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Introduction

Few morphemes dIC A ubıqu1itous 1DI1Ca. Hebrew the CONJuNCLLON WW

1ıle the sSsCcs of Wd dSs phrasal and lausal CONNECIOT ave long been
documented Dy ogrammarians,< the uscs of WW al macrostructural FPVe have
rece1ved much less attention.* One of the MOST ınteresting, but hıtherto 1gnored
macrostructural 1C W OCCUTIS relates 118 dıialogue namely, WW al
the egiınnıng of direct quotation An example of W thıs 1alogıc CN VITON-

ment appCAars (1)
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The kıng Dy nıg
and he saıd hıs ervants, e tell yYOUu what Aram has done us They
know that dIC Sstarvıng So they ave SONC Out OT the Camp hıde
themselves the countrysıde thinking, ‘Indeed they 111 O Out from the CILYy

6Cand 111 capture them alıve and enter theır CILYy

VEIS10ON of thıs Was delıvered the 1995 annual meecing of the Socıety of 1D11Ca|
ıtera) the ıngulstics and Bıblıcal Hebrew Section prelımınary analysıs presented
ıller 996L grateful ıllıamer and andall (Jarr for theır COMMENTS
As representatıve of the treatment of Conjunclıve W  S operalıng al the eve of phrase
and clause sCs GKC 5S$104d, 120 154 IBHS 839 lau 1976 105 OUON-.  uraoka

and CGnbson 995 Z
Andersen notable eXcepton thıs generalızatıon He CXAUaINNCS varıeles of coordinatiıon asel

the eVve| of the grammatical hıerarchy where coordinatıon (Andersen 9’74 554
11) He 0€S not, however consıder WW discourse marker 110 0€eSs he instances of
speech-mnıtial Wa See 1Iso the dıscussıon IBHS S38
TIhe consıdered includes the following narratıve portions of the Hebrew enes1s
Kıngs onıcles, zra-Nehemiah sther, Ruth TIhe examples WeTC collected solely by readıng
the 1D11Ca. ex{i Because electronıc database avaılable for the data, possıble
that few examples ave een inadvertently omıtted
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(Cynthıa ıller

One of hıs servants answered and saıd, „And let them take 1ve of the horses
1C dIC left, SINCE those who AIiCc left In ıt, behold they ıll be 1ıke the ole
multıtude of Israel 1C Was inıshe:| off, let us send and see.*5

In the second quotatiıon 1B) the first word of the quotation eg1ns wıth conjunctive
Wa D9107 1 a\aln rr and let them take 1vVve of the horses.”
coordmatıng conjunction 18 ordınarıly understood a4as Jommng [WO yntagms of the
SAadiILlc Lype form syntagm 1C 15 also of the Samne type.®© But tOo 16
preceding clause 15 this clause conjomed” The conjJunction be construed d

lIınking the quotatıon the preceding quotatıve frame (1:6.:Cynthia L. Miller  1B One of his servants answered and said, „And let them take five of the horses  which are left, since those who are left in it, behold they will be like the whole  multitude of Israel which was finished off, so let us send and see.‘“  In the second quotation (1B), the first word of the quotation begins with conjunctive  waw - %99770 mwaAM Nırımpn ‘and let them take five of the horses.” A  coordinating conjunction is ordinarily understood as joining two syntagms of the  same type so as to form a syntagm which is also of the same type.® But to which  preceding clause is this clause conjoined? The conjunction cannot be construed as  linking the quotation to the preceding quotative frame (i.e., ... P”) should not be  understood as linked to the preceding clauses ... N” ... 1M”).7 The waw is clearly  not functioning as a clausal conjunction to join the following clause to the preceding  clause.8 Nor is waw functioning as a „pleonastic waw“ or „epexegetical waw.“ These  observations are important, for they suggest that speech-initial waw does not  function solely as a coordinating conjunction on the syntactic level.?  Most grammarians implicitly recognize that speech-initial waw does not provide a  link to an immediately preceding clause. Instead, they explain instances of speech-  initial waw on the basis of the verbal form (or type of clause) that follows it. The  grammar by Joüon-Muraoka, for example, suggests that in example (1), waw  „appears to have no other purpose than to indicate the [following] jussive more  clearly“ ($177/). Although speech-initial waw does sometimes bear a syntactic  relation to the clause that it heads, no example of speech-initial waw bears only a  clausal syntactic function.  Speech-initial waw as a descriptive category has been almost entirely ignored by  Hebrew grammarians, though Gesenius notes that waw copulativum may appear „at  the beginning of a speech in loose connexion with an act or speech of another  person“ ($1545). He does not, however, consider the distribution or significance of  waw in speech-initial position. More recently, Bandstra (1995:50) notes that waw  appears at the beginning of direct discourse in Ps 2:6, but his discussion centers on  the use of verse-initial waw in Hebrew poetry to mark thematic transition or  discontinuity.  The translation understands a dittography in (1B). Cf. the NJPS rendering without dittography: „Let  a few of the remaining horses that are still here be taken — they are like those that are left here of the  whole multitude of Israel, out of the whole multitude of Israel that have perished — and let us send  and find out.“  Lehmann 1988:182. Not all coordination involves two identical syntagms and such instances have  been much discussed in the linguistic literature. For one recent discussion of „unbalanced  coordination,‘“ see Johannessen 1998.  The term „quotative frame“ refers to the clause that introduces direct or indirect speech.  Contrast the use of waw to connect an indirect quotation to the quotative frame which introduces it;  see the example in (4) and the discussion there.  This is not to suggest, however, that speech-initial waw is completely independent of the syntactic  structure of the sentence, as is sometimes argued for discourse märkers in English (e.g., Murphy  1993:163-67). On the interaction of syntactic and discourse-pragmatic functions of waw, see the  discussion in connection with (11) below.  166W should not be
understood d the preceding clausesCynthia L. Miller  1B One of his servants answered and said, „And let them take five of the horses  which are left, since those who are left in it, behold they will be like the whole  multitude of Israel which was finished off, so let us send and see.‘“  In the second quotation (1B), the first word of the quotation begins with conjunctive  waw - %99770 mwaAM Nırımpn ‘and let them take five of the horses.” A  coordinating conjunction is ordinarily understood as joining two syntagms of the  same type so as to form a syntagm which is also of the same type.® But to which  preceding clause is this clause conjoined? The conjunction cannot be construed as  linking the quotation to the preceding quotative frame (i.e., ... P”) should not be  understood as linked to the preceding clauses ... N” ... 1M”).7 The waw is clearly  not functioning as a clausal conjunction to join the following clause to the preceding  clause.8 Nor is waw functioning as a „pleonastic waw“ or „epexegetical waw.“ These  observations are important, for they suggest that speech-initial waw does not  function solely as a coordinating conjunction on the syntactic level.?  Most grammarians implicitly recognize that speech-initial waw does not provide a  link to an immediately preceding clause. Instead, they explain instances of speech-  initial waw on the basis of the verbal form (or type of clause) that follows it. The  grammar by Joüon-Muraoka, for example, suggests that in example (1), waw  „appears to have no other purpose than to indicate the [following] jussive more  clearly“ ($177/). Although speech-initial waw does sometimes bear a syntactic  relation to the clause that it heads, no example of speech-initial waw bears only a  clausal syntactic function.  Speech-initial waw as a descriptive category has been almost entirely ignored by  Hebrew grammarians, though Gesenius notes that waw copulativum may appear „at  the beginning of a speech in loose connexion with an act or speech of another  person“ ($1545). He does not, however, consider the distribution or significance of  waw in speech-initial position. More recently, Bandstra (1995:50) notes that waw  appears at the beginning of direct discourse in Ps 2:6, but his discussion centers on  the use of verse-initial waw in Hebrew poetry to mark thematic transition or  discontinuity.  The translation understands a dittography in (1B). Cf. the NJPS rendering without dittography: „Let  a few of the remaining horses that are still here be taken — they are like those that are left here of the  whole multitude of Israel, out of the whole multitude of Israel that have perished — and let us send  and find out.“  Lehmann 1988:182. Not all coordination involves two identical syntagms and such instances have  been much discussed in the linguistic literature. For one recent discussion of „unbalanced  coordination,‘“ see Johannessen 1998.  The term „quotative frame“ refers to the clause that introduces direct or indirect speech.  Contrast the use of waw to connect an indirect quotation to the quotative frame which introduces it;  see the example in (4) and the discussion there.  This is not to suggest, however, that speech-initial waw is completely independent of the syntactic  structure of the sentence, as is sometimes argued for discourse märkers in English (e.g., Murphy  1993:163-67). On the interaction of syntactic and discourse-pragmatic functions of waw, see the  discussion in connection with (11) below.  166Cynthia L. Miller  1B One of his servants answered and said, „And let them take five of the horses  which are left, since those who are left in it, behold they will be like the whole  multitude of Israel which was finished off, so let us send and see.‘“  In the second quotation (1B), the first word of the quotation begins with conjunctive  waw - %99770 mwaAM Nırımpn ‘and let them take five of the horses.” A  coordinating conjunction is ordinarily understood as joining two syntagms of the  same type so as to form a syntagm which is also of the same type.® But to which  preceding clause is this clause conjoined? The conjunction cannot be construed as  linking the quotation to the preceding quotative frame (i.e., ... P”) should not be  understood as linked to the preceding clauses ... N” ... 1M”).7 The waw is clearly  not functioning as a clausal conjunction to join the following clause to the preceding  clause.8 Nor is waw functioning as a „pleonastic waw“ or „epexegetical waw.“ These  observations are important, for they suggest that speech-initial waw does not  function solely as a coordinating conjunction on the syntactic level.?  Most grammarians implicitly recognize that speech-initial waw does not provide a  link to an immediately preceding clause. Instead, they explain instances of speech-  initial waw on the basis of the verbal form (or type of clause) that follows it. The  grammar by Joüon-Muraoka, for example, suggests that in example (1), waw  „appears to have no other purpose than to indicate the [following] jussive more  clearly“ ($177/). Although speech-initial waw does sometimes bear a syntactic  relation to the clause that it heads, no example of speech-initial waw bears only a  clausal syntactic function.  Speech-initial waw as a descriptive category has been almost entirely ignored by  Hebrew grammarians, though Gesenius notes that waw copulativum may appear „at  the beginning of a speech in loose connexion with an act or speech of another  person“ ($1545). He does not, however, consider the distribution or significance of  waw in speech-initial position. More recently, Bandstra (1995:50) notes that waw  appears at the beginning of direct discourse in Ps 2:6, but his discussion centers on  the use of verse-initial waw in Hebrew poetry to mark thematic transition or  discontinuity.  The translation understands a dittography in (1B). Cf. the NJPS rendering without dittography: „Let  a few of the remaining horses that are still here be taken — they are like those that are left here of the  whole multitude of Israel, out of the whole multitude of Israel that have perished — and let us send  and find out.“  Lehmann 1988:182. Not all coordination involves two identical syntagms and such instances have  been much discussed in the linguistic literature. For one recent discussion of „unbalanced  coordination,‘“ see Johannessen 1998.  The term „quotative frame“ refers to the clause that introduces direct or indirect speech.  Contrast the use of waw to connect an indirect quotation to the quotative frame which introduces it;  see the example in (4) and the discussion there.  This is not to suggest, however, that speech-initial waw is completely independent of the syntactic  structure of the sentence, as is sometimes argued for discourse märkers in English (e.g., Murphy  1993:163-67). On the interaction of syntactic and discourse-pragmatic functions of waw, see the  discussion in connection with (11) below.  1661997)./ Ihe W 15 clearly
nNnOotL functionıng a4as Jausal conjunction {O Jom the following clause the preceding
clause.® Nor 15 W  S functioning 4As „pleonastıc WAW  6C „epexegetical WAW. ese
observatiıons AaIc ımportant, for they suggest that speech-imnitıial W does not
nction solely as coordinatıng conjunction the syntactic level.?
Most grammarlans implicıtly recognize that speech-mitıial W does not provıde
lınk A immediately preceding clause. Instead, they explaın instances of speech-
inıtial W  s the basıs of the verbal form (Or Ltype of clause) that ollows ıt. The
SIALMNAT by Joüuon-Muraoka, for example, that In example (1) WW

„AaDPCAaIS 118 ave other than indıcate the followıng Jussıve INOTC

clearly“ (S1477) oug. speech-mitial WW does sometimes bear syntactıic
relatıon the clause that ıt eads, example of speech-ımuiıtıial W  z bears only
Jausal syntactic nction.
Speech-inıtıial W 4S desceriptive Category has been almost entirely 1gnored Dy
Hebrew orammarıans, though (GJesen1us that W copulativum INaYy aD PCAaTr ”t
the beginnıng of speech in loose cConnex10n wıth act speech of another
person‘“ $1545) He does not, however, consıder the dıstrıbution sıgnıficance of
W in speech-inıtıal posıtıon. More recently, Bandstra( that WW

AaDPCAIS al the egınnıng of dırect diıscourse in Ps Z but hıs diıscussion centers
the usc of verse-1initial W ın Hebrew POCUTYy mark thematıc transıtion
dıscontinulty.

