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By NO  S the topic of performatıve utterances 1S commonplace in lingulstic discus-
S10NS of the Semitic languages. Over the ast several decades number of ımportant
CSSayS performatıves In the Varıous (ancıent) Semitic languages have appeared,'
and the topıc 15 NO routinely urveyed ın reference grammars.“ But CVOI wıth thıs
surfeıt of recent scholarly attention there remaın facets both theoretical and empir1-
cal of the larger question of performatıves In Semuitic that Can benefit from further
scrutiny. take upD four of these ın thıs They AICcC diverse lot The fırst part of
the 1S dedicated the question of pragmatıcs and the centralıty of context and
convention adequate accounting of how performatıve utterances mMmecan One of

Austin’s overriding CONCEINS in propoundıng hıis eOFrYy of performatıvıty WAas

OPDOSC posıtıv1sm s scientifically informe notion of meanıng d unıform and un1-
vocal statements of fact truth what he ca the ‘“descriptive allacy.”” That COINMN-

vention and CONTEXT the STU of pragmatıcs arc the 1edistinguishing dıfferentia
of performatıves IS st1il not ulNy apprecıiated by Semitists. eIr Importance for OUT

understandıng of performatıves ın Semitic 1S illustrate: through consideration of
Varı0ous examples, includıng “thıck” eadıng of HWH'’s land QTi ram In
Gen 5:16 In the second part chıft fOocus the explıicıt performatıve. If performa-
t1vity out CO  CC of the pragmatiıc UuUsSscC of language, what 1S it about

— Heimpel and u1dl, “ )er Koinzidenzfall 1Im Akkadıschen 'DMG Supplementa
(Wıesbaden: Franz Steiner, ayer, Untersuchungen ZUr Formensprache
der babylonischen Gebetsbeschwörungen’ ome 1DI1Ca. Institute, 183-—201; Tal-
stra, "“Jext rTrammar and Hebrew Bıble I1 S5SyntaxX and Semantıcs,” (1982) 26—38;
ee and Whıting, "Aspects of Epistolary Verbal sage in garıtıc and Akkadıan,”
Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 5() (1987) 1—31; Hıllers, “Some
erformatıve Utterances In the Bıble” N: Freedman, and Hurvıtz
omegranates anı Golden Bells (Wınona Lake E1iısenbrauns, agner,
Sprechakte un Sprechaktanalyse IM Alten Testament W ET Berlın de ruyter,

Rogland, “A ote erformatıve Utterances In umran Aramaıc,” (1999)
A “Performatıve Utterances in Classıcal Syrl1ac,” NN (2001)SAlleged Non-
ast (J/se of Qatal In Classical Hebhrew (SSN; Assen: Oya. Van GOorcum, Wen-
inger, On Performatives In Classıcal thıopı1c, ” JSS (2000) Sanders, ““Per.
formatıve Utterances and Dıvıne anguage In Ugarıtic,” JNES 63 (2004)
KB.; altke and O’Connor, An Introduction Biblical Hebrew ynLEaxX (Wınona
Lake Eısenbrauns, $30.5.1d; Buccellatı, Structural YTrammar of Babylonian
(Wıesbaden: HarrassowIıtz, $ /4.3; Muraoka, C'lassical SYFIAC (Wiıesbaden: Harras-
SOWILtZ, 65; Muraoka and en, rammar of Ekgyptian Aramaılc (HdO; Le1-
den Brill, Iropper, Ugaritische (Grammatik Ünster: Ugarıt-Verlag,
5 /6.534.
For thıs apprecılation of ustin’s arger phılosophical projJect, SCC Cavell, Pitch of Phi-
losophy (Cambridge: Harvard Universıity, CSD 1683
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verbs in the first PDCrSON present OTr perfective Austin’s explicıt performatıves that
d1sposes them happıly felıcıtously toward the expression of performativity?
Thıs 1S question not generally treated in the Iıterature and 15 taken UD here in SOINC
detaıl The Ir part of the 1S the shortest. problemtizes the notion of DCTI-
formatıvıty and SCIVCS 4S remıinder of the ımportant place of eOFrY and phılosophy
ın Iınguistic research [NOTC generally. conclude wıth extended consıderation of
the SO-Calle. “prostration formula” in Ugarıtic and Akkadıan letters. Thıs formula
features prominently ın Pardee and Whiting’s early discussion of perfor-
matıvıty In Semuitic. My O W analysıs has much in COTININON wıth theırs, though it
ıffers d ell in sıgnıfıcant and (hopefully) interesting WaYyS. etorically, the SUS-
taıned examınatıon of sıngle example allows to draw together IManYy of the dıs-
parate hreads of discussıion treated throughout the Thıs closıng focus
specıfic example also IMNaYy be taken hıghlıght the empirıcal dımension of lIinguistic
research and its importance. Indeed, ONEC of the practical accomplıshments of the DIC-
sent 1S ıts gathering eiıther explıicıtly OT hrough cıtatıon of substantıal

of (probable) performatives in Semitic.*

Pragmatics
How language gets used 1ırectly impacts how Janguage As Benveniste
observes,

Many notions in Iıngulstics(More) On Performatives in Semitic  verbs in the first person present or perfective — Austin’s explicit performatives — that  disposes them so happily — felicitously — toward the expression of performativity?  This is a question not generally treated in the literature and is taken up here in some  detail. The third part of the essay is the shortest. It problemtizes the notion of per-  formativity and serves as a reminder of the important place of theory and philosophy  in linguistic research more generally. I conclude with an extended consideration of  the so-called “prostration formula” in Ugaritic and Akkadian letters. This formula  features prominently in D. Pardee and R. W. Whiting’s early discussion of perfor-  mativity in Semitic. My own analysis has much in common with theirs, though it  differs as well in significant and (hopefully) interesting ways. Rhetorically, the sus-  tained examination of a single example allows me to draw together many of the dis-  parate threads of discussion treated throughout the essay. This closing focus on a  specific example also may be taken to highlight the empirical dimension of linguistic  research and its importance. Indeed, one of the practical accomplishments of the pre-  sent essay is its gathering — either explicitly or through citation — of a substantial  corpus of (probable) performatives in Semitic.*  1 Pragmatics  How language gets used directly impacts how language means. As E. Benveniste  observes,  Many notions in linguistics ... will appear in different light if one reestablishes them within  the framework of discourse. This is language in so far as it is taken over by the man who is  speaking and within the condition of intersubjectivity, which alone makes linguistic commu-  nication possible.5  Pragmatics is the study of language usage® and as such is potentially pertinent to  every aspect of linguistics, no matter the particular parameter of study — phonology,  morphology, syntax, semantics. But insofar as pragmatics has its final upshot in  meaning it is in the area of semantics where the import of context (discourse and  otherwise) has been most appreciated. Linguists now routinely distinguish between  4  An early version of the essay, focusing chiefly on the prostration formula, was presented in  the Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew Section at the Annual Meeting of the SBL in San Fran-  cisco (“I Hereby Fall: A Performative Utterance in Western Peripheral Akkadian, Ugaritic,  and Hebrew,” 1992). I thank S. Sanders and R. Westbrook for reading through and commen-  ting on the present manuscript. Both have sharpened the argument in significant ways.  “Analytic Philosophy and Language” in Problems in General Linguistics (trans. M.E. Meek;  Coral Gables: University of Miami, 1971) 230.  As C. Watkins helpfully reminds us, though the notion of “pragmatics” is a relative new-  comer on the linguistics scene, that which it denotes — “the study of meaning of language  forms as these depend on the linkage of signs to the context in which they occur” — has long  been known to historical linguists (and Semitists) as “philology” (“Language, culture, or his-  tory?” in C. S. Masek et al (eds.), Papers from the Parasession on Language and Behavior  (Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society, 1981) 238—48.  37ıll in dıifferent lıght if Oone reestablıshes them wıthin
the framework of discourse. hıs 1S language in far ıt 1S taken ver by the who 1S
speakıng and wıthın the condiıtion of intersubjectivity, which alone makes Iıngulstic U-
nıcatıon possible.?
Pragmatıcs 1S the study of language usage® and dS such 1S potentially pertinent to
CVEIYV aspect of Iıngulstics, er the partıcular parameter of study phonology,
morphology, SyntlaxX, semantıcs. But insofar ASs pragmatıcs has ıts ına upshot in
meanıng ıt 1S iın the dICa of semantıcs where the import of context (dıscourse and
otherwise) has been MOSst appreclated. Linguists 11O routinely distinguis between

An early version of the » focusıng chiefly the prostration formula, Was presented in
the Lingulstics and Bıblıcal Hebrew Section at the Annual Meeting of the SB In San Fran-
CISCO (ch Hereby Fall erformatıive Utterance In Western Peripheral Akkadıan, Ugarıtic,
and Hebrew,” thank Sanders and Westbrook for readıng through and COMINMECN-

ting the present manuscript. oth ave sharpened the argumen)! In sıgnıfıcant WaYys
"Analytıc Phılosophy and anguage” in Problems INn General Linguistics (trans. Meek:
ora Gables Universıity of Mıamı, 230
As Watkıns eIp  y remıinds US, OuUg| the notion of "pragmatıcs” 18 relatıve 1CW-

the lınguistics ' that 3C it denotes study of meanıng of language
orms these depend the lIınkage of S1gNSs the OnftexTtT which they CCUur‘  7 has long
een known hıstorical lıngulsts (and Semitists) “philology” (“Language, CUu.  e’ his-
tory?” ase eit ]S Papers from the Parasession anguage and Behavior
(Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Soclety,
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Dobbs-Allsopp

the conventional semantıc meanıng that attends g1ven Iınguistic element and the
pragmatıc usec of that element in particular conversational contexts./
Performatıivıty 1S centrally factor of pragmatıc UuSC, not semantıc meanıng, d the
tıtle of Austin’s NO classıc work the subjJect, How 7T0 Do Things ith
Words,® ell sShows. Sanders’ recent piece performatıve utterances in Uga-
rtic helpfully remıinds students of Semuitic languages of the importance of keeping
the distinction between semantıc meanıng and pragmatıc implıcature uppermos in
mind.? But CVECN anders sometimes loses hıs WAaY, as when he aDPCAaIS to rule Out the
possı1ıbılıty of performatiıves occurring in non-verbal (: nomiınal sentences) forms.
Here anders chares the larger field’s fascınation wıth what Austın called “explicıit
performatıves, ” performatıves that ın Englısh appCar in the first PCISON sıngular of
the present en (and in Semitic, generally ın the fırst PCISON sıngular of perfective
forms!%). As ıll be SCECIIN shortly, there 1S iındeed good TCason for thıs fascınatıon, and
L, L00, l devote g00d deal of attention ıIn the next section the topıc of explıicıt
performatıves. it IS worth stressing here al the outset that performatıve utter-

utterances where the uttering of the sen does not descerıibe
actıon, but ıtself c<  18, 1S part of, the oing of action, ”!! need nNnOoTt be, and, In fact,
aAIc not, restricted ONe form OT kınd That 1S, performatıves COMINC in varıetles beside
the explıcıt performatıve, Austın, for ONC, ell understood:F.W. Dobbs-Allsopp  the conventional semantic meaning that attends a given linguistic element and the  pragmatic use of that element in particular conversational contexts.’  Performativity is centrally a factor of pragmatic use, not semantic meaning, as the  title of J. L. Austin’s now classic work on the subject, How To Do Things With  Words,® well shows. S.L. Sanders’ recent piece on performative utterances in Uga-  ritic helpfully reminds students of Semitic languages of the importance of keeping  the distinction between semantic meaning and pragmatic implicature uppermost in  mind.? But even Sanders sometimes loses his way, as when he appears to rule out the  possibility of performatives occurring in non-verbal (e.g., nominal sentences) forms.  Here Sanders shares the larger field’s fascination with what Austin called “explicit  performatives,” performatives that in English appear in the first person singular of  the present tense (and in Semitic, generally in the first person singular of perfective  forms!). As will be seen shortly, there is indeed good reason for this fascination, and  I, too, will devote a good deal of attention in the next section to the topic of explicit  performatives. Still, it is worth stressing here at the outset that performative utter-  ances, utterances where the uttering of the sentence does not describe or report an  action, but itself “is, or is part of, the doing of an action,”!! need not be, and, in fact,  are not, restricted to one form or kind. That is, performatives come in varieties beside  the explicit performative, as Austin, for one, well understood:  ... it is not in the least necessary that an utterance, if it is to be performative, should be ex-  pressed in one of these so-called normal forms ... To make our utterance performative, and  quite unambiguously so, we can make use, in place of the explicit formula, of a whole lot of  more primitive devices such as intonation, for instance, or gesture; further, and above all, the  R  H. P. Grice, “Logic and Conversatzin” in P. Cole and J. Morgan (eds.), Syntax and Seman-  tics; Speech Acts (New York: Academic, 1975) 41—58. For further discussion and biblio-  graphic references, see F.W. Dobbs-Allsopp, “Biblical Hebrew Statives and Situation As-  pect,” JSS 45 (2000) 27 and n. 11. This distinction between pragmatics and semantics is ulti-  mately, of course, heuristic (and pragmatic). Meaning, whatever its nature, is fixed through  sociohistorical usage without any necessary descriptive or psychological foundation (esp. H.  Putnam, “The Meaning of ‘Meaning’” in Mind, Language and Reality [Cambridge: Cam-  bridge University, 1975] 215-71; “A Problem about Reference” in Reason, Truth and History  [Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1981] 22-48). K. Donnellan gets at the two aspects of  meaning in view here via his non-Fregian notions of “attributive” (= semantic) and “referen-  tial” descriptions (see B. Lee, Talking Heads: Language, Metalanguage, and the Semiotics of  Subjectivity (Durham/London: Duke University, 1997) 76—84.  (eds. J. O. Urmson and Marina Sbisa; Cambridge: Harvard University, 1962).  “Performative Utterances in Ugaritic”; cf. Wagner, Sprechakte. In fact, Sanders introduces  the concepts “metalinguistic” (talking about talking) and ‘“metapragmatic” (talking about  acting) as means to a more perspicuous description and identification of performatives in Se-  mitics (see below).  10  For the occurrence of explicit performatives in Semitic in non-perfective forms, see below.  11  Austin, How to Do Things With Words, 5.  38it 1S NOT in the east NCCCSSaL y that utterance, if it 1s be performatıve, should be —

pressed In ONeE of these so-called normal formsF.W. Dobbs-Allsopp  the conventional semantic meaning that attends a given linguistic element and the  pragmatic use of that element in particular conversational contexts.’  Performativity is centrally a factor of pragmatic use, not semantic meaning, as the  title of J. L. Austin’s now classic work on the subject, How To Do Things With  Words,® well shows. S.L. Sanders’ recent piece on performative utterances in Uga-  ritic helpfully reminds students of Semitic languages of the importance of keeping  the distinction between semantic meaning and pragmatic implicature uppermost in  mind.? But even Sanders sometimes loses his way, as when he appears to rule out the  possibility of performatives occurring in non-verbal (e.g., nominal sentences) forms.  Here Sanders shares the larger field’s fascination with what Austin called “explicit  performatives,” performatives that in English appear in the first person singular of  the present tense (and in Semitic, generally in the first person singular of perfective  forms!). As will be seen shortly, there is indeed good reason for this fascination, and  I, too, will devote a good deal of attention in the next section to the topic of explicit  performatives. Still, it is worth stressing here at the outset that performative utter-  ances, utterances where the uttering of the sentence does not describe or report an  action, but itself “is, or is part of, the doing of an action,”!! need not be, and, in fact,  are not, restricted to one form or kind. That is, performatives come in varieties beside  the explicit performative, as Austin, for one, well understood:  ... it is not in the least necessary that an utterance, if it is to be performative, should be ex-  pressed in one of these so-called normal forms ... To make our utterance performative, and  quite unambiguously so, we can make use, in place of the explicit formula, of a whole lot of  more primitive devices such as intonation, for instance, or gesture; further, and above all, the  R  H. P. Grice, “Logic and Conversatzin” in P. Cole and J. Morgan (eds.), Syntax and Seman-  tics; Speech Acts (New York: Academic, 1975) 41—58. For further discussion and biblio-  graphic references, see F.W. Dobbs-Allsopp, “Biblical Hebrew Statives and Situation As-  pect,” JSS 45 (2000) 27 and n. 11. This distinction between pragmatics and semantics is ulti-  mately, of course, heuristic (and pragmatic). Meaning, whatever its nature, is fixed through  sociohistorical usage without any necessary descriptive or psychological foundation (esp. H.  Putnam, “The Meaning of ‘Meaning’” in Mind, Language and Reality [Cambridge: Cam-  bridge University, 1975] 215-71; “A Problem about Reference” in Reason, Truth and History  [Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1981] 22-48). K. Donnellan gets at the two aspects of  meaning in view here via his non-Fregian notions of “attributive” (= semantic) and “referen-  tial” descriptions (see B. Lee, Talking Heads: Language, Metalanguage, and the Semiotics of  Subjectivity (Durham/London: Duke University, 1997) 76—84.  (eds. J. O. Urmson and Marina Sbisa; Cambridge: Harvard University, 1962).  “Performative Utterances in Ugaritic”; cf. Wagner, Sprechakte. In fact, Sanders introduces  the concepts “metalinguistic” (talking about talking) and ‘“metapragmatic” (talking about  acting) as means to a more perspicuous description and identification of performatives in Se-  mitics (see below).  10  For the occurrence of explicit performatives in Semitic in non-perfective forms, see below.  11  Austin, How to Do Things With Words, 5.  38in make OUT utterance performatıve, and
quıte unamb1ıguously S! Call make USC, ın place of the explıcıt formula, of whole lot of
LNOTC primıtıve devices such intonatıon, for instance, gesture; er, and above all, the

Grice, “Logic and Conversatzın"“" ole and Morgan (eds.), Syntax and Seman-
{1CS; Speech cts (New ork Academiıc, 41—58 For further discussıon and bıblıo-
graphic references, SCC Dobbs-Allsopp, “Bıiblical Hebrew atıves and 1tuatıon ASs-
pect,  07 JSS (2000) and 11 hıs dıstinction between pragmatıcs and semantıcs 15 ulti-
mately, of COUITSC, heuristic (and pragmatic). eanıng, whatever its nature, 15 fixed through
sociohistoricale wıthout desceriptive psychological foundatıon (esp
Putnam, Meanıng of 227  ‘Meanıng Mind, anguage and Reality [Cambrıdge: Cam-
bridge Universıity, DA1’ N Problem about Reference” Reason, Truth and istory
|Cambrıidge: ambrıdge Universıity, Donnellan gets at the aspects of
meanıng In 16 W ere Vvia hıs non-Fregian notlions of “attriıbutive” (= semantıc) and “referen-
tial” descriptions (see L66:; Talking Heads Language, Metalanguage, and the Semiotics of
Subjectivity (Durham/London: Duke Universıity, 76—84
(eds Urmson and Marına 1Sa; Cambridge: arvard Universıity,
“Performative Utterances in Ugarıtic”; ct. agner, Sprechakte. fact, Sanders introduces
the Concepts ‘“metalinguistic” talkıng OU! talkıng) and “metapragmatıc” (talkıng about
actıng) INOTC perspiICuUOUS description and identificatıon of performatıves ın Se-
miıtıics (see below).

10 For the of explicıt performatıves Semuitic In non-perfective forms, SCC eI0W.
Austın, How Do Things With Words,
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VE ontext which the words Arec uttered make It entirely certaın how they Afec be
taken 12

In thıs Austın has been wıdely ollowe 13 And ı1le there dICc good CasSsONSsSs for the
prototypicalıty of the explicıt performatıve (see below) nNnOT mention the greater
Casc ıdentifyıng such performatıves 19(0)9| lıving languages (e hrough NON-

standard translatıons of tense/aspect categories!*), nonexplicıt In of performatıves
do CX Some typıcal examples of such utfterances Englısh WOU nclude the
followıing
(1) We pledge OUrTr lıves, OUT fortunes and OUTr sacred honor!>

The cCourt 1n the accused not guilty!®
askıng YOU do this for Henry, askıng YOU do ıt for

and Cynthıa and the children!/
Y Ou are dismissed!?
Notice 15 hereby that trespassers 11l be prosecuted!?

COTNC and SCC YOU next week, and that’s promise?%
Youl 1n thıs letter IN Y best wıshes for the New Vear?!

All of these examples represent COININON of nonexplıicıt performatıves diıs-
cussed ı the pragmatıcs lıterature The examples 1 la) and 1b) show that verbal
performatıves dICc nNnOt restricted tOo utterances contamıng fırst PDCrSoN sıngular subjects
(1.) and 1c) iıllustrates the uUsSse of present CONLINUOUS form The examples
1d) and (le) feature DAaSSIVC forms The examples (11) and g) arec INOTC complex
(11) shows that performatıve CADICSSIONS MaYy be embodıe clause OTr

and that promıise””) He 1g) warranted by Englısh epıstolary CONMN-
nUuonNs features the uUsec of nomiınal phrase IM Y best wishes’”’)
Now consıider SOMINMNEC examples from VaTrTIOUs Semuitic languages
(2) ktr smdm ynht

WYP smthm
Smk alt VSTrS

12 “Performative-Constative” Searle ed.) The Philosophy of Language (Oxford Oxford
Universıity, ct. How Do Things With Words 5158

13 Benveniste “Analytıcal Phiılosophy,” 235 Searle “How Performatives ork”
Kasher (ed.) Pragmatics Critical oncepts vol (London/New ork Routledge
L Thomas Meaning Interaction An Introduction Pragmatics (London/New
ork Longman 444 Verschueren Understanding Pragmatics (London/New
ork Arnold 207—9 Butler Excitable Speech Paolitics of the Performative (New

14
ork/London Routledge 1997) 81 E 11
See Hıllers “Some Performative Utterances 756

15 Searle “HOow Performatives Work D 521
16
17

Thomas Meaning in Interaction
Searle HOow Performatives Work 521

18 Verschueren Understanding Pragmatics 208
19
20

Austin How Do Things With Words
earle How erformatıves Work 521
As cıte' Verschueren Understanding Pragmaltics 209
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mk AaL. AayMr (CTG 1-12, 19)
Kothar took down clubs, and he proclaımed theır *Y our Nname

15 Yers
‘.‘.3'(our Namec 1S Aym  79
alta Ia Aassatı  CN (BE 6/2 48.13—14)
IfAwılıya SaysS hıs wife Naramtum, ol arc nNnOT IN Yy wiıfe”
as-salam alaykum (tradıtional greeting In Arabiıc)
“Peace be uDON you  42 (= “Greetings!”)
waybarekehuü wayyomer Qı  rüß  &> abram [ V  ®  C elyön (Gen
He lessed hım and sald: “RBlessed be ram by God Most Hıgh!”
x hnnyhw. SIhA SIm IysSb. wLST. bytk ra 1—2
Y our rother Hananıah hereby greeits Elıyashıb and YOUTF house!
köh [O "MEruün la ONnl I6 eSaW köh n  amar abdeka ya‘äqgöb im-Llaban gartı
WG pn  har ‘ad- Atta (Gen 32:5)
Thus yYOUu ıll 5SaYy, “TO IM Y ord Esau, thus SayY> yYOUr ervant aCcC0Oo

559sojJourned wıth an and remaıined untiıl NO

hakkol nNAalan Arawna ammele ammele (2 Sam
thıs, King, Araunah o1ves the kıng” NRSV)

ECre AIC g00d CcCasons take all of the examples in (2) as performatıve utterances
ese aTrc pelled Out ın what immediately ollows wıth only enough detail aSs SUS-
gest the plausıbıilı of the posıted performatıve reading./ In (2a) it 1S Kothar’s utter-

ıng of the phrases “ Y our Name 1S Yor.  e and “ Y our Naimnec 1S Aym  9 that the
clubs and unleashes theır magic.?> anders ell explains the performatıve nature ör
the sıtuation:

The named WCAaDONS that he both dubs and creates AIc Jussıve forms of telıc, g0al-
orıented verbs. Immediately after Kothar designates the weapons’ Namecs ın verbless clauses,
he invokes those Jussıve Namnes ıth imperative orms orammatıcally shifting both the verbs
and the WCaDONS ıth the cCcommand attack built nto theır ainecsF.W. Dobbs-Allsopp  $mk. at. aymr (CTU 1.2.1V.11-12, 19)  Kothar took down two clubs, and he proclaimed their names: ‘ Your name  is Ygr$  ‘.‘.Y'our name is Aymr”  atta 1a a$Satı (BE 6/2 48.13-14)  If Awiliya says to his wife Naramtum, “You are not my wife”  as-saläm ‘alaykum (traditional greeting in Arabic)  “Peace be upon you!” (= “Greetings!”)  waybärekehü wayyömer bärük ’abräm le’el ‘elyön (Gen 14:19)  He blessed him and said: “Blessed be Abram by God Most High!”  ’hk. hnnyhw. &lh I$Im ’ly$b. wIsIm bytk (Arad 16.1—2)  Your brother Hananiah hereby greets Eliyashib and your house!  köh tö’merün la’döni l& ‘&$äw köh ’amar ‘abdekä ya‘äqöb ‘im-läbän garti  wä’ehar ‘ad- ‘attä (Gen 32:5)  Thus you will say, “To to my lord Esau, thus says your servant Jacob: ‘I  599  sojourned with Laban and remained until now  8  hakköl nätan ’äarawnä hammelek lammelek (2 Sam 24:23)  “All this, O King, Araunah gives to the king” (NRSV)  There are good reasons to take all of the examples in (2) as performative utterances.  These are spelled out in what immediately follows with only enough detail as to sug-  gest the plausibility of the posited performative reading.?? In (2a) it is Kothar’s utter-  ing of the phrases “Your name is Ygr$” and “Your name is Aymr” that names the  clubs and unleashes their magic.?? Sanders well explains the performative nature of  the situation:  The two named weapons that he both dubs and creates are jussive forms of telic, goal-  oriented verbs. Immediately after Kothar designates the weapons’ names in verbless clauses,  he invokes those jussive names with imperative forms grammatically shifting both the verbs  and the weapons with the command to attack built into their names ... For Kothar, to unpack  their verbal identity is to detonate the weapons, which proceed to defeat Yammu more or less  by themselves. The self-activating verbs stored in the weapons’ names are icons of self-per-  forming actions.24  These examples are directly analogous to Austin’s paradigmatic ‘I name this ship the  Queen Elizabeth,” except that the phrases themselves are verbless clauses and their  22  An important consequence of the fact that performativity is centrally concerned with prag-  matics is that discernment of performative utterances embedded in ancient texts will always  require as thick and detailed readings of these texts as possible. My discussion of Gen 15:18  and the prostration formula mean to gesture to the kind of “thick” reading I have in mind  (Sander’s discussion of performatives in Ugaritic moves in this direction as well). The com-  ments here on the examples in (2) are necessarily abbreviated.  23  Cf. M. Smith, “The Magic of Kothar, the Ugaritic Craftsman God in K7U 1.6.VI 49-50,” RB  24  91 (1984) 377-80.  Sanders, “Performative Utterances,” 174.  40For Kothar, unpack
elr verbal identity 1S detonate the WCAaDONS, which proceed defeat Y ammu INOTC ess
by themselves. The self-actıvating verbs stored In the weapons’ amnlecs 1CONs of elf-per-
forming actions.*4

ese examples AIc ırectly analogous Austin’s paradıgmatıc “I Name thıs shıp the
Queen 1ZaDe. eXcept that the phrases themselves are verbless clauses and theır

