable to this role? The traditional
answer, noted above in 5.2,° is that oR is an interrogative particle. However, as demonstrated
above, in both AltQs (examples 17-19) and PolQs (examples 22-24) the ox-headed question
occurs as the second (17-19; 22-23) or third (24) question in a series of these questions. Each
is headed by a 7-question. o® never occurs as head of the first of multiple questions.
Interestingly, although Clines (1993: 304-305) states that o is an interrogative, in (Clines:
1998: 374) he suggests that the use of b as a question word is rare at best, “if not actually

unattested”.) This section will confirm that Clines’ latter suspicion is valid.

It is crucial to note that o® always occurs as the head of the second scenario in a pair of
PolQs, AltQs and AltQvNs. It never occurs independently as the head (or interrogative marker)
of a polar question. Example (30), taken from Gen. 17:17 (example (22) above) would be an ill-
formed question and unacceptable in BH. There are no examples of questions with this syntax

in the entire corpus:
(30) *7o1 nyy-nxn 127708

However, the lexicons offer a number of examples to support their proposal that oR is a
question word. The examples include GKC (8§150f): 1 Kgs. 1:27; Isa. 29:16; Job 6:12; 39:13; J]-M
(§161d) suggests that Jer. 48:27;°* Ps. 131:2; Job 17:2 should be added to this list. I postulate
that most of these are only apparent counterexamples and the following discussion will

support this claim.

To address GKC’s examples, Job 6:12 can be easily resolved. As has been noted above, the
oR-clauses in this verse are preceded by nn questions and form a oy,...nn construction built
by analogy from the x,...77 construction.

The translation of (31) in different English versions reveals almost total lack of consensus

regarding oX‘s role in the passage.

*2 See BDB (2008: 50); DCH (1993: 304-305); IBHS (1990: 316).
521 BDB offers Jer. 48:27a, b as examples of the interrogative use of ox.
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(31) Job 39:12-13

:qva ?[-ﬁ{‘? :[ﬁujz :“jy:-w: ]; va;:ujau 2“Do you have faith in it that it will

IR L return, and bring your grain to your
threshing floor? “The ostrich’s wings
flap wildly, though its pinions lack
plumage.”

7Y TPON MK OR Nohp) DIt

Most translations ignore o&’s role.””” Hartley (1988: 509), appealing to GKC (§150f), argues
for a “missing” 7 in the first clause of v.13. Clines (2015: 1074) too appeals to GKC (§150f) and
argues that the text should be amended stating that “v 13b is pretty clearly the second half of

a double question, and v 13a may well be understood as its first half.”

Another consideration that bolsters interpreting the o clause as the second question of a
DR,...7] construction in this passage is the occurrence of the preceding i clauses in 39:11, 12,
which license the interrogative interpretation in v.13. Admittedly there are no other examples
of a DY,...71 sequence in the Hebrew text where a X is separated from 7 by two clauses,
however no other remotely satisfying explanation has been proposed apart from amending
the text.

(32), on the other hand, can be readily construed as a speech-act conditional and should be

read as follows:

(32) 1 Kgs. 1:27

N’” M 0370 '[SDU 7378 hxn D& If this situation has been orchestrated
oo o by my master the king, you didn’t
make it known to your servant who
0K should sit on the throne of my master
the king after him.” (My translation)

TPRNITS KR 3P v TTIW NN DTN

Following GKC, the NRSV translates with a question: “Has this thing been brought about by
my lord the king and you have not let your servants know who should sit on the throne of my
lord the king after him?” ESV, NASB, NET, NIV, NKJV, NLT also follow GKC and translate the
DX construction as a question.

522 English: CEB, ESV, HCSB, NASB, NIV, NKJV, NRSV. Spanish: DHH, PDPT, RV95.
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The D& clause in (33) has also been interpreted as a question by all major translations.
(33) Isa. 29:16

AU AN AWNT 9% 9NN DR 03990 Your thll’lkll’lg is backwards—It is as if
T T T you think the potter is just like the
clay he uses. Or as if the thing that is
made can say about its maker, “He did
not make me”; or the object fashioned
can say of its designer, “He has no
ability”? (My translation)

T3 NIRRT 0N I 8D ATy

Several solutions have been offered for this unusual use of the particle. GKC (§150f) argues
that this is “due to the suppression of the first member of a double question,” i.e. the 77 clause.
This, however, is the same argument offered for the use of & in (32), which I have shown to
be doubtful. Since o is typically used to propose hypothetical scenarios, I suggest that it is
doing the same here—the particle is first and foremost instructing the reader to consider the
subsequent clauses as hypothetical examples of how the hearer/readers 3397, “turn things
upside down”. These examples consist of everything that follows o&—a potter being regarded
as clay turns the established order on its head, as does the creature regarding the creator as

one having no understanding.’”

The same hypothetical scenario-proposing use of the particle is seen in an example from
J-M (§8161d) in (34) where the particle specifies an alternative scenario to the eventualities
presented in verse 1. It does not function as an interrogative as J-M suggests. Omitting the
introduction, Psalm 131:1, 2 reads as follows:

(34) Ps. 131:1b-2°%

=857 1D IN-NDY 1ab ma-KY ot 'YHWH, my heart is not arrogant, nor my eyes

] N too full of conceit. I do not involve myself in

important matters, nor with concerns that are

5032 1R *5p 5032 W mANIT MY too wonderful for me. “Instead, for example, I
have calmed and quieted my soul such that I
am like a child who has just finished nursing
with its mother--my soul in me is like that
nursed child. (My translation)

NTDR? 19D NiNP0131 YT AR%N

2 My hypothesis is supported by Blenkinsopp (2008: 406) whose translation of v. 16, You have things the wrong
way round! As if the potter were no different from the clay, or as if what is made were to say of its maker..., treats the ox
clauses as examples of the hearers’ incorrect thinking. See likewise Watts (2005: 455-456) who translates v. 16, 0
your perversity! As if the potter be regarded like clay! As if the thing made should say to its maker....

524 Textual issues in v. 2b, d have led to numerous divergent interpretations and translations throughout the
history of translation. See Hossfeld and Zenger (2005) for a detailed account of the issues.
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The NRSV and NIV translation of o with but, or better yet, the instead of the NLT accurately
captures that oR is indicating that the eventualities in v. 2 are alternate or contrastive to those

in v. 1. J-M’s suggestion that this is an interrogative use of o is unnecessary.

J-M (8161d) also proposes that the two occurrences of o§ in (35) are examples of an
interrogative use of the particle. On the contrary, they are examples of sequential PolQs

related to the second 7] clause in verse 5:
(35) Amos 3:5b-6

:7inY &Y Tia9 nATRNTIR hatnoyn Will a trap spring up from the ground
: R 6 when it has taken nothing? °If a ram’s
-oR 370 &Y 0y 3 hoiv pomoR . N ,
e 8 s RS T A horn is blown in a city, won’t people
:nw N M 3 v man tremble? If disaster falls on a city, is it
the Lorp who has done it? (CEB)

The oy,...77 sequence here displays the typical characteristics of BH ox,...7] polar question
sequences:*” the topic of the 77 clause (events have causes) is continued in the o& clauses. oy
alerts the reader that a different scenario will be presented and the o clause is construed as
a question under the scope of the 77 clause. The CEB translates the post-ij b® constructions as
polar questions with hypothetical conditional if P clauses. The hypothetical nature of the polar
question scenarios licenses this interpretation. But it is crucial to recognize that the o
clauses fall under i7’s scope. J-M’s suggestion that these ox clauses are examples of an
interrogative use of the particle fails to acknowledge the ox,...7 sequence and unnecessarily

complicates the lexicon.

The final two independent interrogative uses of o& proposed by J-M (§161d) are Job 17:2
and 30:24, 25. The translational history of Job 17:2 reveals the analytical challenges particles
pose. J-M’s suggestion is similar to the translational strategy of the King James versions which
all translate the X5-D& clause as a question.*” However, more recent translations choose either

11527

an intensifier “surely, certainly”” or ignore it completely.**® There is however no basis here

for interpreting of as an intensifier.

Young’s Literal Translation offers what it promises—a literal translation—and actually
deals with the 85-o& clause seriously.