Ihe translatıon derstands dıttography 1B) ( the NJPS rendering wıthout dıttography „Let
few of the remamnıng horses that st1ll here be taken they lıke those that left ere of the

ole multitude of srael, Out of the ole multıtude of Israel that have perished and let send
and fınd out.  .
Lehmann 988:182 Not coordination involves EeNC:; and such instances ave
een much discussed the ingulstic ıterature. For ONC recent dıscussıon of „unbalanced
coordination,““ SCC Johannessen 998
The term „quotative frame‘  ‚66 refers the clause that introduces direct indırect speech.
Contrast the UsSec of WW CONNECT indırect quotation the quotative frame hıch introduces ıt;
SCC the example (4) and the dAiscussıon there
Thıs 1s nNnOTt suggest, however, that speech-iniıtıia. WW 15 completely independent of the syntactic

of the sentence, 1S sometimes argued for 1SCOUrse markers Englısh (e.g Murphy
1993:163-67). the interaction of syntactic and d1ıscourse-pragmatic functions of WaW, SCC the
discussion connection wıth 11) eI0O0W.
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Ihe Pragmatıcs of WAawW Dıscourseer In Bıblıcal Hebrew 1alogue

The syntactic and pragmatıc functions of speech-mnıtıal W AIiC iımportant for al
least CcCasons Fırst, when W aAaPDPCAaI>s at the beginnıng of direct discourse, it 15
clearly not functioniıng ds sımply lausal conjunction, but rather A MmMacrostruc-
tural eve On the basıs of the distriıbution of quotations introduced wıth W wıthın
lalogue, it 11l become clear that speech-ımnitıial W 15 connected specıfiable
discourse-pragmatıc functions. Speech-muitial W  S thus provıdes relatıvely clear-
cCut for the uUusSc of W dS discourse marker; these UuUsScs of W must not be
neglected for complete understandıng of the Ssyntax and pragmatıcs of thıs
ımportant conjunction.!0
But speech-inıtial W 15 important for second 1C4asSson (G1ven the centralıty of
dialogue fo 1D11Ca Hebrew narratıve, ıt 18 ımportant understand what speech-
inıtıal W  s contrıbutes the lalogue. 10 the extient that understandıng of W
4S discourse marker assısts us in comprehending the locutions (and illocutions) of
1DI1Ca dıalogue, 111 ave made strıdes In solving SOMMC of the exegetical
questions of 1DI1Ca narrative.!! One such exegetical dıfficulty, In Sam 10:12; 15
examıned in S10} elIi0W

Preliminary considerations

2.1 Discourse markers

Linguists Concerned wıth macrostructural features of anguage ave identithied A
functional class of lıngulstic devıces known A discourse markers .12 Discourse
markers SCTIVC index „the contextual cCoordıinates wıthın 1C NC 15
produce and designed 08 be interpreted“ (Schriffrın oug lıngulstic
EXPreSS1ONS that nction Aa discourse markers dAIicC NOT entirely devo1d of theır OWN

Imgulstic properties (m terms of morphology, SyntaxX, semantıcs), al the eve of
the discourse they mark the locatıon of wıth respecCtL ıts emerg1ing
Context IThat 1, discourse markers ATC pragmatıc indıcators whose prımary nction
15 connective „they nction A instructions from the speaker the hearer how
fo integrate the ost nıt into coherent mental representatiıon of the discourse“‘
(Mosegaard Hansen 1998:75). Discourse markers, then, aAaIic discourse-pragmatıic:
they s1gna. the pragmatıc relatıonshıp of utterance ıts roader context ere
dIC dimens1ıons in 17 language has been described pragmatıc, and both dIiIC

ımportant tO the discuss1ıon. On the ONC hand, speech 15 pragmatıc In that it 1S
intentional, pPurposıiVve, socı1al behavıor. (n the other hand, specech 1s pragmatıc in
that ıt 18 index1cal the lIinguistic sıgna bears relatıonship ıts cContext of uUsSc

10 For dıscussıon of macrosyntactic markers Bıblıcal Hebrew generally ‚OU: speech-mnıtia)
W 15 noTt included), SCC Chne1der 1993:854. Ihe gTammMar by der Merwe, auı and Kroeze
discusses 1SCOUrse markers, but 0€Ss not include WW AaINONS them; SCC 1SCOUrse markers
and S$21 41 and 4(0).8 K of waw.

12
The „ıllocution" 15 from ustın 1962
There varıety of VIEWS concernıng the identification of 1SscCOouUrse markers and theır functions;
SC the OVErVIEW Jucker and Ziv 998:1-12 and Mosegaard Hansen 998:9-36
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Cynthıa ıller

(Sılverstein 1987:17-38). Both types of dıscourse-pragmatıc functions aAIc relevant
understandıng of speech-mitıial WW (see 7 below).

In Englısh, for example, the conjunction an functions ASs discourse marker,
especlally In oral Janguage Io function dASs discourse marker, the conjJunction must
be syntactically detachable from the ntience (LE2 syntactically nonessential).
Ordmarıly, ıt 15 also in inıtıal posıtion In examınatıon of the SCS of
an when ıt 4S discourse marker reveals varıety of dıverse, but specıfiable
functions: ıntroduce ds of uncompleted interactional unıt,
regamın control of the conversatıon and forestall dıvers10ns, lınk question in
re-arranged set of questions. !» ese functions aATC not ordıinarıly descecribed In
STaMuNATS, but peakers of Englısh routinely employ them, albeit wıthout
metalıngu1stic AaWAaTENCSS that they do sSo 14 The conjJunction thus Dboth al
0Ca (syntactıc) eEve and al global (macrosyntactic) eve wıthın the diıscourse.
Speech-mnitial W 15 sımılarly detachable firom the en that ıt introduces and
does not provıde syntactic lınk precedingEa discussed in connection
wıth &81 {t 15 reasonable then AaSSUMC that speech-ımiıtial W 18 functioning the
macrostructural CVe A discourse marker.

22 lalogic structure

The inıtıal step of analysıs must consıder the dıistriıbution of speech-miutial WW
wıthın dıalogue, SINCE ordınarıly the indıvıdual locutions that ComprIise 1alogue
cohere wıthout eing Jomed DYy W To spec1fy precıisely where speech-imniıtial W
OCCUIS, the structural Components of dıalogue MUST be elucidated 1>
1alogue 15 pragmatıcally structured in terms of cContigu0us, alternatıng of talk,
1C lıngu1lsts call adjacency nairs.!6 The fırst part of adjacency paır produces
the expectation of relevant rejoınder in the second part. For example, er by
ONC neaker produces the expectation of the acceptance (or reject10n) of the er Dy
the second speaker. ımılarly, question the first part ca for answer in the
second paI-t! Aas iıllustrated In (Z)
(Z) Gen 16:8

Sß JN  B DN2 3O d MD p  rär
MD “DIN © 5D

He sald, „Hagar, sSservant of Saral, where ave yYOUu COM from? And where dAIiC

YOU gomg‘?““

13 Schriffrin and 1987:1728.52 Many ther analyses of and discourse marker ave
een offered; SCC, C CI  ‚gC and Sorjonen 1994

the ınabılı of natıve speakers perce1ve theır OWN uUsSec f discourse markers, SCC Watts
1989:203-37

15 For INOTC detaıled discussıon of theC of ogue Bıblhical Hebrew narratıve, SCC

ıller 1996:233-9 7 Dialogue Jonah 18 analyzed by Person 1996
16 acks, Schegloff, and efferson 19/4
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The Pragmatıcs ofWa Diıscourse Marker 1n Bıblıcal Hebrew Dialogue

She saıd, „From Saral, mistress, ee1Ing  6
The adjacency palr 15 pragmatıc S  e‚ not syntactic Structure, and usually has
[WO parts hirst part erTe, the question) 1C 18 1A) and the second part
ere, the answer) 1C 15 1B) The central notion 1S that in Cooperatıve
conversatıon the paıred halves of adjacency palr cohere pragmatıcally depending
upon the extent MC the second provıdes approprıiate the fıirst
D [ hıs generalızatıon for the ad] ACCHNCY paır in (2) W introduces the
quotation of the second part in 1B)
Fırst parts MaYy be ollowe by varlety of „approprıiate responses, “ SOINC of 1Cc
ATIC preferre by the peaker of the first part, others of16 AIc dıspreferred. Second
parts, then, Can be typed accordıng the extient IC they provıde preferre OT

dıspreferred the first speaker.!/ Second parts that disagree wıth
contradıct the fırst part are, In moOst C strongly dispreferred.!8 For example, in
(2) that does nOot provıde the requested informatıon WOUuU be
dispreferred answer.19
The notion of markedness ıll also I1gure prominently in the ollowing analysıs
Markedness describes the „relatıonshıp between the poles of opposition.‘“20
The ature of markedness opposıtıon MaYy be privatıve, where the of
feature al ONC pole sıgnals the absence of the feature at the opposıte pole, OT

equipollent, where the of feature al ODNC pole sıgnals the ogıcal opposıte
of that feature al the other pole In addıtıon, the marked construction 15 usually
morphologically OT syntactiıcally indıcated; the unmarked construction 15 nOL.
The markedness opposıtıon examıned ere 15 between direct quotations introduced
wıth W and quotations introduced wıthout W Quotations introduced wıth W

comprIise the marked member in that they arc morphologically indıcated, they have
lımıted dıstrıbution, and they ave specıifiable discourse-pragmatıc functions.
Quotations wıthout W dIC the unmarked member of the opposıtıon IOr varıety of
CasSsons They dIc the MOST Irequent and ave the broadest dıstrıbution; MoOSstT
ımportantliy, speeches In adjacency paırs, generally, and 1alogues, INOTC partıcu-
arly, normally cohere wıthout W Furthermore, the markedness indıcated Dy
speech-mıitıial W 15 prıvatıve, rather than equıpollent. Ihat 1S, the marked
construction bears specıflable discourse-pragmatic functions: the unmarked
construction MaYy OT MaYy not bear those Sarinc functions.