' An mportant CONSCQHUCHNCEC of the fact that performatıvıty 1s centrally concerned ıth DI
matıcs 1S that diıscernment of performatıve utterances embedded In ancıent ll always
requıre thick and etaıle! readıngs of ese poss1ıble. My diıscussıion of Gen 15:18
and the prostration formula iInecan gesture the kınd of “thıck” readıng have ın mınd
(Sander’s discussion of performatıves Ugarıtic in thıs direction we. The COM-

ments ere the examples In (2) aAIec necessarıly abbrevıiated.
23 CT Smith, agıc ofar, the Ugarıtic Craftsman God KTU 1.6.VI 49—50,”

01 (1984)
Sanders, “Performatıve Utterances,” 174
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(More) On Performatives In Semitic

performatıvıty 1S authorized supernaturally, dSs ıt WEeTC, instead of from SOINC extralın-
gulstic human institution.2>
The example iın 2b) another verbless clause, derives its performatıvıty from ega
convention. According Old Babylonıan law usband COUuU dissolve the marrıage
relatıonshıp by declaımıng the verba solemnia Y ou afc not MY wife.’”’26 That 1S, the
uttering of thıs verba solemnia under the rg Circumstances ıtself ffects the 1I1C  S

legal) tatu. (LE the dissolution of the marriage).“/ The latter 18 reminiscent, in Par-

25 On thıs pomnt, SCC Searle’s discussıon of od’s declaratıon, ere be 1g enesIis
(“How Performatives Work,” D3l cf. Butler, “FExcitable Speech ”: Paolitics of the Per-
formative |New York/London: Routledge, In thıs Casc, of9 ere 15 Iso

INOTE earthly sıte for the authorizıng authorıty, namely: the conventional POWCIS uftfe:«
ancıent Near Eastern monarchs effect aillec changes (8.2.. Kgs Agaın Sanders

1S po1n! “The weapon-naming provıdes Ugarıtic mythıc model of self-enacting
dıvine language, whereby the aCctT of p In the MOU! of empowered dıvıne speaker such
ar, Causcs the words framed In divine discourse Jump out of that discourse into the

narrated realıty” (“Performatiıve Utterances,” 174)
26 For detaıls, SCC Westbrook, Od Babylonian Marriage Law (ATO; Beiheft 2 $ Horn, Aus-

tria Berger, 69—7 1 Sımilar “speech cts  77 wWweTeC sed effect divorce throughout the
broader ancıent Near FKastern ega tradıtıon (see Westbrook, “Introduction the aracter
of Ancıent Near Eastern Law  9 in Westbrook led.], IStOry of Ancient Near Eastern Law
|HdO; Leıiden: Brill, L, 48) Indeed, at Elephantıne sımılar verba solemnia 1S attested
for the completion (and thus creation) of the marrliage relatıonshıp: 1s ıfe and |
her husband from thıs day and forever” (Ay ntty WN b‘Üh ywm znh w ‘d Im, TAD
B2.6.4; B3,8.4:; for detaıls, SG Azzonl, Private |ıves of Women In Persıan
Egypt  7 [unpubl. Ph.  S dissertation; Johns Hopkins Universıity, 21—40; cf. Westbrook,
‘“Introduction, ” 45)

A The dissolution of adoptive tıes according Mesopotamıan ega tradıtion COUuU. be perfor-
matıvely eitfecte: Dy the uttering of elated kınd of verba solemnia (e.g., u-ul MA-Fu-nN1 at-Ia
Y ou AI not son!”, 89 127:17—19; cft. Paul, “Adoption Formulae udy of Cune1-
form and Bıblıcal ega Clauses,” Maarav [1980| 180: Davıd, Die Adoption IM alt-
babylonischen Recht EIPZIg Weıcher, The statement henit e Y ou AIC

son!” Ps 1S generally held be positıve version of thıs latter verba solemnida, DIC-
sumably effecting HWH’s fiıctıve adoption of the kıng (e.25 Tigay, ‘“ Adoption,”
EncJud [1971] 2.30—301; Paul, “ Adoptıon Formulae,” 177—80), and such, Hıllers contends
(“Some Performatıve Utterances, ” 762), it xhıbıts another kınd of nonexplicıt performative
utterance O iıllustrate DOIN of Austin’s, that performatıves AIrc NOT restricted ONEC

grammatıca. sentence Lype, note that here you son, verbless clause in the Hebrew,
1s performatıve utterance.”). K Roberts OSse 1S Thıs? Reflections the
peakıng Voice In Isaıah 9 5n The Bible an the Ancient Near ast | Wınona Lake Eısen-
brauns, 143—56) has recently challenged the assumption that legal adoption 1S the
derlyıng ıdea informing Ps In D:  ıcular, he nNnOTtfes the followıng problems wıth such the-
S1IS the extreme rarıty of adoption institution in ancıent Israel, the general dearth of eVI-
dence ‚ven in Mesopotamıa for the UuUscC of the posıtıve verba solemnia In the creation of the
adoptive relatıonshıp (e:g. maru"”  -u-a “My sons!”, 170), and the 1ty of the bırth 1mM-
agCrYy In the accompanyıng Iıne In Ps anı hayyöm yelidtika), which has parallels In
the Mesopotamıan legal materı1als cConcerned ıth adoption. Alternatıvely, Roberts
that the imagery underlyıng Ps (and Isa 9:5) 1s indebted Egyptian coronatıon rıtuals
whereın the NC  < pharach W ds acknowledged the deıty’s and the uUsSec of imagery
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tıcular, of Austin’s (infamous) example of the performatıve marrlage VO “I do”8

xamples 2C) and 2d) arc of kınd classıfıed by Austın as “behabitives. 29 They
derive theır performatıviıty from eneral socıal conventions, in these havıng
specifically do wıth CUStOMS of greeting and blessing.?” 26) 1s “truncated” locu-
tıon of the SO  a ell described by Austin.?! On the other hand, 2d) ıllustrates that
performatıves MaYy in the passıve VOIC
The example in (2e) ıle not unambiguous,>> 1s lıkely intended CONVCY the
greetings it inscribes and thus 1S be construed as performatıve er‘ Here the
operatıve convention 1s epistolary in nature (c£ 1g]| above). That S, ıt 1S the CONVEN-

ti1ons of usec assoc1lated wıth ancılent epistolary forms that authorize the performatıve
eadiıng here. Of COUISC, ın the absence of stylistic manuals deseribing ancıent Se-
mitıic epistolary conventions, such conventions must be discerned from the attested
letters themselves. That greetings COU be sent V1a Ir partıes 1S certaıin (6:2.;
Sam 8:10: TAD AA I® KAI 224.8; ARBL, More importantly, such greetings
themselves in VELY prevalent in letters. The VC COINIMON type of secondary greet-
ng OUnN! throughout the of Egyptian Aramaıc letters (e:£., SIm y  nın
‘“Greetings Bethelnathan, ” TAD A2.1.3) 1S Casec ın point.-* mımes sımiılar o0k-
ng non-epistolary greetings (e.2); ‘When Ahımaaz approached, he saı1d the kıng,

IS explicıt. Roberts’s er1ticısms of the traditional understandıng of Ps tellıng and his
alternatıve interpretatiıon 15 appealıng, but thıs eed not invalıdate ıllers contention that

enl att 1S nonexplicıt performatıve. In fact, g1ven the followıng P  anı hayyöm yelidtika ıt 15
hard read Ps Tn anythıng but performatıve utterance (see below). What would
change under Roberts’s 1W interpretation 15 the nature of the ‘“approprIiate circumstances”
authorızıng the performatıve S at 1SSUES here (Egyptian coronatıon instead of
conventions of legal adopti0n).

28 Infamous because the example, NO commonplace in lınguistic discussions of performa-
t1ves, apparently 1S NOTt quıite COrrect, at eas accordıng the marrıage of the
UrC! of England which Austın Was cıtıng, SCC Urmson, “Performatıve Utterances”

29
Kasher, Pragmaltıics, 503
How Do Things With Words, 160

3() Ibid., 69—7/0, 7 $ c1. Austın, “Performative-Constative,” 22-23; Benveniste, “Analytıc Phı-
losophy,  27 234: Thomas, Meaning and Interaction,
Austın, How Do Things With Words, 58—59,

37 See ibid.,
33 As Butler makes explicıt, the SUCCESS of performatıves 6,  15 always and only provisional”

(Excitable Speech, 1) Why? One of the characterıistics of Gricean pragmatıc implıcatures 1S
that they are cancelable. hat 1S, ıt 15 ıf pragmatıc meanıng 15 aıld (hierarchically) VT

conventional semantiıc meanıng. The er 15 present matter what, and thus lıngulstic ele-
ments (words, sentences) mMay always be interpreted 1g of elr explicıt semantıc I  '
whiıle connotations assocıiated wıth pragmatıc Uus«ec ıll depend Conftext (and knowledge of
the context, 1C 15 always incomplete in historical INqUIrY) and INnaYy be anceled in the ab-

of approprliate contextual support.
34 See Fıtzmyer, “ Aramaıc Epistolography” Wandering Aramean (Missoula: Scholars,

E SCC 191 for the ‘“greeting.”
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(More) On Performatıves in Semuitic

“Greetings  !” |Salom]|, Sam 18:28),°> but the locution’s frequency in letters?®
establıshes it ASs standard epıstolary convention well.27 And there 1s question
about the performativity of the phrase, since there 1S other obvıous function that ıt
COU achijeve eXcept effect greeting (which the recıplent 15 Dass along the
DCrSONS named).>8 The primary greetings illustrate. in (3) aArec closer in form
2e)
(3) $Im sLey 'hwsSrtt Ik (TAD A6.3

I hereby send {Oo yYyOUu bundant greetings of health and strength
Im whyn SIht Ik (TAD A2.4.5)°
I hereby send to YOU greetings of health and 1ıfe

ese agaln AIC taken from the COTDUS of gyptian Aramaıiıc letters. eIr performa-
tıvıty has been recognized,“** undoubtedly owıng fo the of the canonıcal first
PDCrSoN verb form However, ONCEC agaln ıt 1S not the verb form DCI (though that 1S
nNnoOot insıgnıficant, SCC below) but the cContext of utterance and ıteration that favors the
performatıve interpretation. ogether the [WO illustrate. ın (3) INOTC than

dozen times ın the gypltıan Aramaic of letters.41 That 1S. it INOTE

ıkely that have here expression of greeting ıtself that performs
the ogreeting ıt inscribes rather than stra1ghtforward (constatıve) of the
wriıter’s past greetings.

35 ote McCarter’s g10ss of thıs phrase: “when Ahımaz TEW NCAL, he greeted the kıng  9 II
Samuel | AB9; New ork: Doubleday, 398)

36 Eg TADA 11—15; 3  s 4.2—3; F  ' 3  $ A3.4.2, >  y 615 7.1—3; 9  $ A4.4.9:;
DE 132 D 3,E 4.1; Sid; 10.14: LK IO ZUiT 28.1 513 K7ra 4:17; In
Hebrew, SO papMurZ 43.3 442

&'] The importance of ıteratıion the SUCCESS of performatıves Was fıirst solated by Derrida
hıs OW! readıng of and Austıiın He sks rhetorically, *Could performatıve iter-
NC succeed ıf ıts formulatıon dıd not repeat *‘coded’ iterable utterance,(More) On Performatives in Semitic  V  “Greetings!” [$alöm], 2 Sam 18:28),° but the locution’s great frequency in letters?3®  establishes it as a standard epistolary convention as well.?7 And there is no question  about the performativity of the phrase, since there is no other obvious function that it  could achieve except to effect a greeting (which the recipient is to pass along to the  persons named).38  The primary greetings illustrated in (3) are closer in form to  (2e).  G)  a  $lm w$rrt slgy ’hwSrt Ik (TAD A6.3.1)  I hereby send to you abundant greetings of health and strength  b  $Im whyn $Iht Ik (TAD A2.4.5)%  I hereby send to you greetings of health and life  These again are taken from the corpus of Egyptian Aramaic letters. Their performa-  tivity has been recognized,*° undoubtedly owing to the presence of the canonical first  person verb form. However, once again it is not the verb form per se (though that is  not insignificant, see below) but the context of utterance and iteration that favors the  performative interpretation. Together the two types illustrated in (3) occur more than  a dozen times in the Egyptian Aramaic corpus of letters.*! That is, it seems more  likely that we have here an expression of greeting itself — an utterance that performs  the greeting it inscribes — rather than a straightforward (constative) statement of the  writer’s past greetings.  35  Note P.K. McCarter’s gloss of this phrase: “when Ahimaz drew near, he greeted the king” (I/  Samuel [AB9; New York: Doubleday, 1984] 398).  36  E:g TAD A2:1:3;11=15; 2.16-17; 3:2; 4.2-33 7.2y 3-4; A3.4.2, 563 6115 7.1-:34 9:6; A4.4.9;  DELK 32 D72.153.10:4.17 81 10.15 11775 16472015 2815 5730 Era 4175 577 In  Hebrew, see papMur 42.2; 43.3; 44.2.  37  The importance of iteration to the success of performatives was first isolated by J. Derrida in  his own reading of and response to Austin. He asks rhetorically, “Could a performative utter-  ance succeed if its formulation did not repeat a ‘coded’ or iterable utterance, ... ifthe formula  ... were not identifiable as conforming with an iterable model ...?” (“Signature, Event, Con-  text,” in Limited Inc. [ed. G. Graff; trans. S. Weber and J. Mehlman; Evanston: Northwestern  University, 1988] 18). Butler glosses Derrida, noting that a performative works because the  action it performs “echoes prior actions, and accumulates the force of authority through the  repetition or citation of a prior and authoritative set of practices. It is not simply that the  speech act takes place within a practice, but that the act is itself a ritualized practice” (empha-  38  sis in the original) (Excitable Speech, 51).  As Butler observes of performatives, “one cannot reasonably ask for a ‘referent,’ since the  effect of the act of speech is not to refer beyond itself, but to perform itself, producing a  39  strange enactment of linguistic immannence” (Excitable Speech, 44).  This example comes from the body of the letter, though its form is clearly that of the primary  greeting. I have used this for the illustration because all of the attested primary greetings of  this type require partial reconstruction.  40  Muraoka and Porten, Grammar of Egyptian Aramaic, 193-94.  41  With hwSrt: TAD A3.3.1; 4.1—2; 8.1; A6.3.1; 4.1; 5.1; 6.1; 7.1; 16.1; D1.12.1 . With $Iht: TAD  A2.4.5; 7.1-2; D1.5.1; D7.1.2; 21.2; 22.2. In Hebrew letters: Mur 1A.1 ([$]Ih. $Ihlt. ’t $Im  bytk) “I hereby send heartfelt greetings to your household””). This epistolary convention was  operative in Mesopotamia as well, dating back at least to the OB period (e.g., ana $ulmika  a$puram, see Mayer, Untersuchungen, 195; cf. CAD 8/3, 251a-253a).  43if the formula(More) On Performatives in Semitic  V  “Greetings!” [$alöm], 2 Sam 18:28),° but the locution’s great frequency in letters?3®  establishes it as a standard epistolary convention as well.?7 And there is no question  about the performativity of the phrase, since there is no other obvious function that it  could achieve except to effect a greeting (which the recipient is to pass along to the  persons named).38  The primary greetings illustrated in (3) are closer in form to  (2e).  G)  a  $lm w$rrt slgy ’hwSrt Ik (TAD A6.3.1)  I hereby send to you abundant greetings of health and strength  b  $Im whyn $Iht Ik (TAD A2.4.5)%  I hereby send to you greetings of health and life  These again are taken from the corpus of Egyptian Aramaic letters. Their performa-  tivity has been recognized,*° undoubtedly owing to the presence of the canonical first  person verb form. However, once again it is not the verb form per se (though that is  not insignificant, see below) but the context of utterance and iteration that favors the  performative interpretation. Together the two types illustrated in (3) occur more than  a dozen times in the Egyptian Aramaic corpus of letters.*! That is, it seems more  likely that we have here an expression of greeting itself — an utterance that performs  the greeting it inscribes — rather than a straightforward (constative) statement of the  writer’s past greetings.  35  Note P.K. McCarter’s gloss of this phrase: “when Ahimaz drew near, he greeted the king” (I/  Samuel [AB9; New York: Doubleday, 1984] 398).  36  E:g TAD A2:1:3;11=15; 2.16-17; 3:2; 4.2-33 7.2y 3-4; A3.4.2, 563 6115 7.1-:34 9:6; A4.4.9;  DELK 32 D72.153.10:4.17 81 10.15 11775 16472015 2815 5730 Era 4175 577 In  Hebrew, see papMur 42.2; 43.3; 44.2.  37  The importance of iteration to the success of performatives was first isolated by J. Derrida in  his own reading of and response to Austin. He asks rhetorically, “Could a performative utter-  ance succeed if its formulation did not repeat a ‘coded’ or iterable utterance, ... ifthe formula  ... were not identifiable as conforming with an iterable model ...?” (“Signature, Event, Con-  text,” in Limited Inc. [ed. G. Graff; trans. S. Weber and J. Mehlman; Evanston: Northwestern  University, 1988] 18). Butler glosses Derrida, noting that a performative works because the  action it performs “echoes prior actions, and accumulates the force of authority through the  repetition or citation of a prior and authoritative set of practices. It is not simply that the  speech act takes place within a practice, but that the act is itself a ritualized practice” (empha-  38  sis in the original) (Excitable Speech, 51).  As Butler observes of performatives, “one cannot reasonably ask for a ‘referent,’ since the  effect of the act of speech is not to refer beyond itself, but to perform itself, producing a  39  strange enactment of linguistic immannence” (Excitable Speech, 44).  This example comes from the body of the letter, though its form is clearly that of the primary  greeting. I have used this for the illustration because all of the attested primary greetings of  this type require partial reconstruction.  40  Muraoka and Porten, Grammar of Egyptian Aramaic, 193-94.  41  With hwSrt: TAD A3.3.1; 4.1—2; 8.1; A6.3.1; 4.1; 5.1; 6.1; 7.1; 16.1; D1.12.1 . With $Iht: TAD  A2.4.5; 7.1-2; D1.5.1; D7.1.2; 21.2; 22.2. In Hebrew letters: Mur 1A.1 ([$]Ih. $Ihlt. ’t $Im  bytk) “I hereby send heartfelt greetings to your household””). This epistolary convention was  operative in Mesopotamia as well, dating back at least to the OB period (e.g., ana $ulmika  a$puram, see Mayer, Untersuchungen, 195; cf. CAD 8/3, 251a-253a).  43WEIC not identifiable conformıing wıth erable MO 79 (“Sıgnature, ‚vent, Con-
(exXt;? In Limited Inc. led Graff;: trans. Weber and Mehlman:;: Evanston: Northwestern
Universıity, 18). Butler glosses Derrida, noting that performatıve works because the
actıon it performs “echoes prior act1ons, and accumulates the force of authority through the
repetition Cıitatıon of prior an authoritative sel of practices. It 1s nNnot sımply that the
speech aCct takes place within practice, but that the aCTt 1S ıtself riıtualızed practice” (empha-

38
SIS In the or1g1na.) (Excitable Speech, 1)
As Butler observes of performatıves, ...  one Cannot reasonably ask for ‘referent,’ Ssince the
eifec of the act of speech 1S not refer beyond itself, but perform ıtself, producing

39
strange enactment of lınguistic immannence” (Excitable Speech, 44)
'hıs example from the body of the etter, OU.: its form 1S clearly that of the primary
greeting ave sed thıs for the ıllustration because all of the attested primary greetings of
thıs type requıre partıal reconstruction.

4() Muraoka and en, Yyrammar of Egyptian Aramdaic,
Wıth hwsrt TAD AD 4.1—2; 8.1; 6:3.1:; 4.1; N 61 K 601 Wıth SIAt: TAD
A2.4.5:; /7.1—2; DASCE: DE BUZ DD In Hebrew letters Mur 1A I S t $Im
bytk) . e hereby send heartfelt greetings YOUr household’”). hıs epistolary cConvention Was

operatıve Mesopotamıa well, datıng back at eas the per10d (e.g., Un  S Sulmika
aspuram, SCC ayer, Untersuchungen, 195; cf. CAD S/3, 251a—-25303).
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15 agalnst the background of these conventional epıstolary greetings that the PCI-
formatıvıty of (2e) becomes most apparent. The greeting aDPCAaLSs in [WO other rad
letters ral 21.1—2; 1—3 and dıffers from the examples in (3) only in terms of
the number and PCIrSON of the verb, 1C 1S lıkely be explained by the conflatıon
of the ddress and greeting ormulae evıdent ın these letters.42 What results IS NON-

explıcıt type of performatıve that 1S akın the nonexplıcıt epistolary performatıve
exemplıfied ın (1g):®
Example (21) consIists of the SO-Calle “messenger formula.” In the thıs formula
mostly aDDCAaALS ın reviated form (where perhaps ıt 1S already convention).
However, there aArec number of places, such as thıs passSagc, where it 15 clear ere
because of the quotatıve frame köh fO merün) that kÖ amar 1S part of the MCSSaALC

be repeated by the MESSCHNSCT, and thus has performatıve force, recognized by
Mayer.“* The Hebrew partıcle, kOöh “thus‚” mediates the self-reflex1ıvıty here,

functionıng ıke the Englısh .. ereby” (see below).® Furthermore, the operatıve
convention in (2f) as wıth verba dicendi INOTC generally,“® 1S explicıtly linguistic in
nature

4°) ardee, Handbhook of Ancient Hebhrew Letters (SBLSBS [3 1C0O Scholars,
43 hat the greeting 1S ollowe: all three instances by the blessing formula (Drkt Iyhwh),

1C 15 wıdely acknowledged performatıve (e.g.; Pardee, ‘Epistolary Perfect’
Hebrew Letters, ” |1983| 33 Ö: Kutscher, Hermopolıs Papyrı,  29 TIOS
11971] 14 uraoka and en, Tyrammar of Egyptian Aramaic, 194), further supports the
performatıve reading of (2e) Rogland (*“I’he Hebrew ‘Epistolary Perfec: Revisıited,”
13 12000] 198; cft. Alleged Non-Past Uses, 123 and 45) has Iso raised the poss1bilıty of
seeing thıs thırd PCISON performatıve. Rogland’s further characterızatiıon .o, iıdıomatıiıc
performatıve 1C 1S Iımıted letters’” (**Epistolary Perfect’,” 198), however aCCurate

evıdentlary grounds, 'aıls reckon ıth orally transmıtted thırd DCerSsonN greetings, C x Sa  S

Henry yesterday. He sends YOU h1s love  ‚27 (see Iso the discussiıon of the prostration formula
below). Another possible (though agaın not unamb1ıgu0us) example of thırd DETISON
performatıve In epıgraphic Hebrew INay aDPCar rad AL (wswk hnnyhw *Hananıah
cCcCommands YOU —_ especlally ifee 1S COrrect In hıs Ssurmı1ıse that the er in question 1S
ıtself the “immediate transmıss1ıon” of the order (“Epistolary Perfect,” 35 and Ö: K CSD
Rogland, “Hebrew ‘Epistolary Perfect, ”” 198, 34; cf. ON ILL, 83, I: S-
Allsopp Roberts, SeEOW, and Whıtakers Hebhrew Inscriptions: exXxLs
from the Biblical Period of the Monarchy ith Concordance |New Haven: ale Universıity,

44 Untersuchungen, 189; cit. Chneıder, Grammatik des Biblischen Hebräisch (Munich:
45

Claudius Verlag, 205
Talstra diıscounts the possı1ıbılıty of performatıve readıng of the IMNECSSCHECI formula chiefly
because “kh (01 not refer the VeETYy mMOment of speakıng and actıng” (“Lext Grammar, ”
28) Talstra’s pomnt 1$ ell made, but he faıls recognıze that hat 0€eSs indexX, self-re-
fex1vıty, 18 nonetheless integral the notiıon of performatıvıty. The 1n of index1ıcals that
tend ACCOMPAaNY erformatıves In Semuitic generally tend not be complex ose

46
Englısh and ther languages (see further below).
Sanders (“Performatıve Utterances,” 178) and Rogland (Alleged Non-Past Uses, 121) rightly
question whether all such verba dicendi should in fact ‚Ount performatives. They should
noL. Still, it 1S surely the dSC that INalıy verba dicendi AI Iso performatıves eniger, On
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(More) On Performatiıves in Semitic

The ına example, 2g) Iıke 2e) and (21) nıcely ıllustrates that performatıve utter-
in Semitic MaYy usıng Ir PCrSON verb forms. Talstra ıghtly ca

attention the performativıty of thıs example, noting that Arauna 1S speakıng here
about 1mse and that the Chronicler actually losses the phrase 4S explicıt DCI-
formatıve (r’h nITy, ron
The signiıficance of examples ıke those in (2) for the present discussion 15 ofold
Fırst, they poımint ICa of Iınguistic research nonexplicıt performatıves that
has SoNc mostly unexplored by students of Semuitic languages. Second, they remınd
us agaın, and forcefully S!  n that performatıve utterances, explıicıt d ell 4as NON-

explicıt varletlies, dIC all about discourse pragmatıc usec and not about conventıional
semantıc meanıng, OTr at least NnOTt centrally 30.48 The dıstinction 15 ıne ON and
often gets lost, especlally by scholars whose busıiness 1S eadıng ancıent ex(ts, where
the 1e task 1S to discern meanıng. 15 mostly of CONCETN whether the INCAanN-

ıng of partıcular DAaASSapıc arıses firom pragmatıc use OTr semantıc convention. What 1S
ımportant practically 1S what the DaSSagc The pomt of al] of thıs IS the fol-
OWIng: Caic wıth OUr lınguilstic desceriptions ll often have ımportant CONSCYHUCNCECS.
The performatıve, thınk, 15 Casc In poımnt. ere AdIc “performatıve perfects””?”
in 1DI1Ca Hebrew (or an y other Semuitic language), ıf by that [N1Can that ON of
the semantıc meanıngs that Can be conventionally ttached the perfective form of
the verb 1S performatıvıty. Performatıivıty 1S not semantıc fact about certaın verbs
used ın certaın (e:2:; present> perfective aspect) morphologiıcal forms.>© Austın

Performatıves,” 92), and in fact 1l SCC shortly that lIınguistic conventions alone do -
derwriıte ONC of the majJor categories of performatıves (see further below).

