
The ebrew “Epistolary Perfect” Revisıted*

Max Rogland (Leiden)

ıthın Semitıic lınguistics there has been debate OVOI the T of “ep1istolary
tenses’” V1IS-A-VIS ““performatıve utterances’””. number of scholars VIEW the
essentially identical phenomena: epıstolary perfectThe Hebrew “Epistolary Perfect” Revisited*  Max Rogland (Leiden)  Within Semitic linguistics there has been debate over the nature of “epistolary  tenses” vis-Aä-vis ‘“performative utterances”. A number of scholars view the two as  essentially identical phenomena: ‘“The epistolary perfect ... represents one type of  performative perfect.”! Consequently the term “epistolary perfect” is viewed by  some as unnecessary and/or misleading. Lawton criticizes Pardee? on precisely this  point:  In a number of places  . he calls some perfect forms “epistolary” perfects. There is  nothing specifically “epistolary” about their use, though, so why use this term? .  I  one wants to give them a name, the linguistic category ‘“performatives” should be used,  and they should be designated “performative perfects” ...3  On the other hand, some scholars maintain that performatives and epistolaries are  distinct phenomena and that “serious confusion has arisen from not keeping  epistolary conventions separate from performativity.”* This difference in opinion  has consequences not only for one’s understanding of the Hebrew verbal system as a  whole but also for the interpretation and translation of individual texts.° The purpose  of the present study is to examine the nature of epistolary tenses and performative  utterances and to re-evaluate some alleged instances of the Hebrew epistolary  perfect.6  The relationship between performatives and epistolaries has already been discussed  in some detail by Pardee and Whiting in their study of Ugaritic and Akkadian  letters.” To clarify precisely what is meant by the term “performative utterance”,  they survey the writings of three of the pioneers on the subject: E. Koschmieder, J.  L. Austin, and E. Benveniste. Koschmieder referred to utterances such as Hiermit  bitte ich die Herrschaften zu Tisch as Koinzidenzfall, that is, “the true coincidence of  word and deed”. This occurs “wenn die im Verbum ausgedrückte Handlung durch  I gratefully acknowledge the helpful comments of Prof. Dr. T. Muraoka, Dr. W.Th. van Peursen,  and Drs. M.F.J. Baasten on earlier drafts of this paper. Any shortcomings which remain are my own  responsibility.  Smith (1995:795); cf. Waltke and O’Connor (1990:489): “The epistolary perfective may be seen as  a special case of the instantaneous perfective. Another, overlapping subtype is the performative, in  which not only are speaking and acting simultaneous, they are identical.”  See e.g. Pardee (1982:35, 49).  Lawton (1984:267).  Pardee and Whiting (1987:4).  Compare e.g. Hendel (1996:162) with Hillers (1995:764).  On SN  One should refer to Pardee’s survey of the Hebrew evidence (1983); for a similar study of Aramaic  epistolaries see Dempsey (1990).  Pardee and Whiting (1987).  194represents ONC type of
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SOTITIC d and/or misleadıng. Lawton crıticızes Pardee? precisely thıs
pomnt:

In number of places he calls SOTINC perfect forms “epistolary” perfects. There 1S
nothing specıfically “epistolary” about theır USC, though, why UuUs«ec thıs term?
OIIC Wants g1ve them Namcde, the lınguistic Calegory ““performatıves” should be used,
and they should be designated ““performative perfects”

On the other hand, SOTIIC scholars maıntaın that performatıves and epistolarıes aIic
dıstinct phenomena and that “Ser10us confusion has arısen firom not keeping
epıstolary conventions ;par: from performativity.””* Thıs dıfference in opınıon
has CONSCYUCHCCS nNnOTt only for Oone’s understandıng o the Hebrew verbal system as
ole but also for the interpretation and translatıon of indıvıdual texts.> The PUTDOSC
of the present study 15 examıne the ature of epıstolary tenses and performatıve
utterances and re-evaluate SOTINC alleged instances of the Hebrew epistolary
perfect.®
Ihe relatıonshıp between performatıves and epıistolarıes has already een discussed
in SUOTTIIC by Pardee and Whıtıing in theır study of Ugarıtıc and Akkadıan
letters./ 70 Cları prec1isely what 18 by the term ““performative utterance”,
they the wrıtings of three of the ploneers the ubject Koschmieder,