1/ Levınson 983:307
18 Not 1sagreeing TeSPONSCS dıspreferred. As Pomerantz (  Z nOles, fter self-

deprecations, 1sagreement 15 the preferre For example: Speaker I’m really
disorganized MOST of the {ime. Speaker It's nol ‘hat VOU re disorganized, VOU VE Dusy
erson.
For dıspreferre question, SCC Kgs 9:272 “When Joram SE  < Jehu, he saıd, „Have
yYOUu COINC ' Jehu“?*“ He \ Jehu| saıd, „How there be long all the ıdolatry and
wiıtchecraft of yOoUuUr mother ezebel abound‘“?**”

20 Batıstella SCC Iso drews 1990
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(Cynthıa ıller

lalogic ContfexXts of speech-initial WAW

Specıfication of precisely where speeches introduced wıth W wıthın
dialogue requıres cCons1ıderation of relevant arameters. The fırst parameter
examınes the partıcıpants of the speech Is the speech introduced wıth W

connected Prev1IOuUS speech Dy the ume speaker, different speaker” The
second para examınes the placement of speech introduced wıth W  S wıthıin
the structure of the dıalogue That 1S, 15 the speech introduced wıth W connected

immediately preceding (or prox1imal) specech, earhıer (Oor dıstal) speech?
ese [WO arameters yıe four ogıcal possıbılıties:
Dıstribution of speech-ımmuiıtıial W wıthın dıalogue

KExchan ıuotatıon 15 connected
proximal quotatiıon dıstal quotation

Partıcı ant immediıatel recedes other rpecches intervene
dıfferent speaker 0eSs nNOT OCCUI|

Category 3SadJInec speaker Category
elated fO lıter: ODDE usuall ırst Ya;  a

TIhree of the four possıbıilıties attested; in instance does speech-iniıtıial W
CONNECT non-adjacent speeches Dy dıfferent speech partıcıpants. Setting asıde
Category #23 dSs well, 1C. 15 elated lıterary trope, Can SCC that Categories

and ’ max1ımally dıfferentiated Dy the [WO parameters. Specch-initial Wa
does nOot OCCUT indiscriminately wıthın 1DI1Ca. dialogue, but rather wıthın certaın
clearly defined posıtıons.
Categorıies and #2 dıfferentiated by addıtional» namely, the
posıtion of the quotatiıon introduced wıth Wd wıthın the adjacency paır. In Category
#1, W ]Jo1ns utterances produce by dıfferent speakers; the quotation
introduced wıth Wa aDPDCAaLS in the second part of the adjacency paır. In Category
H W ]Jo1ns utterances produce Dy the SaIinlc speaker; the quotatıiıon introduced
wıth WW appCAars the Tst part of the adjacency paır. The correlatıon of the three
parameters same/dıfferent specech partiıcıpant, proximal/dıstal quotation,
first/’second part otf adjacency paır thus produces maxımal redundancy, 16
results ın maxımal percept1ibilıty f the d1iscourse-pragmatıc functions of W in
both categorI1es.

xcliude ata

TIhree kınds of quotations introduced wıth Wa AIC excliude: irom the ollowıng
discussion.2! The fırst Lype involves instances such d (3)

Also excliude: instances hıch the WW 18 not immediately IN the quotation, for
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The Pragmatıcs of Wa  < Discourse Marker In Bıblical Hebrew Dialogue

(3) Kgs 56The Pragmatics of waw as a Discourse Marker in Biblical Hebrew Dialogue  (3) 2 Kgs 5:6  ... 7R mım BOM Nina mmyı RD Dn yba-bN 7p0M Kan  He brought the letter to the king of Israel which said, „And now when this letter  comes to you....“  Comparison to epigraphic Hebrew letters demonstrates that mnı reflects the  epistolary convention for marking the transition from the praescriptio of a letter to  its body.2?2? Thus a portion of a letter (or its essential content) is represented  information  conventionally as a direct quotation within biblical narrative;  concerning sender and addressee that would normally have been included in the  praescriptio of the letter has been incorporated into the surrounding narrative.2? The  conjunction waw before mnı thus functions on a macrostructural level within the  abstracted letter, rather than within a dialogue.?+  A second kind of quotation that will be excluded involves indirect speech. In a few  instances of indirect speech, the quotation is introduced with waw:  (4) Exod 25:2  ... WR7D5 na maannn 7anpn Saawn saarbe aı  “Speak to the Israelites that they might take (lit. and let them take) for me a wave  offering from each man....‘““  The instance of indirect speech is embedded within direct speech. The quotation of  indirect speech is introduced with waw followed by a jussive. (It is impossible to  understand the quotation as direct speech, on the basis of the deictic indicators,  especially the personal pronouns.) Examples of this construction in Genesis through  2 Kings involve a volitive verb form at the beginning of the indirect quotation,  whether‘ jJussive (Lev 16:2; 22:2; 24:2), perfect consecutive (Num 15:38), or  imperative (Num 17:17).2>  A third type of speech-initial waw that will not be discussed involves quotations  without a quotative frame:  (5) 1 Sam 9:27  yn mpa D7 mam  B5 aaı yı nr Danw-b aan San  a  example, Gen 42:10 (where a negative particle and vocative precede the clause with waw) and Judg  6:13 (where a politeness particle and vocative precede).  22  Pardee 1982:149-50. See examples of this use in Arad 1:1-2, 2:1, 3:1, 5:1-2, 6:1, 7:1-2, 8:1, 10:1, 11:2,  16:3, 17:1, 18:3, 21:3, 40:4; Lachish 3:4, 4:2, 9:3. Müller (1994:163-64) notes that waw begins the  body of the letter in KAI 50:2 and in the letter from Horvat ‘Uza (line 2).  23  See also the example of another letter in 2 Kgs 10:1-3, and the similar example of an orally  transmitted message in 1 Sam 25:6-8.  24  Prijs (1964:106) incorrectly assumes that waw in these cases functions to strengthen and reinforce  M,  25  See Joüon-Muraoka $177/.  1717R v DON 1D AD RD PRIW 71207 7N 5917 Na}
He brought the letter the kıng of Israel 3C sald, „And NO when thıs letter

you.

Comparıson to ep1graphiıc Hebrew letters demonstrates that KD reflects the
ep1istolary convention for markıng the transıtion from the praescriptio of letter
its body.44 Ihus portion of letter (Or ıts essential content) 15 represented

informatıonconventionally dırect quotatiıon wıthın 1DI1Ca. narratıve;
concernıng sender and addressee that WOU. normally have been NCIUdE! in the
praescriptio of the letter has been incorporated into the surroundıng narrative 23 The
conjJunction W beifore U thus functions macrostructural eve wıthın the
abstracted letter, rather than wıthın dialogue.*

second kınd of quotation that ll be exXxcilude involves indırect speech. In few
instances of indırect speech, the quotation 15 introduced wıth WW

(4) Exod BaThe Pragmatics of waw as a Discourse Marker in Biblical Hebrew Dialogue  (3) 2 Kgs 5:6  ... 7R mım BOM Nina mmyı RD Dn yba-bN 7p0M Kan  He brought the letter to the king of Israel which said, „And now when this letter  comes to you....“  Comparison to epigraphic Hebrew letters demonstrates that mnı reflects the  epistolary convention for marking the transition from the praescriptio of a letter to  its body.2?2? Thus a portion of a letter (or its essential content) is represented  information  conventionally as a direct quotation within biblical narrative;  concerning sender and addressee that would normally have been included in the  praescriptio of the letter has been incorporated into the surrounding narrative.2? The  conjunction waw before mnı thus functions on a macrostructural level within the  abstracted letter, rather than within a dialogue.?+  A second kind of quotation that will be excluded involves indirect speech. In a few  instances of indirect speech, the quotation is introduced with waw:  (4) Exod 25:2  ... WR7D5 na maannn 7anpn Saawn saarbe aı  “Speak to the Israelites that they might take (lit. and let them take) for me a wave  offering from each man....‘““  The instance of indirect speech is embedded within direct speech. The quotation of  indirect speech is introduced with waw followed by a jussive. (It is impossible to  understand the quotation as direct speech, on the basis of the deictic indicators,  especially the personal pronouns.) Examples of this construction in Genesis through  2 Kings involve a volitive verb form at the beginning of the indirect quotation,  whether‘ jJussive (Lev 16:2; 22:2; 24:2), perfect consecutive (Num 15:38), or  imperative (Num 17:17).2>  A third type of speech-initial waw that will not be discussed involves quotations  without a quotative frame:  (5) 1 Sam 9:27  yn mpa D7 mam  B5 aaı yı nr Danw-b aan San  a  example, Gen 42:10 (where a negative particle and vocative precede the clause with waw) and Judg  6:13 (where a politeness particle and vocative precede).  22  Pardee 1982:149-50. See examples of this use in Arad 1:1-2, 2:1, 3:1, 5:1-2, 6:1, 7:1-2, 8:1, 10:1, 11:2,  16:3, 17:1, 18:3, 21:3, 40:4; Lachish 3:4, 4:2, 9:3. Müller (1994:163-64) notes that waw begins the  body of the letter in KAI 50:2 and in the letter from Horvat ‘Uza (line 2).  23  See also the example of another letter in 2 Kgs 10:1-3, and the similar example of an orally  transmitted message in 1 Sam 25:6-8.  24  Prijs (1964:106) incorrectly assumes that waw in these cases functions to strengthen and reinforce  M,  25  See Joüon-Muraoka $177/.  171R DD MNO 3 Yamp" RIO 37R Aa
5 the Israelıtes that they miıght take (lıt an let them for WaV

offerıng from each man

The instance of indirect speech 15 emDe! wıthin direct specech. TIhe quotation of
indirect speech 185 introduced wıth W ollowe!l by Juss1ve. (1t 18 impossıble LO
understand the quotatiıon d4Ss dırect speech, the basıs of the deictic indıcators,
especlally the personal pronouns.) xamples of thıs construction in Genes1is through

Ings involve volıtıve verb form at the eginnıng of the indırect quotatıion,
whether Jussıve (Lev 16:2: Z 24:2), perfect consecutive (Num
imperatıve (Num LA17

1T Lype of speech-imnuıtıial W that ıll not be discussed involves quotations
wıthout quotatıve 'ame
(5) Sam Q 7

T 1502 DYTAP HD
393997 a  ' 5397 ON DINW-DN IN RDWa

example, Gen 47210 (where negatıve partıcle and vocatıve precede the clause wıth WaW) and Judg
13 (where polıteness partıcle and vocatıve precede).

22 ee 1982:149-50 See examples of thıs uUusSec Arad 1:1-2, 2R Z 5:1-2, OL /:1-2, &C 10:1, 12
16:3 ET 18:3, Z 40:4 Lachısh 3 0:3 üller (  3-64 notfes that WW eg1ns the
body of the er KAI 50:2 and the er from OrVal "Uza (Ime 2).

23 See also the example of another er Kgs 10:1-3, and the sımılar example of orally
transmitted INCSSaRC Sam 25:658

24 Pr1Js (1964:106) incorrectly that WW these functions strengthen and reinforce
V

25 See ouüon-Muraoka
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'ynthıa ıller

mS G TD ON) 0172 M K

They WEeEeIC down the edge of the town
and Samuel saıd Saul, „Speak fo the lad and let hım pass OVCI ea| of us
SO he passed OVCTI

‚And as for VOU stand oday and ll proclaım o VYOUu the word ofGod

Samuel’s inıtıal command Saul (a) 15 introduced wıth quotalıve ame Sau]|
15 instructed instruct hıs servant LO SO ea| of them The does not
reCount Saul’s speech the Sservant but only the fact that the ervant ollows the
command Samuel specech CoOonNtinuES (C) wıth hıs INSTITU:  10NS Saul The
Conjunction W introduces the (€) solely because the quotalıve ame
has been omıiıtted eTe AIC three such of omıtted quotalıve firame wıthın
the the other [WO examples dIC Josh 24 73 and Kgs 10 15 In each Casec
the eadıng 15 extually ıspute I however the readıng 15 accepted the
examples of speech inıtıal WW Josh 23 and Kgs 15 WOU. fıt INnTLO
Category I he example Sam 27 WOULU. fıt Into Category 3

ategory 41

In the MOST frequent CategorY, Category specech inıtıal W 15 sed connect
quotation by ON pneaker ımmediately preceding quotatiıon Dy dıfferent
speaker ASs (6)
(6) Kgs 20 AB

1757 USN ELn mSN V130 MN —w
5 07wb Y 0 1200 ö -

‚NS UT m355 M33W 4U27 7: 1
- Rn yn S M0 1W 3 mS —b YaNS — i 71207 197)  e

112371812 \w I9 bı 157 SanaNDS) 554 bhale 597377 MT \ 1 95

She |Bathsheba saıd, „I askıng ONC request firom yOUu Don refuse

The kıng saı1d her, „Ask mother because WON t refuse YOUu
She saıd, ‚e Abıshag the Shunamıte be On1]a. YOUT brother 4S
wıfe
Kıng olomon answered and saı1d h1ıs mother, „And why dIiC YOUu askıng
Abıshag the Shunamıte for Oon1jah” Then ask for hım the kıngdom because