477 “ ext Grammar, ”
48 Semantıc cons1iderations, of COUTSC, dIiIc nOTt ırrelevant the erformatıve problem. In ONC

respecT, semantics, 1ke pragmatıcs, 1sS always at 1Ssue In Iınguistic analysıs. Moreover, the
claım dıstinguıish levels of meanıng semantıc and pragmatıc 1$ ideal; the levels aAarec
not always easıly dıstiınguıishable In natural languages. Fınally, exıcal semantıcs (le‚ the
meanıngs attached conventionally specıfic lexemes) ıll always be relevant, at least at the
level of pragmatıc constraımnts. For example, ere all always be classes of verbs in given
language that AaIiIc not sed (typıcally) explicıt performatıves (see the discussion in Ver-
schueren, Understanding Pragmatics, 212-14). SO semantıcs 1S ımportant. My pomnt,
throughout thıs sect1on, 1S that it 18 pragmatıc consıderations that determıinatıve for PCI-
formatıvıty, NOT semantıcs NOT semantıcs alone.

49 Oon, Review of Pardee, Handbook of Ancient Hebhrew Letters, Bih 65 (1984) 267
5() earle, partıcular, 1S especlally adamant thıs pomnt f {urns out that there 1s such

thıng semantıc property which defines performatıve verbs(More) On Performatives in Semitic  The final example, (2g), like (2e) and (2f), nicely illustrates that performative utter-  ances in Semitic may occur using third person verb forms. E. Talstra rightly calls  attention to the performativity of this example, noting that “Arauna is speaking here  about himself” and that the Chronicler actually glosses the phrase as an explicit per-  formative (r’h ntty, 1 Chron 21:23).17  The significance of examples like those in (2) for the present discussion is twofold.  First, they point to an area of linguistic research — nonexplicit performatives — that  has gone mostly unexplored by students of Semitic languages. Second, they remind  us again, and forcefully so, that performative utterances, explicit as well as non-  explicit varieties, are all about discourse pragmatic use and not about conventional  semantic meaning, or at least not centrally so.*8 The distinction is a fine one and  often gets lost, especially by scholars whose business is reading ancient texts, where  the chief task is to discern meaning. It is mostly of little concern whether the mean-  ing of a particular passage arises from pragmatic use or semantic convention. What is  important practically is what the passage means. The point of all of this is the fol-  lowing: care with our linguistic descriptions will often have important consequences.  The performative, I think, is a case in point. There are no ‘“performative perfects”*?  in Biblical Hebrew (or any other Semitic language), if by that we mean that one of  the semantic meanings that can be conventionally attached to the perfective form of  the verb is performativity. Performativity is not a semantic fact about certain verbs  used in certain (e.g., present tense, perfective aspect) morphological forms.°° Austin  Performatives,” 92), and in fact we will see shortly that linguistic conventions alone do un-  derwrite one of the major categories of performatives (see further below).  47  “Text Grammar,” 28.  48  Semantic considerations, of course, are not irrelevant to the performative problem. In one  respect, semantics, like pragmatics, is always at issue in linguistic analysis. Moreover, the  claim to distinguish two levels of meaning — semantic and pragmatic — is ideal; the levels are  not always easily distinguishable in natural languages. Finally, lexical semantics (i.e., the  meanings attached conventionally to specific lexemes) will always be relevant, at least at the  level of pragmatic constraints. For example, there will always be classes of verbs in a given  language that are not used (typically) as explicit performatives (see the discussion in Ver-  schueren, Understanding Pragmatics, 212-14). So semantics is important. My point,  throughout this section, is that it is pragmatic considerations that are determinative for per-  formativity, not semantics — or not semantics alone.  49  R. Lawton, Review of D. Pardee, Handbook of Ancient Hebrew Letters, Bib 65 (1984) 267.  50  Searle, in particular, is especially adamant on this point: “it turns out that there is no such  thing as as a semantic property which defines performative verbs ... The limitations on the  class that determine which will succeed and which will fail derive from facts about how the  world works, not from the meanings of the verbs” (*How Performatives Work,” 538). This  point is worth stressing as it is easy to gain the impression from discussions of performatives  in Semitic that, if not a semantic property of certain verbs, performativity somehow inheres  semantically in certain verb forms (e.g., perfectives, preterites, participles). I suspect that this  is not, in point of fact, always the explicit intent of the various authors of these discussions,  but rather falls out as a matter of course, on the one hand, because of the literature’s exclusive  focus on explicit performatives, and, on the other hand, because of the specific location of  45The Iimıtations the
class that determine 1C ıll succeed and 1C ıll faıl deriıve from 'aCcts about how the
WOT. works, NOT irom the meanıngs of the verbs” (“How Performatives Work,” 538) hıs
pomnt 15 worth stressing ıt 1s CaS y gaın the impression from discussions of performatıves

Semuitic that, f not semantıc property of certaın verbs, performatıvıty somehow inheres
semantically In certaın erb Oorms (e.g:, perfectives, preterıites, partıcıples). suspect that thıs
1s not, In pomt of fact, always the explicıt intent of the Varıous authors of ese discuss10ns,
but rather Out matter ofs the ON hand, because of the lıterature’s exclusıve
focus explicıt performatıves, and, the er hand, because of the specıfic locatıon of
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imself al ON pomnt ın How Do Things ith OF CVCN refers o hıs OW|! inıtıal
preoccupatıon wıth grammatical form (B8;) explicıt performatıves) a4as “pIeCce of
slyness,” and shortly thereafter he sShows that such (“mood and tense”) does not suf-
1cCe AS efinıng erıterion of performatives.>! Rather, performatıvıty 1S about Dar-
ticular USCcC of language in partıcular CONTEX! 1S cContext and convention that ATCc

paramount.
In reflecting hıs paradıgzm examples of the performatıve (1:8., marryıng, betting,
bequeathing, christening) iın the fıirst ecture ın How Do Things ıth Oords, Aus-
tın mentions in assıng the ımportant of “approprIiate Circumstances’’:
“Speakıng generally, ıt 1S always NECCECSSATY D the performatıve 1S ucceed hap-
DULY that the CIrcumsStances ın IC the words arec uttered should be ın SOINC WayYy, OT

WaYS, appropriate.”>? What he Dy these “approprliate cCircumstances’” Alc then
pelled Out LNOTC formally in Lectures 11 and UL, where hıs maın interest 1€e6Ss In teas-

ıng out “the doetrine of the Infelicities.” The [WO rules (A.1 and AiZi) hıt upON,
1C d far as Call ell irom all succeeding discussion (see further below), remaın
cruc1a|l for an y definıtion of the performatıve and performatıvıty, AdIC (1) “that there
must exıst accepted conventional procedure havıng certaıin conventional effect,
that procedure to nclude the uttering of certaın words by certaın DCISONS in certaın
ciırcumstances” and (2) “that the particular DECISONS and Ccircumstances in g1ven Case

must be approprIiate for the invocatıon of the partıcular procedure invoked.”>> ese
efinıng erıter1a In fact quickly recede nto the background for much of the argumen
ın How Do I’hings ith OVYds Ihey ATC helpfully recalle: and underscored by
succeeding discussants. Urmson, for ONC, makes strong bıd for returnıng the
Austın of “Other Minds””>4 who privileges INOTEC obviously the notion “that in perfor-
matıve utterances ON uUscs formula 0)4 performs rıtual ın appropriate CiIrcum-
stances.”>> The heart of the matter for Urmson 1e6S$ ın convention. He understands
performatıves ASs pecıal “subclass” of what he ca wholly conventional” acts,
aCTs that are “constituted by non-linguistic conventions but where these non-lınguls-
tic conventions requıre ON act in accordance wıth specıfied Iınguistic CONVEN-

tiıons” (eig:: marryıng and the like).>® He belıeves that Austın missteps in How Do
Things Ith OVds when he admıts dSs performatıves aCts such as “warnıng” that are

overned primarıly Dy purely Iinguistic conventions.>/ That 1S, he dıstin-
gulS between performatıves that AaTre constituted by non-lıngulstic conventions and

these discussions In the Varıous references STamMmMaars invarıably In sect1ons dedicated the
of the gıven erb orms

How Do T’hings With Words, 5 C
52 Ibıd., 8’
53 Ibıd., 2 $ cf. 14-15, 2548
54 In Philosophical Papers (2d ed; eds Urmson and Warnock:; Oxford: Clarendon,
55

76—1 16 thıs 15 ustin’s origınal treatment of performatıves.
Ibıd., 505

56 Ibıd., 507, 509
5 / Ibıd., 509
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other 1N! of speech aCcts where Iınguistic conventions aAIc primary.>® Whether OMNC

finally AaBreCs wıth Urmson’s adıcal reduction of the class of utterances that as

performatıves, hıs privileging of context and convention (Iinguistic and soclal) 15
unmistakable, and, central, MOST readıngs, anı Yy definıtion of performatives.>”
Perhaps, ONC puts thıs INOTEC succıinctly than Benveniste: “In anı Y CasSc, performa-
tive utterance has realıty eXcept ıt 1S authenticated ASs AcCL. Outside of the
Ccircumstances that make it performatıve, such 15 nothing at 117760
The centralıty of context and convention the lıfe 00 of performatıves MAaY be
ıllustrate: Dy considering the examples in (4)
(4) bayyı hahü’ karat yhwh et- abram herit e MOSr lözar natattı et-

ha /  ares hazzoö f (Gen 15
On that day HWH made wıth ram, sayıng, *4O yOUr de-
scendants hereby g1ve thıs land”

hnd 6,  mittmr bn nqmp mlk ugr VIN, bt, an bnl a|eyvin [ W
y linn bD|\dmlk bn.| aAmrn (CZU 3.2.1—10)
From thıs day Ammithtamru SON of Nıqmepa, kıng of Ugarıt, SaVC the
house of Ananıdarru SON of gıyantı(More) On Performatives in Semitic  other kinds of speech acts where linguistic conventions are primary.>® Whether one  finally agrees with Urmson’s radical reduction of the class of utterances that count as  performatives, his privileging of context and convention (linguistic and social) is  unmistakable, and, central, on most readings, to any definition of performatives.5°  Perhaps, no one puts this more succinctly than Benveniste: “In any case, a performa-  tive utterance has no reality except as it is authenticated as an acft. Outside of the  circumstances that make it performative, such an utterance is nothing at all.”°0  The centrality of context and convention to the life blood of performatives may be  illustrated by considering the examples in (4):  ©  a  bayyöm hahü’ kärat yhwh ’et-’abräm berit l&’mör lezar‘äka nätatti ’et-  hä’äres hazzö ’t (Gen 15:18)  On that day YHWH made a covenant with Abram, saying, “To your de-  scendants I hereby give this land”  I ym. hnd ‘mttmr bn. nqmp‘ mlk. ugrt ytn, bt, anndr bn[. algytn  [w.  yltnn [l. ‘b)dmlik [bn.] amtrn (CTU 3.2.1-10)  From this day Ammithtamru son of Niqmepa, king of Ugarit, gave the  house of Ananidarru son of Agiyanti ... and he gave it to Abdimilku son  of Ammutaruna  b-25 It$ry ... *mr *nnyh br zryh ... In$n tmt ’ntt’ l’mr ’nh yhbt Iky plg try  rbt’ wtwnh zy byt’ (TAD B3.5.1-3)  On the 25th of Tishri ... Ananiah son of Azariah ... said to lady Tamet,  his wife, saying, “I gave you half of the large room (and its chamber) of  the house”  Mayer numbers (4a) among his list of performatives (or “Koinzidenzfall”), though  without discussion.®! The verb in the pertinent clause (nätatfi) takes the expected  form of the explicit performative in Biblical Hebrew (ie., the first person of the per-  fective, or the suffix conjugation) and is rendered by a number of recent translations  (e.g., NRSV, NJPS) with an English gloss in the present tense, both characteristic of  (explicit) performatives in Biblical Hebrew. The context is’demonstrably conven-  58  Sanders (“Performative Utterances”) is getting at something similar with his distinction  between “metapragmatic” and “metalinguistic.”  59  Even B. Lee (Talking Heads, 94), whose principal project is to rethink performatives from a  radically altered theoretical and philosophical perspective, nonetheless understands perfor-  matives as specific kinds of speech acts that, “in the right circumstances,” may “bring about  60  the very act they describe.”  “Analytical Philosophy,” 236; cf. S. Levinson, Pragmatics (London/New York: Cambridge  University, 1983) 230; D. Souza Filho, Language and Action (Philadelphia: John Benjamins,  1984) 55—73. It is performatives’ context dependency that explains Hillers’s (“Some Perfor-  mative Utterances,” 756) opening disclaimer: “In all cases, my description of the clauses as  “performatives’ is meant as an exegetical suggestion, a possibility to be considered seriously  by future interpreters or translators, but without any claim to finality.” That is, the identifica-  tion of performatives in texts from antiquity is, above all, a function of exegesis and interpre-  61  tation, readings that can always be argued and reargued.  Untersuchungen, 190.  47and he DaVC ıt to Abdımilku SOM
of Ammutaruna
B 2 It$ry Mr nnyh hr ZIY'(More) On Performatives in Semitic  other kinds of speech acts where linguistic conventions are primary.>® Whether one  finally agrees with Urmson’s radical reduction of the class of utterances that count as  performatives, his privileging of context and convention (linguistic and social) is  unmistakable, and, central, on most readings, to any definition of performatives.5°  Perhaps, no one puts this more succinctly than Benveniste: “In any case, a performa-  tive utterance has no reality except as it is authenticated as an acft. Outside of the  circumstances that make it performative, such an utterance is nothing at all.”°0  The centrality of context and convention to the life blood of performatives may be  illustrated by considering the examples in (4):  ©  a  bayyöm hahü’ kärat yhwh ’et-’abräm berit l&’mör lezar‘äka nätatti ’et-  hä’äres hazzö ’t (Gen 15:18)  On that day YHWH made a covenant with Abram, saying, “To your de-  scendants I hereby give this land”  I ym. hnd ‘mttmr bn. nqmp‘ mlk. ugrt ytn, bt, anndr bn[. algytn  [w.  yltnn [l. ‘b)dmlik [bn.] amtrn (CTU 3.2.1-10)  From this day Ammithtamru son of Niqmepa, king of Ugarit, gave the  house of Ananidarru son of Agiyanti ... and he gave it to Abdimilku son  of Ammutaruna  b-25 It$ry ... *mr *nnyh br zryh ... In$n tmt ’ntt’ l’mr ’nh yhbt Iky plg try  rbt’ wtwnh zy byt’ (TAD B3.5.1-3)  On the 25th of Tishri ... Ananiah son of Azariah ... said to lady Tamet,  his wife, saying, “I gave you half of the large room (and its chamber) of  the house”  Mayer numbers (4a) among his list of performatives (or “Koinzidenzfall”), though  without discussion.®! The verb in the pertinent clause (nätatfi) takes the expected  form of the explicit performative in Biblical Hebrew (ie., the first person of the per-  fective, or the suffix conjugation) and is rendered by a number of recent translations  (e.g., NRSV, NJPS) with an English gloss in the present tense, both characteristic of  (explicit) performatives in Biblical Hebrew. The context is’demonstrably conven-  58  Sanders (“Performative Utterances”) is getting at something similar with his distinction  between “metapragmatic” and “metalinguistic.”  59  Even B. Lee (Talking Heads, 94), whose principal project is to rethink performatives from a  radically altered theoretical and philosophical perspective, nonetheless understands perfor-  matives as specific kinds of speech acts that, “in the right circumstances,” may “bring about  60  the very act they describe.”  “Analytical Philosophy,” 236; cf. S. Levinson, Pragmatics (London/New York: Cambridge  University, 1983) 230; D. Souza Filho, Language and Action (Philadelphia: John Benjamins,  1984) 55—73. It is performatives’ context dependency that explains Hillers’s (“Some Perfor-  mative Utterances,” 756) opening disclaimer: “In all cases, my description of the clauses as  “performatives’ is meant as an exegetical suggestion, a possibility to be considered seriously  by future interpreters or translators, but without any claim to finality.” That is, the identifica-  tion of performatives in texts from antiquity is, above all, a function of exegesis and interpre-  61  tation, readings that can always be argued and reargued.  Untersuchungen, 190.  47In.  sn Imt ntt‘ IM nh yhbt plg
rbt) wtwnh Z byt” (TAD B3.5.1—3)
On the 25th of Tishrı Ananıah SOM of Azarıah(More) On Performatives in Semitic  other kinds of speech acts where linguistic conventions are primary.>® Whether one  finally agrees with Urmson’s radical reduction of the class of utterances that count as  performatives, his privileging of context and convention (linguistic and social) is  unmistakable, and, central, on most readings, to any definition of performatives.5°  Perhaps, no one puts this more succinctly than Benveniste: “In any case, a performa-  tive utterance has no reality except as it is authenticated as an acft. Outside of the  circumstances that make it performative, such an utterance is nothing at all.”°0  The centrality of context and convention to the life blood of performatives may be  illustrated by considering the examples in (4):  ©  a  bayyöm hahü’ kärat yhwh ’et-’abräm berit l&’mör lezar‘äka nätatti ’et-  hä’äres hazzö ’t (Gen 15:18)  On that day YHWH made a covenant with Abram, saying, “To your de-  scendants I hereby give this land”  I ym. hnd ‘mttmr bn. nqmp‘ mlk. ugrt ytn, bt, anndr bn[. algytn  [w.  yltnn [l. ‘b)dmlik [bn.] amtrn (CTU 3.2.1-10)  From this day Ammithtamru son of Niqmepa, king of Ugarit, gave the  house of Ananidarru son of Agiyanti ... and he gave it to Abdimilku son  of Ammutaruna  b-25 It$ry ... *mr *nnyh br zryh ... In$n tmt ’ntt’ l’mr ’nh yhbt Iky plg try  rbt’ wtwnh zy byt’ (TAD B3.5.1-3)  On the 25th of Tishri ... Ananiah son of Azariah ... said to lady Tamet,  his wife, saying, “I gave you half of the large room (and its chamber) of  the house”  Mayer numbers (4a) among his list of performatives (or “Koinzidenzfall”), though  without discussion.®! The verb in the pertinent clause (nätatfi) takes the expected  form of the explicit performative in Biblical Hebrew (ie., the first person of the per-  fective, or the suffix conjugation) and is rendered by a number of recent translations  (e.g., NRSV, NJPS) with an English gloss in the present tense, both characteristic of  (explicit) performatives in Biblical Hebrew. The context is’demonstrably conven-  58  Sanders (“Performative Utterances”) is getting at something similar with his distinction  between “metapragmatic” and “metalinguistic.”  59  Even B. Lee (Talking Heads, 94), whose principal project is to rethink performatives from a  radically altered theoretical and philosophical perspective, nonetheless understands perfor-  matives as specific kinds of speech acts that, “in the right circumstances,” may “bring about  60  the very act they describe.”  “Analytical Philosophy,” 236; cf. S. Levinson, Pragmatics (London/New York: Cambridge  University, 1983) 230; D. Souza Filho, Language and Action (Philadelphia: John Benjamins,  1984) 55—73. It is performatives’ context dependency that explains Hillers’s (“Some Perfor-  mative Utterances,” 756) opening disclaimer: “In all cases, my description of the clauses as  “performatives’ is meant as an exegetical suggestion, a possibility to be considered seriously  by future interpreters or translators, but without any claim to finality.” That is, the identifica-  tion of performatives in texts from antiquity is, above all, a function of exegesis and interpre-  61  tation, readings that can always be argued and reargued.  Untersuchungen, 190.  47saı1d o lady JTamet,
hıs wife, sayıng, “I DaVCc YOUu half of the arge [OOÖOTN (and ıts chamber of
the house”

ayer numbers 4a) IM hıs lıst of performatıves (or .  “Konnzıidenzfall””), though
wıthout discussion.©! The verb ın the pertinent clause (ndtatti) takes the expected
form of the explicıit performatıve In 1cCa Hebrew (1Ei; the first PCrSON of the DCI-
fective, OTr the suffıx con]jJugatıon) and 1S rendered Dy number of recent translations
(e:£i; NRSV, NJPS) wıth Englısh gloss in the presents both characteristic of
(explicıt) performatives ıIn 1Ca Hebrew The CONTEXT ıs demonstrably CONVEN-

58 Sanders (“Performative Utterances” 1S getting at somethıng sımılar ıth his dıstincetion
between “metapragmatıc” and “metalıngulstic.”

59 Even Lee (Talking Heads, 94), whose princıpal project 1S rethink erformatıves irom
radıcally altered theoretical and phılosophiıcal perspective, nonetheless understands perfor-
matıves specıfic IN of speech CIs that. 66.  In the rıght cCircumstances,” INaYy “bring about

6()
the VeC act they deser1ibe.”
“Analytıcal Phiılosophy,” 236; ci. Levınson, Pragmatics (London/New ork Cambridge
University, 230; SOuza 1  O, Language and Actıon (Phıladelphia: John Benjamıiıns,

55373 It 18 performatıves’ ontext dependency that explaıns Hıllers’s (*Some Perfor-
matıve Utterances,” 756) openıng dısclaimer: “In all 5 description of the clauses
‘performatıves’ 1s mean exegetical suggestion, poss1ıbılıty be consıidered ser10usly
by future interpreters translators, but wıthout claım finalıty.” hat 1S, the identifica-
tıon of erformatıves In from antıquı' 1S, above all, function of exeges1s and interpre-
tatıon, readıngs that Can always be argue and reargued.
Untersuchungen, 190
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tiıonal in nature ell As persuasıvely argued Dy Weinfeld,6% Gen Ya 15
narratıve richly nformed by the language and ideology of the roya In the -
clent Near kast, rulers customarıly rewarded oya service and g00d ee the part
of theır subordinates wıth granits of and and the lıke, usually ın perpetur (4b) IS
taken from ONC such roya grant 1S from ancıent Ugarıt (Ras Shamra) and records
Kıng Ammithtamru s of house Abdımilku imılarly, the narratıve in
(jenesIis 15 etells HWH’s granting of the and Abram’s descendants 4S reward
for the latter’s oya and obedient Service (e:25 as explicitly stated ın Gen 4—
ven the MOStT CUFSOTCY of examınatıons of the bequest clauses in (4a) and 4b) reveals

strong sıimılarıty in hrasıng, sımılarıty that May be sharpene further by cons1ıd-
ering 4c) The latter 1S IMOTE mundane version of the roya o  E sımple CONVCY-
ance of property.®> The t[WO IN of ega documents chare COINIMMNON formulae, sub-
Ject matter, and function to CONVCY ownershıp rights of partıcular ıtem from ONC

party another. The aAaDPCALANCC of ighter Iınguistic fıt between the Elephantine
CONVECYANCO (4C) and Gen 518 (4a) 1S stylıstıc phenomenon. Both of these DaS-

ATrC styled accordıng to the dictates of the SO-Calle “dialogue documents” that
Callc into during the first millenn1um and INaYy be contrasted wiıth the O  er,
IMOTE “objective” (LEl predominant usc of Ir PCISON forms, In style of
ega summaries.©* AIl three5 then, chare COTINIMON function, the CONVCY-
AaNcCce of roperty, and the Samnec basıc Iınguistic profile
However, what sets 4a) apart and imbues it wıth performatıvıty IS the CONTEXT of
utterance 1S generally assumed that ega Xi of the SO  r from 1C (4b) and 4C)
AIc excerpted ATC evidentlary In nature, not dısposıtıve. That S, they do not in them-
selves effect law (LE the equest), but AI SUMMAATCY aCCOU of the egally bındıng

62 Covenant of Tan! the Old JTestament and In the Ancıent Near East,” JAOS (1970)
CS For DUrDOSCS, ıt 15 sufficıent focus rather fıxediy the phrasıng of the
bequest clauses In (4) But Weinfeld’s analysıs of enesI1is ıs in relation the conventlions of
the royal grant ell beyond these simıiılarıties. For example, wıth respect enes1is AL
z iıtself, he observes the followıng: *. the Lord who j  &} / IC 15 remminiscent of
sımılar self introductions ın roya. documents (184, and equıvalent hıstorical ntroduc-
tions royal granits in particular ıt 1S God suzeraın who commıts himself bra-
ham symbolıze Dy the passıng of the fıre pot and torch between the divided sacrıfıcıal
anımals in 17 ..  on that day’ 9 In 18 (199—200; ci. 190, 55); delineation of borders
in RO (200; cf. TAD B3.5.7—12). F  ermore, Gen 1S formally narratıve
and nNnOoTt play-by-play transcription of actual roya) 22 it 1S NOT be expecte that ıt
WOU. conform In overly determıined WdYy actual royal known from extra-bıblı-
cal Thus, Weiınfeld, correctly In estimatıon, plumbs the entire rahamıc COvenanı
'adıtıon for S1gNSs of Its indebtedness the ıdeology of the royal grant In SU! that ıt 1S the
idealogy and language of the royal grant that ıinform and undergir the narratıve ın Gen DE,

63
71 15 beyond dispute.
See ıbıd., 199
See Greengus, “Lega and Soc1al Institutions of Ancıent Mesopotamıla” In Civilizations of
the Ancient Near ast (ed S5asson; New ork Charles Scribner’s S50ons, L,

Roth, Babylonian Marriage greements: 7th—3rd Centuries (0) 22 eukır-
chen V luyn: Neukırchener, 3-  „ Westbrook, Property and the Family In Bibhlical
Law (JSOTSS 113; Sheffield 3SOTL, 30—32; “Introduction, ”
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acT, transactıon performed orally before witnesses.®©> By rast, Gen fa 15
not SUMIMMar y account of the transactıon al all (no how fo that ega
genre)®® but 15 imagıinatıve “Iıterary” representatıon of the egally bınding aCT
of granting ıtself. The IS framed Dy references to the giving of the and (vV J
18) In 15:7 ın phraseology echoing the historical introductions COINMON the
Mesopotamıan kudurrus®! ıt 1S clear that the land, though promıised, has NOot yeL
been g1ven: “I HWH who brought yOUu from Ur of the Chaldeans ın order
g1ve to yOUu thıs and pOSSess.” Much of the narratıve 1S taken up wiıth elaborating
the rıtual context (vv 9—17) Thıs [*WO PUIDOSCS. Fırst, ıt 18 the sıgn requested
by ram that he mig “Kknow” (v 8) of COUTSC what he 15 “know,” contrary
expectation, 1S that it 1S not he, ram, but his descendants who ıll "“pOSSess” the
land, albeıt only in the OUu generation vv.13-16 Second, ıt portrays the rıtes that
constitute important part of the represented here (vv 7-1
The “smokıng pot  27 and “blazıng torch” function metonymıic stand-ıns for HWH,
symbolıcally enacting (by passıng through the severed Carcasses of the sacrıfıicıal
anımals) the self-curse should HWH NnOT keep the that IS here eing made
(CE Jer 4:18-—-20).°8 egal transactıons in antıquıty often contaiıned the recıtation of
rıtualızed ormulae and the enactment of symbolıc acts.© One such example 15 In fact

and from Alalakh (AT 456) ae] the oath to Yarımlım and cCut the
neck of lamb, <sayıng:> °It take back what have given yYOUu <may be cursed>)”
(COS IL, 370 cf. CSP S
Thıs of the symbolic/ritual acT, narratıvely speakıng, frame the dıvıne
speech In 18, Just as the O of descending sleep and arkness in 12 provıdes
the frame for the divine speech that ollows In 316 That 1S, the narratıve focus
cCenters “the proclamatıon of the gift of land’’/0 in 18, the verba solemni of the
kınd, ds Sa  S above wıth reference marrıage documents, that 1S commonly
quoted in the ega summaries’/! by 1C HWH egally ffects the C$To