Austıin, and Benveniste. oschmieder eferred utterances such A4ASs Hiermit
hitte ich die Herrschaften 1SC. 4S Koinzidenzfall, that 1S, “the irue CO1incıdence of
word and d d” Thıs OCCUTIS “"wenn dıe 1m Verbum ausgedrückte andlung durch
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den usspruc des Verbums selbst erfolgt, WCNN Tun und prechen asselbe ist.’’85
Some YCals later Austın dubbed sıimılar utterances ( NaAMeE fhis ship Liberte,
apologize) ‘““performatıve”, contrast “constatıve utterances’”’:

The constatiıve utterance, under the NamInc, dear phılosophers, of statemenlt, has the
DTrODEeTITYy of being tirue false The performance utterance, DYy contrast, be
eıther it has ıts OW) specıal ]ob, ıt 185 used perform actıon TIo 1ssue such er-
DG L$ perform the actıon actıon, perhaps, whiıich ONC scarcely could perform, at
least wıth much prec1s10n, in anı y other way.?

In sıimılar veın Benveniste wrote

Un enonce performatıf n ’est pas tel qu’1 peut modifier la sıtuation d’un indıvıdu,
mals tant qu/’’ıl est DAr Iui-meme acte ”’enonce est l’acte; celu1 quı le
accomplıt l”’acte le denommant 10

Pardee and Whıiıtıng SCC basıc dıstınction In these dıfferent formulatıiıons between
1 descr1ibe events and those 1C perform acts Consequently they

classıfy utterances eıther performatıve OT constative and 1e6W epıstolary tenses
elongıng the latter category.!!
[That it 15 Justified maıntaın dıstinction between epıstolarıes and performatıves,
4S Pardee and Whıtıng do, 1S clear for [WO casons Fırstly, SOINC alleged epistolarıes

poss1ıbly be consıdered performatıve in the that act 15 performe: by
V anthe utterance ıtself. In Casc such Chr A w -“att  EC Salahtı "iS-hakam (“and 1O

have sent INnan of wiısdom’) Hendel pomts out that ..  act of sending gıft OT
Wise INan 15 not accomplıshed in the act of its utterance”’.12 Likewise, to iter
[wktbt/y 2i "dny (‘6I ave wrıtten to lord””l3) o0€Ss noOot perform aCT ofwriting.1*
Secondly, cross-Iınguistic evıdence makes it plaın that performatıves and epıstolarıes
dIiC not the SAaInc phenomenon, SInNCe they expressed Dy dıfferent erb forms ıIn
varıety of anguages Latın, New Testament TeEC. Syr1ac, and Englısh, for CX aM-

ple, all uUusSsc the present ense for performatives but past tenses for epistolaries. !>
Koschmieder (1930:352). fact. analogous ıdeas had een propose: much arlıer. For example,
Skrabec (1903:555) had spoken of effectivum “*“das dıe Handlung nıcht bezeıichnet,
sondern ben durch das Aussprechen des betreffenden Verbums zugleich vollzieht”. See
Verschueren 304)
ustın
Benveniste (1966:274).
Pardee and Whıiuting One should note that agner emphatıically denıes that
Koschmieder’s Koinzidenzfall 18 entCca| Austin’s ““performatıve utterance” (1997:62{ff£.), though

I
ıt that he faıls do jJustice the siımılarıties een the

(1996:163).
13 Arad 40:5-6 Thıs restoration 15 admıttedly tentatıve, yel sımılar examples easıly found ther

languages, the Syrlac Letter of Mara: mtl hn? h) ktbt “whdn” “ £or thıs ave wriıtten
thıs remıinder 27  you TocKelmann 1913 S77 C&X)

KOsc| (1930:353).
15 For epıstolary tenses La  E and New JTestament Greek SCC the standard ZTAIMNMMNATS, and for the

performatıve of the present ense SCC Anscombre and 1erro (1984) and Fannıng (1990:187f5£.,
I£f. Syriac ONC Inay COMMDAaTC the epıstolary perfect note 13 wıth the performative partıcıple
m“ md x baptize”; SCC Rogland (forthcoming) for dıscussıon. Englısh ON
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pıstolary tenses thus nOt performatıve stricto NSUÜ, yel thıs ralses the question
4as how epıstolary tenses dıffer from other “constatıve” OT ““descriptive” (L NON-

performatıve) statements The term ıtsel£, according {O ardee, 15 NOT intended
indıcate overtly MarT'! orammatıcal CategoTY:

Ihe term ‘“epistolary” applıed verbal form Was sımply borrowed from classıcal
9 for 1ın Greek, for example, “epistolary” aorıst and perfect (rarely imperfect)
forms ATC used by the wriıter of letter inscr1ption fOor statements regardıng the Ss1tua-
tıon of the writer when writing: ‘“ The wriıter of letter book, the dedicator of
offering, INay DUuL iımself ın the posıtion of the reader ehNolder who VIEeWS the actıon

past  »16
ardee and ıtıng also appeal the classıcal grammarı1ans and aAaIQUC that the
essential feature of epistolary en 15 that events 1C aic Contemporanecous
the wriıter (which they “epistolary acts”,  27 C aCcts of wrıting, sending, request-
ing) expressed past/complete SINCE they ATC viewed from the temporal
perspective of the letter’s recipient.!/
ardee and Whiting’s definıtion of epistolary tenNSsSESs 15 somewhat problematiıc,
however, SInCe ONC Can fınd epıstolarıes C do nNOL refer events 1C AICcC

CONtemporancOuUSs the wriıter. One Cal, for instance, wrıte have enclosed the
requested ODcuments EVCNMN beifore the documents ave been placed In the envelope.!®
It InNaYy be helpful here analyze epistolarıes wıthın INOTC formalızed approac

such AS that developed by Reichenbach.!? eichenbach argue: that tenses MaYy
be understood in terms of three time pomts: the time of speakıng (S) the time of the

eferred (E) and poınt of reference point May either overlap wıth
another (symbolızed ere Dy OT MaYy precede ıt (symbolized Dy Some
typıcal analyses

present: SCEC John
futur:  ® S<E=R ıll SCC John
pastl. R <S Sa John

Ihe inclusıon of reference pomt 18 helpful for explainıng INOTC complex tenses
such dSs the pluperfect the ture-in-the-past. In the sentien! went the Frestau-
ranl where WONU. meel John, bhut he had already left (Eı, E2)

elated another even!' in the past 1C functions aASs the reference pomt
wentfl the restaurant). He had left Eı) refers pr10r R, whereas
WOU. meel John E»>) refers even IC 15 future relatıon These WOU.
be analyzed 4S E1 <R<>S and R<E,<S, respectively.

COINDAaIC performatıve CS!| and epıstolary CC} (m the SaIllc sentence!) the novel Prince
Caspian by Lewıs, where character dictates ‘“Wherefore moOost heartıly provoke,
challenge, and defy yOUr Lordshıp the sa1d combat and monomachy, and Aave ent these letters
by the hand of ell beloved and royal TO! dmund.  d (Lewis 1980:152, emphasıs mıne) As
Streck correctly points Out (1995:15517£.), ee and Whıiting’"s assumptıion (following akoff

that Englısh 0€s not uUusc epistolary tenses 1s unfounded.
Pardee»cıtıng Smyth 8$1942).