26 Sam DF the and Syriac Omıft that Samueln broken Joshua
the OM1TSs the of the people 1NY) that Joshua

broken Kgs 15 the adı quotlalıve firame
27 the Cıtatıon of the data, CX rıtiıcal nNOoTtes WI  esses Wa W 111 be made only

when there SOINC uncertaınty CONCCINUNES 1fs authenticıty
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Ihe ragmatıcs of WaW Discourse Marker 1D11Ca. Hebrew 1alogue

he 15 er rother for hım and for 1athar the prıest and for Joab the SON
of Zerulah.‘‘

In thıs exchange there dIC adjacency paırs. In the tirst adjacency paır (1A-1B),
Bathsheba SCCUTECS her SON’S in princıple her as-yet-unspecıified requesl.
In the second adjacency paır (2A-2B) Bathsheba makes her request explhıcıt and
olomon strongly objects that request wıth quotation egınnıng wıth waw 258
When request 15 ollowe: by complıance (as In IB), the preferre9
Wa ]J0O1ns the halves of the adjacency pDaIlr. When, however, d request 15
ollowe!' by refusal (the dıspreferred response), speech-mitıial Wa MaYy be present,
4S In 2B)

sımılar example appCAars in (
(7) Sam 224172214

N ]a NTLW IN TIQR*]
N an ON

JT am? 5 S W 19 A DMWP m DINW (Q) OR
7 DY2 38n ON 17 D'Ta 55 IN

7207 JO N] MD 7a97 93a 31 NM TOBMNN 20R J9
‚A R WH7DR 19)

Saul saıd, „Listen, NO  5 S()I] of hıtuv.“
He saıd, .‚HerTe d  5 INY lor
Saul saı1d hım, „Why have yOUu conspıred agaınst II YOU and the SON of
Jesse Dy o1ving hım PrOVIS10NS and SWOTd and Inquırıng for hım of (J0d that
he MaYy rnse agamnst in ambush, A ıt 1s thıs day  6
ımelek answered the kıng and saıd, „„And who all of yOUI ervants 1S
1ke avı trusted, and the Son-1ın-law of the kıng, and OTNC who turns asıde fo
yOUI bıdding, and honored YOUI house‘?“‘*

In (2A) Saul dACCUSCS 1mele the priest of t1eason wıth avVl! In (2B) i1mele
objects Saul’s accusatıon wıth rhetorical question introduced wıth W In1
he proclaıms Davıd’s loyalty and trustworthiness 29
Ihus far, both of the examples ave involved 16 18 rhetorical
question. Indeed, instances of speech-mmitial WW in Category Irequently involve
rhetorical questions, and rhetorıical quest1ons do not aAaDDCAT In the other [WO
categories.? er Ltypes of sentences, however, also aAaDPDCAT ın Category
Consıder the example in (8)

28 uüller (1994:164) explains Wa  S thıs instance OCCcurrıng the dramatıc egınnıng of speech
before question.

29 ther examples where speech-ımıtıia. WW introduces objection proposals commands

3()
include Num 14:13-19; Sam 24:3; Kgs 1:10; and 25:9
Joüon-Muraoka suggest that sometimes WW „CADICSSCS of emotion rather than logıcal
Ilınk®® and that „„thıs WW of emotıion 15 D:  ıcularly irequent questions‘“ S1!7/m)
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Cynthıa ıller

(8) Num 13

s N} al N ] D aD b l xn 275°
m79} MU3W al . ol 11352 Z SCFUU K 7ÖN PE

HON N]} rarb VT 0779 MY3AW m bloln

Moses cried out o YHWH, „O God please heal her!®®
YHWH saıd Moses, „And had her father CVCN SpIt her face WOUuU che nNOT
bear her shame ays Let her be shut outsıde of the Camp for Vn days
and fterward she 11l be brought

In this example Moses asks G0od heal Mirıam 1A) (J0d (1B) begıns
wıth W and CONTA1INSs unmarked conditional Many of the SIaMNATS
C1te thıs 4S example 1C W introduces the of condıtıional

372 Whıle W MaYy be sed introduce otherwise unmarked protasıs
there daIic lınes of argumen tO suggest that here W  S also functions ds
discourse marker 33 Fırst whenever W introduces the T  1: of condıtional
- aDPCAIS inıtıal wıthın specech quotatıon that speech

always functions objection the preceding speech wıthın the dialogue ere
examples of speech-mitıial W introducıng condıtional 1C

the speech bears SOINC other relatıonshıp wıthıin the 1alogıc exchange second lıne
ofT  u 15 found examples such as (9)
(9) 2 Kegs 1:9

r N5y 2° 113r 95 ö37a 12273777 Tr E Y m ia
al  7 24 7207 D S IIN Y95x

SöR) D02779W,7 19 7n ”N mN IIN ON} D 2777 DE en 1120

] M N ) ATON

He |the kıng| sent hım Elyah| captaın of f1ity and h1ıs 1ıfty L1LCI So he went 118
hım and behold he Was sıtlıng the LOp of the mMmountaın

He spoke tO hım, „Man of (G0d the kıng Say>s “Come down! 36Ll

Elıyah answered and sa1d the captaım of Iıfty, „And f INan of G0d let
1Ire COM1IC down from heaven and CORNSUMC yYOUu and yOUI fif[.y'“

The anslates the WW thıs instance wıth EL
37 Jouon uraoka Revell 1288 59), however SUuggEeSIS that such unmarke: condıtional

sentences whıc| he alls „asyndeton condıtional sentences may be 'anslate: varıety of Way>s
they should thus be dıstınguished irom grammatıcally indıcated CON!  ON sentences

33 See also the implıcıt condıiıtional wıth speech-initi WW Sam ya S N 72) 13r
ıf then hat ll bring the On thıs CO Joüon uraoka suggests that

„the Virtu: CON!  ON:; due the double Waw $b) and not Sa  6C (S1677 { hıs
instiance of speech-inıit: W  s also sıgnıfıcant that both the and Qumran 1fS
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Ihe Pragmatıcs of WaW Discourse Marker Bıblıcal Hebrew 1alogue

In this example the of the condıtional 1B) 15 explicıitly marked
wıth 34 Specch inıtıal W AaDDCAIS discourse marker introduce refusal
comply wıth the order contaiıned the ul  1  n 35
The stridency wıth 1C quotatıon introduced wıth WW reJeCTs OT objects the
speech even of the quotatiıon Varilles wıdely TIhus far have SCCTHT efusals
and objections but W  s IMaYy introduce the speeches of infer10rs who seek MO|
the proposals cCcommands enuncı1ated by theır SUPCI1OIS d4s (1) repeated here
(1) Kgs 13

—555 7287 00°
LA 1077° D N 335 1UUN 555 N]“ I1 TON 4WD

[ 1977 m\ >ar r172 16882777 „ayS (Q) 1 1W am Wbiaflehn1
X} YÖN}

37 a AUN D7 U3 D70921077”VLE NUZ  2 133073 B 1271
N .} aln bp l bb 1731AUN ON Ü ING5 Da u{ UN N (Q) JT55

The kıng A1OSC Dy n1g
and he sa1d hıs Sservants, Apet ell yOUu what Aram has one LO Ihey
know that AaTIc STarvıng SO they ave SONC Out of the Camp hıde
themselves the countrysıdeg, °“Indeed they 111 SO Out from the CILy
and ll Capture them alıve and ntier theır CILy 266

One of hıs ervants swered and saıld, „And let them z  'a 1ve of the horses
1C aAaIc left those who arec left il behold theyl be 1ke the ole
multitude of Israel 1C Wäas inıshe' off let send and SCC

In (1A) the kıng that the absence of the Aramean ar Y 15 [USC lure the
people Out of the esiege: CILy 1INnTto ambush implıicıtly the kıng CAÄDICSSCS hıs
inclinatiıon tOo IeCINaın safely wıthın the CILy In (1B) ONC of h1ıs Servants
alternatıve plan of actıon The Sservant counter-proposal 15 introduced wıth WW 36
We MaYy all of these Dy Sayınl2 that 102 wıthın Category

functions wıthın lalogue d dıspreferred the preceding quotatiıon In
(6) and (9) the 15 refusal honor request In (8) the 15
refusal comply wıth request ımmediıately In ( the denıes the
preceding aCcCCcusatıon In (1) the counter-proposal preceding
proposa Elsewhere specech inıtıal W Category MaYy introduce the objection
{O sStatement Sam 15 Sam 13 Kgs 19) 377

34 The Iso has both the Conjunclhon and condıitional partıcle (KAL EL)35 See Iso Exod ] where Moses objection cCommand introduced wıth speech-miıtıal W
and explıicıtly mar:' condıtional entfence 5 RN S IM ıf they do nOot believe
Me:..')

36 The reads ÖT) rather than K(XL for speech-mnitial WW Kgs 13 For example where the
objection counter-proposal SCC Sam

37 Speech-inıitial WW Num 20 exceptional that the quotatıon of the people presented ıf
the fırst of the adjacency pDalr OWwever lıkely that the intended represent!
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Cynthıa ıller

The observatıon that speech-mmitial W introduces dispreferred when ıt
JOo1ns quotation 18 immediately preceding quotation Dy dıfferent speaker
provıdes nsıght into the en1gmatıc conversatıon 10)
10) Kgs 7:9-10

AD MDPN D 192 72 MWUN 7 DRW YWYDN7DRN IN R D 1222 Mk
9R AI DWB NJ;‘Ü"? yw+

TT wb V DN) 12 127 A0 mP N ANAMTORN DinwD MD RA
When they passed OVCLI, Elıyah saı1d Elısha, „Ask what MaYy do for YOU
beifore taken from you
Elısha saıd, „And please let have double portion of YOUI spirıt.“
He .  1Ja. saıd, A Y-OU ave as dıfficult thıng IT YOU SCC taken from
YOU, thus ıt 111 be grante: YOU. And ıf nOT, then ıt ıll 191011 be C6

ıjah S1Vves Elısha the opportunıty make ON last request (1A) Elısha hıs
request in 1B) Elyah’'s In 1C) explicıtly indıcates that Elısha’s request 15

1L11CU ON  ® The uUusSsCcC of WW tOo introduce Elısha s request in 1B) probably
indicates hıs OW recognıtion that the request he makes, althoug elicıted, DOCS
beyond ordınary Oounds, and 1S thus dispreferred.>®
We m1g hypothesıize that the usSsec of speech-ımnıtıal WW introduce objection 15
elated LO the soc1al of the speech partıcıpants involved.>° But such does not
SCCI1I] be the Casece Instead, W  < as discourse marker introducing objec-
tion/dispreferred mMay be sed when the peaker 18 of super10r God
(Num mMaster Sam A prophet Sam 15:14; Kgs KI10):; arn Yy
cCommander (2 Sam Conversely, speech-mmitial Wa INaYy introduce
dispreferred when the peaker 15 of infer10T Servant (2 Kgs T3):
prophet speakıng God XO Num priest the kıng Sam
oldıer tO AT commander (2 Sam cCcommander o the kıng
(Z Sam 24:3), armnıy commander 118 prophet 2 Kgs A19) Thus, the uUusc of
W indıcate dispreferred o0€ESs nOT SCCIH correlate wıth the socı1al
sStatus of the speech participants.“) Indeed, both super10r and inferı10T7 INaYy UsSsCc

speech-mitial W wıthın the SAaILlC 1alogıc exchange in (D
(7%) Sam 18:10-12

MN WIN N
MR3 m D 7WINTNN ‚an an a

the iragment of exchange between Moses and the people; only the people’s quotatiıon 15

318
represented order focus theır complaınt.
The represents the conjunction wıth ön rather than KAL  e thıs