65 The specıfic formulation from Westbrook, who 1S commenting Old Babylonıian
marrıage documents, Old Babylonian Marriage Law, More generally, SCC San Nıcolö, Bei-
irdage ZUF Rechtsgeschichte IM Bereich der keilschriftlichen Rechtsquellen slo, 162—
63:; Renger, "Legal Aspects of Sealıng In Ancıent esopotamıa” in Seals and Sealing INn
the Ancient Near ast (eds Gıibson and Biggs; 715-T7T; Roth, Babylonian Marriage
Agreements, 24-—28; Greengus, “Legal and Socı1al Instıtutions,”

66 OU: the language ere theoretically could Iso be indebted the direct quotes that SOMEC-
times get inserted into the legal summarıes (see Greengus, "Lega. and Socı1al Instıtutions,”
474—75), but not SUTC how ONMNC could substantıate this, NOT, ultımately, do thınk it NCC-

67
CSSarYy for understanding Gen
Weınfeld, “Covenant of Grant, ” 185, 9’ cl. Westbrook, “Introduction,” 33: Slanskı,
The Babylonian Entitlement NAFrÜüs (kudurrus) (ASORB9O:; Boston ASOR,

6® Weınfeld, “Covenant of G’rant,” As Weınfeld observes, ONC of the maJor distinctions
between the CoOvenan: of grant and the suzeramnty ty 18 that In the former the 15 dı-
rected OWAar'! the suzeraın (n thıs ase INCans of safeguardıng the rıghts of the

69
(cf. 185)

Greengus, “Legal and Socı1al Instıtutions,” 475
70 Weınfeld, “Covenant of Grant, ” 199

See Greengus, “Lega. and Socı1al Instıtutions, ” cf. Westbrook, “Introduction,” 58—59
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yOUL descendants hereby g1ve thıs land.” Here, as commonly wıth performatives, /
have accompanyıng ceremoniıal non-verbal act The poss1bılıty of construmng

the perfective natattı wıth either past OT future reference Can be rule: out firom COMN-

siderations of narratıve OgI1C and/or style On past eadıng (“I have o1ven”)
mimıng, AaSs it WEIC, the extra-biblical SUMMAaL y aCCOuN of royal granis the bequest
herein eported WOU have had have taken place already. But, despite the explıcıt
expectation raısed in (VIZ.} “I HWH who brought YOUu from Ur of the Chal-
deans IN order O gıve VOU this [and”), nowhere else ın the DAaSSagc 1S thıs bequest
reported, if nNnOoTt in 18 The ymbolıc aCT in W K althoug entirely approprıiate
the Context d have SCCI1, Call hardly constitute the bequest by ıtself. As noted, ıts
1ePUrpOSC IS symbolize HWH'’s self-curse, and besides, ıt 1S far tOO generI1c of

acT, obtaınıng a4s ıt does In other domaıns. have G Ver become conventional
expression for thıs partıcular ega transactıon. e the and grant

future eadıng (“I 111 Ive” MaYy be rule out chiefly from stylıstıc consıdera-
tions. » Quite sımply, ıf the intent WAas to represent the bequest as future (or 1InN-
tended) act. surely the author/redactor WOU have used imperfective form d 1S
used throughout the divine speech In 316 and, most interestingly, in Gen 127
(wayyomer Iözar 6  ka n  etten et-ha D  ares hazzö t he sald. SO yOUr descendants
ıll g1ve thıs Jand’””)./* That 1S, the future construal stylıstically odd and
forced./> One m1g that ıt 1S because the bequest 1S ranted to the *“descen-
dants” (who presumably are nOot present in the narratıve) and not ram (note the
tronting of lözar Akd) that future eadıng 1$ emande But thıs 1S hyper-rationalıs-
tic, missıng both the ega reasonıng that ınforms the texTt and the ıterary Og1C that
drıves the narratıve. As Westbrook remiıinds UuS, transtfer of ownership and of DOS-
ession need not be simultaneous be egally binding.”® From the ega pomnt of
view., / what matters 1S nNnOot whether the 11] take practical effect 110 OT in the
future but that in couchıing the promise as solemn oath for 1C the performatıve
15 absolutely appropriate HWH makes the oift ırrevocable. ven in the future ıt 1S

za ustın, How Do T’hings With Words,
73 It that the ega. convention 1s agalnst future readıng. hat 1S, ave the SUT1-

INar y aCCOUNTS of such transact1ons, and thus know them ave en place We May further
infer, th  $ that ese ral performances had performatıve aspects them, ıt 1S the 5SdYy-
ıng ofwords that, by definıtion. effects the CONVECYANCEO ofproperty In thıs instance (LE:; thıs 1S
NOT sale of anı y In But whether ere ex1ists legal documents of thıs kınd that pertaın
strictly future bequests (except far contemporary bequest 1S guaranteed for the
grantee’s descendants) 1S doubtful OU: admıiıttedly, thıs would be hard ıng sub-
stantıate

74 The UsSsCcC of the imperfect1ıve In Gen 12477 ollows ell from the legal fact that the declara-
t1on ere (unlıke that of Gen .6  15 NOLT made under oath, and 1S therefore revocable by
the donor at wıll” (Westbrook, personal communication, November S,

I Hence, Westermann enesis [12—36, 214), for example, 1S forced undergırd hıs future

76
interpretation of natattı by invokıng the authorıity of GK'  C
Property and the Family, 2 9

FE For the pomnt made here, indebted Westbrook (personal communication, November Ö,
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stil] vested future ng that the donor cannot wıthdraw. But CVCcCnNn ıf thıs WEIC nNOTt
S  n the iıne ofuWOU fa1] because ıt does nNnOoTt recognize that ıIn Gen g}

dIC dealiıng wiıth imagınatıve rendering Westermann aptly describes a4s
“factıti1ous narrative”/®) that draws the roya tradıtion wıthout ıtself eing
roya T Therefore, should not expect the GenesIis narratıve conform ıghtly

the Juristic documents uDON1 ıt draws. That the bequest 1S be ranted o the
descendants 1S requıred above al] by the Og1C of the narratıve. The author/redactor
knows ell because he us ın 21 that ram cCannot be granted the
and (LE ...  you Abram| shall O 18 yOUr ancestors ın YOU shall be buriıed ın
g0o0d old S and thus the descendants must take Abram’s place A4aSs the grantee,
even WeTC ıt to defy (which it does not!) good Jurisprudence. ””

78 eNeSIS [2-—206,
79 One of the letters In the Arsames correspondence (TAD A6.1 1) offers strıkıng parallel

GJen k where ere 1s question that the perfective erb form corresponding
natattı in the bıblıcal DaSsSsapc 18 be understood performatıvely. The er ates firom the
ate ffth centuryB It 1S wriıtten by the Egyptian Arsames and addressed Offi-
Clal, Nakhthor, and h1is colleagues. 1 concerned ıth the granting of ereditary lease
ONC Petosıirı . In the first of the etter, Arsames apprıises Nakhthor and COMPAaNY that he
has rece1ved er irom Petosıirl, from 1C he quotes ( 1—3) In that letter Petosıirı In-
orms Tsames that hIs father, Pamun, has dıed and requests that hıs ather’s property
be granted hım heır sn hen the later portion of Arsames’s () W er Arsames
o1VveESs instructions Nakhthor and hıs colleagues ( 3—6) The g1ist of the latter 1S that ıf
things aArec Petosıirı has represented them and if Arsames has not already granted ese
hereditary rıghts SOINCONC Ise (1e, hıimself another servant), then he them
Petosıirı requested. hat the operatıve phrase, nh ben DIMWN yhbt Iptswry, 1S be CON-

strued performatıvely 15 made clear from varlety of cons1iderations. Fırst, the Circumstances
recounted the er explıcıt. Petosıirı s request IS recounted from hıs earlıer letter (yntnw
[V “hhsn ıt be g1ven Let hold it heır, 3) and the UsSCcC of engthy condi-
tional clause in the er of thıs er (hn knm hw kmly(More) On Performatives in Semitic  still a vested future right that the donor cannot withdraw. But even if this were not  so, the line of argument would fail because it does not recognize that in Gen 15:7-21  we are dealing with an imaginative rendering (what Westermann aptly describes as a  “factitious narrative””’8) that draws on the royal grant tradition without itself being a  royal grant. Therefore, we should not expect the Genesis narrative to conform tightly  to the juristic documents upon which it draws. That the bequest is to be granted to the  descendants is required above all by the logic of the narrative. The author/redactor  knows well — because he tells us so in vv. 13-16 — that Abram cannot be granted the  land (i.e., “you [Abram] shall go to your ancestors in peace; you shall be buried in  good old age””), and thus the descendants must take Abram’s place as the grantee,  even were it to defy (which it does not!) good jurisprudence.”°  78 Genesis 12-26,216.  79 One of the letters in the Arsames correspondence (TAD A6.11) offers a striking parallel to  Gen 15:18 where there is no question that the perfective verb form (yhbf) corresponding to  nätatti in the biblical passage is to be understood performatively. The letter dates from the  late fifth century B.C.E. It is written by the Egyptian satrap Arsames and addressed to an offi-  cial, Nakhthor, and his colleagues. It is concerned with the granting of a hereditary lease to  one Petosiri. In the first part of the letter, Arsames apprises Nakhthor and company that he  has received a letter from Petosiri, from which he quotes (Il. 1-3). In that letter Petosiri in-  forms Arsames that his father, Pamun, has died and requests that his father’s property (bgh)  be granted to him as heir (hsn). Then in the later portion of Arsames’s own letter Arsames  gives instructions to Nakhthor and his colleagues (Il. 3-6). The gist of the latter is that if  things are as Petosiri has represented them and if Arsames has not already granted these  hereditary rights to someone else (i.e., to himself or another servant), then he grants them to  Petosiri as requested. That the operative phrase, ’nh bgh zy pmwn yhbt Iptswry, is to be con-  strued performatively is made clear from a variety of considerations. First, the circumstances  recounted in the letter are explicit. Petosiri’s request is recounted from his earlier letter (yntnw  Iy ’hhsn “Let it be given to me. Let me hold it as heir,” 1. 3) and the use of a lengthy condi-  tional clause in the latter part of this letter (hn knm hw kmly’ ’Ih ... ’hr ’nh bgh zy pmwn yhbt  Iptswry. “I£ it is thus in accordance with these words ... then I hereby give the property of  Pamun to Petosiri ...,” 1l. 3-5) makes it clear that Arsames is not herein simply reporting a  past action (i.e., the granting of property), but is in fact effecting the grant itself through the  phrasing in the apodosis. Arsames then goes on to instruct Nakhthor and his colleagues to in-  form Petosiri of his, Arsames’s, actions (’ntm hhwwhy “You inform him,” 1. 5) and to let  Petosiri be the hereditary heir (yhhsn) — explicitly mirroring the language of the request  (’hhsn, 1. 3) — just like his father before him (gqgdmn pmwn ’bwhy, 1. 6). Indeed, the archival  note, written in Demotic on the outside of the skin, underscores the force of what is accom-  plished by the letter itself (“About the fields of Pamun which I have given to Petosiri,” B.  Porten and A. Yardeni, Textbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt, 1 [Winona  Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1986] 118). Furthermore, the phrasing in the apodosis itself is singular.  Nowkbhere else in the corpus of Egyptian Aramaic is a perfective (suffix) verb form used in the  apodosis of a conditional clause. The only way that such usage is comprehensible is if the  apodosis is construed performatively (so Muraoka and Porten, Grammar of Egyptian Ara-  maic, 326). The clause also contains other (indexical) markers of performativity — the canoni-  cal form of the explicit performative (yhbf) and the overt presence of the first person pronoun  (’nh), which, strictly speaking, is semantically unnecessary.  älhr nh beh DIMWN}\ yhbOt
Iptswry. “If it 15 thus in accordance ıth ese words(More) On Performatives in Semitic  still a vested future right that the donor cannot withdraw. But even if this were not  so, the line of argument would fail because it does not recognize that in Gen 15:7-21  we are dealing with an imaginative rendering (what Westermann aptly describes as a  “factitious narrative””’8) that draws on the royal grant tradition without itself being a  royal grant. Therefore, we should not expect the Genesis narrative to conform tightly  to the juristic documents upon which it draws. That the bequest is to be granted to the  descendants is required above all by the logic of the narrative. The author/redactor  knows well — because he tells us so in vv. 13-16 — that Abram cannot be granted the  land (i.e., “you [Abram] shall go to your ancestors in peace; you shall be buried in  good old age””), and thus the descendants must take Abram’s place as the grantee,  even were it to defy (which it does not!) good jurisprudence.”°  78 Genesis 12-26,216.  79 One of the letters in the Arsames correspondence (TAD A6.11) offers a striking parallel to  Gen 15:18 where there is no question that the perfective verb form (yhbf) corresponding to  nätatti in the biblical passage is to be understood performatively. The letter dates from the  late fifth century B.C.E. It is written by the Egyptian satrap Arsames and addressed to an offi-  cial, Nakhthor, and his colleagues. It is concerned with the granting of a hereditary lease to  one Petosiri. In the first part of the letter, Arsames apprises Nakhthor and company that he  has received a letter from Petosiri, from which he quotes (Il. 1-3). In that letter Petosiri in-  forms Arsames that his father, Pamun, has died and requests that his father’s property (bgh)  be granted to him as heir (hsn). Then in the later portion of Arsames’s own letter Arsames  gives instructions to Nakhthor and his colleagues (Il. 3-6). The gist of the latter is that if  things are as Petosiri has represented them and if Arsames has not already granted these  hereditary rights to someone else (i.e., to himself or another servant), then he grants them to  Petosiri as requested. That the operative phrase, ’nh bgh zy pmwn yhbt Iptswry, is to be con-  strued performatively is made clear from a variety of considerations. First, the circumstances  recounted in the letter are explicit. Petosiri’s request is recounted from his earlier letter (yntnw  Iy ’hhsn “Let it be given to me. Let me hold it as heir,” 1. 3) and the use of a lengthy condi-  tional clause in the latter part of this letter (hn knm hw kmly’ ’Ih ... ’hr ’nh bgh zy pmwn yhbt  Iptswry. “I£ it is thus in accordance with these words ... then I hereby give the property of  Pamun to Petosiri ...,” 1l. 3-5) makes it clear that Arsames is not herein simply reporting a  past action (i.e., the granting of property), but is in fact effecting the grant itself through the  phrasing in the apodosis. Arsames then goes on to instruct Nakhthor and his colleagues to in-  form Petosiri of his, Arsames’s, actions (’ntm hhwwhy “You inform him,” 1. 5) and to let  Petosiri be the hereditary heir (yhhsn) — explicitly mirroring the language of the request  (’hhsn, 1. 3) — just like his father before him (gqgdmn pmwn ’bwhy, 1. 6). Indeed, the archival  note, written in Demotic on the outside of the skin, underscores the force of what is accom-  plished by the letter itself (“About the fields of Pamun which I have given to Petosiri,” B.  Porten and A. Yardeni, Textbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt, 1 [Winona  Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1986] 118). Furthermore, the phrasing in the apodosis itself is singular.  Nowkbhere else in the corpus of Egyptian Aramaic is a perfective (suffix) verb form used in the  apodosis of a conditional clause. The only way that such usage is comprehensible is if the  apodosis is construed performatively (so Muraoka and Porten, Grammar of Egyptian Ara-  maic, 326). The clause also contains other (indexical) markers of performativity — the canoni-  cal form of the explicit performative (yhbf) and the overt presence of the first person pronoun  (’nh), which, strictly speaking, is semantically unnecessary.  älthen hereby g1ve the property of
Pamun Petosıirı .;/ I1 3—5) makes it lear that Arsames 15 not hereın sımply reporting
past actıon (LE.; the granting of property), but 1S In fact effecting the granit ıtself through the
phrasıng in the apodosıIs. Arsames then Z0OC5S instruct OTr and hıs colleagues In-
form Petosıirı of his, Arsames’s, actıons (’ntm hhıwwhy Y ou inform hım, and let
Petosıirı be the hereditary heır (yhıhsn) explicıtly mirroring the language of the request
(’hhsn, 3) Just ıke h1ıs father before hım (gdmn DMWN bwhy, 6) Indeed, the archıval
note, wriıtten in Demouotic the outsıde of the skın, underscores the force of hat 15-
plıshed by the er ıtself out the fıelds of Pamun which ave g1ven Petosirı,”
en and Yardenı, Textbook of Aramalc Documents from Ancient Egypt, | Wınona
Lake Eısenbrauns, 118) Furthermore, the phrasıng In the apodosı1s ıtself 15 sıngular.
Nowhere Ise In the U: of Egyptian Tramaıc 1S perfective suffix) erb form sed In the
apodosis of condıtional clause. The only WdYy that such pA 15 comprehensible 1s ıf the
apodosı1s 1S onstrued performatıvely (sSo Muraoka and orten, Tammar of Egyptian Ara-
MAILC, 326) The clause Iso contaıns other (indexı1ca. markers of performatıvıty the Canon1-
cal form of the explıcıt performatıve and the vert of the fırst CrSson DrONOUN
(’nh). W.  1C strictly speakıng, 15 semantıcallyDD
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In Su. Gen 5:18 1S sımple promise be ranted raham s descendent at
SOINC unspecified pomnt in the future but IS ıtself the of land, plain and sımple.
And thus ıf interpreters down hrough the aADCS have rightly understood the centralıty
of thıs DaSSagc to the ole Abraham tradıtion. theır preoccupation wıth “promıise”
has usually lIınded them the fact that the and 1S not here pledged but ranted
perhaps not insıgnificant dıstinction, al least theologically. But this 15 beside the
poımnt here. What hope 1S by NO plaın SCC, whether OTr nOoTt IM Yy performatıve
eadıng of Gen 518 ully persuades, 1S the real dıfference that context and CONVEN-

tıon the V STU of pragmatıcs! has for understandıng performativıty. What
ultımately dıstinguishes the construals offer In (4) 15 not morphological form OT

inherent exıical meanıng but Context of The uttering of nätattı, ıke Aus-
tin’s “I g1ve and equeat' INY waitch MY brother.,” g1ven accepted conventions and
in the appropriate Ccircumstances (as in ıtself constitutes the act of bequest and
does NnOt sımply deserıibe the transactıon (as ın 14b| and

The Xplicı Performative

W  29 Austın asks rhetorically), ...  15 the usc of the fiırst PCrSoN sıngular and of the
present indicatıve actıve, called, essentia]l performatıve utterance?””80 The
SWEeT, as have SCCH, 15 resoundıng Performatıivity does not inhere ın exıcal
meanıng verbal morphology but off A result of usec the uUuscC of specific
verbs wıth certaın morphologiıcal forms under partıcular and appropriate CIrcum-
tances All true And yel, the selectiıon of verbs and the forms that they take 1S not
accidental.8! Let us take upD inıtially the prototypicalı of fırst PCrSOoN verbs ın perfor-
matıve utterances, A thıs aDDCAIS hold cross-linguistically. The explanatıon for
this “favourtism” has al least three facets: STITUCTIU: in natural languages, self-
referentialıty, and CCONOIMY of express1ion. Performatives AlC events, they AIlc al]
about oing thıngs wıth words, and therefore ıt 1S not surprising that verbs should
factor prominently In the expression of performatıves. fter all, verbs arec the CECMN-

tral domaın for EeV! ACTOSS the world languages,®* and the verb, of
COUISC, 1S central the system of predicatiıon iın Semitic.

8() How Do Things With Words,
The central thrust of thıs section explaın why explicit performatıves take the form that
they do follows the general trajectory of thought In Verschueren, Understanding Prag-
matıcs, CSD Ka hıs tack, Sa y agaıln, 15 ther than hat ON generally fınds In the lıt-
erature performatıves Semitics. There the form and fact of the explıicıt performatives aATre

mostly taken g1vens, ıf, earle agaıln, f 15 Just semantıc fact ou certaın
verbs that they ave performatiıve OCCurrences’” (“How erformatıves Work,” 519) Rogland
(Alleged non-Past Uses, 115—30) and Sanders (“Performative Utterances’”’) arec notable

82
ceptions.
See ‚yONS, Semantics Cambrıdge Cambrıdge Universıity, 678:;
ct. Chafe, Meaning and the Structure of Language 1Cag0: Universıity of Chıcago,

52
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That explicıt performatıves arc characteristically self-referential, OT reflex1ive, has
been ell noted In the lıterature, nOt the least by anders in hıs discussıion of perfor-
matives ın Ugaritic,®> Self-referentialıty 1S kınd of discourse de1ix1ıs whereın the
utterance iıtself denomiımnates ın SOINC ashıon that 1C ıt 1s all about The words iın
thıs essay” in the openıing paragraph above exemplıfy thıs kınd of deıictic reflex1ivıty,
AdS does the phrase 7k byt’ e thwmwhy ktybn mn 1 “the house whose boundarıes aAaTreC

wriıtten above” (TAD B2.10.8) referring o the description of the boundarıes ıIn the
immediately preceding Iınes ( 4-8) of Aramaıc ega document. Further Xaml-

ples WOU nclude the expression “Thıs statement 1S eing made in English”8* and,
from Verschueren,®> “when SaVY ThAis 158 hat she ounded like ıle imitatıng the
volce of the PCISON talkıng about.” An explicıt performatıve, dSs Benvenıiste
plaıns, has thıs “peculıar qualı of self-referentialıty, “Of referring ealıty it
ıtself constitutes Dy the fact that it 1S actually uttered In condıtions that make ıt
act.”86 As Searle n  5 the word .. ereby” Englısh, 16 Austın atched ONnNtO as
“useful erıterion” for identifyıng performatives,®’ *marks self-reference .”’88 He
DAarsCS the function of .6 ereby” in the followıng Manner

The “here” 1s the self-referential part. The “b 29 part 1S the executive part 10 Dut it
crudely, the whole expression INCAalls ‘““by-this-here-very-utterance.” Thus, ıf >a y “I hereby
order yOUu leave the ro00m, ” the whole thıng “By thıs here VCIYy utterance make ıt
the AaAsec that order yYOUu leave the ro00m .89

And therefore, in approprliate cIrcumstances, the of .6 ereby” (or its equ1Vva-
ent ın other languages, C hiermit ın German) elps pragmatıcally sıgnal perfor-

of the SC{I1-matıvıty. In Austin’s words, it “serves indıicate that the
HGE 1S, it 1S sald, the instrument effecting the act. 920
Sıimilarly complex markers of self-reference, self-creativıty (Searle’s "EXECUUNVE },
and the ıke ATC not COITMNMMON in Semuitic. oug sımpler partıcles do sometimes

For example, Hebrew köh iın the nonexplicıt performatıve ın (21) pragmatı-
cally impliıcates self-referentialıty and self-reflex1viıty In WdY veLry much akın {O the

83 Sanders, “Performatıve Utterances’”:; cf. Benveniste, “Analytıc Phılosophy, ” Searle,
“HOow Performatives Work,” C Verschueren, Understanding Pragmaltıics,BLee.
Talking Heads, 90—94 Lee speaks of thıs, fter Peırce, Iso In terms of ‘“indexı1calıty” (esp
160—64).

84 earle, “HOow Performatives Work,” BT
85 Understanding Pragmaltics,
86 “Analytıc Phiılosophy,” 236 Lee (Talking Heads, 57—-59, 94) eIp  V speaks of the “celf-

creatıvıty” of performatıves, L6 tha! they bring OQU! the even! they SCCIM refer to  27
87 How Do Things With Words, ustın noticed, especılally In 'orma. ega| utterances,

that word “hereby” 1S ften and perhaps always be inserted; thıs indıcate
that the utterance (1n wrıting) of the sentence 1S, ıt 1S sald, the instrument effecting the act
of warnıng, authorizing, &C “Hereby” 1S useful erıterion that the utterance 1S performa-
tive.”