5% See also Isa. 10:8, 9.

526 The 1611 and subsequent versions.

527 See ASV, ESV, God’s Word Translation, HCSB, NASB, NET, NIV, NRSV, RSV.
528 New Living Bible, NCT, Good News Bible.
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(36) Job 17:1-2

1¢¢

My spirit hath been destroyed, My
days extinguished—graves are for me.
’If not—mockeries are with me. And in
their provocations mine eye lodgeth.

N77DN* 2 013 1301 ) noan '
DPY 128 DR TRY 0onn

This rendering construes the 85-0x clause as a predictive content conditional. It has Job
stating that if he does not die, he will endure being mocked. This solution is consonant with
the semantics of the particle. The one issue that mitigates against this interpretation is that
the ta’amim on oonn 8570 call for a conjunctive reading rather than the disjunctive reading
If not—mockeries are with me. However, the disjunctive rendering makes better sense of the -o&
N5 phrase and yields a reading compatible with ox’s core semantics of hypotheticality. In
summary, I propose for consideration that in Job 17:2 o& does not function as an interrogative
particle, nor as an intensifier per more recent translations, but rather as the head of a

predictive content conditional P clause.
(37) is the final use of o that J-M classifies as an interrogative.

(37) Job 30:24-25

#“Surely one does not turn against

the needy, when in disaster they cry
for help. **Did I not weep for those
Hij=t ) whose day was hard? Was not my soul
grieved for the poor?

0 1777 FPaIToR T NOYY wamND TR
"Wai npap O TAWR? Tl N7TOR®

The 85-0& conditional in v. 25 poses serious exegetical challenges in an interpretationally
challenging context. Most English translations translate the ¥5-D& construction as a rhetorical
question, as reflected in the NRSV translation above. In contrast, CEB translates it as a
conditional protasis with no apodosis: if I didn’t weep for those who have a difficult day or my soul
grieve for the needy;.... Clines (2006: 957) comments that v. 24 “is one of the most unintelligible
verses in the book.” Regarding the context, which includes v. 25, he states “when the sense of
the individual words is so vague or uncertain, it becomes all the more necessary to ask what
is suitable to the context. The next verse [i.e. v. 25] has Job speaking of his care for the needy
as the bitter backdrop to his present afflictions, and it would make sense to see v 24 also as
portraying his generosity.” Given the linguistic and, resulting interpretational challenges of
this passage, Clines’ observation that context should drive the interpretation is crucial.
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Of the 128 occurrences of X5-D&, only this passage and Jer. 48:27, discussed below, have
traditionally been translated as rhetorical questions. Every other use is given a conditional
interpretation.’” This argues for a conditional interpretation, contra the rhetorical question
position. A conditional interpretation would possibly read: If I did not weep for those whose day
was hard, grieved was my soul for the poor. The viability of this interpretation is challenged by
the fact that this would be the only speech-act conditional with a 85-D& - gatal P clause
followed by a gatal-headed Q clause in the BH corpus. The CEB’s translation decision to treat
this as an incomplete conditional may be the most honest exegetical interpretation. It
acknowledges that the semantics of x5O clauses are clearly hypothetical in the
overwhelming majority of instances, and it rejects what seems to be an ad hoc rhetorical

exegesis. Finally, treating it as an incomplete conditional admits the difficulties of the text.

The second, putative interrogative use of ¥>-0x is noted in BDB, which lists the two uses
of oR in Jer. 48:27 as examples of the interrogative use of the particle. Verse 26 consists of an
accusation and judgement against the inhabitants of Moab, while verse 27 offers the
supporting reasons for the judgement. Virtually all English, Spanish and Portuguese versions
translate the o®-clauses as accusatory rhetorical questions.”® In order to provide context,

verse 26 is also shown.

(38) Jer. 48:26-27

5810 PP_P1 177:”” nl‘-w-‘?x__y o q‘—l'-ipm.y‘,j% 2“Make him drunk, for he has defied
s | D87 87Dy DRY T e the Lorp. Let Mo.ab wallc.)w in his vomit;
A L A A let him be an object of ridicule. *’For
ARENI 2232708 SRV Y Mo phwn wasn’t Israel the object of your
sT7inR 12 73T TN derision? He was caught among
T e thieves, that you shake your head in
scorn whenever you speak of him?”
(My translation)

These uses of o§ are challenging on several levels: First, it is syntactically challenging because
the most relevant construal of o®-headed constructions are as conditional constructions, but
these are monoclausal uses and no readily relevant Q clause offers itself for interpretation.
Secondly, the za’amim indicate a disjunction, which is atypical for question words. However,

a solution may be postulated based on the particle’s typical role in prompting background

59 1include in this the uses in oaths that are translated surely, and postscript uses translated as conditional unless.
For the use of conditionals in oaths, see discussion in Chapter 4.3.4.

530 English translations: ESV, HCSB, KJV, NASB, NET, NIV, NKJV, NLT. Spanish translations: DHH, NVI, PDPT, RV60,
RV95. Portuguese translations: NTLH, JFA, NVI-PT.
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information mental spaces. This proposal does not require imputing an ad hoc interrogative

function to the oX clause.

Thematically, vss. 26 and 27 are linked by the repetition of pn in both verses. Verse 27
explains that Moab will be ridiculed because (or in the same way that) the Moabites ridiculed
Israel. I suggest that syntactically, in v. 27, the 1 in DR} instructs the reader that a relevant
logical connection exists between verse 26 and 27, and the repetition of pn establishes the
thematic connection. I hypothesize that the construal of the first ox clause 1 phivn &i% |oK
9% 7% as an interrogative is motivated by &i%, not ox. The use of the negativizer in
constructions that lack an interrogative word but are construed as questions has precedent
in Exod. 8:22; 1 Sam. 20:9; Jer. 49:9a and Jon. 4:11.%%

(39) Exod. 8:22

NaWin "3 13 NivwY 103 89 MW THNn But Moses said, “It would not be right
-rat Tidns 1 Avion MRS mam DYen to do so; for the sacrifices that we offer
S A to the Lord our God are offensive to the
PP N1 DIPIYY 078D NAYin Egyptians. If we offer in the sight of
the Egyptians sacrifices that are offen-
sive to them, will they not stone us?”

Although it is an argument from silence, I suggest that when 815 was used in this way,

question intonation may have identified the construction as an interrogative.

D&’s role in (38) is an extension of the particle’s space-building function. In conditionals,
oR typically prompts the construction of a mental space for the P clause in which background
information is elaborated. The main Q clause interpretation is restricted to the P clause
context. Because D& prototypically constructs mental spaces that contain background
information I suggest that in (38) o is doing just this--prompting construction of mental
spaces and the information elaborated therein is to be construed as background information.
This information is the setting or background reason for why Moab will be punished as
described in 48:26. The ox-clauses in Jer. 48:27 provide supporting arguments for YHWH’s
judgement against Moab enunciated in v.26. I label this use of o& background-specifying. Its
function is similar to that of o® clauses in speech-act conditionals, where the ox-headed P
clause provides the setting for the speech act. This use of o& does not complicate the lexicon
because it is grounded in D®’s prototypical function in building conditional background-

information-containing P spaces.

53 See HALOT (1994-2000: 511). In Exod. 8:22 and 1. Sam. 20:9 X% is used; in Jer. 49:9a, Jon. 4:11 XY is used.
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In a recent article focusing on several speech-act uses of o& in the Lachish 3 ostracon,’*
Park (2013: 463, 467) argues that “the polar use of oR is derived from its use in forming
rhetorical questions” and that “polar o& in oaths forms an interrogative sentence that
functions as a rhetorical question.” She focuses her discussion on oaths involving ny* na and
MmN constructions, contending that in these constructions the o®-clause is not the protasis
of a conditional with an elided Q clause, but instead a rhetorical question. To support her
argument Park (2000: 464) appeals to Gesenius who, she states, “suggested two possible
explanations for the polar use of oxX in oaths.” His first explanation was that ox might
originally have been an interrogative particle: just as 85n yields a positive meaning, so does
85 DR. Gesenius, she concludes “did see the possibility of a relationship between the use of ox
in the formulation of questions and the polar meaning of oR in oaths although he did not use
the term ‘rhetorical question™ (Park 2013: 467).