17 Pardee and Whuting (1987:27£.); S  arly Iropper (1998:158).
18 See ( n.360) and NO!  s Rogland (forthcoming).

Reichenbach (1947:28 /11.).
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Though the wriıter of letter often describes even' (E) wıth hıs MOMent of
peakıng (S) hıs reference poımt Bınniıck pomts Out that wıth epıstolary
tenses there 15 chıft In reference pomt AaWaY from the moment of specech the time
of the letter’s recıplent, and the 1s viewed past from thıs perspective.?!
Epıstolary tenses therefore include the relatıon E<R However, ıt 15 interesting LO
note that e and Hendel, both of whom ave recently analyzed 1an and
Hebrew epistolary tenses in Reichenbachıian terms, dısagree how the MOMmMent
of speakıng (S) 15 tO be nNnCcIude': In the analysıs. Hendel ollows Pardee and W hıt-
ing’s VIEW that the speaker refers events 1C AIc present from hıs perspective
(S  =—  s  E) and consequently analyzes epistolary fenses S:  ==  —’  :E<R .22 eC. the other
hand, understands the events be future the speaker (as wıth have enclosed the
documents: S<E) and thus analyzes S<E<R 23 What ATIC make of these
dıffering analyses” In fact, WOUL. arguc that both ATIC miıistaken includıng the
speaker’s time (S) As the classıcal grammarıans ave pomnted Ouf, the unıque
feature of epistolary tenses 15 sımply the fact that even 15 viewed irom the
recıplent s perspective and not from the speaker’s actual pomt ın time the
crucı1al element 1s sımply E<R It WOou that in these the time of the
pneaker (S) 15 noTt taken into consideration al all and it 15 hence ar Y
nclude it in the analysıs Indeed, Comrıe has pointed out that In SOTITNIC only

of the three time po1nts aIic sufficıent for locatıng sıtuatiıon In time and
consequently eıther OT Cal be dıspensed wıth under certaın conditions.24 It
therefore makes dıfference whether the sıtuatiıon eferred 15 present E)

sfuture the speaker, SInNCe the speaker w  S NOW (S) 15 temporarıly 1gnored.
Performatıve utterances Caln, of '9 OCCUT letter, and the fact that Classıcal
Hebrew utilızes the Samnc verbal con]Jugatıon for both epıstolarıes and performatıves
Can occasıonally present SUOINC challenges when ıt the actual phılologıcal
analysıs of CX bear in the theoretical dıstinctions discussed above ıt
ll usually be clear how indıvıdual aTrc be analyzed The essing formula
ofC Arad 16:2-3 brktk Iyhwh?> 18 sımply performatıve; the fact that brk OCCUIS as

performatıve outsıde of letters indıcates that ıt 15 not epistolary.26 P and
Whıtıng correctly call thıs formula performatıve 1C happens
In letter.27 In other ıt 15 clear that aAiIc dealıng wıth non-performatıve
epistolary tenses, C Chr Z w“ attd lahti "1S-hakam (see above).?8
20 E.g. wrılting inform S=R=E

INNIC| (1991:250).
22 Hendel (1996:162); ct. Lakofftf (1970:847).
23 Streck (1995:156).
24 Comrıe (1981)
25 So also UZ 40:3
26 E.g. Gen 17:20; Ps 129:8 (see agner 1997:104).
27 Pardee and Whıting It be note: that thıs represents development from Pardee’s

earher studies, hıch he claımed that Arad 16:2-3 brktk Iyhwh 15 6, epıstolary perfect, be
translated . ess . ereby bless?’” (1978:311) and that the blessing formula 18 6,  not exclusıvely
epıstolary usage” (1983:40 n.2/)

28 SO Iso Kgs 15:19; Kgs 5 24:18-19; Lachısh 3:18; Lachısh 5:6-7; confrast Renz and
Röllıg' 423) ee translates 21 SIh Ihje/d] Y our Servanı! Hoshayahu
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Interestimgly, ıt appCaIrs that the non-performative, epıistolary SCS of the verb S
have led SOTILC that other instances of the Samnec erb AIc also non-performa-
tıve, C rad 6:142 B hnnyhw SIh ISIm LySb wISIT bytk “"your brother ananyahu
sends/has sent (?) greetings yashı and YOUT house”30. However, such
analysıs a1ıls notice the important fact that AIc dealıng thıs Casec wıth
abstract object (  Al  g 1C in fact be 6,  sent  9 by verbal utterance.?}!
WOL take thıs expression also attested amaıc 4S analogous to the Englısh
1d10m, 1 1s alternatıve to the clearly performatıve “I greet you”’.>2 Ihe
eXpress1ion 1S, naturally, primarıly to be found in letters, SINCEe ıIn PCISON ON WOU.
normally Sa y greeit VOU ] would therefore call thıs idıomatıc performatıve 1C
15 lIımıted tOo letters.°>
Dıfferent interpretations dAIc possıble IOr Arad AD  ( wswk hnnyhw. Pardee Ca thıs
epistolary**, yet ıt COU. easıly be understood thırd-person performatıve
(“Hananyahu hereby cCcommands you’”’).>> One COU. also interpret ıt sımply past
ense eporting command10 Was g1ven and then wrıtten OoOWnNn —  —  R
In there 15 clear distinction be made between epıstolary tenses and
performatıve utterances, despıiıte ONC amb1ıguo0us Hebrew example. As Pardee and