88 "HOow Performatives Work,” 527
89 Ibıd., 534
O() How Do Things With Words,
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“here  27 part of the Engliısh “hereby.” However, thıs 1S nOot the exeme’s only, OT 1InN-
deed CVCNMN Its primary, function ın 1DIl1Ca Hebrew, 1C confirms poımint that
Urmson ell] makes about the Englısh AhereBby“: Its 1S guarantee of DCI-
formatıvıty and not CVCLY performatıve utteran: In Englısh, explicıt Or otherwise,
Can uUusc “hereby.”?!
Of COUTSC, Benveniste understood, when verbs that denomiınate the aCcCt performed
ATiC used in the first PCrSON, they arc, it WEeTIC, already hıghly reflex1ive. The DIo-
1OUN does not refer concept OT individual Rather., Benvenıiste SaVYS,
refers something VE peculıar:

refers the act of indivıidual discourse In which it 15 pronounced, and Dy thıs ıt designates
the speaker. It 1S term that cannot be identified eXcept in hat have called elsewhere
instance of discourse and that has only reference. The realıty which it refers
IS the realıty of the discourse. It 1S in the instance of discourse In which designates the
speaker that the speaker proclaıms himself the “subject. ””
That 1S, fırst PCrsonN discourse 1S ıtself the epıtome of self-referentialıty, self-reflexiv-
Ity Through it pCerson approprliates to herself entire language, deictically centers
the instance of discourse 27  ..  eg0o 1S thıs implicatıon of “subjectivıty, ” d Ben-
veniıste ca it[. that for the “asymmetry” that Austın notices about explicıt
performatives.”> In commenting the “I swear” (an utterance that ..  15
performance‘), Benveniste explaıns the performatıvıty that accompanıes thıs utter-
AllCce

CONSCYUCHNCE of the fact that the instance of discourse that contaıns the verb establıshes
the aCT at the Samlllc time that ıt sets the subject Hence the act 1s performed by the instance
of the utterance of Its “name” (whıch IS swear  7 al the Samne time that the subject 1S estaD-
Iıshed by the instance of the utterance of 1ts indıcator (which 1S ‘I”).94

‘“Performative Utterances, ”
Another poss1ıble example of the explicıt markıng of self-referentialıty the ına
greeting COMMONIY 'oOun: In Egyptlan Aramaıiıc letters ISImkn SIht sprh znh (TAD A2.17; SCC

Iso A2.1.12-13; 4,13; 5  » 6.10; 48.9) The clause 18 usually glossed
: ave sent thıs er for yOUr welfare” the ıke F: Fıtzmyer, ‘“ Arama1c Epistologra-
D3Y, 194) Such construal takes the surface at aCce value, 1C Canno be dıs-
counted. Moreover, ere IMay ell have example of Pardee epistolary whereın
the even of sending the letter 1S viewed from the recelver’s temporal perspective (SO Dem-
SKYy. ‘Epistolary Perfec Aramaıc Letters;” |1990|] 9) However, ıt 1S at eas!
lıkely that the clause 1S abbrevıated version of something akın Sam 81  © wayyislah
tö  1 et-yöram heEnÖ '"el-hammelek-dawid 18 ’0l-LT6 esalöm *401 sent hıs SonN Joram Kıng
Davıd, greeit hım:  99 (NRSV; cf. Sam 25:5). iter all, greetings irom the gods dIiC sımılarly
phrased (C:2. TAD A3.9 l’ 10.1), and ON frequently IN reports of such greeting Inquıirıes
in the body of letters @; TAD AZ33 6.7—8) In thıs CasC, construal such z hereby

YOUu (lıt. send |tO ask| fter YOUT well-being) ıth thıs jetter,” which sprh znh func-
t10Ns sımılarly c6,  In thıs er  29 1g). 1S not impossı1ble (see Hug, Altaramädische (ıram-

07
matik der exle des UN: Jh.s v Chr (Heıdelberg: Heıidelberger Orlentverlag,
“Subjectiviıty In anguage” Problems In General Linguistics, 29726

93 How do T’hings With Words,
“Subjectivity In anguage,”
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Therefore, iıke the word ereby, fırst PDCISON discourse imparts reflex1vity ıIn MOST
explicıt way.?>
If the propensıity for languages Namlc events wıth verbs and the reflex1vıty that
inheres in fırst PCrSON discourse O SOINC WaY towards elucıdating the prototypicalı
of explicıt performatıves, ıt 1S above all Grice’s *maxım of manner, ” “be PCI-
SPICUOUS, ” and especılally the sub-maxım “be brief,” that most ıllumınes thıs SS-

Iıngulstic pattern.”® That 1S, the 1e€ [Cason why the explicıt performatıve 15 the
“commonest” Ltype of performatıve 1e6$ in ıts CCONOMY of express1ion. 1S efficient.
xplicıt performatıves “name the spoken performance d ell A ıts performer, ”/
and they do in maxımally efficient WAaY, they arec hıghly reflexive and there 1S
complete colncidence between the verbal expression’s proposıtional CONtTtent and the
Iıngulstic aCT it {fects But MOSstT of al they AICc all of these and perspiCcuOus d ell
Very neat, V economıcal. Grice n  ; people, though conversationally
inclıned toward CCONOMLY, dICc in fact nNOTt always economıcal OT maxımally efficıent
In theır use of anguage ıle there arec manı10 CcCasons why speakers/writers
m1g choose out Grice’s maxım of manner.,?® wıth performatıves ıt 1S often the
CAasc that what 15 implıcıt in the actual 1S otherwiıise made explicıt, C
hrough convention, In the surroundıng cContext (discourse OT real world). Fkor CXaml-

ple, in (2) though most of the actual utterances themselves arec non-verbal, their d -

tiıonal character 1S otherwiıse indıcated ıIn (2a) and 2d) the utterances AIC actıonally
framed: In (2b—e, ıt 15 convention of ON SOTrTt another that s1ignals thıs intent.
The Samne IMay be saı1d about reflex1ivıty wıth respect these examples. None Dy
themselves ATrC hıghly self-referential, though agaln ıt 15 the Case that the
degree of reflexivity 1S inferable from context convention.? Thıs suggests that

95 Noziıck (Philosophical Explanations |Cambrıidge: Harvard Universıity, 70), whose
ideas arec appropriated by Lee (Talking Heads, and then applıed the latter under-
standıng of performatıves, VETLIY sımılar conclusions about the characteristics of the
PTFONOUN 1 ıt 1S internally self-reflex1vely self-referentijal

96
Y

Grice, “Logic and Conversatıon,” 41—58
Benvenıiste, “Analytıc Phılosophy,” DE

08 NSee Levınson, Pragmatics, 104—5,
99 Lee (Talking Heads, 92) observes interesting typological that holds ıth respect

the aAapPPCAarance of the indexical features of reflex1vıty, creativıty, and self-referentialıty, al
least, he notes, Judge by the naturally Ooccurrıng orms deictics, DIODCI and
natural-kınd terms “there be gradual reduction of the role of the ongomlng speech
even plays In determinıng the referent of term and concomıtant °‘externalızation’ of the
eatures that determıine reference.” hat 1S, indexicalıty of the kınd In focus here Call be
diated. and thus, Lee concludes, “the INOTC such indexicalıty 1s mediated, the INOTEC term  2  s
referential value 1Xe| Dy SOTINC Intrınsıc property of the object rather than Dy the -
gomng moment of speakıng Lee’s language ere 1S dependent h1is earher analysıs, but the
upshot, SCC ıt, for the understandıng of performatıve utterances, 1S that ONC

along the gradient from explıcıt nonexplıcıt performatıves the Varlıo0ous index1ical features of
interest fe.2. reflex1vıty, creativıty, self-referentialıty) become increasıngly mediated, and

CONSCHUCNCE, knowledge of the pragmatıc OnftexT becomes increasıngly cruc1lal for the hap-
piness of the utterance hat 1S, followıng Austıin (and CONIrTra Lee:; Talking Heads, 58), the
critical importance of convention and appropriate Circumstances In nonexplıcıt performatıves
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Benveniste’s insıstence that performatıve utterance MUST Name the spoken PCI-
formance as ell 4S its performer” (emphasıs added), 109 strictly speakıng, 1S
(and hence the TCasoln for usec of shortened version of thıs Sarmne u earlıer).
Thıs MaYy be prototypically (because of Gricean efficıency), but ıt 1S not and Can-

not be always and thıs 1S the Case C VEn Benveniste’s ()W) analysı1101
10 summarıze., ıf there 15 linguistic reason prescribing the prototypical uUusSsc of fırst
PCrSON verbal eXpress1ions in performatıve utterances e:8 they do noOot fall Out
result of semantıc facts), the preference for such eXpress1ons Can ST nevertheless,
be explained wıth reference the proclhvity for languages nName events act1ons
wıth verbs, the intrinsıcally elf-referential and self-reflexive nature of first PCrSON
d1iscourse, and the verall CCONOMLY of expression that such locutions afford Thıs
leaves the typıcal morphological forms utilızed in explıcıt performatıve eXpress10ons
stil] unaccounted for. Here agaın ıt IS not question of semantıcs PCI (though
mantıc meanıng 1S otally irrelevant). Neıther the present indicatıve in Englısh
NOT the perfective In Semuitic semantically predicates performatıvıty. Rather., it 1S

of explainıng why certaın forms are better OTr ess ell 1Sspose toward the
expression of performatıvıty. Here to Koschmieder’s inıtial ıne of 1InN-
quIiry ıne of Inquıry in SemitIics, al least. that has really been taken upD
SINCEe. oschmieder Wäas CUFr10US d why explıcıt performatıves (hıs “Koinziıdenz-
fall””) should (typıcally) take ONEC set of forms ıIn ON of languages (6:0% the
present in Englısh, German) and another set In other languages ia perfectıve ın
Semitic, Slavic).102 Or, indeed, why SOINC languages, such Polısh. COU UuscC INOTeC

than ONC form ( perfective and imperfective).!%® Part of the explanatıon, of
COUTSC, 1S Iıngulstic conventıion. Once partıcular form becomes assoclilated wıth
partıcular UsSCcC it continues be used Out of the inertia ofabıt, convention.1% But the
LNOTC interesting question 1S why given form should be used ın the fırst place
Koschmieder frequently refers the collısıon between and aspect in hıs sem1-

15 precisely hat ONC eXpects gıven Lee’s gradient. And if Lee 1S Correct In hıs surmise that
“for nonexplicıt speech aCTIS, the poss1bılıty for faılure 1S ul into the relatıons between lın-
gulstic structure, USC, and context” (Talking Heads, 58), thıs o€es not Sa y anythıng agamnst the
poss1ıbılıty of theır csS5 hat 1S, Ontext and convention, envisioned Dy Austın (and
others) ıth respect nonexplıcıt performatıves, 1S enablıng but not determinatıve (Gricean
pragmatıc implicatures involve princıples of lJanguage UsSsc and arec always potentlally cancel-
able, revisable, VCcCmn'n fallıble, cf. Grice, “Logic and Conversatıon”:; Dobbs-Allsopp, “Bıblical
Hebrew Statıves,” 27)

100 Benveniste, “Analytıc Phılosophy, ” 237
101 Recall hıs O W 1ıst of nonexplicıt performatıves, “ Analytıc Philosophy,” 235
102 “Durchkreuzungen Von Aspekt- und 1 empussystem 1im Präsens,” Zeitschrift für slavische

Philologie (1935) pn CSD. “/u den Grundfragen der Aspectheorie,” 53
(1935)

103
104

spect- und Tempussystem, ” 356
Hınrıchs (:°Der Komzidenzfall In den Balkansprachen (M); Zeitschrift für Balkanologie

183), CIte: appreclably by Rogland (Alleged Non-Past Uses, 125 SOCS O00 far d5-

sumıng toal arbitrarıness.
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nal 930 article.19> However, in regard the performatıive what 15 INOTEC crucılal 15 the
collısıon between pragmatıcs and semantıcs. That 1S, there 1S nOot natura|l COITCSPON-
dence between form and pragmatıc implıcature, 4S the forms themselves orammatı-
calıze certaıin temporal notions (16.,' aspect) and not performativity. !° Thus, in

Casc ıt 15 matter of determinıng what it 15 about g1ven form that dısposes it
MOTEC OT ess happıly toward the expression of performatıvıty, and not much about
predicting what that form m1g be in partıcular language althoug cross-lınguls-
t1C typologıca patterns Can al least proviıde certaın TOA| parameters here (see be-
low)
In languages such A Englısh and German, where verb morphology princıpally
grammaticalızes tense, 107 the present ense 15 pıcally used to render performatıves.
The explanatıon for thıs 1€6Ss ın the nature of as lIınguilstic phenomenon. Jense
IS deictic» it relates sıtuation time deictic center, usually the time of
speaking.!% The present oOcates sıtuations concurrently wıth the deijetic center,
the time of speakıng. nsofar as performatıves arc utterances that are themselves the
oıng of actıon (LE they aAre self-creative), they MaYy be conceptualızed d UrTr-

ring precisely at the time of speakıng. T hat 1S, the performance of the 15
exactly COMMEeNSUrate wıth the present moment As Comriıe explains:

105 EBa “Aspect- und Tesmpussystem, ” 357
106 Rogland (Alleged Non-Past Uses, Z L00, 18 WAalc that “there 15 inherent connection

between performatıve utterances and the semantıcs of ense, aspect and mo0d” (emphasıs
added). RBut he 18 mistaken, Opınıon, In hıs further surmise that there constramints
whatsoever. What arguc eI0W 1S that there diC operatıve constraints, namely, OSse aSSOCI1-
ated ıth the categories of performatıves, ense (absolute relatıve), and aspect, and that
these cruc1ally constraın how explicıt performatiıves are realızed In natura|l Janguages. One of
those constraints, that performatıves Dy definıtion cCanno takı place performatives in the
past, severely undermiıne: Rogland’s conclusıon that ‘1t would be mistake interpret the
use of qatal in performatıve utterances indıcatiıon of non-past function of the erb
form: (ıbıd.) Peformatives by definition AI utterances that take place at the moment of
speakıng and therefore the lınguistic 'Orms In which they gel realızed mMust be compatıble
ıth non-past functions. For critique of Rogland’s larger projJect, sSCcEC the review by
Miller (forthcomıing ın CBO)

107 For the sake of thıs discuss10n, bracket Oouft the question of whether Englısh Iso ogrammatı-
calızes aspect, SOTINC recent cholars contend, eB Brınton, The Development of English
Aspectual Systems Aspectualizers an Post-Verbal Particles (Cambrıidge: Cambrıidge

108
Universıty, Smith, The Parameter of Aspect 43; orarec Kluwer,

Comrie, Aspect Cambridge: Cambrıdge Universıity, 1—2; Tense (Cambrıdge: (Cam-
bridge Universıity, 1—35; ‚yons, Semantics, sen, Semantic
and Pragmatic Model of Lexical and Grammatical Aspect (New ork Garland KL
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Although these sıtuations [= performatıves| Aaic not strictly momentaneous, SINCEe it es
certaın per10d of time utter ven the shortest sentence, they Can be conceptualized
mentaneOus, especlally in far the time Occupied Dy the 15 exactly the Same the
time occupled by the acT, LE., al each point in the utterance of the sentence ere 1S CO1INCI-
dence between the present moment ıth regard the utterance and the present moment ıth
regard the actT In question. !”
Thus it 1S the mMOomentaneous character of performatıves that d1sposes them ell
expression wıth the present Ironıcally, however. thıs IS marked UsSscC of the
present cross-Iinguistically. As Comriıe observes, "““ıt 1S relatıvely [arc for
sıtuatiıon coincıde exactly wıth the present moment. 110 Present INOTEC COM-

monly In Janguages has wıder perspective, locatıng sıtuations OVver much longer
intervals AS long as they AICc inclusıve of the present Oment (L6E- the deietic center)

hence the frequent coupling In explicıt performatıves of present morphology
wıth other pragmatıc sıignifiers (6:2.; reflexive adverbials such as “hereDy “ flag
thıs marked But, STreSS ONCEC agaıln, it 1S nNnOot that the morphological form
ıtself has performatıvıty 4S ONC of ıts conventional semantıc meanıngs. does 191018
Rather. the forms In VIEW here (present ense orms a]] locate partıcular utterance
wıth respect deıietic center. The salıent factor dısposing present forms
the expression of performatıvıty 1S punctualıty. And note further that punctualıty has
heretofore nNOT entered nto IN Y discussıion of performatıves. That 1S, it 1S not that
mMOoMmMentaneousneEesSs 1S especlally salıent for understandıng of performatıvıty.
Rather. t becomes salıent only In the mappıng of the pragmatıc notion of performa-
tivity morphological forms that grammaticalıze temporal ocatıion.
The explanatıon for the UsSCcC of perfective forms in languages that grammaticalıze
aspect sımılarly the notion of punctualıty, but ıt does dıfferently, as aSs-

pect, though temporal In nature, IS non-deıctic. has nothıng 18 do wıth the temporal
ocatıon of sıtuations. Rather, aspect 1S concerned wıth “the internal emporal COINMN-

stituency of situation. 111 Of the [WO majJor parameters of aspect that aDDCAaL in the
world languages, arc here concerned princıpally wıth only ONC, viewpoint
aspect.!!2 Vıewpoint aspect indıcates how the speaker/writer VIEWS the iınternal tem-

poral CONToOour OT character of sıtuatlion. The MOSst COIMNMMON viewpoints arec perfective
and imperfective. The perfective viewpomnt refers the otalıty of the sıtuation
“wıthout reference ıts internal temporal constituency.”! | 3 VIEWS sıtuation d

single whole, wıth both of the endpoints in VIEW. Imperfective viewpoint, the
other hand, entaıls explıicıt reference the internal temporal sStructure of sıtuation,

109 ComriIie, Tense, 3 9 ct. Koschmieder, “Grun  agen,” annıng, Verbal Aspect In
New Testament Greek (OxfTord: aredon,

110 Tense,
—— Comrie, Aspect,
112 Punctualıty, semantıc characterıstic of the sıtuation themselves, 1S generally treated under

the rubric “<1tuation aspect” (or Aktionsart). For the dıistinction between viewpoimnt and sıtua-
tıon aspect and extended of er ıt relates 1DI1Ca: Hebrew, SG“ Dobbs-
Allsopp, “Bıblıca)l Hebrew Statives,” ka

113 ComriIe, Aspect,
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wıthout explıcıt reference IO the beginning OT ending of the situation.114 nsofar as

performatıves are conceptualızed d punctual sıtuations, actiıons that Arc egun and
completed al the OmMent of speech and that do not ast in time, they are naturally
isomorphic perfective viewpoint, He ıtself 1S naturally hospıitable the CAXDICS-
sSIoNn of moOomentary sıtuations. As Comriıe explaıns, perfective vliewpoint, “by nNnoTt
g1ving direct expression the internal structure of sıtuation. Irrespective of ıts ob-
Jective complexıity, has the effect of reducıng ıt sıngle point. } In‚
punctualıty and imperfectivity dIC NOT isomorphically compatıble, as the latter
focuses Dy definıtion internal temporal SIructure 1C strictly speakıng, 1S ack-
ing In the former, 116 and thus, languages that formally mark aspect Dy verbal [NOT-

phology, have strong tendency render performatıves in the perfective.‘ | 7

Thıs tendency 1S not absolute, however. Imperfective viewpoint Can be and 1$ used In
languages to VIEW performatıives. In the fırst place, the imperfective IMaYy be used to
render performatıves nonstandardly ad hoc basıs, d it WEeTIC, for ole host
of contextual CcCasons Austın offers ON such example when he ca attention the
performatıve UuUsSscC of the “present Continuous (ense, ” that 1S, the progressive (be V-
In2), 1C Man Yy NO recognize as the form by 16 Englısh encodes imperfective
viewpoint:‘ 18(More) On Performatives in Semitic  without explicit reference to the beginning or ending of the situation.!!4 Insofar as  performatives are conceptualized as punctual situations, actions that are begun and  completed at the moment of speech and that do not last in time, they are naturally  isomorphic to perfective viewpoint, which itself is naturally hospitable to the expres-  sion of momentary situations. As Comrie explains, perfective viewpoint, “by not  giving direct expression to the internal structure of a situation, irrespective of its ob-  jective complexity, has the effect of reducing it to a single point.”!!5 In contrast,  punctuality and imperfectivity are not so isomorphically compatible, as the latter  focuses by definition on internal temporal structure which, strictly speaking, is lack-  ing in the former,!!® and thus, languages that formally mark aspect by verbal mor-  phology, have a strong tendency to render performatives in the perfective.!17  This tendency is not absolute, however. Imperfective viewpoint can be and is used in  languages to view performatives. In the first place, the imperfective may be used to  render performatives nonstandardly on an ad hoc basis, as it were, for a whole host  of contextual reasons. Austin offers one such example when he calls attention to the  performative use of the “present continuous tense,” that is, the progressive (be + V-  ing), which many now recognize as the form by which English encodes imperfective  viewpoint:118  ... I can say “Don’t bother me at the moment; I will see you later; I am marrying” at any  moment during the ceremony when I am not having to say other words such as “I do”; here  the utterance of the performative is not the whole of the performance, which is protracted and  contains diverse elements. 119  The explanation for this kind of use is multifold, but follows mostly from the as-  sumption that a distinction exists between actual, “real world” situations and the way  these situations are presented (or represented) aspectually in a given sentence in a  given language.!?0 That is, scholars are now generally agreed that aspect conceptual-  izes the temporal contours of a given situation in terms of idealized, cognitively or  psychologically based categories that do not necessarily entail a one to one corre-  spondence with the actual situation.!?! As a consequence there is no necessary con-  tradiction in a variety of different aspectual representations of a single situation.  Indeed, speakers will frequently have available to them more than one way of talking  114 Tbid., 4:  115 Tbid., 17-18.  116 Jbid., 42.  117 Note Koschmieder’s keen crystallization of this insight, “Aspect- und Tempussystem,” 352.  For the cross-linguistics data, see O. Dahl, Tense and Aspect Systems (Oxford: Basil Black-  well, 1985); cf. Verschueren, Understanding Pragmatics, 209.  118 For this assessment of the progressive in English, see Comrie, Aspect, 7; Dahl, Tense and  Aspect, 70; Brinton, English Aspectual Systems, 9; Smith, Parameter of Aspect, 220; Olsen  Semantic and Pragmatic Model, 163—66.  1!9 Austin, How to Do Things With Words, 64.  120 C,S. Smith, “A Theory of Aspectual Choice.” Language 59 (1983) 480; see Comrie, Aspect, 4.  121 For discussion and references, see Dobbs-Allsopp, “Biblical Hebrew Statives,” 27-28.  59Call Say “Don’ bother at the moment; 11l D yOU later: marryıng  .99 at
mMOment during the hen nNOoT havıng Sa y other words such “I d0”, here
the utterance of the performatıve 15 NOT the whole of the performance, which 1s protracted and
contaıns diverse elements. 19

The explanatıon for hıs kınd of uUsec IS multifold, but ollows mostly from the dS-

sumption that distinetion ex1ists between actual, “real world” sıtuations and the WdYy
these sıtuations ATicC presented (or represented) aspectually In g1ven sentence In
given language. !4° T hat 1S, scholars Aare 10 generally agreed that aspect conceptual-
Zes the temporal urs of g1ven sıtuation ın terms of idealızed, cogniıtively OT

psychologically ase categorIies that do nNot necessarıly entaıl ONC tOo ONEC COTTC-

spondence wıth the actua|l situation.!?! As &0)  CC there 1S CON-
tradıction in varlıety of different aspectual representations of single sıtuation.
Indeed, speakers 111 frequently have avaılable tO them LNOTC than ON WdYy ofalkıng

114 1  ,
115 Ibıd., BL
116 Ibıd.,
U7 ote Koschmieder’s keen crystallızatıon of thıs insıght, spect- und JT empussystem,” 487

For the cross-linguilstics data, SCC Dahl, Tense and Aspect Systems (OxfTford: Basıl Black-
well. cf. Verschueren, Understanding ragmatics, 209

118 For thıs assessment of the progress1ive In Englısh, SCcC ComriIe, Aspect, 7‚ Dahl, Tense and
Aspect, 7 E Brinton, English Aspectual Systems, 9’ Smuith, Parameter of Aspect, 220; Olsen
Semantic and Pragmatic Model,

119 ustın, How Do Things With Words,
120 MI “ Theory of Aspectual Choice.” Language (1983) 480; SCC ComriIe, Aspect,121 For discussion and references, SC Dobbs-Allsopp, “Bıblica Hebrew atıves,” AD
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aspectually about sıtuation, includıng nonstandard perspectives. !4 Austin’s CXam-

ple cıted above 1s Casc ın pomint and hıis OW! observatıons generally aArec targel.
Imperfective viewpoint, wıth ıts explicıt fOCus the internal temporal cContfour of
sıtuation, 1S natural fıt for performatıve utterance that {1xes only part of
larger and IMNOTEC protracted situation.!25

second seft of Circumstances ın 1C the imperfective viewpoimnt 15 used tOo VICEW
performatıves 1S exemplified by Komne ree where the salıent fact apparently 1S the
conventional usec of imperfective forms for present reference. The present in Komine
ree though tradıtionally understood a4s tense-based form, in fact 1S aspectual in
nature and marks imperfective viewpoint. !+* And vel explicıt performatıves INaYy be
rendered wıth present forms in Komne Greek.125 Fannıng offers the followıng
planatıon:
It 15 the contention of thıs book that the performatıve use of the present indicatiıve 1S due
emphasıs the present (primary deıictic) time-value: ere 15 such STreESS the actiıon
Occurring al exactly the moment of speaking that the ‘“internal viewpomn of the present 15
compressed and possible duratıve continumng 1s thus reduced. The present in thıs
Cas:! does not denote “the present moment and Ng of time either sıde of lt’ ? it USU-

ally does: instead, the OCCUrTeENCE 1s pressed nto the time of ‘“precisely NOW  ö It 1s the combIı-
natıon ıth present-tense meanıng in the indicatıve which effects the present aspect in thıs
way. 126
Fannıng’s analysıs 1S cast chiefly ın terms of temporal ocatıon and generally 111-

bles the analysıs of the uUsSec of present In explicıit performatıves ffered above.
The dıfference, however, 15 that the ”present tense” Koine ree'! grammaticalızes
aspect and not Apparently, then, the explanatıon involves conventilons of use

In INanıy languages (e,2., NavajJo and inese imperfectıve forms AIiC used neutrally
1272 On the notion of nonstandard representation INOTC generally, SE Smith, “Aspectual Choice,”

479
123 ' the TaNSC of actual choılices avaılable specıfic instances May Vary depending

the nature of the aspectual parameters involved, theır pragmatıc s1ign1ıficance, and eIr inter-
actıon ıth ense The uUusc of the imperfective 1eW performatıves 1S g00d Casc point.
Its avalılabılıty inheres in general asymmetry that characterizes imperfectıve viewpoint. As

Smith ell observes, “Generally, if closed viewpoimnt [= perfective] 1S warranted by
ciırcumstances, the ODCH viewpoimnt [= imperfective] ıll be to0o0  ‚7 (Parameter of Aspect, IZT)
And thus, ONC of the 1Ca WaYys In which imperfective viewpoilnt INay be augmented 15 Dy
the (contextual) 1tı1on of endpoints whiıich otherwiıse are NOTt posıtıvely (Le., semantically)

1eW In fact, N! further explaıns, “lf Oontext and knowledge warrant, the rece1lver
May infer the ına pomnt of ongolng sıtuation” (Parameter of Aspect, 128) The upshot of
thıs asymmeiTrY, then, 15 that whiıle performatıves mMay be typıcally viewed ıth perfective
viewpoint, the imperfective viewpoint 15 Iso always potentlally avaılable, Vn ıf nonstan-

dardly.
124 For thıs analysıs, SCcC O  er, Verbal Aspect INn the Greek of the New Testament, ith

Reference Tense anı Mood (New ork eier Lang, 18911.; sen, Semantıc and
Pragmatıc Model,

125 See Fannıng, Verbal Aspect,
126 Ibid.,
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(1 the absence of informatıion the contrary) to refer the present K Thıs has
do wıth the “ongomg cConventıon assoc1lated wıth imperfectivıty V  n that

perfective viewpolnt the nucleus of sıtuatıon wıthout reference endpoints
A ONSOINS at the moment of speech Its most salıent interpretatiıon relatıve DIC-

sent 128 Thus Komine Tee the use of the imperfective present indıcatıve
explicıt performatıves 15 CO)  CC primarıly of the form roader CONVEN-

tional USCcC to CONVCY relatıve present and noOoTt much factor of the specıfic
aspectual INCANINS grammaticalızed DYy imperfectivıty 129

15 the natural 1ısomorphy between punctualıty and perfectivity, then that
for the typıcal USsSCc of perfective VIEWD! explıicıt performatıves languages that
grammaticalıze aspect And yel imperfective viewpoınnt though not A 1ISomorphı-
cally compatıble wıth performatıvıty, Can nevertheless under a  © CITrCUM-

tances alsSoO be used wıth explicıt performatıves Indeed d Koschmieder recogniızed
wıth respect Polısh 130 It not for languages permit explıcıt perfor-
matıves both VviewpoOlnts
That performatıvıty semantically compatıble greater and lesser degrees wıth
eıther aspectual viewpoılnt (a strong typologıcal preference for the uUusc of the perfec-
Lve not withstandıng) 15 nNnOTt insıgnıfıcant fact Such PrOMI1SCUILY 15 distinctive of
aspect (arısıng from the ıdealızed and cCognılıve basıs of the category) Tense the
other hand does nNnOT allow such flex1bility Performatives d aCTSs accomplıshed
hrough speech AIc precıisely siımultaneous wıth the moment of speakıng, and thus
MuSst be ocated temporally the present 131 They AIc nNnOoTt aCTts that AIc about to hap-
PCH OT the DIOCCSS of happenıng have Just occurred and therefore performatıves
Cannot be ocated temporally the past the future Thıs fact potentially olds

s1ignifıcance for example for OUT understandıng of the 1Ca Hebrew verbal
Ssystem dSs Il sShows quıte stunnıngly that the morphological dıistincetion thereın
ogrammatıcalızed 15 aspectually ase: That the suffix conjugatıon (the called
“Fertect) cannot be saıld to grammatiıcalıze past (absolute OT relatıve) f it 15

also the form used prototypically explicıt performatıves Dy definıtion speech aCTSs
ocated temporally the past arec cConstatıves reports of speech acts) and NnOT
performatıves 132 Thus ONC May add the performatıve use of the Perfect tOo the ıst of
margınalıa that po1n the aspectual nature of verb morphology 1DI1Ca
Hebrew 133

127 M Parameter of Aspect 151 ct 3453 391—436
128 Ibıd 127 28 sen Semantiıc and Pragmatic Model 123
129 Recall that although the imperfectiıve 0€eSs not make pOSIlLVve (semantıc) reference end-

DOINLIS Oose endpoıints Can be pragmatıcally (see above)
130 spect- und 1 empussystem,5 356 ote that Komne TrTee Iso permiıts explıcıt performa-
131

t1ves the Aorıst (Fannıng, Verbal Aspect, S4 6)
OR Butler, Excitable Speech, 3’

1372 Sımilarly, Iropper, “ Althebräisches und semitisches Aspektsystem 2° 11 (1998) 183
133 Hendel In the Margıns of the Hebrew Verbal System atıon Jlense Aspect

Mood_” (1996) F CSp 156 cTt. Dobbs-Allsopp, “"Ingressive qQWM Bıblical
Hebrew.” (1995) 31 ıtuation Aspect, DA Peckham *I ense and
Mood Bıblical Hebrew ZAH (1997) CT Andersen “TChe Evolution of the
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In apparen CcContra: the eneral rmn us bserved in 1DI1Ca Hebrew (and the
other ancıent Semitic Janguages) whereın perfective forms arc used for explicıt PDCI-
formatıves, Rogland cshows that of the later Aramaıiıc dıalects. Qumran Ara-
MaIlC and Classıcal yrl1ac, prefer use the particıple:!?*
(5) MFVY nh ydy dn ‚ Iywn mrh S$MYy FrS 1QGenAp 22.20-21)

hereby thıs day by (God the Most High, Lord of heaven and earth
wkicNn Ikh MIM bry MDG (4QTQahat 9-1
And 10 YOU Amram INY SON hereby commal[lnd
mSIm y (Num

hereby g1ve
W: Mr mM m
And he the priest) does not SaYy, “I hereby baptıze”

Thısp of 15 not invarıable. For example, there does appCAar be aft least
ONC genulne Case of explicıt performatıve in the Perfect al Qumran:
(6) wkNnq L pr mlk MSYYM 1QGenAp 20.13—14)

And NO hereby odge complaınt before YyOU, IMY Lord, agaılnst Phar-
ach Z/oan, kıng of £Z2yp!