Park sets forth three arguments to support her claim:

“First, there is no syntactic relationship between the nwy* na clause (“Thus
may God do and more...”) and the ox clause, and the absence of syntactic
connection between them undermines traditional analyses in which the ox
clause is treated as a conditional protasis. Second, there is no formal
difference between ordinary rhetorical questions formed with o& and polar
oR clauses in oaths, except for the addition of an oath formula. Third,
rhetorical questions formed with o& can serve as the content of an oath (Cant
8,4), just like the rhetorical questions formed with nn in Cant 2,7 (=3,5).” (Park
2013: 476).

A significant issue that Park does not address in her reassignment of the function of o
clauses in oaths is the purpose for oaths (or curses) in the biblical world. As Brichto (1963: 24,
27) and Kitz (2014: 38) point out, every oath involves a curse. Brichto has pointed out that in
(40), N9 is clearly used as a synonym of n&3aw, reflecting this conceptualization of how the

world functions.

532 See Schniedewind (2000) for background on the ostracon.
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(40) Gen 26:28-31

'[DD | D “ﬁJﬁRj iNg ;ﬁpgaIZS sthey said, “We see plalnly that the
o L Lord has been with you; so we say, let
there be a curse between you and us,
n97 33AY MHR-OR TAY N™M2 AN and let us make a covenant with you:
-5 D 10PY TR TV 8D WK #If you do us harm, (just as we have
' oo T T not touched you and have done to you
T T3 MOV NNK DHYI TN 210 nothing but good and have sent you
M IWMBLanYM 19081 npwn binh wpne away in peace), [may you be cursed].
oY oMb PIRY WK WA D43 You are now the blessed of the Lord.”
T mre s o **So he made them a feast, and they ate
and drank. *'In the morning they rose
early and exchanged oaths; and Isaac
set them on their way, and they
departed from him in peace. (My
translation.)

T2 IPP2 NI AOR RN KD

:0f7wa KD 1271

As suggested in Chapter 4.3.4.1, reversing of the polarity ox and 8% ox is a translational
decision that may be located in an unwillingness to include the implicit curse in the
translation. Since Park recognizes that nivy* na and min*n constructions are oath “formulae”,
she understands that these are oaths. If they are oaths, then based on the widespread,
pervasive cross-linguistic and cross-cultural evidence from related languages and cultures,
they must include an implicit curse. I hypothesize that evidence of it is reflected in the ox-
conditional P clause. Elision of the curse explains the lack of syntactic relationship between
the oath/curse authenticators and the o& clause. Syntactic disruption is common in everyday
speech and rarely results in miscommunication. If the BH niy* na and mn*~n constructions
were idiomatic phrases, miscommunication due to syntactic disruption would have posed

even less of a communication issue.

Park’s argument stands or falls on her assumption that o&’s use in oaths as a rhetorical
question particle is related to its use as a question marker in polar questions. I demonstrated
above that in polar questions o& does not function as question word. Instead, it functions
under the scope of 7 to open a new mental space. The information following oR is construed
as a question, not because D& is a question word, but because the o& space is embedded in the
7 question space. As was shown above, D& is never the head of any PolQ or AltQ. Since Park
bases her claim that o is functioning in oaths as a question word is based on the particle’s
use in PolQs, her argument is weakened.
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Park appeals to Isa. 29:16,°* as an example of D&’s use in rhetorical questions. See the
discussion of this challenging passage after example (33) above. There and following I
hypothesized that in the few passages where o& has been interpreted (and translated) as a
rhetorical question marker, the particle is instead prompting a mental space in which
background or setting information is elaborated. This information informs assertions in the

immediate context.

Park’s third argument, “rhetorical questions formed with ox can serve as the content of an
oath (Cant 8,4), just like the rhetorical questions formed with i1 in Cant 2,7 (=3,5)” (Park 2013:
476), is dependent on her second argument that oR is a question word.** Park’s arguments
(and those reflected in the commentaries in footnote 533) reflect a modular view of grammar
and disallows conceptual frame-based knowledge available in the CURSE/OATH frame. It is
well established that curses and oaths were used extensively in ANE cultures. Upon reading
*npawn the CURSE/OATH frame would provide instantaneous access to a rich set of knowledge
about curses, including the language employed in curses and how that language was
employed. I have proposed that those frames were linked to conditionals when they were used

in curse formulas.

In summary, the lexicons (BDB, GDC and J-M) classify a small number of uses of ox as
interrogatives. GKC proposes that an initial ij clause may be missing in some of the passages,
but these 7 clauses would have to be reconstructed ad hoc. A closer analysis of the putative
examples proposed in the lexicons and by Park demonstrates that each use can also be
understood as instances of other undisputed categories of o&. Because the particle never
occurs independently to mark questions, I conclude that o is not an interrogative and should
not be classified as such. I have also demonstrated that the putative examples offered in the
lexicons fit into o&’s mental (setting/background) space-building function.

If R is not an interrogative marker, it raises a number of questions that will be addressed
below. First, what property of o&’s semantics promotes its use in the second of a pair of PolQs
and AltQs? Secondly, if o is not an interrogative marker, then what allows the ox clause to
be construed as a question, either real or rhetorical? Finally, if o& is not marking the clause

as a question, what is its function?

53 See discussion above where the exegetical challenges of the passage are discussed.

534 Song 2:7; 3:5; 5:8 and 8:4 are virtually identical. Noegel and Rendsburg (2009: 114-116) argue that ox and nn
are negativizers here. Exum (2005: 248) concurs but argues that construing the nn phrase as a rhetorical question
is also a viable interpretation. Keel (1994) translates each passage as an oath, but does not comment on the role
of either lexeme.
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5.2.6. Scenario-Specifying use of o

If D& were an interrogative particle as BDB (2008: 50) and DCH (1993: 304-305)°* claim, we
would expect it to be used frequently in contexts independent of other interrogatives like i
and nn. However, as demonstrated above, it is never found independently. Yet there has never
been any confusion about interpreting the ox-clauses that follow 7 questions (or the two
associated with nn questions) as interrogative. This seems to indicate clearly that the

construal of the ox clause as a question is promoted by the 7 clause itself.

My hypothesis is that oR,...7] question sequences are not derived from an underlying form
via transformations, as has historically been posited for AltQs and PolQs.*** Nor should they
be understood to be “built” by aggregating the 77 clause and the ox clause to form oy,...q
sequences. A cognitive grammar posits a usage-based approach in which the inventory of
linguistic units in the language reflects the experience speakers have of actual language use.
This approach assumes constructions in which phonological, syntactic, semantic and
pragmatic information are linked to the construction, instead of residing in separate modules.
A “constructional model does not assume ‘words and rules’ but instead assumes ‘ready-made’
grammatical constructions, some of which are highly detailed” and others more generalized
or schematic (Evans and Green 2006: 660). I propose that the DR,...7] construction is one such

“ready-made” grammatical constructions in the BH lexicon.

The mental space configuration of AltQs does not differ significantly from the proposed
PolQ configuration. In AltQs the o& clause is also interpreted as a question under the scope of
the 7 clause. This means that the mental space prompted by o is still nested inside the i
Q(uestion) space as is seen in the following diagram:

Figure 5.2: DR,...7] Question Mental Space Configuration

i question
- R

space space

535 While Clines argues in DCH (1993) that o has an interrogative use, Clines (1998) argues that it doesn’t.
536 See especially Bolinger (1978) and Goddard (2002: 5).
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If oR is not functioning as an interrogative particle in by,...7] sequences, what is its role, if
any, in meaning construction in the oR,...7 construction? I hypothesize that o® is used
because of its function in alternative scenario-building. Above we demonstrated this function
of ox in Jer. 48:27 where the particle prompts the reader/hearer to build a mental space where
a new background or setting scenario is to be considered. In the D,...;] construction, DR is
building mental spaces for the second and third questions. The oR-clauses in sequential oy,...1]
sequences, are construed as questions because they are under the scope of the question words
7 and nn. The mental space that is built by oR is nested inside the question space these words
build. Being nested inside the question space is what licenses the o& clause to be construed as
a question. The oR-clauses are interpreted as AltQs or PolQs because 7 typically prompts these

types of questions.*”

5.3. OR (WR) TV Sequences

oR is used in Tv-headed prepositional phrases seven times. In Gen. 24:19, 33; Ruth 2:21 and
Isa. 30:17 it immediately follows the preposition, seen in (41)-(42). Three times, in Gen. 28:15;
Num. 32:17 and Isa. 6:11 it follows W& Tp,”* seen in (43) and (44). o&’s function is the same in

both constructions.