30 the representation of socı1al bıblıcal narratıve, SCC ıller 1996:269-81; Revell 996:267-
22 and Wiılt 1996:237-55

SOTINCs the socıal stal of the speech partıcıpants ‚annot be eiermıne« C sSam 0:12
thery it 15 dıifficult know how rank the socıal of partıcıpants. For example, how
Solomon and athsheba ranked Kgs DD super10r (king) infer10r7 (subject) infer107

super10r mother)?
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The Pragmatıcs of WaW Discourse arker Bıblıcal Hebrew Dialogue

2y SN MDnND MN v13r7) 5 7V d ND NT 7{_3‚&*]
DITTN Ta 192 WD 77 nn

92 72R 5590 DW )DIN (Q) fi1 (K) X>ı NT DN NNThe Pragmatics of waw as a Discourse Marker in Biblical Hebrew Dialogue  Dı mya DV imanıb yamaı mY mam 55 mam RD an Na  1B  NN mam 02 my 77 nn  1C  09 128 82770 Dpe Di8 (Q) 121 (K) 21 aRtrDN RT aAM  ... OE E NT ON  A certain man saw [it]  JA  and he told Joab, „Behold, I saw Absalom hanging in an oak tree.“  1B  Joab said to the man who told him, „And behold, you saw [him], so why did  you not strike him there to the ground? Then I would have given you 10 pieces  of silver and a belt  !“  IC  The man said to Joab, „And even if I was weighing in my hands a thousand  shekels of silver, I would not touch the son of the king....“  In (1B) Joab rebukes the man for his reticence to kill Absalom. In (1C) the man  responds with an objection to Joab’s rebuke. Both responses are dispreferred, and  both are introduced with waw.  In summary, the use of waw in Category #1 signals to the hearer that the following  quotation bears an appropriate and logical connection to the preceding quotation,  even though the response is dispreferred. As noted above, speech-initial waw is a  marked construction and there is a cross-linguistic tendency for dispreferred  responses to be marked syntactically. Speech-initial waw introduces a dispreferred  response precisely because adjacent speeches within an adjacency pair normally  cohere in cooperative conversation by virtue of their semantics and pragmatics. The  ordinary pragmatic connection between speeches in an adjacency pair does not  require syntactic marking with a conjunction and, indeed, there are no examples in  biblical narrative of speech-initial waw before a preferred response.  Because speech-initial waw is the marked member of a privative opposition,  quotations without waw may or may not be dispreferred. In (2), the response to the  question is preferred. In (12), the response to the request is dispreferred. Neither  response is introduced with waw.  (12) Gen 24:54-55  mRD un e aa  1A  1720 R Y ÖR D MN aM M MPRI TAN ONM  1B  ]A He [Abraham’s servant] said, „Send me back to my master.“  1B Her brother and her mother said, „Let the girl remain with us about ten days.  Afterwards you may go.“  All preferred responses in biblical narrative lack waw. Dispreferred responses are  optionally marked with waw. When a dispreferred response is marked with speech-  initial waw, the author has chosen to indicate explicitly the discourse-pragmatic  function of the speech within the conversation.  772077137 N 8 MDWNND
certam Ianl Sa  < 1 1t|

and he told Joab, „Behold, Sa  < Absalom hangıng oak tree  ©
Joab saı1d the I1an who told hım, „And behold, yOUu sa  Z ım why dıd
yOUu not strıke hım there the gTr0un! Then WOU. have gıven yYOou pleces
of siılver and belte
The INan saıd {O Joab, „And SCVCnNn ıf Was weıghıing In an housand
hekels of sılver,. WOU. NOtT touch the SON of the kıng  c

In (1B) Joab rebukes the INan for hıis reticence kıll Absalom In 1C) the INan

responds wıth objection Joab’s re Both IESDONSCS dIC dıspreferred, and
both aATIc introduced wıth W
In the uUusc of W In Category sıgnals IO the hearer that the ollowing
quotation bears approprıiate and ogical connection fo the preceding quotation,
CVCN though the 15 dıspreferred. As noted above, speech-ımmitıial W 15
marked construction and there 18 cross-lınguistic tendency fOor dıspreferre
ICSDONSCS be marked syntactically. Speech-imnitial Wa  s introduces dıspreferred

precısely because adjacent speeches wıthın adjacency paır normally
cohere in cooperatıve conversatıon Dy ırtue of theır semantıcs and pragmatıcs. Ihe
ordınary pragmatıc connection between speeches in adjacency paır does nNOLT
requıre syntactic markıngz wıth conjJunction and, indeed, there dIC examples In
1D11Ca narratıve of speech-miıtıial W  s before preferre
Because speech-mutial W 15 the marked member of prıvatıve opposıtıon,
quotations wıthout W  S INaYy OT INAaYy not be dıspreferred. In (2) the to the
question 15 preferred. In 12) the the request 1$ dıspreferred. Neıther

18 introduced wıth W

12) (Gjen 24754255

35R m DW
72 IN @V D73) WN D3 0M D LDTTIN

He |Abraham’s servant| sald, „Ddend back master  .6
Her brother and her mother sald, „Let the gır] remaın wıth about ten days
Afterwards YOUu MaYy co  0

Al preierre ICSDONSCS In 1DI1Ca. narratıve ack W Dıispreferred ICSPDONSCS aTrec

optionally marked wıth WW When dıspreferred 1S marked wıth speech-
inıtıal Wa the author has chosen indicate explıcıtly the d1Sscourse-pragmatıc
function of the speech wıthın the cConversatıon.
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ategory

In the second CategOrY, specch inıtial W connects [WO speeches Dy the SamInle

speaker that dAdIiC nOoTt CONTL1ZUOUS wıthın the jalogıc exchange example aAapPpPCAaIs
13)

(13) Sam 16

77 N'ı xx 7207
K D7 937 55585 Y (Q) mmS 555 7200m55 D 2777177777 N

P mimwi>
TN] r 1°N 7207

RD M7a y5 m197 ON m Syiasas 1799 113r 197 N  er NN
E m55a

The kıng saıd /1ba, „What dIc yYOUu o1ng wıth these‘?**
71ıba saıd, „ Jhe donkeys aIic for the kıng household 18 rıde and the TEeAl and
the f1gs arc for the INCH eal and the WINC 15 for an yOoNC who
SITOWS faınt the wılderness
The kıng saıd, „And where 15 YOUI master son?““
71ıba sa1d the kıng, „He 15 Stayıng Jerusalem because he sa1d Joday the

ebhouse of Israel 111 return father gdom
Iwo questi0N-answer adjacency appCaI thıs lalogue In the fıirst A-B)
aVvl!| quest10ons 7ıba CONCCININ£ the PIOVI1S10NS 1C he has brought In the second
(2A B) avl asks hım about hıs master Davıd’s second questi0n 2A) 15

hIis first 1A) wıth speech-imnıtıial W  s

Conjunctions the phrasal Jausal EvVve ordınarıly JOM nts of the SaInec

syntactıc CalegOry Specech inıtial WW Category #2 speeches of the
Samnlec pragmatıc CategorYy, thus extending the usec of W al the eve of
phrase clause As discourse marker CONJ ON speeches Dy the SAaLLlC

partıcıpant speech-inıtıal WW Category ’ 15 used when the speeches
pragmatıcally perform the Sal type of speech (e request question) TIhus
W sıgnals the hearer (Or eader) that cConnectiıon should be made between the
speech al hand and speech of the SaImInc Lype by the SAaILllCc

pneaker
In SOINC instances both discourse functions of speech inıtı1al Wa that ave
described INa Y be present ds 14)

See Iso the instances Sam 21 (where speech-initıla) W  = lınks Davıd’s request for WCaDON
h1s request for PTOVIS1ONS 3-4) and Kgs (where speech-muitial Wa Iınks

Elısha question CONCCIMINS the Shunamıte WOMMAanNn wıth hıs questhon 13)
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The Pragmatıcs of Wa  Z Discourseer Bıblical Hebrew Dıialogue

(14) Sam 13

12077D mbbr x 55}

ATa S T 7707 N ) nn 5:Iar

92 K N 1355 72 N]“x N m35 viaN-x 7297
41 1 127 m555 VIaxNN5

77 N N] b m mi SyiSaN
DD 7 55 7997 45

1207 ü b W>> MN} N IN m 5in mIN

Absalom CaInlc the kıng
He saıd, „Look YOUT sSservant has chearers May the kıng and hıs ervants SO
wıth YyYOUI

The kıng sa1d Absalom, „No SON Let us NOT all Z wıth yYOUu that
11l not burden YOUu

He |Absalom| pressed hım but he |Davıd| Wäas not wıllıng SO but he
blessed hım
Absalom saıd, „And 111| not let Amnon rother O wıth us
The kıng saı1d tO hım, „Why should he wıth you?"“
Absalom pressed hım he sent Amnon wıth hım and all of the kıng SONS

In thıs dialogue between aVl! and Absalom Absalom inıtıal request 15

1A) but avl| refuses 1B) 42 Absalom speech 2A) e21INS wıth W The
quotation begıns wıth ellıptical unmarked condıtion and ıf NOT 16 INaYy be
sed 118 introduce objection the speech 43 However hıs specech also

TG of hıs orı1g1nal request 1C syntactically parallels the ıirst
request In thıs instance then W as discourse marker three levels
(1) introduce the of condıtional nNte: (2) tO index dıspreferred

by reıteraling request IC has already been trongly refused and (3)
CONNECT the present request the inıtıal request The ıirst function 15 the
latter pragmatıc

sımılar example 15 OUuUnNn:! 15)
15) Exod 18

JD AN N ayn x 1128
D 71”M 1E YY

47 few Hebrew 1155 read 55 The reads KAXL €L
43 The only ther instance of the pomliıng N b found Kgs W where it Iso eg1ins

dıspreferred quotation. On the form, SGr GKC
For 0Ona.| examples of speech-mmiıtial WW operalıng levels SCC Sam 28 where
Samuel’s aCCusaltiıon connected hıs accusatıon [V 15a]| hıle sımultaneously objecting

Saul feeble 15b) Sam 18 (where re-1terates h1s request
[V 19| and objects Joab refusal low 1V 20]) and Kgs 17 (where

Naaman U revised request connected hıs Ooffer [ V 15| and objects Elısha refus: of
the offer [V 6|)
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A1NSIT DW 135 —5 m-02} D17 77 99 ö55 87 UON VDE
m5 öNä b I8 MN I —G 17} DaDx

So they CaIiInc tO eue theır father
and he sa1d them, „Why ave yOoUu UrTIE: COTINC today?““
They saıd, „An kgyptian saved from the control of the shepherds and
fact he rolled aWaY the STON! for and he watered the flock AA

He saı1d tO hıs daughters, „And where 15 he? Why 15 ıf that yYOU abandoned the
man®? Call hım and let hım eat food

eue qUu' tO hıs daughters 2A) 15 connected IO hıs u  102
(1A) But the 2A) secondarıly 4S objection hıs daughters
faılure hospıitalıty theır benefactor 45

Categorıes and of speech-ıniıtıial W dIiC clearly dıstiınguıishe: Sp. of
few jalogues 3C the structural and pragmatıc features of both Categor1es aATIc

present C  ally, Category OCCUTIS the second part of adjacency DAlr
whereas Category #2 OCCUTIS the irst part of adjacency Pauır In terms of
dıscourse-pragmatıcs speech inıtiıal W  S Category sıgnals the hearer/reader

cConNnect the followıng speech the preceding speech dıspreferred
whereas Category ’ sıgnals the hearer/reader CX aInınec the preceding lalogue
for sımılar speech by the SaJInle speaker

ategory 73

In the 11 CategoOory of specech inıtıal W the quotation wıth Wa OCCUTS ın
of quotations ttrıbuted the Saminlc peaker
16) Gen 16 (excerpts)*®