As Rogland sug  ' insofar 4S (6) 1S ega formula, it INay have become 1xe:
expression and thus the UsSscCc of the Perfect ın thıs instance May reflect earlıer Aramaıc
usage. !> In Syriac, LOO. the Perfect 1S OUuUnNn! wıth performatıve utterances, but thıs
appCAars be restricted (mostly examples {irom the Syriac Old Testament, !$
where the lıkely reflects translatıon technıque, d Rogland also plausıbly COIMN-

tends.!>7 these exceptions nOTt withstandıng, the tendency for these dialects
UsSscC the partiıcıple for explıicıt performatıves contrasts wıth the basıc pattern of

Hebrew Verbal system, ” 13 (2000) 1—66; Cook, Hebrew erb Grammati-
calızatıon Approach,” (2001) My OW|!] 1s that thiıs holds ell for
Akkadıan, Ugarıtıc, Phoenicı1an, and the early dıalects of Aramaıc (VIZ. Old Aramaıiıc and into
the Offıicıal Aramaıiıc per10d).

134 “Note Performatıve Utterances,” e (the examples In a—-b aArec Cıte: Ol 2199;
“Performative Utterances In Classıcal Syrl1ac, ” (the examples In c—-d are C1Ite:
245); ct. ayer, Untersuchungen, 190

135 “Note Performative Utterances, ” 280 Rogland consıiders wmytk _ adıure 79  you
B _ 5—6 another possible example of the uUusc of the Perfect for the expression of the perfor-
matıve., but the fragmentary of the text renders interpretation uncertaın. For discus-
S10N, SCcC the lıterature cıted Rogland, “Performative Utterances Classıcal Syrl1ac,” 278,

136 Duval, Traite de grammaıre SYFLAque arls, 8327 b?
137 “Performatıve Utterances in Classıcal Syrl1ac,” 245 Rogland, fact, understands the Usc of

the Perfect In the Syri1ac rather mechanical formal) rendering of the Perfect in the
Hebrew, 1.€..; Perfect for Perfect. Alternatıively, the Syrlac 'anslator MaYy ave sımply COIl-

strued the Hebrew Perfect markıng past ense reference does the Perfect ‚yrıac Rut
In eıther dSC explanatıon based translatıon echnıque 1s made lıkely by the few places
where the yr1aC renders Hebrew performatıve that SCS the Perfect (and the KK clearly
CONSITUES the Hebrew past reference) ıth partıcıple (SOo and by the exclusıve PTrac-
tice of usıng the particıple for explıcıt performatıves In the non-Biblical Syrl1ac lıterature (see
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exhıibıted iın earlıer Aramaıiıc CX (especılally in the epistolary documents firom
ZYPpU), 1C generally ollows the broader (ancıent) Semuitic model, VIZ. the usec of
the perfective in explıcıt performatıves (e.2.; a_b] » [6] Jal
Rogland’s work emaıns intentionally desceriptive in orlentation, and thus he does not
speculate explicıtly about possible explanatıons for the contrastıng patterns of
that he observes wıth respect to the formulatıon of explıcıt performatıves In Aramauic.
By contrast, anders in closıng note to his artıcle performatıves in Ugarıtic u
gl that the explanatıon for “the confusıng sıtuation in Qumran and later Aramaıc”
IS diachronic in nature.!>3 elıeve that such explanatıon 1S. indeed, the rıg
track The verbal system ın Aramaıiıc aAaDDCAaLS undergo systemi1c chıft OVeTr the
COUTSC of time. from chiefly (WO-Dart, aspect 4Sse: System In the earlıer
phases of the language ın 1c perfective and imperfectıve viewpoint are STaI-
matıcalızed morphologically three-part, ense ase system in 1C the Varıous
verb forms mark temporal location. LE, Perfect past, Imperfect future, partıcıple

present. !> Unfortunately, thıs ole question, d ell 4S other aspects of dıa-
chroniıic change wıthın the Varıo0us Aramaıiıc dıalects, has been ıttle studied 140 and
thus ATIC not ın position currently draw hard and fast conclusions. ONC

INaYy observe SOINEC basıc facts about the pattern of verbal wıth respect to
plicıt performatives In Aramaıiıc Aas ıt bears thıs hypothesıis. mong the oldest DOS-
S1 examples of the of the perfective for explicıt performatıves are the irag-
mentary performatıve in the Assur Ostracon /a) from SS B.C and the greeting
and essing ormulae OUuUnNn! in the ermopolıs papyrı 7b—c) 500 BiC and
the dıvorce formula from the slıghtly later ega documents 7d) miıd-fıfth CCIMN-

tury B.C . E.:141
(7) bzyt

“T’hus hereby divide”142

138 “Performative Utterances, ” 181
139 The basıc trajectory of change realızed thıs shıft 1s well-known typologically (J Bybee,

Perkins, and Paglıuca, The Evolution of Grammar: Tense, Aspect and Modality INn the
Languages of the World |  1CagoO: Universıity of Chıicago, CSD 86—87, ZN  ?\
/8)

140 See NOW Huehnergard, “Wha 15 Aramaıc?””, ARÄA (1995)
141 oth ege: (Altaramäische Grammatik |Leipzig: VER Verlag Enzyklopädıie,

S6.6.3.2.2e) and Hug (Altaramdische Grammaltıik, 116) 1st NInt haly from the Meissner
(TAD G  9 ci. L, 12) possible performatıve (Segert “hlermit gebe wnr

However, note above in the discussion ofGen 15:18, the evidentiary ature of thıs kınd of
legal document makes such onstrual suspect. 1 the quotatiıve irame ere and throughout
the Elephantıne ega materı1als perhaps forces in the end leave the question ODCN
performatıve perfect 1s less certaın in deeds and contracts, for ese latter dIiC essentlally
wriıtten records of past agreements” (Muraoka and en, Trammar of Egyptian Aramaıic,
194) TIo owledge there are certaın examples of explicıt performatıves irom the VE
oldest phases of (ca. Oth—-8th BiC.E:). his ıkely has something do ıth the nature

147
of the epıgraphic remaıns from thıs per10d (e.g., monumental inscr1ptions and the
Hug, Altaramädische Grammatik, 116 The Iıne re: off immediately fter thıs phrase and
the aleph and het arec only partiıally preserved. Therefore, the construal of the phrase DCI-
formative must be consıdered tentatiıve.
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S} im yn SIht (TAD
hereby send YOU gr[eetings of health and| ıfe

Ipth (TAD A2.4.1—-2)14
hereby ess YOU Ptahl!4>

W[ Mr SM 'T Wr ‘ly (TAD
And ıf che should SdYy, “I hereby dıvorce IMY usband Aschor”

Oss1ıble early examples of the UusSsc of the particıple for explicıt performatıves MaYy be
attested already in 1C1a AramaıicX
(8) mehöÖöde 0Sn  In '"anahnd Emalka  m Zra 4:16)

.o,  we ereby ınform the king” 147
hrws D sImhn (TAD A2.3.)148
Harud] greeits them

However, that such examples do ın fact constitute performatıve utterances must [C-

maın OPpCNH question. They COU simply represent the usSse of the predicatıve partı-
cıple mark present progressive meanıng ASs CO notes, the ıne distingu1ish-
ing performatıves from present progressive Can be thın at times. 149 The several CXa

ples of perfective performatıves in Qumran Aramaıic, if not frozen forms (as mplıed
by ogland), May indıcate that the putatıve chıft in the Aramaıic verbal system Was

still underway aSs ate ASs these dialects there apparently 1S SOINC vacıllatıon between
perfectıve and particıplal performatıves st1il] In other later Aramaıc as ell (e.g.,
incantatıons. Genıiıza texts), !° 1C WOUu support thıs eneral supposıtıion. Never-
theless, the chıft appCAars to have been mostly completed by the time of the flori1at of
‚yrlac lıterature, where., AS Rogland ell contends, explicıt performatıves appCal in
participles.!>'

143
144

TAD AD (= [3b] above).
R TAD AZ.1:Z: 3 5.1—2; 6.1

145 Kutscher, ‘“Hermopolıs Papyrı,  29 EM: Hug, Altaramdische Grammaltıik, 116; Muraoka and

146
en, rammar of Egyptian Aramaıc, 194
The document ates irom eıther 458 445 BC The elevant clause ($n f /-) In {[WO

ther documents ell (TAD B3 1449 B: 3:8.21. 25 1420 For the
construal ofese phrases performatıves, SCC Hıllers, “Some Performative Utterances, ” 763

147 Rosenthal, Trammar of Biblical Aramalc (6th ed.; Wiesbaden: Harrassowıtz,
SEA cf. ayer, Untersuchungen, 190

148 Perhaps Iso IC A nh $Im (TAD PRG} 1), but the Ontext 18 broken.
149 Verbal Aspect: General theory and Its Application Present-Day English (Odense,

ZER
150 See the discussion Rogland, “Performative Utterances In Classıcal Syrlac,  27 249, 2

Whıle the possı1ıbılıty of irozen ormulae Canno! be ruled out, NC ense based system
15 fırmly entrenched ıt surely becomes increasıngly dıfficult for speakers comprehend
aspectual of specıfic forms, especılally the performatıve e of the Perfect-now-
turned-a-past-marker 1S obvıously antithetical In meanıng yOUu annot have performatıves
in past ense Hıllers’s discussıon of Matt 6:172 poss1bly reflecting underlyıng Ara-
mMalc perfectıve form (“Some Performatıiıve Utters, ” 764)

151 Given the sımılar chıft the IM system of Mishnaic Hebrew, ONC Can perhaps expect the
UsSc of the particıple In explıicıt performatıves alongs1ıde fossılızed uses of the Perfect
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sımılar realıgnment of the verbal sSystem OCCUTS ın post-classıcal Hebrew (gener-
ally attributed Aramaıiıc influence!>2), the outstanding hallmarks of 1C AIic the
gradual collapse of the complex system of narratıve and consecutive forms that char-
acterized standard 1DI1Ca Hebrew prose!>5 and the evolution in Mishnaic Hebrew of
what MaYy be desceribed ASs system of tenses” (though wıth Man Yy uUSagcs from the
earlıer system stil] In evidence).!°* As CO  CC of thıs change, the particıple
begins be used for explicıt performatıves:
(9) wWwe e  alttda  A 'Elöhenü mOodim 'anahnü lak ron

And NO  s OUT God, an you!
y NY(More) On Performatives in Semitic  A similar realignment of the verbal system occurs in post-classical Hebrew (gener-  ally attributed to Aramaic influence!52), the outstanding hallmarks of which are the  gradual collapse of the complex system of narrative and consecutive forms that char-  acterized standard Biblical Hebrew prose!53 and the evolution in Mishnaic Hebrew of  what may be described as “a system of tenses” (though with many usages from the  earlier system still in evidence).!54 As a consequence of this change, the participle  begins to be used for explicit performatives:  (9)  a  we ‘attä ’Elöhenü mödim ’änahnü läk (1 Chron 29:13)  And now, our God, we thank you!  b  m ' yd ’ny ... $’ny ntn tkblym brglIkm (papMur 43:3—6)  “I (hereby) swear ... that I will set your feet in fetters”  C  gwzr ’ny (m. Ta’an. 3:8)  “I decree”  With regard to (9a), J. Joosten observes that ““ We thank you!’ performs the action of  thanking,” and thus is a classic candidate for a performative utterance.!° The parti-  cipial formulation attested here may be contrasted with the standard formulation of  the explicit performative using a Perfect, such as occurs in Ps 75:2 (hödinü lekä  ’Elöhi “We thank you, O God!”) and Ben Sira 51:25 (B) (7 kn hwdyty “Therefore I  give thanks!”).!56 Similarly, the use of the participle in the Bar Kokhba letter in (9b)  is directly comparable to the use of the Perfect in Deut 8:19 (ha Tdöti bäkem hayyöm  ki ’aböd tö’bedün *1 (hereby) warn you this day that you will surely perish”).!°7 And  152 See GKC 8112pp; E. Y. Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language (Leiden/Jerusalem,  1982) 75, 81, 130ff. Given the close contact between the two languages from the Persian  Period on, however, there is no reason not to think that the influence is mutual and moves in  both directions.  153  This is characterized, on the one hand, by a decline in use of the wayyiqtol form in narrative  discourse (see T Givön, “The Drift from VSO to SVO in Biblical Hebrew: The Pragmatics of  Tense-Aspect” in C. Li [ed.], Mechanisms in Syntactic Change [Austin: University of Texas,  1977] esp. 225-26; Kutscher, Hebrew Language, 45, 99; M. Smith, The Origins and Devel-  opment of the waw-Consecutive [HSS 39; Atlanta: Scholars, 1991] esp. 31, 35—65; A. Säenz-  Badillos, 4 History of the Hebrew Language [trans. J. Elwolde; Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-  versity, 1993] 120, 144; M. Eskhult, “Verbal Syntax in Late Biblical Hebrew” in T. Muraoka  and J. F. Elwolde [eds.], Diggers at the Well [Leiden: Brill, 2000] 84.), and, on the other  hand, by a corresponding increase in the prominence of narrative discourse featuring perfects  (freestanding and unconverted) and participles (e.g., Givön, “VSO to SVO,” 225—33, esp.  233; Kutscher, Hebrew Language, 45; Smith, Origins and Development, 28-30; Eskhult,  154  “Verbal Syntax,” 86—87).  M. Perez Fernändez, An Introductory Grammar of Rabbinic Hebrew (trans. J. Elwolde. Lei-  den: Brill, 1999) 107; cf. M. H. Segal, 4 Grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew (Oxford, 1927) 150—  65; Kutscher, Hebrew Language, 131—32.  155  “The Predicative Participle in Biblical Hebrew,” ZAH 2 (1989) 151. Joosten cites a number of  other possible participial performatives, but none are as obvious as 1 Chron 29:13.  156  W.Th. van Peursen, Z7he Verbal System in the Hebrew Text of Ben Sira (Leiden: Brill, 2004) 75.  157  As Pardee notes, m ‘yd ’ny might have been expected to appear as “a perfect in the earlier  periods” (Epistolary Perfect,” 36). Note further the innovative use of $- as a clausal con-  junction in papMur 43:5 taking over the role filled by &7 in standard Biblical Hebrew, see  65I3 Hin tkblym rgl (papMur—

“I ereby(More) On Performatives in Semitic  A similar realignment of the verbal system occurs in post-classical Hebrew (gener-  ally attributed to Aramaic influence!52), the outstanding hallmarks of which are the  gradual collapse of the complex system of narrative and consecutive forms that char-  acterized standard Biblical Hebrew prose!53 and the evolution in Mishnaic Hebrew of  what may be described as “a system of tenses” (though with many usages from the  earlier system still in evidence).!54 As a consequence of this change, the participle  begins to be used for explicit performatives:  (9)  a  we ‘attä ’Elöhenü mödim ’änahnü läk (1 Chron 29:13)  And now, our God, we thank you!  b  m ' yd ’ny ... $’ny ntn tkblym brglIkm (papMur 43:3—6)  “I (hereby) swear ... that I will set your feet in fetters”  C  gwzr ’ny (m. Ta’an. 3:8)  “I decree”  With regard to (9a), J. Joosten observes that ““ We thank you!’ performs the action of  thanking,” and thus is a classic candidate for a performative utterance.!° The parti-  cipial formulation attested here may be contrasted with the standard formulation of  the explicit performative using a Perfect, such as occurs in Ps 75:2 (hödinü lekä  ’Elöhi “We thank you, O God!”) and Ben Sira 51:25 (B) (7 kn hwdyty “Therefore I  give thanks!”).!56 Similarly, the use of the participle in the Bar Kokhba letter in (9b)  is directly comparable to the use of the Perfect in Deut 8:19 (ha Tdöti bäkem hayyöm  ki ’aböd tö’bedün *1 (hereby) warn you this day that you will surely perish”).!°7 And  152 See GKC 8112pp; E. Y. Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language (Leiden/Jerusalem,  1982) 75, 81, 130ff. Given the close contact between the two languages from the Persian  Period on, however, there is no reason not to think that the influence is mutual and moves in  both directions.  153  This is characterized, on the one hand, by a decline in use of the wayyiqtol form in narrative  discourse (see T Givön, “The Drift from VSO to SVO in Biblical Hebrew: The Pragmatics of  Tense-Aspect” in C. Li [ed.], Mechanisms in Syntactic Change [Austin: University of Texas,  1977] esp. 225-26; Kutscher, Hebrew Language, 45, 99; M. Smith, The Origins and Devel-  opment of the waw-Consecutive [HSS 39; Atlanta: Scholars, 1991] esp. 31, 35—65; A. Säenz-  Badillos, 4 History of the Hebrew Language [trans. J. Elwolde; Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-  versity, 1993] 120, 144; M. Eskhult, “Verbal Syntax in Late Biblical Hebrew” in T. Muraoka  and J. F. Elwolde [eds.], Diggers at the Well [Leiden: Brill, 2000] 84.), and, on the other  hand, by a corresponding increase in the prominence of narrative discourse featuring perfects  (freestanding and unconverted) and participles (e.g., Givön, “VSO to SVO,” 225—33, esp.  233; Kutscher, Hebrew Language, 45; Smith, Origins and Development, 28-30; Eskhult,  154  “Verbal Syntax,” 86—87).  M. Perez Fernändez, An Introductory Grammar of Rabbinic Hebrew (trans. J. Elwolde. Lei-  den: Brill, 1999) 107; cf. M. H. Segal, 4 Grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew (Oxford, 1927) 150—  65; Kutscher, Hebrew Language, 131—32.  155  “The Predicative Participle in Biblical Hebrew,” ZAH 2 (1989) 151. Joosten cites a number of  other possible participial performatives, but none are as obvious as 1 Chron 29:13.  156  W.Th. van Peursen, Z7he Verbal System in the Hebrew Text of Ben Sira (Leiden: Brill, 2004) 75.  157  As Pardee notes, m ‘yd ’ny might have been expected to appear as “a perfect in the earlier  periods” (Epistolary Perfect,” 36). Note further the innovative use of $- as a clausal con-  junction in papMur 43:5 taking over the role filled by &7 in standard Biblical Hebrew, see  65that ll seft YOUr feet In fetters”
SWZF NY (m aan 3:8)

“I decree”
ıth regard 9a) oosten observes that ... We an you!’ performs the actıon of
ankıng,” and thus 15 classıc candıdate for performatıve utterance.!>> The partı-
cıplal formulatıon attested here MaYy be contrasted wıth the standard formulatıon of
the explicıt performatıve usıng Perfect, such d OCCUT'S in Ps ED (hödinu Ika
Slöhrt “We an YVYOU, God!””) and Ben Sıra \ S (B) hwdyty erefore
g1ve thanks!””).1>% Sımilarly, the USCcC of the nartıcıple ın the Bar okhba letter in 9b)
IS irectly comparable to the uUusec of the Perfect in Deut 8:19 (ha ‘1doOti em hayyom
kı aboöod [O bedün ccl ereby WAarn YOU thıs day that VYOU 111 surely perish”).!>/

152 See GKC S112pp; Kutscher, 1StOory of the Hebhrew Language (Leiıden/Jerusalem,
73 81, Gıiven the close ontact between the languages firom the Persian

Peri0d O! however, ere 1s 1CAasSOoN noft thınk that the influence 1S mutual and in
both dırectl1ons.

153 hıs 15 characterized, the ONe hand, Dy decline In use of the wayyigtol form in narratıve
discourse (see 1VON, rıft firom VSO SVO 1Ca. Hebrew: The Pragmatıcs of
Tense-Aspect” L1 led. ] Mechanisms INn Syntactic Change | Austin Universıity of Jexas,

CS FE utscher, Hebhrew Language, 4 $ 99; mı The Origins and Devel-
opment of the waw-Conseculive | HSS 3 ‚ Atlanta Scholars, CS 3 35—65; Saenz-
adıllos, 1Story of the Hebhrew anguage |trans Elwolde:; ambrıdge: Cambridge Uni1-
versIity, 120, 144; Eskhult, “Verbal SyntaxX in Late Bıblical Hebrew” In Muraoka
and Elwolde S Diggers Aalt the Well | Leıden: Briull, 2000 84.), and, the ther
hand, by correspondıng increase In the promıinence of narratıve discourse featurıng perfects
(freestanding and unconverted) and partıcıples (e:2 1VON, CSD
233 utscher, Hebrew Language, 45; M1 Origins and Development, 28—30; Eskhult,

154
erbal Syntax,  27

Perez Fernändez, An Introductory Tammar of Rabbinic Hehrew (trans. Elwolde Le1l-
den TL 107; cf. egal, Tammar of Mishnaic Hebhrew (Oxford, 1 50—
65; Kutscher, Hebhrew AanZuage, 13 13

155 “CThe Predicatıve Participle In 1DI1CAa| Hebrew,” (1989) 15 O0osten cıtes number of
er possible partıcıpıal performatıves, but ONC aAic ObvIi1ous hron 29:13

156 Peursen, The Verbal System IN the Hebrew Text of Ben SIra (Leıden: Brill, 48
157 As Pardee notes, M Yı NY m1g ave een expected apPpPCal .o; perfect the earlıer

per10ds’”” (Epistolary Perfect,” 36) ote er the innovatıve use of S Jausal CON-

Junction In papMur 43 :5 takıng Ver the role fiılled by k7 In standar: 1DI1Ca. Hebrew, SCC
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Kutscher. ıle commentıing (9C); no that “BH COU have used the PCI-
fect,;” and then cıtes Jer 44 ‘)6 (hinni nisba‘ti hi  SMI  3 haggadöl amar yhwh 6“I
Dy IN Yy gre; name,‘ Say>S HWH’”) to exemplı his point.!>$ TIhe examples in (9)
then, AIiC V much analogous the development ıIn later Aramaıiıc bserved Dy RO-
oglan The innovatıve use of the particıple illustrate: here evolves. W.T')  ” Van

Peursen observes, ..  as part of the MOTEe comprehensive transıtion from verbal S yS-
tem ase both and aspcetF.W. Dobbs-Allsopp  E.Y. Kutscher, while commenting on (9c), notes that “BH could have used the per-  fect,” and then cites Jer 44:26 (hinni ni$ba ti bi$mi haggadöl ’amar yhwh “*1 swear  by my great name,‘ says YHWH”) to exemplify his point.!°8 The examples in (9),  then, are very much analogous to the development in later Aramaic observed by Ro-  gland. The innovative use of the participle illustrated here evolves, as W.Th. van  Peursen observes, “as part of the more comprehensive transition from a verbal sys-  tem based on both tense and aspcet ... to one primarily based on tense.”!5° It is the  “present tense value” of the participle in the evolving post-classical Hebrew verbal  system that makes it the “most appropriate form” for expressing explicit performa-  tives.160  In sum, the form of the explicit performative in Semitic, for the variety of reasons  just reviewed, is inherently well-suited to the pragmatic task of doing things with  words. Nonetheless, it is not unusual for these forms to be accompanied on occasion  by more explicit markers of reflexivity and the like as well. For example, sometimes  the inherent self-referentiality of explicit performatives will be signaled more explic-  T. Givön, “Verb Complements and Relative Clauses: A Diachronic Case Study in Biblical  Hebrew,” Afroasiatic Linguistics 1/4 (1974) 1-22.  158  Hebrew Language, 131; cf. Perez Fernändez, Grammar of Rabbinic Hebrew, 130.  159  Verbal System, 75.  160  Ibid., 76. Peursen is puzzled by the fact that Mishnaic Hebrew allows the formulation of  explicit performatives with either the participle or perfect. However, this does not seem  problematic to me for at least two reasons. One, as Perez Fernändez and other grammarians  have noticed (Grammar of Rabbinic Hebrew, 107), the verbal system in Mishnaic Hebrew,  while predominantly tense based, is not wholly tense based. There are, after all, some relic  usages retained from the earlier system. Moreover, if M. Smith is correct in his assumption  that the verbal system as a whole evolved in such a way that mirrors the broad pattern of ver-  bal usage in direct discourse attested already in standard Biblical Hebrew (Origins and Devel-  opment, 21-23, 28, then that the perfective based formulation of the explicit performative  should be retained in Mishnaic Hebrew (and perhaps other late dialects of Hebrew and Ara-  maic) is not too surprising, since the Perfect was robustly used in dialogue in standard Bibli-  cal Hebrew (see A. Niccacci, The Syntax of the Verb in Classical Hebrew Prose [trans.  W.G.E. Watson; JSOTSupp 86; Sheffield: JSOT, 1990]); and therefore it is precisely in that  environment (i.e., where explicit performatives are themselves realized) that one can expect  (a Ia Givön, “VSO to SVO”) to be among the most resistant to innovation.  Sanders (“Performative Utterances,” esp. 168—-71) prefers to explain the typical morphology  of explicit performatives in (West) Semitic in light of markedness theory as expounded by M.  Silverstein (e.g., “Language Structure and Linguistic Idealogy” in P. Clyne et al. [eds.], The  Elements: A Parasession on Linguistic Units and Levels [Chicago: University of Chicago,  1979] 193-247). But the application of markedness theory to the Semitic verbal systems is  not unproblematic, as Sanders knows well, and at any rate does not obviate the need to ac-  count for the interface between the semantics of tense and aspect and the pragmatics of per-  formativity, which, on my read, is more crucial for comprehending the nature of the explicit  performative — as suggested, for example, by the shift from a two-part to a three-part TMA  system in the later Aramaic and Hebrew dialects.  66ONC primarıly ase tense.” 159 1S the
“present value” of the particıple in the evolvıng post-classıcal Hebrew verbal
Ssystem that makes ıt the “most appropriate form for expressing explicıt performa-
tives.160
In SUu. the form of the explicit performatıve in Semitıic, for the varıety of casons