(41) Gen 24:19

T ARWK 79010 D3 INRA iNHbwaY bam When she had finished giving him a
R ' L. drink, she said, “I will draw for your
camels also, until they have finished
drinking.”

:nPwY 1927oK

57 In Rabbinic Hebrew and Modern Hebrew oxi is a commonly used as an interrogative. It occurs twice in BH, in
Num. 17:28 and Job 6:13. I consider the particle’s use in these two occurrences to be instances of scenario-
specifying, however, the paucity of occurrences means that this can only be hypothesized. The same is true of
suggestions that it is clearly an interrogative in BH. A grammaticalization process of the ox,... construction,
described as context-induced reanalysis (Hopper and Traugott (2003: 39-70) could possibly explain ox’s
incorporation into the oxi construction. It should be noted that o itself is not considered a question word in
Modern Hebrew. Further examination of the question is beyond this study, but the question merits attention.
See Perez Fernandez (1999: 192) on o&71 in Rabbinic Hebrew.

53 In WK T phrases Holmstedt (2002: 76) argues that “Wx is modifying a “covert [temporal] head”. He suggests
the phrase be translated “until the time when....” But see Park (2015) for a rebuttal of Holmstedt. She analyzes
TWR as a “light noun” and argues it is always the head of its clause. Regarding T, see IBHS (1990: 215-16).
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(42) Ruth 2:21

-op "HR AR (D3 PARIDD NI IIRM
nR 1927DR TR PRI HTWR DI
PYIVR TYRITO3

(43) Gen 28:15
To0™IWR 592 THIDWI TAY "R Nim

TR N7 *3 NNID IRTRITOR THAY
T2 FIRTIWR DR TDYTOR TR TY

Then Ruth the Moabite said, “He even
said to me, ‘Stay close by my servants,
until they have finished all my
harvest.””

Look, realize that I am with you and
will keep you wherever you go, and
will bring you back to this land; for I
will not leave you until I have done

what I have promised you.”
(44) Isa. 6:11

Then I said, “How long, O Lord?” And
he said: “Until cities lie waste without
inhabitant, and houses without people,
and the land is utterly desolate.

"DR YR TR RN ITR RTTY 0K
DIN PRI DRI 2P PR DT IRY
RV ARYA ARTRM

o&’s function in these constructions presents an analytical challenge, demonstrated by the
fact that its presence in these passages is typically ignored in translations. The translations
reflect the difficulty in discerning how o& combines compositionally with the semantics of
the (AWX) 7w phrases. Based on the translations, there would appear to be no difference in
meaning between the Tp-headed prepositional phrases with o& and those without the particle.

What is clear is that the mental space configurations will be distinct because D& is a space
building particle. Twv-headed prepositional phrases without o& occupy one temporal mental
space. The oR space in (41) and (42) would be embedded inside the Tv space. Three levels of
embedding would be present in ox WX TV sequences. Multiple embedding requires the
hearer/reader to expend more effort to process the information. But as Sanders (2014: 275)
points out, “readers are used to complex and subjective space building to such an extent that
processing these embeddings...comes natural to them. I suspect that this increase in
embedding is related the narrator’s desire to blend his viewpoint with that of the character,

a topic beyond the scope of this study.

Given that there are only four examples in the entire corpus, any proposal is tenuous. I
suggest two possibilities: First, o& could be used to prompt a space in which the narrator or
character’s perspective of doubt (epistemic distance) on the statement in which the phrase is
found. This use is grounded in o&’s core semantics of hypotheticality. ("Wx) Tv-headed
prepositional phrases without o& state the speaker’s perspective; ox indicates the narrator’s
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perspective of doubt. In (41) the reader knows that thirsty camels can drink an enormous
amount of water. When Rebekah offers to draw water nw% 152 ox T, the use of D& opens a
mental space in which her or the narrator’s doubt of her ability to accomplish the task is
entertained. However, further research into perspectivization strategies in BH is needed to
confirm this proposal. Secondly, o& could be used to indicate the setting or background within

which the preceding comment is to be understood, as it is in above noted instances.

5.4. Analysis of DX ’1;1?.?1 Sequences

ox’s function in the ox-"n%a phrase is more amenable to analysis than it is in ox (WR) T
sequences. D& occurs four times following 'n%3.”*° In (45) and (46) things--the speaker’s body
and land, and Gideon’s sword—are excluded from the preceding generalization. I will call this
the noun-ox *7723 sequence. However in (48) eventualities are excluded by 'na. I will call this
the verb-os /7153 sequence. This difference appears to be crucial. In (45) and (46) when things
(i.e. nouns) are profiled, ox is not amenable to a conditional interpretation. But when
eventualities are profiled as in (48), I propose that o& should be construed as the head of a

conditional construction. Given the paucity of examples, certainty is impossible.

(45) Gen. 47:18b

130737 0K vnbn 7378 73977 ng; N5 There is l’lOthiI’lg left in the Slght of my

lord but our bodies and our lands.
FINDTNY

(46) Jdg. 7:14a
190-DR vn‘;: Nt R RN ERival Tgil And his comrade answered, “This is no

"""" other than the sword of Gideon son of

s e seivore it
R WK UKD DT Joash, a man of Israel.

In (45) and (46) it is unclear what o& contributes compositionally to the interpretation of
the *n’%a phrases. oR is clearly not required to follow *n%2 since, as seen in (47) *n%32 occurs
more often immediately preceding its complement, e.g. Gen. 18:12, 26; Num. 11:6; Deut. 3:3;
Isa. 10:4.

53 'noa indicates that the thing, state or eventuality following the particle is an exception to the preceding
assertion. See BHRG (1999: 317); J-M (§160mVII); Naudé (2013: 803).
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(47) Num. 11:6

1798 "[a b3 PR AW W3 IO “But now our strength is dried up, and
o e T there is nothing at all but this manna
A1 ”
' to look at.

One possible explanation is that o# is contributing a weak sense of hypotheticality to the
assertions. An adjusted translation of Gen. 47:18b would read There is nothing in the sight of my
lord except possibly our bodies and our lands. Jdg. 7:14 would be understood as saying This is
nothing except possibly the sword of Gideon.... However, I suggest that hypotheticality should be
ruled out because in both instances the speaker seems to be making a strong assertion of fact

or belief.

Scenario identification is a second possibility, yielding There is nothing left in the sight of my
lord except, consider this, our bodies and our land, and This is nothing except, consider this, the sword
of Gideon.... This proposal seems preferable, but the fact that 'n3a occurs more often without
DR, as in (47), than with it indicates that o is not required to uniquely identify the

complement.
The two D& *n%a sequences in (48) have verbal complements.
(48) Amos 3:3-4

IR TUITOR b3 TR oYY ;3‘77”3 Do two walk together?—-Only if they

I R T have agreed to do so? ‘Does a lion roar

in the forest, when it has no prey?

72508 *nYa intbnn Does a young lion growl from its den? -
- Only if it has caught prey! (My
translation)

1210 103 1 12 PR 9701 Wi e

Initially, the o& *n%a sequence in these two verses appears to occur in a D...7] construction.
However the questions are not PolQs or AltQs, so neither is a b...77 construction. Instead they
are conditional speech-act questions in which the P clause follows the Q clause question. In
Amos 3:3, 1711 DR is a conditional P clause that sets the condition and background in which
the 7 question is to be interpreted. The P clause in Amos 3:4 is 72%-0R. *n73 instructs the hearer

or reader to understand that the answer to the i question is No in any space but P.>*

The semantics of the oy 'nYa sequence appear to be similar to those found in the English
only if construction, which is used to assert “the exclusivity of the P-defined space as a setting

5% If a speaker of BH were alive, I would ask whether y1m? 129 &5 0w ,317pi3 85 o& would be an acceptable
substitute for Amos 3:3.
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for Q” (Dancygier and Sweetser 1996: 205, italics in original). In English, only if conditionals
tell the reader that among acceptable spaces, the only if space is the only acceptable one; only
precedes and has scopal dominance over the if-clause.” In BH 'n"a is understood to indicate
that what follows the particle is an exception to the assertion that precedes it. However, in
(48) the D& *nY3a construction seems to indicate that the information in the following P clause
is the exclusive space in which the preceding Q clause rhetorical question will hold. In (48),
ox *AYa is not indicating that the situation of a lion catching prey and guarding it in its lair is
the only time that the lion does not roar. On the contrary, the writer is stating that lions roar
in their lair exclusively when they have taken down prey and have it in their lair. All other
spaces are excluded. This attribute of ox *n%a is similar to the semantics and space-building

characteristics of o& 7, which also builds exclusive spaces.