ereby re|po[rts] [lor]d a]us.'hıch sounds performatıve, yel thıs 15
probably ellıptic eXpression for “has sent (thıs report... and 15 thus epistolary (cf.
Streck 995:155 For the LCASONS why the Arad and Lachıish examples should be taken
perfects rather than partıcıples SCC ee (1978:311).

29 See the preceding note.
3() ardee (1983:35f.); cf. Streck’s dıscussıon of the Akkadıan verb Sapdru (1995:158).

So also Z1°1= 7 (Dnk yhwkl SIh ISIm gdlyhw); Arad 40:1-3 (bnkm gmr[/yhu/] wnhmyhw SIh/w
ISIm/] mlkyhw) papMur 17 SIht a SIm bytk).

37 Ihe followıng observatıons Ssupport performatıve analysıs of the Englısh 1dıom: Firstly, the best
of owledge ıt ‚Ways the present ense (1 end greetings) and past
tense, hıich 'ould be expecte: ıf ıt WEIC epıstolary (cf. 15 above). Secondly, the 1ıdıom 0S nNOL
ICCUT the progressive present (*/ sending greetings) and thus (01 not sımply be
descriptive (“constative ) nature. Contrast the of the progressive form wıth non-abstract
objects: sending VOU latest novel.

373 Thıs lımıtatıon wriıtten medium 1s sımılar the Akkadıan and garıtıc prostration formula,
hıch ardee and Whıiting call ‘“performative-epistolary” (1987:5., 2811.) Ssumıng that thıs
formula fact performative, for the sake of erminologiıcal and conceptual clarıty ıt WOU.: be
vastly preferable lıkewıise call ıt dıomatıc performatıve lımıted letters

34 ee As pominted Out above (n ZT); however, the distinction between performatiıves and
epistolarıes 1s nNnOT consıistently observed Pardee earlıer studıes, and hıs COMMENTS thıs
example COU| indıcate that he understoo« ıt performatıve: “One COU. perhaps describe SWk
sımple perfect of completed actıon leadıng the etter SINCEe hnnyhw had g1ve the
rder before the wriıter could wrıte ıt down. erme: ıt ‘epistolary” perfect because the wrıter 15
transmıtting the order and Englısh, east, thıs ould be one the present ense for rder of
hıch the etter the immediıate transmissıon. The ‘hereby of slatıon 15 meant CONVECY
the epıstolary aspect and thus reflects the usual 'anslatıon of the ‘performative perfect”” ardee
1983:35 n.8)

35 Performative uüutterances InaYy occasıonally CCUTr the thırd n  5 SCC Koschmieder (1930:353)
and Compare Sam 24 :23 &/ kıng, Arauna g1ves (ndatan) all thıs the king”
wıth the parallel 21:23 “a g1ve (ndatattı) ıt all”

316 So Jau (1996:110); ct. Renz and Öllıg (1995:361).
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ıtıng succınctly epistolary “reports actT, ıt 0€Ss not effect 47 More
specıfically, epıstolary reports whether present S=E) OT futur:  «]
o the speaker/wrıter from the temporal perspective of the letter’s rec1ıpient. In such

the recıpıent s time functions 4S the reference pomnt (R) The actual time of the
peaker (S) 15 temporarıly 1gnored, and epıstolary tenses should be analyze sımply
4S E<R TOmM grammatıcal perspective, these epistolary perfects iıllustrate ON WaYy
16 relatıve functions in the Hebrew verbal system.>®
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Abstract.

Ihıs study examınes the “epıistolary perfect” Classıcal Hebrew, wıth partıcular attention the
relationshıp between performatıve and epıistolary erb number of Hebrew examples ell

cross-lınguistic evıidence demonstrate that performatıves and epıstolarıes should be viewed
dıistinct phenomena. reanalysıs of SOINC alleged instances of Hebrew “ep1istolary perfects” 1s Iso
presented.
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