Just reviewed. 1S inherently well-sulted to the pragmatıc task of omng things wıth
words. Nonetheless, ıt 1S nNnOoTt unusual for these forms be accompanıed OCcaslıon
by INOTC explicıt markers of reflex1iviıty and the lıke as ell For example, sometimes
the inherent self-referentialıty of explicıt performatıves ıll be sıgnale INOTEC explic-

Gıivön, “Verb Complements and Relatıve Clauses Diachronic Case Study Bıblıcal
Hebrew, ” Afroasiatic Linguistics 1/4 (1974) Ö

158 Hebrew Language, 13 l’ c1. Perez Fernändez, Yrammar of Rabbinic Hebrew, 130
159 Verbal System,
160 Ibıd., Peursen 18 puzzled Dy the fact that Mishnaic Hebrew allows the formulatıon of

explicıt performatıves ıth eıther the partıcıple perfect. However, thıs 0€Ss not SCCIMN

problematıc for at eas tWO LTCasons One, Perez Fernändez and other grammarlans
ave noticed rammar of Rabbinic Hebrew, 107), the verbal system Mishnaiıc Hebrew,
whiıle predominantly ense ase| 1S noft wholly ense based ere aIc, fter all, SOINC relic
USagc>S retaıned from the earlıer system. Moreover, if M1} 1s Correct hIis assumption
that the verbal system ole evolved such WdYy that MiIirrors the broad pattern of VCI-

balA In direct discourse attested already in standard Bıblıcal Hebrew (Origins anevel-
opmenlt, 21—23, 2 C then that the perfective ase: formulatıon of the explıcıt performatıve
should be retaıned Mishnaıc Hebrew (and perhaps ther ate dialects of Hebrew and Ara-
ma1c) 1s NOL OO0 surprisıng, SINCE the Perfect Was robustly sed in 1alogue In standard B
cal Hebrew (see Nıccaccl1, The yyntax of the Verb In C(C'lassical Hebrew Prose ans
WG atson; upp 50; Sheffield JSOT, 19901) and therefore ıt 1s precisely in that
envıronment (LE.; where explicıt performatıves aAIc themselves realızed) that ONC Can eXpect
(a la G1vön, SVO’”) be I: the most resistant innovatıon.
Sanders (“Performatıve Utterances,” CSD 168—71) prefers explaın the typıcal morphology
of explıcıt performatıves In (West) Semuitic lıght of markedness eOrY expounded by
Sılverstein (eig, "Language Structure and Linguistic Idealogy” Clyne eft al S The
Elements: Parasession Linguistic NILS an Levels Chıcago: Universıty of Chicago,

193—247). But the applıcatıon of markedness theory the Semitıc verbal Systems 1S
not unproblematic, Sanders knows well, and at anı y rate 0€es noft obvıate the need AdC -

.Ount for the interface between the semantıcs of ense and aspect and the pragmatıcs of DCI-
formatıvıty, whiıch, read, 1S INOTC crucı1al for comprehending the nature of the explicıt
performatıve suggested, for example, Dy the chıft from two-part three-part
system In the ater Aramaıc and Hebrew dialects.
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Itly Dy the of the semantıcally redundant!®! independent fırst DCISON
PFrONOUN.
(10) ’nh beh DMWN yhbt LDLSWFY (TAD A6.1 W3}

I hereby g1ve the property of Pamun Petosiri!®2
WAayyO mer happelisti ‚ R MRanl herapti et-ma arköot Visra '’el hayyöm hazzenh
Sam
And the Philıistine sald, ch erewIl defy the ranks of Israel thıs day”’ 163
wa’anıi nAasaktı malki/ ‘al-siyyön har-qodsi (Ps 20)
“I, for IN Y part, hereby appoınt ıng OVeT Zıion, INY holy mountain 164
ank. Itpn. il | VE ydm pr |/S$mk. mdı E | (CEU: 1.1.1V.18—20)
L, Beneficent uDON the an:! do hereby proclaım YOUTF NaMe,
“Beloved of

Thıs Vl  m. (perfective plus independent pronoun) IS otherwise non-normatiıve.
More commonly, the punctual nature of the performatıve 1S made explicıt by the ad-
dıtion of adverbıial, such 4S bayyöm hahd in (4a) wkNn in (6) In (7a) and
hayyom hazzeh ın that explicıtly sıgnals simultaneity. 106 The of these
1N!| of adverbıals effectively OC the (more neutral) past interpretation of the
Ethus helping o implıcate the notion of performatıvıty present in such utter-

Further examples of thıs kınd ATC iıllustrate In
(14) wa-näahu wahabkukahu (Gen 2371 L: Ge’ez)

Behold, hereby g1ve ıt you!6/
WAayyO mer yhwh Da  e  Lay hinneh nattatı debäray bepika (Jer 1:9)
And HWH saı1d to IN “Now hereby put words in YOUr mouth””168
Wayyöo mer par ‘öh el-yösep Fre nattatı '"otka kol-’eres mMmIsSrayım
(Gen 41:41)
And Pharach saı1d Joseph, “See hereby seft YOU OVeOT all of the and of
Lgypt  77

161 Person and number AIiCcC morphologıically marked the erb 'orm ıtself. Of COUISC, the addı-
tiıon of such May Iso perform varlety of er discourse functions (€.g., OpIC
S  1 depending ontext

162 See Muraoka and en, rammar of Egyptian Aramaic, 326
163
164

Hıllers, “Some erformatıve Utterances, ” 759
Ibıd., 762 As Hıllers Iso notes, Y A  anı hayyöm yelidtika In the following 1s Iso perfor-
matıve (for the background of the imagery here, SCC above, and INOTE detaıil, Roberts,

165
“What 1s MS 143—56).
Even though the text 1s clearly broken, both Iropper (Ugaritische Grammaltıik, 8$76.531)
and Sanders (“Performatıve Utterances, 172—74) ABICC the performatıve readıng of thıs

166
Passagc.
Talstra (“Foxt Grammar,  77 28) early recognized the ımportance of adverbılals such hnh,
hywm and w *f potentıal syntactic markers of performatıvıty (Mayer, Untersuchungen,

167
Bexplıcıtly notes the of hinne whenever it aDDCAaIrs In hıs Hebrew examples).

Weninger, “On Performatıves in Classıcal thıop1c,” ISS (2000) 03 ote that the -
derlying Hebrew In thıs DasSsagc has nothing corresponding the thıopı1c nahu ehol:

168 ayer, Untersuchungen ZUF Formensprache, 190; Hıllers, “Some Performative Utterances, ”
760

169 Hıllers, “Some erformatıve Utterances, ” 760
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kı-ha ‘idoti bakem hayyom (Jer
For hereby wWarn YOU today! /

Interestingly, and contrary to the uUuSsS«ec of 6C erebyfl’ English, such adverbials do not

appCar commonly wıth nonexplicıt performatıves, though other ad hoc for
markıng performatıvıty abound, C quotative frames (2a, d! real-world OTr ENCY-
clopedıic owledge about Varıous conventions (2b, C, e) In an Yy event, the
of the independent fırst PCrSON DrONOUN and of adverbials implicating simultane1ty
MAaYy occaslionally) SCTIVC ASs useful indıcators of explicıit performatıves ın Semiuitic.

The Problem ıth Performatıivıty

have proceeded far almos ASs ıf the question of performatıves and performatıv-
Ity WEeIC TNOTC ess straightforwardly positivistic in nature, that 1S, ASs ıf ıt WeEeIC only
ma of lınguistic fact that needed be verıflıed. Of COUTSC nothing COU be

further from the truth AIl lingulstic Inquiry (including historical linguistics!), ıke all
discıplines of owledge INOTC generally, 1S ultımately underwriıtten and authorized
theoretically and philosophically. Research nto performatıve utterances 1S CD-
tıon. Indeed, performatıvıty 1S linguistic topıc that has been entangled wıth philoso-
phıcal 1SSUES almost from the beginnıng. Austın hımself, of COUTSC, Wäas philosopher
and nNnOot lIingulst, and for Benveniste ıt Was the VC) expliıcıtness of the topıc’s
gawıth philosophy that aroused hıs OW) inıtial interests in performatives. !’
1S worth stressing the unavoldabılıty of philosophy for all linguistic research, and
especılally for the question under revVIewWw In thıs C  + for suspect things have not

changed VCLY much SINCEe Benveniste’s day when the latter ffered the followıng
observatıon wıth regard Iinguilstics and phiılosophy the lead nto hıs () W Treat-
ment of the performatıve:
Phılosophical interpretations of language generally ATOUSC certaın apprehensıon in the Iın-
gulst. Since he 15 informed about the mMOovemen! of ideas, the lingulst 1S D thınk
that the problems belonging languageF.W. Dobbs-Allsopp  d. Kki-ha idöti bäkem hayyöm (Jer 42:19)  For I hereby warn you today!7°  Interestingly, and contrary to the use of “hereby” in English, such adverbials do not  appear so commonly with nonexplicit performatives, though other ad hoc means for  marking performativity abound, e.g., quotative frames (2a, d, f), real-world or ency-  clopedic knowledge about various conventions (2b, c, e). In any event, the presence  of the independent first person pronoun and of adverbials implicating simultaneity  may (occasionally) serve as useful indicators of explicit performatives in Semitic.  3 _ The Problem with Performativity  I have proceeded so far (almost) as if the question of performatives and performativ-  ity were more or less straightforwardly positivistic in nature, that is, as if it were only  a matter of a linguistic fact that needed to be verified. Of course nothing could be  further from the truth. All linguistic inquiry (including historical linguistics!), like all  disciplines of knowledge more generally, is ultimately underwritten and authorized  theoretically and philosophically. Research into performative utterances is no eXcep-  tion. Indeed, performativity is a linguistic topic that has been entangled with philoso-  phical issues almost from the beginning. Austin himself, of course, was a philosopher  and not a linguist, and for Benveniste it was the very explicitness of the topic’s en-  gagement with philosophy that aroused his own initial interests in performatives.!7! It  is worth stressing the unavoidability of philosophy for all linguistic research, and  especially for the question under review in this essay, for I suspect things have not  changed so very much since Benveniste’s day when the latter offered the following  observation with regard to linguistics and philosophy as the lead into his own treat-  ment of the performative:  Philosophical interpretations of language generally arouse a certain apprehension in the lin-  guist. Since he is little informed about the movement of ideas, the linguist is prone to think  that the problems belonging to language ... cannot attract the philosopher and, conversely,  that the philosopher is especially interested within language in notions that he, the linguist,  cannot make use of.172  Philosophy and theory always need attending to in linguistic research and the cen-  trality of philosophers to the discussion of performative and performativity is a help-  ful reminder of this fact.  More importantly, the nature of performatives remains a debated issue, both among  philosophers and among linguists; indeed, the unsettledness of the performative  170 Ybid., 761.  171 This is made clear, above all, by the title given to the essay where Benveniste takes up the  problem of performatives, “Analytical Philosophy and Language” (in Problems in General  Linguistics, 231—38).  172 «Analytic Philosophy,” 231.  68Canno: attract the philosopher and, conversely,
that the phılosopher 15 especılally interested wıthın language in notions that he, the linguist,
Canno make UsSsCcC of.172

Philosophy and eOory always need attending to In Ingulstic research and the CECI1-

tralıty of phılosophers the discussion of performatıve and performatıvıty 1S help-
ful reminder of thıs fact
More importantly, the nature of performatıves emaımns ebated 1SSUE, both M'
phılosophers and IM Iıngulsts; indeed, the unsettledness of the performatıve

170 Ibıd., 761
171 hıs 1s made clear, above all, by the g1ven the where Benveniste takes the

problem of performatıves, “Analytıcal Phılosophy and anguage” (in Problems IN General
Linguistics, 23 H8

172 “Analytıc Phılosophy,” 231
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hypothesıs to have been present from the outset.! 73 Austıin’s operatıve dıstinc-
t10n between constatıve and performatıve utterances the verity of16 IMY discus-
s1on thıs pomt has acıtly assumed 1S in fact abandoned halfway hrough hIis How

Do Things Ith OFrdads What Austıin Camnlc realıze 15 that all utterances CON-

statıve 4S ell as performatıve have the potential effect act1ons; that 1S, al] utter-
arec potentially perlocutionary, capable of oing thıngs Dy sayıng somethıng

under approprIiate circumstances. Thıs unsettledness has persisted ın the lıterature
thıs day For example, In 089 Searle cıtes the unsatısfactory nature of the
eOrYy about performatıves a4s the ratıionale for ıng uUp the topıc yel again,!/* and in
hıs pragmatıcs textbook (1999) Verschueren believes that the solution the DCI-
formatıve problem 1e6S$ In desceription of how to define complete self-reference in
linguistic actiıon verbs.! > Most of these efforts, such as those represented DYy Searle
and Verschueren, for example, remaın INOTC OT ess wıthın the Austinıan tradıtiıon (as
does OW) analysıs), but research nto performatıves from other theoreti-
cal/philosophic perspectives are 110 beginnıng IO CINCISC d ell Derrida’s early
cerıitical reformulatıon of Austin’s ideas ın 1g of hıs () W PrFOSTam of deconstruction
1S obvious case,!/6 as 1S ee’s  2 INOTE recent and wonderfully stimulatıng Talking
eads, c uUsSsecs Peircıan semilotics basıs for rethinking the nature of DCI-
formatives. MyYy intent here 1S not o er etaıle: review of the Iıterature
performatıves sıince Austın, but sımply acknowledge the realıty of the ongomg
discussion and sıtuate IMY OW! inkıng the matter. continue 1n that
Austin’s inıtiıal inchnation isolate performatıves A distinct kınd of speech act
(ıllocution) 1S useful and that hıs OO W discussıon of the topıc remaıns serviceable

for identifyıng the phenomenon.!// ere 1S centra|l COTC of prototypical
utterances that almost all theorıists WOU un d performatıves. ese consıst of
what Searle usefully characterizes d extralinguistic and linguistic utterances.!/6 Both

173 that ere 1S pre-  ustinıan dıimension the study of hat NOW call perfor-
matıvıty (Koschmieder and others), but there 1S denyıng that ıt 15 Austın who generated
widespread interest in the topıc.

| /4 “HOow Performatives Work,” CSD 519
175
176

Understanding ragmatics, 210—1
“Sıgnature, vent, Context” Butler INaNaSCS make g0o0od uUusc of both Derriıda and Austın
In her Excitabhle Words

177 hıs 15 consıstent wıth the ınkıng of the es of Benveniste (“Analytıc Phılosophy,” 234),
Urmson (“Performatıve Utterances,” 202-—1 1), and Hıllers (“Some erformatıve Utterances,”
/56) ONC has er revealed the larger phılosophical s1ignıfiıcances of ustin’s work

178
performatıves than Cavell (“Counter-Phılosophy and the Pawn of Voice,” 53—-127)

“How erformatıves Work,” 531 Searle’s character1ızation here 15 actually of INOTC-

passıng kınd of utterance declaratıons that 15 inclusıve of but NOT restricted performa-
t1ves. One of the helpful trends In SOINC of the IMNOTE recent discussions of performatıves 15
recognıze that not all performatıve utterances of single kınd (the desıire categorize the
Varıous IN! of performatıves 15 already present in Austın) For SOTINC recent attempts
categorize performatıves, S Urmson, “ Performatıve Utterances, ” S0 E Searle, “How Per-
formatives Work,” IThomas, Meaning In Interaction, 33—43; Verschueren, Under-
standing Pragmaltics, 207—9 My O W approach towards categoriızatiıon 1S cogniıtively based
and thus privileges ideas Oou Lyp  » TUZZY boundarıes, and the lıke, SCr diıscussıon
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classes ATiCcC convention OUnN: The former includes the 1n of performatıves (mar-
ryıng, bequeathing that factor prominently In Austin’s work (especıially in “Other
Minds’”’). They AdIC constituted explicıtly by extralingulstic conventions and institu-
t10ns, Austin’s “utterance of obvıous rıtual phrases.” Urmson, d noted earlıer. WOU
restrict the notion of performatıve Just thıs subset of conventional acts.1/9 But he 1S
mostly alone ın thıs Almost CVECLIY other theorist WOU nclude ın the CategorYy of
prototypica performatıves the class of purely Iınguistic (or metalinguistic!®9) perfor-
matives.!8! Here the authorizıng conventıion 15 language ıtself. Locutions, such 4S “I
promise COME and SCC you  27 and “I that ıt 15 rainıng,” arec self-referential, self-
verifyıng, and create 11C  S facts, but. d Searle ...  ın these the facts created
aTrc lIınguistic facts ” 152
(Once TMOVC beyond these [WO prototypıcal of performatıves, there 1S much
less agreement wıthın the Iıterature about what else m1g qualify ASs performatıve

For example, Thomas 1r class of performatıves that she
labels “collaboratıve performative.”!8 The UCCCSS5 the felicıty of these partıcular
performatıves depends (n part) the up of another PCrSsonN bet 1S only SUC-

CEeSS:  V made when it 1S accepted by another PCISON. Benvenıiste, for ONC, however.
WOU appCar discount such examples true performatıves insofar as the efinıng
crıter1a of performatıivıty for hım does nNnOot lıe in “the behavior expected of the inter-
ocutor” OTr that the performatıve ..  can modıfy the sıtuation of individual.””1&4 Thıs
dısagreementu that the boundarıes delımıting performatıve utterances irom

of "genre” In Dobbs-Allsopp, Weep Daughter of /Z10N: Study of the City-Lament
Genre In the Hebrew Bible (BıbOr 4. Roma: itrıce Pontific1o STITUTLO Bıblıico, 15
22; especlally noting the references the lIinguistic research of Lakoff, Women, Fire, anı
Dangerous Things 1Cag0: Universıity of Chıicago, and Taylor, Linguistic 'ate-
gor1zation: Prototypes IN Linguistic Theory (Oxford: Clarendon. cognıtıve Iinguistics

179
1S by NO well-established sub-disciplıne of general lIingulstics.
“Performatıve Utterances, ” S()2:1 1’ CSD. 509

| 80 Thomas, Meaning INn Interaction, 3336 For slıghtly dıfferent take the notion of

181
“metalinguistic,” SCC Lee, Talking Heads, 41, 61
For example, Benvenıiste, “Analytıc Phılosophy, ” 255 earle, “"HOow erformatıves Work,”
5318 Thomas, Meaning INn Interaction, 33—36; Verschueren, Understanding Pragmaltıcs, 207—9

182 ”How Performatıves Work,” oth IN of performatıves Iınguistic and extralınguistic
dIc ell attested cross-linguistically. Nonetheless, ONC Cal eXxpect cross-cultural dıfferences
the N and UuUsc of performatıves both OUDS, rıghtly stressed recent discuss10ns,

SCC Thomas, Meanıiıng INn Interaction, 43—44; Verschueren, Understanding Pragmaltıcs, 207,
z cf. Searle, “HOW Performatives ork,” 536 Lingulsts ave generally een sensıtıve
the powerftully informing force of ulture performatıves, because they know ell that lan-
SUaLCS themselves VarYy considerably cross-linguistically.

183 Meaning INn Interaction, 40—41 earle would SCCIMN be leaving TOOM for these kınds of
performatıves when, in h1ıs description of the felıcıty requirements for extra-lınguistic DCI-
formatıves, he lısts .o, specıal positıon by the speaker, and sometimes by the hearer, wıthın
the institution” (“How erformatıves Work,” 530; emphasıs).

184 “Analytıc Philosophy,” C W
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other 1N! of speech acts ıll necessarıly be {UZZYy and malleable 185 thıs fuzzı-
NCcSsSsS has Iımıts. For example, Searle’s contention that indiırect speech aCTSs such d

“Can YOU DaSsS the salt?” where the utterance 1S intended request for the hearer
DaSsS the salt (and not as true question) do nOT d performatıves WOUuU
wıde assent.186 And despite the fact that performatives arec all about omng thıngs wıth
language, the maJor factor lımıtıng what COunts as performatıve and what does nNnOTt
1S ultımately not semantıcs OT an Yy other lınguistic feature but how the WOTFr. works.
As Searle observes, Iımıtatiıon performatives 1Ss provıide: by the fact that
only VeErLY tiny number of changes Can be brought about iın the WOr solely by SaVy-
ing that ON 15 makıng those changes DYy that vVC utterance.””187

The Prostration Kormula

In thıs ına section, take u the question of performativity In relatıon the
called “prostration formula” OUuUnN: iın etters in Ugarıtıc and ın Varıous of the per1iph-
eral Akkadıan dialects arna, Ugarıt, Emar, Alalakh):
(12) l.D adı S3 C w.sSb 1d. mrhatm glt (CTU 2.12.6-1

A-N GIR.MES EN- ia /-Su /-SU am-qut (LA
U-N GIR.MES EN-1ia 1S-[U FÜ-G1S Da  SU (} f  SU  a M-Gq (Ugaritica RS
20.16.4-5)
U-Nad GIRMES E.N-1ia 1S-{14 Fu-GIS 2_8U [  SU  e am-qut'\®$
Ua”n  © sepe abıya(More) On Performatives in Semitic  other kinds of speech acts will necessarily be fuzzy and malleable.!85 Still, this fuzzi-  ness has limits. For example, Searle’s contention that indirect speech acts such as  “Can you pass the salt?” where the utterance is intended as a request for the hearer to  pass the salt (and not as a true question) do not count as performatives would garner  wide assent.!86 And despite the fact that performatives are all about doing things with  language, the major factor limiting what counts as a performative and what does not  is ultimately not semantics or any other linguistic feature but how the world works.  As Searle observes, “The limitation on performatives is provided by the fact that  only a very tiny number of changes can be brought about in the world solely by say-  ing that one is making those changes by that very utterance.”187  4 The Prostration Formula  In this final section, I take up the question of performativity in relation to the so-  called “prostration formula” found in letters in Ugaritic and in various of the periph-  eral Akkadian dialects (Amarna, Ugarit, Emar, Alalakh):  (12)ua:  L.p’n. adty. &b‘d. w.$bid. mrhqtm. qlt (CTU 2.12.6-11)  b  a-na GIR.MES LUGAL EN-ia 7-&u ü 7-u am-qut (EA 60.4-5)  c  a-na GIR.MES EN-ia i$-tu ru-qi$ 2-$U (!) 7-$U am-qut (Ugaritica V RS  20.16.4-5)  d  a-na GIR.MES EN-ia i$-tu ru-qi$ 2-$U 7-$U am-qut'88  e  ana $epe abiya ... uS-ke-en'89  The possibility of construing the prostration formula as a performative utterance was  raised initially by Mayer, as he included it among his list of performatives in Semitic  (“zu Füssen meines Herrn falle ich hiermit nieder”).!?9 Since then Pardee and Whit-  ing have subjected the thesis to a thorough discussion, concluding that, while the  prostration formula does indeed represent a performative utterance, it is not a per-  185 Similarly, Butler (Excitable Speech, 44) notes that the distinction “between actions that are  performed by virtue of words, and those that are performed as a consequence of words” is  “tricky, and not always stable.”  186  “How Performatives Work,” 523. This constitutes a typical example of what Austin came to  call a “perlocutionary utterance,” an utterance that does something by (instead of in) saying  something.  187  “How Performatives Work,” 536; cf. Urmson, “Performative Utterances,” 211. This, of  course, forcefully reinforces the notion central to my argument that performatives are not  about semantic facts or meaning. Cf. Cavell, “Counter-Philosophy and the Pawn of Voice,”  188  87-88, 117-18.  D. Arnaud, Recherches au pays d’AStata Emar VI.3 Textes sumeriens et accadiens (Paris:  Editions Recherche sur les Civilisations, 1986) #258 (MSK 7454).4-5.  189  D.J. Wiseman, 7he Alalakh Tablets (London: B  jtish Institute of Archaeology in Ankara,  1953) #115.6.  190  Untersuchungen, 191, 195-96. Ugaritic mrkqtm and Akkadian i$tu rüqi$, which appear rou-  tinely as a part of these formulae, most likely refer to the social distance separating the two  parties (i.e., nof spatial or temporal distance), so S.E. Loewenstamm, Comparative Studies in  Biblical and Ancient Oriental Literatures (AQOAT 204; Verlag Butzon & Bercker Kevelaer,  1980) 246—48; cf. Pardee in COS III, p. 90, n. 11.  Aus-ke-en\S9

The poss1bılıty of construmg the prostration formula as performatıve WAas
raised ınıtially Dy ayer, 4S he nclude ıtM his ıst of performatıves ın Semuitic
(“Zu Füssen meılnes Herrn ich hiermit nieder””).!?0 Sınce then Pardee and Whıt-
ıng have subjected the thesıs Oroug discusslion, concludıng that. ıle the
prostration formula does indeed represent performatıve utlterance, it 1S noOot DCI-

185 Sımilarly, Butler (Excitable Speech, 44) notes that the dıstinetion “between actions that dIic

performed by virtue of words, and OSse that are performed CONSCYUCHCE of words” 15
"trıCKy, and not always stable.”

186 “How Performatives Work,” 7 hıs constitutes pıcal example of hat Austın AInlc
call “perlocutionary utterance,” utterance that 0€es somethıing DV instea« of In) sayıng
somethiıng.

187 “How Performatives Work,” 536; ci. Urmson, “Performative Utterances, ” 801 Thıis, of
COUTSC, forcefully reinforces the notion central argument that performatives aflc NOT
about semantıc 'aCcts meanıng. Cavell, “Counter-Philosophy and the Pawn of Voice,”

188
8/7—88,

Arnaud, Recherches Days d’Astata Emar VI3 Textes Ssumeriens el accadiens arıs
1t10NS Recherche les Cıvılısations, #258 (MSK 7454).4-5.