Van der Merwe (p.c.: August 2016) has proposed that o& 'na is best understood as a
construction analogous to o& "3 and that, like the ox *3 construction, the o& *n%a construction
indicates “exhaustive exclusion.” He proposes that ox amplifies *n%2’s semantics of exclusion.
This suggestion accounts for each of the four uses of the construction. This proposal
essentially states that in ox 'n%3 and oy 3, itself is contributing the meaning “exhaustive.”
Although it can be argued that the semantics of alternativity are a schematic aspect of the
semantics of D&, being based on the fact that hypothetical scenarios which the particle
prototypically prompts are alternatives to “reality,” I have not found evidence to support the
proposal that it ever involves the meaning “exhaustive”. As noted in Chapter 3.3, Goldberg
(1994: 4) defines constructions as a “form-meaning pair such that some aspect of the form and
meaning is not strictly predictable.” Since neither "3, *'n%2 or o& appear to have recognized
semantic components indicating exhaustive exclusion, I believe it is better to attribute this to
the constructions themselves. This proposal does raise certain questions which demand
further research, such as if the semantics of the o& *n%3a construction are analogous to the "2
ox construction, why would speakers of the language need the ox 'mba construction?
Questions regarding dialect, compositional dating, and so forth would be involved in the issue.

The interpretation of the verb-ox *n%a sequence I am proposing is the opposite of the
typical interpretation of 'n9a itself: *n%a alone indicates that what follows the particle is
excluded from the preceding assertion, i.e. what precedes doesn’t apply to what follows the
particle. I am proposing that the verb-ox 'n%a sequence indicates that the preceding Q clause
applies (holds) exclusively in the following P clause.

541 See Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 206) for a mental space diagram of English only if spaces.
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In summary, I hypothesize that the o& *n9a construction indicates exhaustive exclusion. It
prompts the construction of mental spaces that identify the o& *n%3 as the unique space for
consideration. This appears to be similar to the meaning and space-building of o& 7. The
verb-DR-"n93 sequence is part of a conditional construction. o prompts the construction of
a hypothetical mental space in which the P clause of a speech-act conditional is elaborated as

the unique space, to the exclusion of all others, in which the Q clause is valid.

5.5. OR(1)...DR Sequences®*

DR(Y)...08 sequences occur eight times.*” In each instance the narrator uses the
information in the o®-clauses to disambiguate and clarify a concept in the preceding
discourse. I postulate that this function is similar to that of the P clause in the Q, P conditionals
which Declerck and Reed label “postscript conditionals”.*** Dancygier and Sweetser call them
“trail-offs” and note that these often specify “the spaces in which the preceding discourse
holds.”* In (49), referencing the final two uses of D&, the options napi oK 12170R clarify, or
provide the background information the hearer/reader needs to understand exactly what is

meant by the class of animals, 9p2i.>*

(49) Lev. 3:1

NI HPHU-ID DN ]'Jnjp D’DSW' nar-oNy If the offering isa sacrifice Of well-
L L being, if you offer an animal of the

BIPT DAY NIRITDR DR 10 herd, whether male or female, you

M ek shall offer one without blemish before
the Lord.
(50) Qoh. 12:14
by VAYNI R D’ﬁ’?{fﬂ nYpn-Ha nK 2 For God will bring every deed into

judgment, including every secret

YYD 200N DRVIY3 thing, whether good or evil.

52 This section does not address coordinate conditional P clauses, listed in BDB ([1906] 2008: §1b, p. 50), in which
each P clause is headed by oy, e. g. Exod. 19:13 (a conditional speech-act command); Qoh. 11:3.

53 Lev. 3:1; 27:26; Deut. 18:3; Josh. 24:14; 2 Sam. 15:21; Ruth 3:10; Prov. 20:11; Qoh. 12:14.

>4 See Declerck and Reed’s (2002: 367-368) very brief discussion.

545 See Dancygier and Sweetser (2005: 263-266).

546 Milgrom (1991: 204) states that it was necessary to clarify that animals of both sexes were acceptable because
“all other animal sacrifices were fixed regarding their sex.”
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In (50) the specifications p7-o&) 2iv-o# clarify what aspect of the general class of nippn is
examined in the judgement. Another example is found in Ezra 2:59 and Neh. 7:16, which,

except for minor spelling variations, are identical. Here only one mental space is specified.
(51) Ezra 2:59; Neh. 7:16

TR 212 RN 5R Hoh YA Boyn nhi The following were those who came up

N from Tel-melah, Tel-harsha, Cherub,

Addan, and Immer, though they could

;00 S8 not prove their families or their
descent, whether they belonged to
Israel.

DR DD DRIAR™M"3 1307 197 891 0

oR prompts the construction of a mental space in which the reader is provided with the
background information required for knowing why it was important to verify which -nva
oniaR the people belonged to--were they Israelites or not? I analyze the ox clauses in Isa.
24:13; 29:16 and Jer. 48:27 similarly. In Jer. 48:27 (see discussion above, example (38)) the o§
opens a space in which background to the charge ®1n-03 phiw% n*m1 is understood.

Although the P clause in (52) is not a postscript/trail-off conditional, the ox-headed P
clause is used to create a mental space that provides the background and context in which the
following question can be understood. Without this space, the question is meaningless. Amos

7:2 is a similar example in which o& opens a space in which speech is contextualized.
(52) Job 7:3-4a

:ﬁ’?-up ’7733]' n]‘y'ﬂ N“U-vnjz w‘? ﬁnfﬂ-_un 133 3so I am allotted months of emptiness,
' T UV and nights of misery are apportioned
to me. *‘When I lie down I say, ‘When
shall I rise?’

- TWTTIN DIPY DR IAN] NAYTDR

In summary, I have proposed that the o&(1)...08& sequences analyzed by BDB and others to
mean whether...or promote the construction of mental spaces in which the preceding discourse
holds and in which information crucial for the understanding and contextualizing of the
preceding discourse is specified. In most cases the ox clauses denote the specific members of
a general class or set, apparently to avoid misunderstanding on the part of the reader. The
particle o& prompts the construction of these spaces which share with conditional P spaces
the marking of crucial background information.
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5.6. The DR "3 Construction

This section will discuss the o& 2 construction. I will not discuss instances of sequential
non-constructional uses of D& + '3, where o is clearly conditional, e. g. Deut. 11:22; Josh. 23:12.
The literature on the so-called exceptive D& '3, seen in (53) is extensive. See below for some of
the more important references.’” All of these analyses, with the exception of van Leeuwen
(1973), are found in studies of the particle *3, so they have made just passing reference to ox.
Within the boundaries of this study, the relevant question concerns the role of ox in the
construction and the semantic contribution, if any, the particle makes to the meaning of the

construction.
(53) Dan. 10:21

PRI DR 2093 DWII-NR 19 TR AR But I am to tell you what is inscribed in
T T VT the book of truth. There is no one with

- v =5-bY i 3 .
PRILTOR 2 NPROD BY PINO TN me who contends against these princes
Haj |1/ except Michael, your prince.