*) N SN TIr N 7 DW DWr ı13 13 D N 2717
Fa 17973 CN D7 1rr 5955 7Dn Y SN 73: R

N XN AD
125 „ D IaN bbn

(a 13 x 5 33777 ON arn 13 ‚ mSN x

Kalababale N HCN M I w K N) DA 1SN mSN
AD a a\ 37 1739 NIPMUND ON 0v Qr 1aON mmN

45 DCH (2 597) anslates the thıs wıth S0 where he‘?** thus IN ımplıcıt
attention the of the dıalogue Similarly, HALOT notfes that thıs
introduces „CONSCYUCHCC queston ora| style)” (1 259 826) and C1tes three ther instances
where the speech introduced wıth W  s falls Into Category 1 (2 Sam Kgs Kgs 41)

46 TIhe translates the Conjuncthon wıth ÖE W 17 the reads VaL Because Hebrew
.06€6S$ nNnOT have PICCISC equıvalent for 0&  „yeS the septuagıntal translators must ave been translatıng
ad SECHNSUM For discussıon of the strategıes for statıng pOSINVE 1DI1CAa| Hebrew SCC

eenstemn 1989 51 59
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When Tam Was 99 old HWH appeare: hım
(177122) and saıd hım, „I haddaı Walk before and be perfect

ll establısh COvenan between and between yOou and 11l
yOu be VC numerous.“

Tam fell hıs face.
(17:3-8) (God spoke wıth hım sayıng), S  or M behold, 15 wıth
YOUu and ll make VOU the father of Man Yy natıons....“
17:9-14) G0d saı1d Abraham, ‚And for VOU, yOu 11 keep „
yYOou and YOUI descendants after YyYOUu throughout theır generations....““
5-1 God saı1d Abraham, „AS for Saral, YOUT wiıfe, yOUu NOT call
her Saral, but ara ll be her ame  6

In thıs example there aAIic four consecutive quotatiıons attrıbuted the deıty: the 1T!
quotation begıns wıth WW

Understandıng the uUusc of speech-immnitial Wa in thıs Context requires attention first
unusual feature of 1DI11Ca narratıve SUCCESSIVE speeches attrıbuted siıngle

indıvıdual, OT putL dıfferently, the segmentatıon of sıngle indiıvıdual’s speech by
multıple quotatıve frames. Each Aspeech” attrıbuted the peaker
function wıthın the 1alogue, partıcularly, OT the narratıve, generally. We Can

iıllustrate the UsSsSCc of thıs trope In 1alogue wıth the ollowıng adjacency paır:
17) Gen 47:3-4

DWB T N DRN AB
133138703 WT DA A Ta IN AAy M B7DN ON 1B-1]

297 > 7an N ND 12 N 52 N VNa 327 mya N N 1B-2
19i V3 NI AD 1235 VON3

Pharach saı1d to h1is |Joseph’s| brothers, „What 15 YOUT occupatıon?““
1B-1 They saıd Pharaoh, „ Y our Sservants aIic shepherds, both and OUT fathers.““
B  NI They saıd Pharaoh, „We ave COINC SOJourn In the and because there 15

pasture for VOUT servants’ er‘ because the famıne in the and of (anaan
15 SCVCIC So 19({8)  S please OW yYOUI ervants settle in the and of Goshen.“

The adjacency paır begıns wıth Pharach’s question. The aNnsSWeT g1ven Dy the
brothers B-1) responds directly hıs QqUCTY They contimue, however, wıth
explanatıon for theır In Egypt and request be lowed {O settle there
B-2 The UsSC of the quotatıve frame 1n B-2 thus tOo segment theır locution
into the salıent speech aCTts that ıt performs.“/ Ordınarıly, character’s speech 18
introduced wıth only ON quotatiıve irame, CVCN when ıt includes multıple speech
acts.48 The narrator has chosen 18 introduce both parts of character’s sıngle of

4 '] er WaYy describe thıs phenomenon draws uDON an’s analogy of of dıalogue
„MOVeES”” language Samnec (1981:24, 70-73). The brothers’ of 1S, thus, dıyıded into

48
„MOVEeS.“”
As examples ammong ManYy, SCC Gen 19:18-20 (contamıng efusal and counter-proposal) and
Judg 20:4-7 contamıng question and request).

181



ynthıa ıller

alk wıth ecpar quotalive frames 49 The addıtional quotatiive frames AdIc entirely
redundant the NAaTTalLV: terms of introducıng C character 15 peakıng
whom 5()

speech 16) 15 sımılarly dıyıded by quotalive frames 1NTtO four SUCCCSSIVC

speeches The tirst (17 introduces the overreachıng pı of the
Conversatıon God ram that he 15 makıng hıs wıth him In the
second quo(tation (17 8) G0od indıcates h1s OW) responsıbıilıties the In
the 1T' qu (17 14) (G0d enumerate. bram responsıbılıties the
COVeEN:; thıs 15 the only quotation beginnıng wıth W  S In the oUu: quotation
(17 5 16), (G0d enumerates Sara]l responsıbılıties the ena: The quotalive
irames thus segment (jod specech topıcally The opıcal dıvisıons dAIic also indıcated
wıthın the quotatlions themselves by word order In each Casc the quotation begıns
wıth extraposed element inıtial the personal 1) (17 and
N] (17 and the personal amllc wıth epıthet TOWN 3y (17 15)

examınatıon of lengthy speeches that arc not segmented wıth quotalıve frames
reveals that LODICS wıthıin them also indıcated argely 0Ug word order
change of (or discourse 10CUS) 15 regularly indıicated Dy placıng the opıcal
elements inıtıal 51 The change INa Yy be but 15 not necessarıly,
introduced wıth W

18) Gen 17 15

D7 FT ON 7U {b mwD DrITJYaxN
S D P 13W” D 12 ]4 77 m55 ADONr 3 \öN mmN

.. AD DRYMWYD juysr5 m53y mı35 N

Abraham sald God, ITonly Ishmael miıght lıve beifore you‘“
(God sald, „Instead Sarah VOUT wıfe ll bear SON YOu and yOUu call
hıs NaImnec Isaac and 11 establısh wıth hım everlastıng
OV! for remembrance after hım And CONCEFNINS ' chmael ave ear!
yOUu

Kgs D the utterances attrıbuted Shaphan perform dıfferent PUrTpDOSCS the fiırst
reCOUNTS his complıance wıth the kıng ecthves the second informs the kıng of the d1Sscovery of
the 00k of the Law Sımilarly, the instances of reported speech attrıbuted 1 amar Gen
38 25 accomplısh PUIDOSCS The first elates that cshe 15 pregnant by the who the
1fiems the second requesStTs iıdentificatıon of the iIWDCT of the 1tems The first introduce| wıth

frame that explicıtly identifies that the reported uüutterance Was transmıtted Dy INCSSCHSZCI
ON r >N — ö 1 1} she sent a message/messenger ] her father-in-law sayıng] the
Samne probably irue of the second ell though introduce! only wıth and che sa1d’
By represenlin; Tamar s INCSSaLC the narrator draws attention the locution that
provıdes the lımax of the STOTY See also the example (Gjen 2375

5() dıfferent formulatıon of the narratlıve function of SUCCESSIVC speeches by the SAaINıc

indiıvıdual LV Revell 199’77 91 110 For ther explanatıons SCC Shıloah 1963 Aa 6 / ( assuto
1983[1951] 38 ONroYy 1978 130 Bar-Efrat 90989 43 and Meıer 73 ö1)

der Merwe au and KTroeze 1999 547
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tO Abraham begıins wıth re-1teratiıon that ara 11l bear the S()I] of
the COvenan Ihe change of topıc to Ishmael 15 indicated Dy word order and
coordination.>2
It 15 NO possible fOo spec1fy IHNOTIC clearly the UsScC of W at the beginnıng of the
1r quotation in 16) As already noted, the fırst quotation SEeTs the eneral
prem1se of the conversatıon (God’s wıth Abram), whereas the followıng
three quotations enumerate the responsıbılıties of the Varıo0us indıvıduals connected
wıth the COVEN: The W at the beginnıng of the 1T quotation lınk
Abram’s responsıi1bilıties wıth the prev10us quotation that enumerates
responsI1bilıties. In other words, the quotations descr1ibe the oblıgatıons of
the speaker and the addressee Abram) What 18 interesting 15 that the ou:
quotatıion, IC g1ves the responsıbıilıties of Saral, 1S not introduced wıth WW In
that quotatıon, the topıc 15 indıcated solely Dy the OCCUITICHNCEC of MN al In inıtıal
posıtıon. ere 15 contrasti, then, between the quotations referring the oblıgations
of the speech particıpants, 170 AIic Iınked wıth WaAW, and that of the non-speech
partıcıpant, 1C 18 nNOT introduced wıth W  =

sımılar UsCc of speech-inıtial W OCCUIS in Gen 9:1-17. where essing and
Ve the post-1100 WOTI. Aic segmented DYy dırect speech quotations. In O:1.
7 God blesses humanıty and States humans’ responsı1bılıties. In 9:8-11, G0d
describes hıs covenantal act1ons; the quotatiıon 15 wıth WW the Previ10us
quotatıion. In 2-16, (G0d enumerates the s1gn of the nan In the closıng
quotatiıon In D17 God Summarızes the The latter quotations dIiIc NOT
introduced wıth W
In these (Genesı1s and F7} speech-imniıtıal Wa 15 redundant in terms of
segmenting the top1cs of the specch (a nction performe both by the quotative
frames and Dy the word order of each quotation); rather, W prıimarıly as
discourse marker lınk the salıent quotations involving the speech partıcıpants.
In pentateuchal where legıslatıon 15 'ame 4S divıne speech, speech-inıtial
Wa 18 also oun
19) Num 3:5-13, (excerpts)