Regarding this construction, Ferguson (1882: 49) states that “the presence of ox cannot be
purposeless, and the particle, at some period at least of the history of the language, must have
had a sensible value, though it is not necessary to suppose that the Hebrews were very
conscious of any special force at the comparatively late period in which the books of the 0ld
Testament were written.” Van Leeuwen (1973: 47) and Schoors (1981: 252) view D&’s presence
in this construction as purely pleonastic—reinforcing existing adversative-exceptive

semantics of 2. In other words, DX intensifies the adversative semantics of ¥2.>*

These analyses maintain that each lexical item contributes semantically to the meaning of
the construction. In contrast, the analysis proposed here is that o& '3 is an integrated
construction whose semantics are defined separately from the semantics of 3 and ox. Since
semantic information is attached to the construction itself, at the stage in Biblical Hebrew
that we encounter the construction, the semantics of b& may not have made any
compositional contribution to the construction. At some point in time, each particle may have
provided some of the semantics of the construction, but its meaning in the Hebrew of the MT

does not appear to be dependent on their semantics.

57 See especially Bandstra (1982: 154-157) and Follingstad (2001: 563-566) who focus on "3, and Van Leeuwen
(1973: 42-47) whose main interest is OX. See also BHRG (1999: 303); Brockelmann (1956: 168); GKC (§163a-d); IBHS
(1990: 671-673); J-M (§164c, §172¢, §173b) and Schoors (1986: 252). See Follingstad for a complete list of all
instances of ox 3.

548 See Bandstra (1982: 155-156) for arguments to the contrary.
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I will propose that the semantics of alternativity which hypothetical particles exhibit could
offer a justifiable explanation for o&’s inclusion in the construction. Hypothetical scenarios
are, by definition, alternate realities, so it is possible this was o&’s contribution to the
formation of the construction at an early stage. The suggestion by van der Merwe, discussed
above in 5.4, that o& contributes the semantics of exhaustive exclusivity to both this and the

Ds-’m’?:;l construction is also suggestive.

5.7. The o& m‘bq Construction

This section will examine the phrase o& 8157, which occurs four times in Biblical Hebrew
in Gen. 4:7; 1 Sam. 15:17; 2 Kgs. 20:19 and Isa. 28:25. I propose that o) m“vq is not a construction
because as a unit, D& ®i97 does not make a semantic contribution to the discourse that is
distinct from the semantics of the parts. There is disagreement among grammarians
regarding the status of 8197 as a marker of asseveration and/or rhetorical questions, leading
to the proposal in Sivan and Schniedewind of separate etymologies for the two meanings.**
Based on syntactic analogies, Moshavi (2007a) proposes that in these cases &i%7 should be
analyzed as clausal adverb with scope over the following clause, or in the case of biclausal
conditionals, the following construction. It functions, she argues (Moshavi: 2007b), as a
presentational discourse marker to indicate that what follows provides justification for a
preceding or following argument. The use of o& &i%7 in these passages can be construed to
support her proposal. She does not include the challenging Gen. 4:7a passage in her discussion.

In the following examples, I use look to translate &i%7’s semantics of justification.

(54) Gen 4:7a

nnab 27 0 85 DRI ORY 270 RmoR K9S LOOk, ifyou do the I'lght thil’lg, won’t
B you be accepted? But if you don’t do
the right thing, sin will be waiting at
the door ready to strike! (CEB)

...PA7 NRVN

(55) 1 Sam. 15:17a

TIpa NNR TopOR Ri%0 HRINW 0NN Samuel said, “Look, even if you were
T ' o insignificant in your own eyes, you are
head of the tribes of Israel. (My
translation)

MR YR IV WY

5 See BHRG (1999: 322); GKC (§150¢). J-M (§161c) remarks that the phrase is used to indicate exclamations. See
also Brongers (1981); IBHS (1990: 684n48); Sivan and Schniedewind (1993).
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(56) Isa. 28:23-25

SDNK u]uw1 q:vWPD 737“-) u]nw] U’U_’;UZS 23Listen, and hear my Voice; Pay attention,
T and hear my speech. * Do those who
TTYM MYy W Wana W oin 590 - :

e T s T s T plow for sowing plow every single day? Do

nep Prom rio mwoR RiY? innR they continually open and harrow their

UDDJ nij] hj]w non ny] Pqu Uj;} ground? 25LOOk, when they have leveled its

Tom o mr e surface, they then scatter dill, sow cumin,
and plant wheat in rows and barley in its
proper place, and spelt as the border. (My
translation, based on NRSV)

1in%33 NRR2)

I am not convinced that in (54) 897 functions to indicate that the conditional clause is used
to justify a surrounding assertion or argument, because there isn’t one. I construe it as a
rhetorical question that affirms the truth of the predictive conditional that follows. I do agree

that (55)°*° and (56) are amenable to Moshavi’s proposal.
In (57) Hezekiah can be seen using 8197 to justify his own actions in the previous sentence.

(57) 2 Kgs. 20:19

a7 o) 17!’3.7\@"’7& ]L'l"PTﬂ INRN Then Hezekiah said to Isaiah, “The

T S word of the Lord that you have spoken

is good.” For he thought, “Why not, if

A=) there will be peace and security in my
days?”

The o& clause is a postscript/trail-off conditional P clause that specifies the space in which
8157 holds. In conclusion, o& &7 is not a construction that makes a semantic contribution to
the meaning of the discourse. Both ®i%7 and oy each contribute compositionally to the

contextual meaning.

5.8. Summary

In this chapter I have investigated the use of ox in monoclausal wishes, the oy,...n
construction used for AltQ, AltQvNs and PolQs, D& (WWR) TV sequences, DR 173, DR(1)...ON
sequences the D& "3 construction and oy Ki%7. The purpose of the inquiry was to answer the
questions: Are these actual constructions, the meanings of which are greater than the
semantics of the parts, or is the meaning simply the sum of the semantics of each lexeme? Are

oR’s semantics of hypotheticality, active and profiled in ox-conditionals, also expressed in

0 A concessive reading is also possible. In either, the o& clause provides background information for the
assertion in the Q clause.
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these constructions? What is the function of o® in these constructions? Is the position of ox

in these constructions in any way determinative of its role and semantic contribution?

Regarding o&’s role in monoclausal wishes, which occur only two times, I proposed that in
BH this expression does not have an underlying biclausal conditional form in which the Q
clause is omitted, unexpressed or suppressed, but is instead monoclausal. I also proposed that
DR’s core semantic component, hypotheticality, enables a negative epistemic stance toward

the proposition and likely licensed o&’s use in this construction.

It was demonstrated that the oy,...1 sequence should be considered a construction that
indicates to the hearer two (or more) alternative questions. In this construction ] has scope
over the entire construction and builds a question space. o& does not build a question space.
Because 7} has scope over the entire construction, the information elaborated in the space
prompted by o& is also construed as a question. o&’s function is to build a mental space that
is nested inside the 77 space, in which a second question is elaborated (see Fig. 5.2). Since
hypothetical mental spaces prompted by o are by definition alternate conceptualizations of
reality, the spaces prompted by ox under i7’s scope are interpreted as alternates to the i
question. It was proposed that o&’s semantics of hypotheticality are suppressed because the

DR space(s) are under the scope of 7.

The classification of o& as a question word that independently builds question spaces was
challenged by demonstrating that most cases can plausibly be accommodated under existing
conditional categories. In other instances, it was shown that the particle was used, not as a
question word, but to build mental spaces in which contextual background information was
elaborated. It was concluded that o® is not an interrogative particle and proposed that its

status as such should be abandoned.

In DR (AWR) TV sequences it is difficult to discern how o& combines compositionally with
the semantics of the ("WR) 7w phrases. From our position today, it is difficult to detect what
difference the particle makes when it is present versus when it is absent. Tp-headed
prepositional phrases without o® occupy one temporal mental space. When o# is used, the
mental space configurations will be distinct since the ox space would be embedded inside the
Tv space. Three levels of embedding would be present in o) WX T sequences. This increase
in embedding may have been related the narrator’s desire to blend his viewpoint with that of
the character.

The analysis of o& *n%a sequences differentiated between the noun-og-"n%a sequence and
the verb-ox 'nba sequence. In both sequences scalar effects similar to those elicited by ox p7
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seem to be involved. oy *n%2 does not seem to deny that alternatives might exist, but it insists
that the o& 'nba space is the only acceptable space. In the verb-ox-"n%2 sequence conditionals,

the P space is the only (exclusive) acceptable space in which Q is valid.

An analysis of the oR())...o8 sequences demonstrated that in this context the particle
prompts construction of mental spaces in which background information, crucial for the
understanding and contextualizing of the preceding discourse is specified. The semantics of
alternativity that merit the translation or are derivable via implicature from both the
semantics of the alternatives themselves (e. g. 7121 ,1921) and oX’s central function as a builder

of mental spaces in which alternative scenarios are considered.

The analysis proposed here is that o& '3 is an integrated construction whose semantics of
exception are defined separately from the semantics of "3 and o{. o& does not contribute
compositionally to the construction. At some point in time, each particle may have
contributed to the semantics of the construction, but the meaning of the construction in the

Hebrew of the MT does not appear to be dependent on their semantics.

The analysis of ox 8197 concluded that the phrase is not a construction. Instead &i%7 and
o each contribute compositionally. Following Moshavi (2007a, b), in the passages where this
phrase is found, 857 functions as a clausal adverbial, possibly of justification. ox heads

conditional clauses over which &5 has scope.

Several general patterns have emerged from this examination of o&’s function in, and
contributions to, each of the forms analyzed in this chapter. They have been demonstrated to
be entirely consistent with the results of the analysis of o&’s role in conditional constructions
in Chapter 4. First, o& functions as a mental space builder in each of the above forms. With
the exceptions of the oy clauses in the oy &i%7 phrase and the verb-ox *n%a sequence, none
of the o& constructions are conditionals. This means that the mental spaces that o& prompts
in these constructions are not the hypothetical spaces that the particle prototypically builds.

Secondly, the spaces that o& builds in these constructions share two features that are
typical of the conditional P clause space: First, the space indicates an alternate scenario to
that which currently holds. This can be clearly observed in the oy,...7 construction, in the
monoclausal wish form, and example (34). Secondly, non-conditional o& spaces are similar to
conditional P clause spaces in that they build background spaces for their immediate context
as was demonstrated for passages such as (39), which have been classified as an interrogative.
These are spaces in which contextual background required by the reader to draw appropriate

conclusions about assertions in surrounding spaces is elaborated.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

My interest in a reevaluation of o&’s semantics, BH conditionals and the status of the
particle’s use in non-conditional constructions was prompted by the explanatory power of
recent studies of the conditionals of numerous, principally, Indo-European languages. These
studies were carried out under a cognitive-functional based research programme into
conditionals, initiated by Sweetser and Dancygier. Previous research on o and its use in
Biblical Hebrew conditionals utilized a degree of hypotheticality metric for categorizing
conditionals. When principled generalizations regarding verb use in the conditionals in each
category were sought, the results were disappointingly random. Furthermore, this
categorization schema could not provide insight into the purposes for which the different
categories of conditionals were used. Nor could it provide explanations for why ox could be
used in conditionals and several distinct types of non-conditional constructions.
Consequently, lexicons and grammars tend to offer little more than taxonomic lists of the
types of constructions in which the particle is used, without any explanation for what
motivated the diverse uses.

Hence the aim of this thesis was to reassess from a cognitive linguistics standpoint the
semantics and function of the particle o& and the conditional and non-conditional
constructions in which it is found in the Hebrew Bible, in order to test whether a cognitivist
approach to language would further our understanding of the particle. Pursuant to this, the

general hypothesis of this study, as stated in Chapter 1, was stated as follows:

A more unified and comprehensive account of (1) the semantics of the particle o in its
uses in conditional and non-conditional constructions and (2) the use and characteristics of
BH conditionals is possible by means of the application of a cognitive-functional framework
to the BH data. This study sought to test this hypothesis via the application of a cognitive-
functional framework (proposed in Sweetser (1990) and elaborated on in Dancygier (1998)
and, especially, in Dancygier and Sweetser (2005)) to all uses of the particle ox in the entire
BH corpus, in order to discover whether a more adequate description is obtainable of both o&
and the constructions in which is it used.

The study made use of Mental Space Theory (MST), a cognitivist theory of information
processing proposed by Fauconnier ([1985] 1994; 1997), and limited use of concepts from
Construction Grammar as elaborated by Goldberg (1995; 2006a, b) in order to investigate: 1)

why o& could be used in the diverse, types of conditional and non-conditional constructions
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and 2) the use of verb forms in o& conditionals classified according to the framework proposed

by Sweetser.

Although this study has not answered every question regarding conditionality in BH or
every question regarding the precise semantic components of o& that license its use in non-
conditional constructions, the aforesaid hypothesis was nonetheless confirmed by the
description of o®-conditional constructions in chapter 4 and the analysis in chapter 5 of the
non-conditional constructions in which the particle is used. Furthermore, we have provided
evidence to support the hypothesis that o& is not an interrogative particle by demonstrating
that its use in interrogatives is licensed by the schematic scenario-specifying semantics of the

particle used in its function as a hypothetical space builder.

The implementation of the aforementioned hypothesis necessitated the description of the

following concepts in Chapter 3:

1. Mental Space Theory, which provided a principled means of analyzing the different
kinds of mental spaces Biblical Hebrew conditionals build and of displaying how these
conditionals are cognitively structured. Mental Space Theory also allowed for a formal
display of Domain, and Viewpoint, which specifies the domain location (narrator or
character) of Viewpoint that is controlling temporal and spacial construal of
eventualities under discussion. The unique mental space configurations of the different
classes of conditionals proposed by Sweetser and employed in this study reinforced

arguments for the validity of their status.

2. The cognitive domain-based categories (content, generic, speech-act and epistemic)
that the study used to classify BH o&-conditionals was described. Conditionals in each
of these categories employ reasoning pertinent to their domain and hence represent
different types of reasoning. This study hypothesized that the different types of
reasoning employed by the different types of conditionals would also be reflected in
systematic differences in verb choice between categories of conditionals.

3. Andrason’s proposals, that as a result of their usage-driven diachronic paths, BH verbal
grams offer the cognizer a broad heterogeneous range of temporal, aspectual, modal
and discourse values from which to choose when portraying an eventuality, were
utilized when analyzing verb use in conditionals. The narrator could, therefore, use
qatals, which are preferred for various types of PAST (simple past, present or past
perfect, etc.) temporal and perfective aspectual values, to promote a distanced
epistemic stance. The concept of epistemic distance offers a more principled means of
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addressing the notion of gradations of hypotheticality, the notion on which earlier

studies of BH conditionals classified conditionals.

4. Basic concepts of the cognitive linguistic sub-theory of Cognitive Grammar were
introduced in order to motivate a reanalysis of several BH constructions whose
constructional meaning has been unexplainable using traditional compositional

semantics.

These theoretical tools were then applied to the analysis of conditionals found in the entire
Biblical Hebrew corpus. Because a primary concern of the study was to investigate
conditionality and processes involved in the interpretation of BH conditionals, when
discourse and genre types were understood to be involved in meaning construction, the
categories were employed to frame the discussion. It was not when discourse type or genre

was not understood to be implicated in interpretation.

In Chapter 4 it was demonstrated that o is a space-building particle whose prototypical
function is to build hypothetical mental spaces. Compositionally the particle contributes the
semantics of hypotheticality to conditional constructions. Prototypical BH conditionals are
bi-clausal and follow the universal P, Q clause order. Q, P order is permitted, though it is
relatively rare, occurring only 37 times. This order does not, however, constitute a “special”

use of conditionals.

The study has demonstrated that the categorization of conditionals into the cognitive-
functional content, generic, speech-act and epistemic domain-based sets has more
explanatory power and descriptive validity than previous analyses based on a degree of
hypotheticality framework. The generalizations and conclusions derived from applying this
framework to the BH data include:

1. Different types of conditionals reflect distinctive types of reasoning. Content
conditionals reason from cause to effect about eventualities in the content (real-world)
domain, as do generic conditionals. Generic conditionals, however, discuss classes of
things and types of events, rather than specific occurrences. Epistemic conditionals, in
contrast to content conditionals, were shown to reason from effect to cause. Speech-
act conditionals do neither of these. Instead they are used to condition a variety of
speech acts in order to accomplish a speaker’s predetermined goal. Speech-act
conditionals are the most commonly used conditionals in BH. These general
characteristics of conditional reasoning are not particular to BH conditionals, but are
shared cross-linguistically.
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2. General characteristics of BH conditionals have emerged from the study including:

a.