\a 1IHN 57 IMN AD ıl MO N D :1?3R92 m7D TTThe Pragmatics of waw as a Discourse Marker in Biblical Hebrew Dialogue  God’s response to Abraham begins with a re-iteration that Sarah will bear the son of  the covenant. The change of topic to Ishmael is indicated by word order and  coordination.>2  It is now possible to specify more clearly the use of waw at the beginning of the  third quotation in (16). As already noted, the first quotation sets up the general  premise of the conversation (God’s covenant with Abram), whereas the following  three quotations enumerate the responsibilities of the various individuals connected  with the covenant. The waw at the beginning of the third quotation serves to link  Abram’s responsibilities with the previous quotation that enumerates God’s  responsibilities. In other words, the two linked quotations describe the obligations of  the speaker (God) and the addressee (Abram). What is interesting is that the fourth  quotation, which gives the responsibilities of Sarai, is not introduced with waw. In  that quotation, the topic is indicated solely by the occurrence of 7nwx W in initial  position. There is a contrast, then, between the quotations referring to the obligations  of the speech participants, which are linked with waw, and that of the non-speech  participant, which is not introduced with waw.  A similar use of speech-initial waw occurs in Gen 9:1-17, where God’s blessing and  covenant on the post-flood world are segmented by direct speech quotations. In 9:1-  7, God blesses humanity and states humans’ responsibilities. In 9:8-11, God  describes his covenantal actions; the quotation is linked with waw to the previous  quotation. In 9:12-16, God enumerates the sign of the covenant. In the closing  quotation in 9:17, God summarizes the covenant. The latter two quotations are not  introduced with waw.  In these two passages (Genesis 9 and 17), speech-initial waw is redundant in terms of  segmenting the topics of the speech (a function performed both by the quotative  frames and by the word order of each quotation); rather, waw serves primarily as a  discourse marker to link the salient quotations involving the speech participants.  In pentateuchal passages where legislation is framed as divine speech, speech-initial  waw is also found:  (19) Num 3:5-15, (excerpts)  jabea aa B5 Aink maaaym b mearn afnpın RD mwiahN mım amı  1  ... MR anı  nna baYwn Ya gima DMbiThN anp man Yaxı nbRD mwiarbe mım amı  2  2 S95  3  ... Dnhavab DnaR mab Y arny upB :nbrD o ama mwWia7bN mım Ham  (3:5-10) YHWH spoke to Moses (saying), „Bring the tribe of Levi near, and  set them before Aaron the priest, so that they may assist him...“  (3:11-13) And YHWH spoke to Moses (saying), „/ myself accept (lit. and I  behold I accept) the Levites from the midst of the Israelites in place of every  firstborn...““  52 As another example, see Gen 6:13-21.  183MN
AAA PRIW 7 Ealgle DD nna arn N] ND W DN TTThe Pragmatics of waw as a Discourse Marker in Biblical Hebrew Dialogue  God’s response to Abraham begins with a re-iteration that Sarah will bear the son of  the covenant. The change of topic to Ishmael is indicated by word order and  coordination.>2  It is now possible to specify more clearly the use of waw at the beginning of the  third quotation in (16). As already noted, the first quotation sets up the general  premise of the conversation (God’s covenant with Abram), whereas the following  three quotations enumerate the responsibilities of the various individuals connected  with the covenant. The waw at the beginning of the third quotation serves to link  Abram’s responsibilities with the previous quotation that enumerates God’s  responsibilities. In other words, the two linked quotations describe the obligations of  the speaker (God) and the addressee (Abram). What is interesting is that the fourth  quotation, which gives the responsibilities of Sarai, is not introduced with waw. In  that quotation, the topic is indicated solely by the occurrence of 7nwx W in initial  position. There is a contrast, then, between the quotations referring to the obligations  of the speech participants, which are linked with waw, and that of the non-speech  participant, which is not introduced with waw.  A similar use of speech-initial waw occurs in Gen 9:1-17, where God’s blessing and  covenant on the post-flood world are segmented by direct speech quotations. In 9:1-  7, God blesses humanity and states humans’ responsibilities. In 9:8-11, God  describes his covenantal actions; the quotation is linked with waw to the previous  quotation. In 9:12-16, God enumerates the sign of the covenant. In the closing  quotation in 9:17, God summarizes the covenant. The latter two quotations are not  introduced with waw.  In these two passages (Genesis 9 and 17), speech-initial waw is redundant in terms of  segmenting the topics of the speech (a function performed both by the quotative  frames and by the word order of each quotation); rather, waw serves primarily as a  discourse marker to link the salient quotations involving the speech participants.  In pentateuchal passages where legislation is framed as divine speech, speech-initial  waw is also found:  (19) Num 3:5-15, (excerpts)  jabea aa B5 Aink maaaym b mearn afnpın RD mwiahN mım amı  1  ... MR anı  nna baYwn Ya gima DMbiThN anp man Yaxı nbRD mwiarbe mım amı  2  2 S95  3  ... Dnhavab DnaR mab Y arny upB :nbrD o ama mwWia7bN mım Ham  (3:5-10) YHWH spoke to Moses (saying), „Bring the tribe of Levi near, and  set them before Aaron the priest, so that they may assist him...“  (3:11-13) And YHWH spoke to Moses (saying), „/ myself accept (lit. and I  behold I accept) the Levites from the midst of the Israelites in place of every  firstborn...““  52 As another example, see Gen 6:13-21.  183199793The Pragmatics of waw as a Discourse Marker in Biblical Hebrew Dialogue  God’s response to Abraham begins with a re-iteration that Sarah will bear the son of  the covenant. The change of topic to Ishmael is indicated by word order and  coordination.>2  It is now possible to specify more clearly the use of waw at the beginning of the  third quotation in (16). As already noted, the first quotation sets up the general  premise of the conversation (God’s covenant with Abram), whereas the following  three quotations enumerate the responsibilities of the various individuals connected  with the covenant. The waw at the beginning of the third quotation serves to link  Abram’s responsibilities with the previous quotation that enumerates God’s  responsibilities. In other words, the two linked quotations describe the obligations of  the speaker (God) and the addressee (Abram). What is interesting is that the fourth  quotation, which gives the responsibilities of Sarai, is not introduced with waw. In  that quotation, the topic is indicated solely by the occurrence of 7nwx W in initial  position. There is a contrast, then, between the quotations referring to the obligations  of the speech participants, which are linked with waw, and that of the non-speech  participant, which is not introduced with waw.  A similar use of speech-initial waw occurs in Gen 9:1-17, where God’s blessing and  covenant on the post-flood world are segmented by direct speech quotations. In 9:1-  7, God blesses humanity and states humans’ responsibilities. In 9:8-11, God  describes his covenantal actions; the quotation is linked with waw to the previous  quotation. In 9:12-16, God enumerates the sign of the covenant. In the closing  quotation in 9:17, God summarizes the covenant. The latter two quotations are not  introduced with waw.  In these two passages (Genesis 9 and 17), speech-initial waw is redundant in terms of  segmenting the topics of the speech (a function performed both by the quotative  frames and by the word order of each quotation); rather, waw serves primarily as a  discourse marker to link the salient quotations involving the speech participants.  In pentateuchal passages where legislation is framed as divine speech, speech-initial  waw is also found:  (19) Num 3:5-15, (excerpts)  jabea aa B5 Aink maaaym b mearn afnpın RD mwiahN mım amı  1  ... MR anı  nna baYwn Ya gima DMbiThN anp man Yaxı nbRD mwiarbe mım amı  2  2 S95  3  ... Dnhavab DnaR mab Y arny upB :nbrD o ama mwWia7bN mım Ham  (3:5-10) YHWH spoke to Moses (saying), „Bring the tribe of Levi near, and  set them before Aaron the priest, so that they may assist him...“  (3:11-13) And YHWH spoke to Moses (saying), „/ myself accept (lit. and I  behold I accept) the Levites from the midst of the Israelites in place of every  firstborn...““  52 As another example, see Gen 6:13-21.  183DnmawAT DMaN m937 9 33 DN 7PB : 5AN9 7 mWD T

(3:5-10) YHWH spoke 1{8 Moses sayıng), „Bring the ıbe of V1 NCAal, and
Nal them before Aaron the prıest, that they MaYy assıst hım
3:11-13) YHWH spoke Moses sayıng), myself accept (lıt and
behold accept) the Levıtes from the mıdst of the Israelıtes In place of CVEIY
{irstborn...““

52 As another example, SCC Gen BA
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3:14-15) And HWH spoke Moses in the wılderness of S1na1l sayıng),
99-  Nro the Levıtes by the house of their athers and Dy theır famılıes. ..“

The uUusScC of speech-muitial W in such 15 much less clear, althoug ıt does
aDpCar be sımılarly connected the notion of change of topıc involvıng ONEC of
the speech partıcıpants, eıther the speaker XO 30:18; Num SA 18:8) the
addressee XO! 302238 3113 Lev 20:2) In instances, speech-mnitıal W

nction the Jausal eve introduce „Consecutıve““ perfect form XO
30:18; Josh 2:28);® these examples uggest that, al least in these the
interposition of quotatıve frames IMay be secondary addıtıon tO the text
Speech-initıial W In Category #2 OCCUTS in connection wıth narratıve trope
involvıng the uUusScC of multıple quotatıve frames segment engthy specch. The
discourse-pragmatıc nction of W in such intersects wıth the uUusec of word
order hıghlıght change of topıc relatıng ON of the speech partıcıpants.

The CruX in Sam 10:12

Understandıng the discourse-pragmatic features of speech-ımutıial W provıdes d}
addıtional perspective from 16 tOo examıne longstandıng exegetical dıfficulties in
the 1D11Ca. text The example in 20) contaıns INa y problematıc features, but the
interpretation of the second part of the adjacency paır 15 partıcularly en1gmatıc:
20) Sam 1011172

Na} D’N  v va D WW WD 97172 M
‚D°’N)2313 DINW D4ı üpfe al T Ma 7R WN a  Ar

DIT 3S 33 DW N 1272

When all those who knew hım au. prevıously Sa  < that he prophesied wıth the
prophets,

the people sa1d ONC another, „What has appene the SON of15 Is CEVCN
Saul the prophets?“”

from there swered and saıd, „And who 15 theır father?“‘“

15 not possıble here examıne the Varlıous Vvliewpomnts Concerning prophetism in
ancıent Israel, NOT al] of the complexities of thıs passagc., What Can be noted 15 that
the narratıve dırect quotations that aTeC structured A4s ıf they HIC Darts of

adjacency paır, ECVCI though the fırst 1A) represecnts the sentiments of
rather than indıyıdual Ihe relatıonshıp between the halves of the

adjacency paır 15 complicated, however, DYy uncertaınty cConcernıng the interrogatıve
sentenCces present wıthin them

53 Exod 30:18, the perfect cConsecutıve 15 M\OD; thıs and XX ther the form 1s consecutive
spıte of the STITESS palttern (Joüon-Muraoka Josh 22:28, the reads ELV instead of the
conjunction. The er passagc 1S ISO exceptional In that speech-mmiıtial W 0€S not introduce
quotation relatıng ectly speech partıcıpant.
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In the first half of the adjacency paır, 18 the second interrogatıve real
question (48 Saul really the prophets OI not‘?““ 1 there 15 SOTINC uncertaınty
about hıs inclusıon in the group),>“*“ 18 the question rhetorical? As rhetorical
question, interpretations from sımple amazemen that Saul should be nNnCcIude:

the prophets though he in fact 15 included)>> fo denı1al that Saul 15 really ONC

of the prophets.>®
The interrogatıve in the second half of the adjacency paır 1s OPCH {Oo sımilar
debates As real question, the sentenNCceEe presents procedure fOor determining Saul’s
legit1imacy wıth the prophets fınd Out who theır prophetic father 15 and he 11l be
able to interpret theır gibberish;>° / alternatıvely, locate theır prophetic father and
then ıt 111 be Obvi1o0us why Saul 15 IM the prophets.>® As rhetorical question,
the INaYy be arguıng that determinıng the prophets’ physıca. father 1s
UNNCCCSSaLYy SINCEe prophetism 15 nNOL determined bDy genealogy;>? O 5 the rhetorical
question IMaYy INCAanNn that the prophets A1C of obscure and owly origin.°0
Rather than evaluatıng the interpretation of each atomiıstıcally, Can ook
instead al the WaYys in 1 the Varıo0us interpretations VIEW the relatıonshıp
between the paıred halves of the adjacency DaIlr. The central questi1ons In interpreta-
tıon, then, AdIiC these Do both quotations present sımılar evaluatıons of Saul’s
inclusıon the prophets, OT does the second quotation contradıct the evaluatıon
ifered In the first?
The preceding analysıs of speech-miutial Wauthat the second quotatiıon 1B)
belongs Category the quotation 1S in the second half of the adjacency paır, and
the quotation 15 ınke iımmediately preceding quotation bDy dıfferent speaker.
In addıtion these factors, other features of the quotatiıon correlate wıth
Category examples: (1) rhetorical questi1ons apPpCaI only in Category and, (2)
Category quotations dIiC often introduced DyThe Pragmatics of waw as a Discourse Marker in Biblical Hebrew Dialogue  In the first half of the adjacency pair, is the second interrogative sentence a real  question („Is Saul really among the prophets or not?“ i.e., there is some uncertainty  about his inclusion in the group),°*4 or is the question rhetorical? As a rhetorical  question, interpretations range from simple amazement that Saul should be included  among the prophets (though he in fact is included)° to denial that Saul is really one  of the prophets.>%  The interrogative sentence in the second half of the adjacency pair is open to similar  debates. As a real question, the sentence presents a procedure for determining Saul’s  legitimacy with the prophets — find out who their prophetic father is and he will be  able to interpret their gibberish;>’ or alternatively, locate their prophetic father and  then it will be obvious why Saul is among the prophets.58 As a rhetorical question,  the sentence may be arguing that determining the prophets’ physical father is  unnecessary since prophetism is not determined by genealogy;°° or, the rhetorical  question may mean that the prophets are of obscure and lowly origin.°©0  Rather than evaluating the interpretation of each sentence atomistically, we can look  instead at the ways in which the various interpretations view the relationship  between the paired halves of the adjacency pair. The central questions in interpreta-  tion, then, are these: Do both quotations present similar evaluations of Saul’s  inclusion among the prophets, or does the second quotation contradict the evaluation  offered in the first?  The preceding analysis of speech-initial waw suggests that the second quotation (1B)  belongs to Category #1: the quotation is in the second half of the adjacency pair, and  the quotation is linked to an immediately preceding quotation by a different speaker.  In addition to these factors, two other features of the quotation correlate with  Category #1 examples: (1) rhetorical questions appear only in Category #1 and, (2)  Category #1 quotations are often introduced by ... R”  . ] in the quotative  frame (see Exod 4:1; 1 Sam 22:14-15; 1 Kgs 2:22; 2 Kgs 7:13; 7:19). As a member of  Category #1, the quotation in (1B) should be interpreted in such a way that it  presents a pragmatically dispreferred response. That is, regardless of the proposition  that is expressed in the first part of the adjacency pair, the second part should be  understood as expressing a point of view in opposition to, or at variance with, that of  the first.  A brief survey of exegetical treatments of the passage reveals that most interpreters  view the two parts of the adjacency pair as expressing similar sentiments. For  example, Hertzberg (1964:86) interprets (1A) as a statement that a reasonable, well-  placed young man such as Saul the son of Kish does not belong among a band of  eccentric prophets. The question in (1B) is a „contemptuous aside“ that reinforces  the first statement by suggesting that the prophets „had no father,“ that is, they were  54  Phillips 1968:190-91.  55  Lindblom 1973:33; Ackroyd 1971:84-85; and Klein 1983:92-93.  56  57  Sturdy 1970:206-13; Baldwin 1988:91-92; and McCarter 1980:183-84.  Phillips 1968:191 and Ackroyd 1971:85.  58  Williams 1966:344-48; McCarter 1980:184; and Fokkelman 1993:428-29.  59  Driver 1960:83.  60  Hertzberg 1964:86 and Mauchline 1971:99-100.  185127 in the quotatıve
frame (see Exod 4:1; Sam 22:14-15; Kgs Z Kgs 7198 493 As member of
Category #1, the quotation in (1B) should be interpreted in such WaYy that it