Prediction. Content conditionals are used to make predictions in order to
consider possible consequences of alternate scenarios. Generic conditionals
make predictions regarding classes of things and events. Conditional prediction
was shown to be implicated in the structuring of alternative mental spaces.
Content and generic conditionals promote not just reasoning regarding the P
and Q clause, but also regarding the alternative ~P and ~Q spaces.

Space-building is properly a function of the particle o itself. When o is the head
of a bi-clausal conditional construction it typically prompts the construction of
hypothetical mental spaces. The linguistic information of an utterance enriched
by frame-based information partially elaborates spaces. o&-less conditionals
also structure hypothetical mental spaces; however, their infrequent use in the
BH corpus indicates that they were cognitively costly.

Types of mental spaces. The types of spaces that ox builds are not uniformly the
same. As mentioned, predictive conditionals promote the structuring of
alternative mental spaces. In contrast, speech-act and epistemic conditionals do
not structure alternative spaces, and neither do o®-headed monoclausal wish
constructions. Scalar reasoning such as that invoked by o& 1 prompts
construction of multiple spaces, only one of which is the uniquely acceptable
space. D& may also prompt construction of non-hypothetical spaces in which
background scenario information is structured. Additionally, in the case of the
DR...7] construction, it prompts the construction of an embedded space in which
a second question is entertained.

Construal. The role of contextually motivated construal grounded in general
world knowledge was shown to crucially determine the temporal interpretation
of o&-headed biclausal constructions that would typically receive a conditional
interpretation. Lexemes that prompt temporal mental spaces apparently don’t
allow “regressive” epistemic stance shifts, from positive to neutral or negative.
This would explain why W2 or the preposition -1 is never used to profile
conditionality in place of Dx.

Encyclopedic background knowledge and frames. Frames play a significant role in
reader/hearer construal. It has been proposed that readers and hearers access
frame-based encyclopedic background knowledge regarding the how to
interpret texts such as procedural and casuistic discourse. Construal of the non-

imperative verbal grams is guided by such frame-based knowledge.
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f. Epistemic stance. D& prototypically requires either neutral or negative epistemic
stance. However, this can be overridden when constructions headed by the
particle are temporally construed, as noted in (d). It was demonstrated that the
qatal verb form was used in contexts in which yiqgtols would typically be used in
order to promote negative epistemic stance.

3. Nuanced generalizations regarding verb usage in o&-conditionals can be formulated.
Because BH is no longer spoken, conclusions are more tentative than in spoken
languages, and irregularities remain difficult to explain because testing is not an
option. The generalizations include:

a. In conditionals occurring in dialogic discourse, verb usage is typically
determined by the cognizer’s (speaker or narrator) construal of the location of
the eventuality vis-a-vis the speech event. The Mental Space concepts of BASE
and V-POINT attempt to formalize this. In predictive content and generic
conditional P clauses, which typically reference post-speech FUTURE TIME
eventualities, yigtols are overwhelmingly preferred; gatals are preferred to
reference those that are construed as occurring in the PAST TIME, or pre-speech.

b. Qatals can be used to promote negative epistemic stance. This use explains
numerous anomalous uses of the gram.

c. Verb choice in speech-act conditional directives is, to a significant degree,
determined by discourse type. Yigtols are used almost twice as frequently in
conditional P clauses of procedural and casuistic texts than in the P clauses of
speech-act conditional directives found in non-procedural and non-casuistic
texts. Additionally, imperatives are never used in Q clauses of procedural and
casuistic text speech-act directives. In these types of discourse, the weqatal is
used in 68% of procedural text Q clauses and 50% of uses in casuistic texts. In
contrast, in Q clauses of non-procedural, non-casuistic text, imperatives are

used 53% of the time, while the wegatal in only 17% of uses.

In Chapter 5 the analysis of b&’s semantics was continued. The uses explored in this chapter
expose more schematic aspects of the semantics of the particle. The following proposals were

suggested:

1. DR is not a question word. This conclusion was reached after demonstrating that when
the particle occurs in polar questions (PolQs) and alternative questions (AltQs and
AltQvNs), it is under the scope of the interrogative word 7, which heads these questions.
o functions in these types of questions to prompt construction of a second or third
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mental space in which additional alternative scenarios are considered. These mental
spaces are embedded in the question space built by 7.

2. When oR is not the head of a construction (as it is in conditionals) its semantics of
hypotheticality are suppressed and other functions such as space-building are profiled
for use.

3. o&’s background scenario-building function is invoked to explain its use in several non-
conditional constructions such as ox 'nY3, and o& (AWR) . A group of occurrences of
DR, often classified as interrogative uses of the particle in the lexicons, were shown to
be instances of the particle’s background-scenario space-building function.

4. The semantics of alternativity, intrinsic to the definition of hypotheticality, is profiled
in oR(})...08 sequences that are typically translated whether...or. oR(})...0R is similar to
postscript conditionals in that it is used to clarify the intended meaning of some aspect
of the utterance in order to avoid misunderstanding on the part of the reader/hearer.

5. The study discussed the suggestion that the particle’s use in the ox 'n%2 construction
(and o® *3) may contribute the semantics of exhaustive exclusivity. However, it was
concluded that, since neither "3, 'n%2 or ox appear to have recognized semantic
components indicating exhaustive exclusion, I believe it is better to attribute this to the
constructions themselves. If, however, future research determines this is the case, then
my following suggestion that the semantics of the construction o® '3 are not

decomposable is not viable.

Finally, I have suggested that the ox-headed bi-clausal conditional construction, oy,...n]
questions and exceptive Ox "3, as well as T3pa 10 "NRYA KI"DK and 21V T7R7-5p 08 should be
considered constructions as defined by Goldberg (1995; 2006a, b). The latter two mean
PETITION. The meaning of certain other phrases such as o& 7 is strictly compositional in

nature.

Several avenues for further research present themselves. As stated immediately above,
although the present study argued for a constructional interpretation of ox *3, "nRen RI"OK
P2 10 and 23 7907750 0R, the theory and practices of Construction Grammar have yet to
be applied to Biblical Hebrew in any significant manner. Since most research into Biblical
Hebrew has been carried out within a modularist and often strictly compositionalist

framework, Construction Grammar offers intriguing possibilities.

Another area of further research concerns the application of a cognitive-functional
framework to an analysis of counterfactual conditionals to determine what, if any, role verb
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forms play in epistemic distancing, or if the particles 12 and 8915 contribute to the distancing

or if both contribute to the counterfactual interpretation.

Lastly, constrains on space prohibited me from exploring the role of viewpoint and
perspective in verb choice in conditionals. There is a definite sense of frustration in exegetes
evoked by the switch between yiqtol and gatal forms in otherwise identical utterances by the
same character referring to the same situation in Gen. 43:37; 43:9 and 44:32. More research is
needed on issues of subjectivity and intersubjectivity to determine if and to what degree, and

how, the narrator’s viewpoint and perspective influence verb choice.

Finally, in the past thirty years I have had the privilege of working with several minority
languages. Learning and analyzing a living language is at times maddeningly frustrating. Since
there is always something new to learn, it is a never-ending task. And since it is a living
language, an offhand comment overheard in a marketplace can spur new insights into some
feature of the language that had hitherto been intractable. In a living language intonation is
there for the analysis, the content of semantic frames can be explored and the how and why
of the language’s metaphors can be examined by talking with the speakers of the language. In

living languages we can attain a fair degree of confidence in our analysis.

This study has led to the realization that regardless of how challenging I thought it was to
analyze and learn a living language, it is trivial compared to working on a dead language
spoken thousands of years ago in a culture that has disappeared, which we attempt to
reconstruct from archeological research and our own culturally-based reading of ancient
documents. No matter how much I think I know about Biblical Hebrew, the elephant in the
room is named Overconfidence. What 1 think I know is really nothing more than educated
guesses. And they will always be educated guesses because we don’t have access to speakers.
This uncertainty means that the language used above such as “I have demonstrated” and the
use of the word “conclusions” should properly be understood in terms of “proposals” and

“tentative conclusions.” They will always be open to reconsideration and improvement.
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