pragmatıcally dıspreferred That 1S, regardless of the proposıtion
that 15 expressed in the first part of the adjacency paır, the second part should be
understood ds expressing pomt of VIEW in opposıtiıon t 5 or al varıance wıth, that of
the first

TIe SULVCY of exegetical treatments of the pPassagc reveals that MOST interpreters
VIEW the parts of the adjacency paır eXpressing siımılar sentiments. For
example, ertzberg( interprets 1A) d statement that reasonable, ell-
placed INan such Aas Saul the SOM of ısh 0€Ss nOoTt belong IM band of
eccentric prophets. The question in 1B) 15 „CONTEMPIUOUS asıde“‘“ that reinforces
the first statement by suggesting that the prophets .„had father,““ that 1S, they WCIC

54 ıllıps 1968:190-91
5 Lindblom 1973:33; Ackroyd 4-85) and Kleın
56
57

Sturdy 1970:206-13; Baldwın‘and cCarter 1980:183-84
Phıllıps 968:191 and Ackroyd 1971:85

58 Wıllıams 44-48; cCarter 980:184; and Fokkelman 1993 :428-29
59 Drıver 1960:83
6() Hertzberg 1964:86 and Mauchline 1971:99-100
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of obscure or1g1n. Similarly, Ackroyd SUggeSTSs that the first quotation
CXPICSSCS surprise al the dıvıne W In Saul, and the second quotation Inquıires
concerning the leader interpreter of the ecstatıics and thus the meanıng of theır
behavıor and Saul’s place them. In hıis VIEW, both quotations reinforce the
perspective that Saul’s behavıour 15 INCONZTUOUS and unusual. varıatıon of thıs
understandıng of the adjacency paır suggests that the fırst question 15 real question,
1C Inquıres concerning Saul’s position wıth the prophetic band; the second
question furthers the INquiry by Inquirıng concerning the prophetic authorıty fıgure
of the band (Phıllıps 1968:190-92). In all of these interpretations, both f the
quotations In 1A) and (1B) CXPDICSS sımılar evaluatıons of Saul and hıs relatıonshıp

the ecstatıc prophets. oug| these ınterpreters disagree INan Y relevant
aspects of the pPassSasc, they aABICcCc that the second half of the adjacency paır does nNOT

present Ob] ection dıspute tOo the irst half.
second understandıng of the relatıonshıp of the of the adjacency paır 15

represented by McCarter’s suggestion 3-84 that the first quotation
CXPICSSCS surprıse that the prophetic grOUD has aDSOTDE: such unlıkely PCISON d

Saul The second quotation objects thıs assessmenti; the rhetorical question („Who
1S theır father LE, prophetic leader|?”“) contradıcts the PreVv1IOUS quotation by
implicıtly claımıng that Saul, ın fact, 185 theır leader and thus has place the
prophets.®! as and Driver simılarly arnr the second quotation d

objection the proposıtion that Saul does not belong the prophets. eır
understandıng otf the rhetorıical question dıffers firom McCarter, however, In that they
interpret the father 4S the genealogica father of the prophets. rophecy, then, 1s Dy
diıvine inspıratıon and not Dy human genealogy. Regardless of theır dıvergence in
theır understandıngs Of the ex1ical COmpONneNnTSs of the (especlally the of

4as metaphorical OT lıteral), these interpreters ave correctly understood the
pragmatıcs of the reported specech wıthın the adjacenCcy paır.
oug understandıng of the pragmatics of speech-mitıial W does not solve
all of the 1SSUES involved in untanglıng thıs passagc, ıt does assıst in narrowıng the

of interpretive possıbılıties those In IC the second haltf of the adjacency
paır 15 pragmatıcally dispreferred Aas the fırst. Interpretations in IC
the halves of the adjacency paır CXDICSS opposing posit1ons ATICc be preferre
OVCI those that do NOT. Thus, the of W al the beginniıng of the second
quotatiıon provıdes ımportant for decıphering the pragmatıc connection of
ON quotation tO another. As ind1icator of the contextual coordinates of the
d1iscourse, W clearly functions A4s discourse marker.
ıthın the broader narratıve, the discourse-pragmatıc nction of WW in thıs
PAasSsSagc 15 also s1gn1ıficant. Because the quotations of thıs adjacency paır do not

rp represent anı Y single conversatıon, and indeed, the fiırst quotation
represents the ombıned sentiments of SIOUD, the speeches represent instead the
reception of Saul and hıs kingshıip in ancıent Israel (so also eiman
The fact that the quotations x hıbıt the syntactic features of [WO pragmatıcally

Sımilarly Wıllıams (1966:347), who SCC5S the objection the second quotatiıon meanıng „1f OMNC

knows who the leader of the ZTOUD 1S, then ONC knows why Saul 15 wıth the prophets  90 that 1S,
amue. 1$ theır leader.
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opposed quotationsethat the adjacency paır has been exploited 4S narratıve
trope highlıght the profound uncertaınty in ancıent Israel Concernıing the ature
and legıtimacy of Saul’s leadershıp.

Conclusions

In closıng, elated matters must be considered, the fırst hıstorical, the second
socıolınguılstic. TIhe hıstorical 1ssue involves the dıstrıbution of speech-mitial Wa
wıthın the narratıve porti1ons of the Hebrew The soc1olıngulstic 1SsSue relates
the possı1ıbılıty that thıs construction reflects feature of spoken Hebrew
Evıdence for diachronic change 15 reflected in the dıstrıbution of speech-mitial W
wıthın the 1DI11Ca IEXT. Category 3 aDDCAaIs only in the Pentateuch and only
As noted above, thıs CategOrYy 15 connected ıterary irope In 1C multıple
quotatiıve frames introduce the specech of sıngle ‚peaker Categories and H’
aAaDPDCAaI primarıly in early 1DI11Ca. Hebrew and dIc entirely absent the
narratıves of Ezra-Nehemiah, Esther, and Danıel The single example of speech-
inıtıal Wa  S iın Chronicles AaDDCAIS in 2529 there 15 paralle pPasSsSagc the
deuteronomıistıc history.°2 Where speech-imutıial Wd does In the deuterono-
mistıic h1story; the Chronicles paralle does nOot ave WW (see Sam 24:3//1
21:3) In the Pentateuch, Categorıies and #72 aD PCal only In apart from ON
anomalous example in P.65
Because there AfIc audıo recordıngs (or wrıtten transcr1ıptions) of speech firom the
1D11Ca CIA, the soclolıngulstic 1sSsue Can be approached only oblıquely Dy
Comparıson the uUsSsc of discourse markers In oral and wriıtten Vers10ons of spoken
languages. The evidence from those languages uggeSTSs that there 15 hıgher
percentage of sentence-1itıial coordıinators in oral language opposed wriıtten
language ılhun Discourse markers aTrc also LNOTC prevalent In oral
language than in wrıtten anguage (Mosegaard Hansen 1998:91-111). The dıstrıbution
of speech-ımnıtıal Wa In the 1D11Ca texti thus that 1ts usSsec A represented In
Categories and +#’) Was probably feature of the somewhat earher spoken
anguage 1C fell Ouft of usec in the post-exılıc per10d. Speech-initial Wa in
Category 3 15 attested only In and Was iterary CONstruct perhaps ase upON
the oral Uusc ofWW discourse marker).
In conclusıon, speech-inıitıal WAW, 1C al fırst glance mıght appCAar INCONSEqueEN-
tıal, actually indexes s1ignıficant d1iscourse-pragmatic functions wıthın dıalogue
Recognizin these discourse-pragmatic functions of speech-ınıtial W  s cruc1ally
depends upDON recognıtion of the relevant pragmatıc features of the lalogue in
order SIOUD examples into three categorIies. The ırst categories dIC maxımally
dıfferentiated the basıs of the speech partıcıpants, theır connection LO proximal

62 'opal 23) descr1bes the Varı0ous WaYyS hıch the SCS O phrasal and Jausal Wa  S

Ifer carly Bıblıcal Hebrew and Late 1D11Ca! Hebrew, but 0€es nOoL discuss the examples of

63
speech-mmiıtial WAW.,

The only example 1S Num 20:3-5; SCC the discussion
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0)4 1sS quotation, and theır posıtıon wıthın the adjacency palr. The 1r! CategOry
relates narratıve trope
In Category #1, speech-imnitıial W 15 discourse-pragmatıc In the that ıt indexes
the purposı1ve, socı1al intention of the speaker the quotation 18 dıspreferred wıthın
the adjacency paır. In Categories and #3, speech-initıial WW 15 discourse-
pragmatıc in the that ıt indexes the relatıonshıp of the quotatıon ıts CONnTiext
of uUsc In Category # ’ the cContext of UsSsCcC relates PreVvIOUS speech of the Samne

Lype Dy the Samnec speaker; 1n Category #3, the CONntext of UuUsSc relates prımarıly the
partiıcıpants of the speech even Critically, however, speech-mitial WW indıcates
marked pragmatıc connection between speeches wıthın jalogue. Where W 15
absent, claım be made for agamnst sımılar dıscourse-pragmatıc funct10ons;
the absence of W beifore quotation 15 the unmarked member of the opposıtion.
Where speech-inıiıtıial W 15 present, appreclatiıon of the WaYy> 1n T A ıt
d contextual coordıinate wıthın dialogue elps us unlock the subtleties of
eported speech in the 1D11Ca. TeXT and thus offers ımportant for 1DI1Ca
exeges1s.
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Abhstract:

When the conjunction W aDDCAars al the beginnıng of TeC speech quotatıion, it 0€es nOot function
phrasal Jlausal coordinator. stead, speech-inıtıial W functions macros  ctural eve

discourse marker, pragmatıc indıcator of the contextual coordinates of discourse. Attention the
structural features of dıalogue reveals three Contiexts wıthın 1C: speech-ınıtıal Wd9 ach
wıth ıts distinct dıscourse-pragmatıc function. the first CalegoOTrY, speech-muitial WW introduces
dıspreferred pPrev10Ous quotatıon. the second CalegorYy, speech-imnitial WW Iınks
non-adjacent speeches Dy the SaInlec speaker. the thırd atlegorYy, speech-initial W functions wıthıin

narratıve trope.
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