189 Wıseman, The Alalakh Tablets (London: nus NSr of Archaeology in Ankara,
#] 15.6

190 Untersuchungen, 191, G Ugarıtıc mrhqtm and Akkadıan ISEU FÜQql1S, 1C [OU-

tinely of these formulae, most lıkely refer the socılal distance separatıng the
1es (le‚ nNoOoL spatıal empora. 1stance), Loewenstamm, Comparative Studies In
Biblical and Ancient Oriental LiteraturesA 204; Verlag Butzon Bercker Kevelaer,

246—48; cf. Pardee ON ILL, 9 * 11
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formatiıve ..  ın the strict of the term  27 but 1S INOTC accurately understood A4ASs

‘“epistolary-performative,” pecıal kınd of “performatıve that, because of socı1al
realıties, COU only exıist in letter.”” 191 ıle there 15 much admıre ın Pardee and
Whıiting’s artıcle, not the least of19 1S theır VC ıne synthesıs of the theoretical
discussiıon of performatıvıty, and especlally theır appreclatıon of Koschmieder’s
early (and often overlooked) contribution thıs discuss1ion, ın the end theır notion of

“epistolary-performatıve” DIOVCS problematıc firom number of perspectives, and
thus, in INY opInı0n, cshould be abandoned It the prostration formula 1S ightly CON-

strued as performatıve, ıt IS pure performatıve, ” plaın and simple.
The ıI6 interest of Pardee and Whiting, In fact, does not lıe wıth performatıves
performatıvıty DEr $  r but wıth elaboratıng and characterizıng theır understandiıng of
epistolary verbal iın Ugarıtic and Akkadıan. and ıt 15 thıs wıder interest that
ultımately prompfts these scholars reconsıder the nature of the prostration formula
d performatıve. In rief, Pardee and Whiting contend, followıng Pardee’s earlıer
statement wıth regard Hebrew epıstolary conventions, 174 that there ex1ists ın Uga-
rıitic and Akkadıan the kınd of epistolary convention well-known from classıcal
TE and Latın whereın letters AI wriıtten temporally from the pomt of VIEW of the
rec1ıpient. That 1S, aCTS contemporaneous wıth the dıctatıng and ending of the letter
aCTts that from the perspective of the writer/sender WOUuU naturally be framed In the
present arec framed temporally as f In the past (sınce they 111 be part of the past by
the time the recıpient hears about em and thus in Ugarıtic (and in Hebrew) AIicC

conveyed in the perfect (“epistolary perfect””) and ın Akkadıan eıther in the preterite
(“epistolary preterıite”) OT perfect. ere. of COUTSC, IS nothing odd about the PDIü-
pose: ASs perfective forms in Semuitic are used customarıly to frame aCTS in the
past The problem arıses when translatıng from Semuitic languages such as Englısh
where., Pardee and ıtıng’s read, the epıstolary conventions iın place requıre the
present tense.1?>
The authors take upD the question of performatıvıty because, ASs they SaY, “"some have
argued the dentıity of performatıves and epistolary usages” and thıs. ın theır estima-
tıon, 1$ mistake.””194 Epistolary perfects and the ıke generally report acts, they do
nOot perform them.!?> The pomnt 1S ell made.1%6 The question arıses, then, N to the

19] “Aspects of Epistolary Verbal sage Ugarıtıc and Akkadıan,” (1987) 1—31, CSD
ÜE The artıcle buiılds Pardee’s earlıer study of epistolary verbal z Hebrew
letters (“Fhe ‘Epistolary Perfect’ in Hebrew Letters,” [1983] 34-40), and the basıc
interpretatiıon offered in both artıcles has een reaffirmed by ee VC recently In GEUN 111
(e.g., 79, 13; 90, 11)

1972 “Epistolary Pertfec:
193 hıs 15 ntende: only for DUurposcs of sıtuatıng Pardee and Whıiıting’s INOTC specıfic

discussıon of the prostration formula. In the end, understandıng of the performatıvity of
the formula 1S compatıble ıth theır arger thesıs about epistolary conventions, OU: ıt o€Ss
NOT requıre ıt PrFESUMC it

194
195

“Epistolary Verbal Usage,”
Ibıd.,

196 See Iso Rogland, *“Hebrew ‘Epistolary Pertect,””T for [CasONs keep the [WO CategO-
ries 1SUNCG
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PIrOPCI identification of the prostratiıon ormula should ıt be classıfıed IM the
vVarıous epıstolary acts (writing, sending, and the ( OTr does ıt constitute perfor-
matıve utterance? Pardee and Whiting offer interpretation that trıes fo embrace
both solutions. On the ONC hand, they note most emphatically that the prostration
formula constitutes the “clearest example” of epistolary ın the of Uga-
rntic and Akkadıan letters.1?/ On the other hand, they recognize that the wriıter’s self-
representation 4S bowing 1S fıctıon and that “the sSayın2 of the formula” ıtself 1S
iıntended produce “the realıty of obeisance the part of the writer. 198 And thus
Pardee and Whıiıting conclude that “the prostration ormula 1S, then, ıf such beast
INaYy be lowed exIist, “epistolary-performatıve’, performatiıve that, because of
soc1ıal realıties, COUuU only ex1ist in letter.””199

do nOtTt 1n that “such beast” Can exI1ist, al least nOTt A ee and Whıtıng imag-
ine it If the prostration ormula IS o be counted IM the Varıous epistolary aCTSs
Ooun iın Ugarıtıc and Akkadıan letters, A Pardee and Whiıtıng contend, then the for-
mula Cannot also be performatıve The ATrC mutually exclusıve phe-
NOmMEeNa The 6ESSCIICC of the convention desceribed DYy Pardee and Whıiting 15 frame
epistolary acts In the past Courtesy the letter’s recıplent, but performatıve
utterances, d noted above., by definıtion Cannot be eitfectie ın the past but only iın the
present. The perfective verb forms MaYy be used legıtıimately for eıther [CASON but not
for both siımultaneously contradıctory proposıtions cannot both be true at the Samne
time. T hat both phenomena get rendered nto Englısh usıng the present o1Vves
the ıllusıon of dentity whereas iın ealıty there 1S NONe The present used Dy
Pardee and Whıtıng render Semuitic epistolary aCTts 1S accommodatıon to (Ssup-
posed) Englısh epistolary conventions and has nothing whatsoever do wıth Semuitic

itse1f.200
Pardee and ıting’s assumption that the prostration ormula 1S governed in the fırst
place Dy the epistolary convention they describe (“We fınd it unlıkely that the ep1sto-
lary perspective allows the fallıneg take place during the eadıng of the letter””201)
INAaYy be 1spute as ell That “Akkadıan uses preterıites and perfects CXDICSS acts

197 Pardee and Whıting, “Epistolary Verbal Usage,” 6‚ cf. 28—29
198 Ibıd.,
199 Ibıd
200 Recall that ee and Whıiıtıing desceribe theır efforts involve exploring ... °translatıonal’

CategorYy of grammar” (“Epi1istolary Verbal Usage,” 1) However, ıt 1s not clear that Englısh
epistolary cConventions AdilC hard and fast they descrıibe them. It 1s the ase that epistolary
CIs (as Pardee and Whıiting define em Can be perhaps ven MoOst of the ıme ame:
the present ense accordıng Englısh epistolary conventions, but thıs 1s surely not aDbsolute
The deicetic center Can be swıtched Out of CONCETN for polıteness deference and amed
in the past (“Dear Mr. mMr ave enclosed CODY of the draft yOUu requested *  R cf.
Levınson, Pragmatıics, 7 Ü 51—52; SCC Iso the reservatıons expressed by Rogland,
“Hebrew ‘Epistolary Perfect, ”” especlally ote hIs references Bınniıck, Time
and the Verb | OxTord: OxTford Universıity, 250 and by eC 'ahl un eıt.
Grammatik der Numeralia un des Verbalsystems IM Spätbabylonischen |Groningen,

201 Ibıd., 28029
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accomplished in conjunction wıth the sending” of letters 1S not sufficıent warrant
rule other potential construals out of bounds fter all. perfective verb forms in Se-
mitic have host of uses Besıdes, epistolary conventions iın other languages arec

rather loose and easıly overridden OTr suspended accordıng the needs of the dıs-
COUTSC and always susceptible lapses back nto the usual deictic orjentation of the
“here and NOW of the writer.202 ere 1S [Cason exXxpect things be greatly
dıfferent in Semitic. And, Comrie remıinds US, the nature of language 1S such that
conventions about iın the deietic center do not “impıinge upon the grammar of
the language” tself, NOT do they alter the assumption operatıve in al] languages “that
there 1S only ONC deictic cCentre COIMMON peaker and hearer.’’205 Pardee and Whıt-
ing themselves recognize that the normatıve rules of SrTammar ATlC otherwise in place
in Semuitic etters. As they observe, ...  iın the Hebrew letters, ” for example, “the usec of
the perfect, imperfect, and partıcıpıal forms generally ollows egular rules”’
and in Ugarıitic epistolary has ımpact Jussıve forms.204 And that explicıt
performatıves (usıng perfective orms ın fact appcCar In letters has been exemplıified
repeatedly above [Ze] and [3a—b|) the eadıng example of 1Cc 1S the ess-
ıng formula (15a; cf. 6b, 15b—), 1C Pardee and Whıiting themselves COU ASs

performatıve ..  iın the strict of the term.’205 Thıs suggests, ONC, that the kınd of
swıtch in deietic center described by Pardee and Whiting does nOTt necessarily DIo-
scerıbe the expression of explicıt performatıves in letters, and, LWO, that explicıt PCI-
formatıves 111 take whatever grammatical form they normally take regardless of
theır ıterary epistolary context, and thus, ıf the prostration formula 1S properly
identified A performatıve utterance, then the question of epistolary May ell
be quıte beside the poımnt.
Furthermore, ıt remaıns unclear what basıs ON m1g Ursc performatıve COMN-

strual of the wriıter s bowıng durıng the dıctatiıon of the letter Phenomenologically,
the letter 1S complex esigne: extend the aCT of communicatıon hrough
time and beyond the moOoment of speaking.“% As such it 1s comprised of aft least
[WO princ1ıpal speech aCTts the act of dietation and the act of reception.<9 That such
Was in fact perspective cshared Dy the ancıents IS shown Dy the Ugarıtic ologı-
cal n where the lıterary representation of exchange of between [WO

partıes routinely consısts of precisely these speech aCts In the fırst the
sender o1ves instructions o the MECSSCHECIS and dictates the content of the MCSSALC.
In the next the MESSCHLCIS dIc (usually) shown carryıng out these instructions
and delıvering the MCSSaALC verbatım. On thıs VIEW, ins1ıst that the ‘“respectful fic-

202 Comrie, Tense,
203 Ibıd
204 Pardee and Whıiting, “Epi1istolary Verbal Usage,” 47
205 Ibıd.,
206 E Greene, The ole of the Messenger and Message INn the Ancient Near ast (BJS 169;

Atlanta Scholars, 41, 42, 58,
207 Compare Levınson’s notions of “codıng time'  7 (C1) the moment of utterance inscription,

and “recei1ving time  27 (R1T), the moment of reception (Pragmatics, 73) In the canonical Ssıtua-
tıon of ace face) utterance and identical, whereas letters and
separate Oments
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tion” of bowing OCCUT'S at the time of dictatiıon makes In Austinıan terms,
the ‘“approprIiate Circumstances’” warranting the performative arec nOot satısfactorily
fulfilled until the letter ıtself IS read before the kıng That 1S, in order for the complex
communicatıve eve' that 1S letter COMNC off felıcıtousliy both of its Components
dictation and reception must be completed. The pomint INAaYy be illustrate: by the
example of letter ın 1C Man confesses murderıng his maıd cıited by Thomas
in her IW discussion of performatıves:
13) Thomas Benjamın Swift, NO thıs day of Sunday In the yCalr of OUT

Lord. 1901, do hereby confess the murder of ONY Brown, maıd of thıs
establishment.208

Normally, thıs WOU be faırly stra1ghtforward example of performatıve
However, there AdIC number of considerations that oreatly complıicate the ına
assessment of the utterance’s performatıvıty, the MoOst outstandıng of; aArec that
the letter W as only recovered ninety-three after the acti WAas commıiıtted (appar-
ently hıdden under SOTTIC floorboards), that the maıd Was eported missıng NOT

Was her body CVOT oun and that Mr Swiıft WAas charged wıth the ecriıme.
(ıven such cırcumstances, Thomas 1S rg question whether the confession Can

COTMNC off happıly; wıthout the successful reception of the letter it 1S dıifficult SCC

how the performatıve COU be ffected In other words, both parts of the COommun1l-
catıve even that 15 letter composiıtion and reception must (0)901° off happıly f
the ole 15 ın fact COMMNC off happıly
Moreover, the Custom 1C the prostration formula ıtself IS predicated specıfies
that the bowıing take place precisely in the ing’s»1C corresponds moOost
naturally the second speech acT, VIZ. 4S the letter 1S read before the kıng And,
indeed, thıs 1S expressly the impression g1ven in the Ugarıtic eXTISs themselves. The
INCSSCHSCIS are shown prostrating durıng dicetation but only uDON actual elLvVv-
C of the INCSSaSC. Therefore, fON IS insıst choosing at IC pomnt aTrec

imagıne the bowing dSs eing effected, then the second act the MOST natural and
ogıical, and not the first as Pardee and Whıtıing contend.
But the need o for such distincetion MaY ell be UNNCCESSATY. nsofar as the
prostration formula 1S part of the letter’s quoted content (HEe, ıt after the INCS-

SCHACT formula and thus 1S represented as part of the sender’s quoted words), ONC

wonders whether distingu1s between bowing during dıctatıiıon and bowing the
letter 1S read before the kıng makes anı Yy rea|l The or1ginary ıdeologıical conceıt
of the letter IS precisely that the sender’s words ATIC NOot Itered during transm1ssı1ıon;
that the authorizıng INCSSCHSCI formula (“Message of and SO”) guarantees the
CUFAaCYV of the words quoted ASs ıf the sender WEIC ın fact present (indeed the letter
and the INCSSCHESCI SCIVC a4s the stand-ıns for the sender). Thıs conceıt 1S represented
lıterarily in the Ugarıtic hrough the D' of verbatim repetition: the quoted
content of the MCSSALC gets repeated twıice; ONCE durıng dıictatiıon and agaın durıng
actual delıvery An reviated version of thıs typical MaYy be ffered Dy
WaY of iıllustration. ate in the Baal ycle (tablet Baal and Mot exchange INCS-

Here 1S Baal’s Mot’s threats:

208 Meaning INn Interaction,
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14) (i0 Sa Y rem) Mötu, SOM of ’Ilu,
Repeat the eloved warrıior of 'Ilu

Message of Mighty Balu,
word of the mighteous of heroes:

Salutations MOtu, SONMN of
Y our servant L, and forever will be)!

Be off and do nOLt LarTYy, gods
SO they head off

toward Mötu, SOM of ’Ilu,
his cıty Hamray,
Mukku where <h1s> throne 15 established,
Hohu, the land 15 OW) possession.

They raise theır VOICes and Sa y alou
Message of Miıghty Balu,

word of the mı1ghteous of heroes:
Salutations (Dht), MOtu, SON of

Y our ervant Ü and forever wiıll be)!209
10 ask here whether Baal’s greeting Mot WAas eifecte during the dicetatiıon of the
MECSSALC OTr ONCC it WAas delivered does not make The ole pomnt 1S that the
MNCSSaSC dictated and delıvered 15 of plece; the greeting ıtself does not change CVOI

though its actual transmıissıon presumably involves gap in time and By
tension. maiıntaın that the “respectful fictiıon” of bowıng in the prostration formula
1S imagıned eing operatıve al only ONC pomt OT another 1e6S$ ın the face of the
basıc conceıt of epistolary discourse. The quoted content of letter emaıns the Sarmnec

CVOCN though Its dictation/composıitıion and reception are separated in time and
Lastly, ONC MaYy disagree wıth the WaY In 1C Pardee and Whiıting dıstin-
SuU1s the natures of the essing and prostratiıon ormulae performatıves.
(13) yAW ra 6.2—3; cf. 21.2—3; 40.3)

Lpth (TAD A2.4.1—2; ete..)
Ih Lspn (KAI23

ere 1S neıther qualıitative NOT descriptive dıfference in the {[WO performatıves.
Qualitatively, all performatıve utterances arec of kınd, they perform the actıons that
they inscrıbe. ere are nNnOTt performatıves ...  iın the strict of the term and then
other, ess *strict” 1n of performatives.“ !0 By the SaInlıc token, there IS descr1p-
209 CL SRC The translatıon 1S Pardee’s gıven In COS 1.86
210 ee and Whiting’s description of the blessing formula performatıve 66 the strict

of the term  27 (“Epistolary Verbal Usage,” 30:; cf. Pardee, “Epistolary Perfect,” 3 ‚ 1S
reminiscent of ustin’s ..  pure performatıve, ” eXcept that Austin SCS the latter identify pCTI-
formatıve utterances that Arc unaıded by the explicıit accompanıment of SOTNC (physıcal) rıtual
actıon. In fact, he en! use the characterizatiıon when discussiıng OSse performatıves, such
: salute 29  you (How Do Things With Words, 8 ’ 85) that originated in cContexts where

they WEIC accompanıed by (or themselves WeTC the accompanıment of) SOMEC er ritual
actıon but eventually volved where they could be used performatıvely Ven wıthout the
accompanyıng aCct (see further below).
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tıve difference between the [WO formulae, OT al least, NONC where the distinction
between epistolary and non-epistolary makes anı y In pomt of fact, both for-
mulae, ASs they aDPCAar ın letters (n.b | 15a—] arec taken from Hebrew, Aramaılc, and
Phoenicıan letters), represent epistolary conventions, fact ındıcated most tellingly
in the consistency of the phrasıng of the ormulae and Dy the sheer number of times
that each apPCAars In letters. That 1S, as wıth examples el and [3a—-b|) dis-
cussed above, it 1S the conventlions assoclated wıth epistolary discourse that provıde
the extralinguistic instıtutional basıs that MOST immediately authorizes the performa-
tıvity of these ormulae that allows them ın these partıcular be CON-

strued performatively.*!!
Havıng saı1d thıs, however, do not Incan iımply that the {WO ormulae AdIiC identi-
cal They obviously Aic NnOot The essing ftormula DY its nature aDDCAaIS 1(8) be the
IMOTEC portable of the LWO, potentially productive iın multıiplıcı of'
whereas the prostration ormula 15 far INOTC circumser1ıbed. And be SUTC, ıt 1S
eviıdentiary fact that the essing ormula 15 attested d performatıve outsıde of
epistolary CONTEXTS (Gie Gen clearly bolstering OUT confıidence in positing
performatıve construal of the formula when ıt aDDCAI'S ın letters. But TNOTC confıdence
In OUT interpretatıve dec1isions does nNnOT change the fact that there emaıns sub-
stantıal OT desceriptive dıfference between the [WO formulae performatives.?!4
In the end, then, ıt WOU SCCIN that the PFrOpCr identity of the prostration formula
turns not the question of Semitic epistolary but how ONC CONstrues the
nature of the act that the formula ıtself inscer1ıbes: does the ormula D' actual

(Ke* that the wriıter really OT 1S ıt what Pardee and Whiıtıng term
pectful fiction.” f ıt 1S the latter, as MOst in fact have assumed, the 16 mplıca-
tıon, as rıghtly noted by Pardee and Whiting, 1S that the formula 1S “prıme candı-
date” for performatıve, “for ıt IS the Sayıng of the formula that produces the realıty
of obeisance the part of the wriıter.” And 8 the ormula 1S performatıve utter-
aNCC, then ıt 15 most prudent take ıt straıghtforwardly S!  % a4s mplied or1ginally by
ayer And indeed nothıng stand in the WaY of such construal. The verb
forms involved, fiırst PCrSON COMMON sıngular perfectives (Ug alt, M and
ushe hin OT ustahahin*'>), AicC as expected for explıcıt performatıves in (ancıent)
Semuitic and the actıon putatıvely perTIorme: Dy the formula 1S demonstrably
conventional, SVCNMN ceremonı1al In nature ıt WAasuin the ancıent Near ast
for inferiors physıcally fall down ın obeisance when entering before theır socı1al

211 Recall that for both Derrida (“Sıgnature, vent, Context, ” 18) and Butler (Excitable Speech,
5 5 147) .o, performatıve, the extent that ıt 15 convenıtonal, MUusSst be repeated order
work” (Butle, Fxeitable speech, 14 7) Hence, the ıteratiıon of these formulae ıtself becomes
telling (and perhaps ven nencessary) marker of theır performatıvıty.

2172 Rogland’s “1diomatic formula limited letters” (“Hebrew ‘Epistolary Perfect,’” 198, 33)
15 scarcely anı y er.

20 ese are m1ixed formatıons deriıved from corrupted version of SUKENU "to
oneself, do obeıisance” (CAD S,  I, CSP and West Semitic orms of Ahwy (1n the
St stem, C Heb., Ug.) “to bow down, do obe1isance” (c£. (a $ 109m)
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superiors.“!* And though the formula ıtself d encountered ın Varıous Akkadıan and
Ugarıtic letters 1S NOT direct OT ıteral representation of thıs act of obeıisance but
secondarıly derived epistolary convention ase‘ that aCcT, CVCNMN thıs DIOVECS nNnOoTt 118
be exceptional.
Consıder scenarl10s. Both er plausıble explanatiıons of the evolution of the
ormula as ıt 1S currently known in letters. On ONe VIEW, ıt m1g be assumed that
words noOoTt unlıke the phrasıng of the formula as 10 have it WEeIC actually uttered
A the indıvıdual WAas physıcally prostrating before superior“'> and that, ONCEC the
sıtuation Was such where the physıca act of prostration ıtself Wäas longer possible
OT approprIiate (e;g., letters. 1r party greetings), these words 16 had orıginally
only accompanıed the physıca aCct COU themselves DaSss OVer nto ““pure perfor-
matıve” and function theır OW! effect the requisıte act of obeıisance. Austın
iımself note: that “phrases AIC especlally hable pass OVeT nto PUTC performatıves
where the actıon 1C 1S sulted the word 1S ıtself purely ritual action.’’216 He
offers as example the nonverbal act of salutiıng accompanıed by the performatıve

“I salute 27  you “Here,” wrıtes Austın, 6“I salute you MAaYy become sub-
stitute for the salute and thus DUIC performatıve utterance.””217
The kınd of scenarı1o0 Just Skeiche INaYy in fact be reflected in Sam 16  S
16) WAYY mer hammelek [Esiba hinneh Cka kal D  aser limpi-böset WAayyO mer

SL  A histahaweti 'emsa -hen be eEneykä adı  'ONL ammele (2 Sam 16:4)
And the kıng saı1d /ıba, that belongs Mephiboshet 15 NO

yours.” And Z7ıba sald, “I bow down: MaYy fınd favor In YOUTF CYCS, M Y
ord the kıng”

The 1Ssue al stake in Sam 316 15 oyalty 118 David.218 /ıba, Mephibosheth’s
steward, avl wıth o1fts of SUTNIMMNECT fruılt, and skıns of wıne. and
aVl rewards the steward’s oyalty by g1ving hım al] of hıs master’s POSSCS-
S10Ns. 7Zıba replıes, histahäweti 'emsa’-hen be ‘Eneyka adı  ON ammele Here ıt 15
unlıkely that histahäweti 1S intended deseriptively in reference past act (1.E% “I
have OWEe: down’”), d speech ın such sıtuatiıon WOU be superfluous and sımple
pasti narratıve (e.2.; Gen 33:8; Exod 34:8; uth 2:16 Sam WOU uffice
Rather, surely the (narratıve) aım 1S sShow 7Zıba payıng homage avı In 1C

214 See Knutson, “Literary Phrases and Formulae’” in Ras Shamra Parallels, {1 Fısher,
ed.; Kome: Pontific1ıum Instıtutum Bıblicum, DFor 1conographic representations,
SCC NEP, pl 55 Keel, The Symbolism of the Biblical World (New ork Crossroads,

pl
215 Pardee and Whıting (“Epistolary Verbal Usage,” 29) rıghtly STresSSs that real ıfe the verbal

performatıve alone would suffice, but actual prostration would have z place. hıs
o€es not, however, diıscount the possı1ıbılıty that verbal utterance May ave accompanıied the
physıca. aCtT.

216 How Do Things With Words, 85
217 Ibıd., 81 Butler (following Derrida and others) emphasızes the role played by ıteratıon In

explaınıng the capacıty of thıs and other erformatıve utterances INOVC from ONe set of
conventional cContexts another and the efficacy that mMay an ven NON-CONVEN-

tıonal, novel SCS ofperformatıves (Excitable Speech, 54
218 50, for example, Kyle cCarter, II Samuel (AB 99 New ork Doubleday, 375
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Casc histahaweti 15 be construed either what altke and Connor
..  iınstantaneous perfective 1C “represents sıtuatıon al the vVeC nstant
the CXPTICSSION 15 eing uttered” (1 bowing down )219 ÖOr performatıve
lıke Austın “I salute YOU that here C  CS the non-verbal act of prostration
(1 “I hereby bow down’”) 2720 In eıither Casc such utterance (ıf not already DCI-
formatıve that 15 part and parcel of the act of obeisance) WOU be ell poised pass
OVeT nNTtO PDUTC performatıve thea CIrCUuMSTANCES Ssuc
letter)
An alternatıve WaY of accountiıng for the evolution of the prostration ormula ASs

“"pure performatıve” A4aSSUMme that the formula 4S NO  S have It emerged
hrough DIOCCSS of metonymıc extensıon whereby the SaYıIN£ of the non-verbal acti
of prostration ıtself because CIrCcumstances AdIc such letter that
tual prostration 15 imposs1ible OTr nonsensıcal 21 becomes substitute for and thus
tantamount performıing the act go0od example of the kınd of metonymically
erıved performatıve have mınd oun the nove]l Palace of Desire by Na-
gu1b Mahfouz IThough fictional Mahfouz nove]l ffords penetrating glımpse at
tradıtıional Muslım famıly the early ecades of the twentieth century Calro One
of the Man Yy CUStOMS that ONEe throughout the novel 15 that of the tradıtional
greetin People routinely gree OTMNC another and especılally theır soc1ıal SUPCTIOTS by
utterıng ONC of varıely of conventional greeings The greetiing usually ACCOMPDA-
nıed by the rıtual kissıng of the hand of the PCISON reeted In the nove]l these actıons
dIiC MOST often described by the narrator However at ON 1 ql ayyı hmad
the INaln character of the StOTrY, talkıng wıth hıs eldest SON Yasın Yasın CONVCYS
the of frıend to hIis father VIia performatıve €r Yasın Say>S hıis
father “I visıted Rıdwan ql hıs grandfather house yesterday He sends YOU hıs
greetiings and kısses YOUr hand Here the rıtual act of “kıssıng the hand” has
clearly passed OVeT NTO DUIC performatıve (in Austın of the term) As wıth
the prostration formula ancıent letters. it 15 patıal and temporal TECITNOVEC wan
15 NnOoTL physıcally present durıng the conversatıon between Yasın and hıs father that
nables the sımple SaYIN£ of the act of kissıng pragmatically effect theD

219 Biblical Hebhrew yntaxX S30 (example #28) For the comparable nOotLION Englısh the
instantaneous DIeSCH SCC Quirk ei al Comprehensive Tammar of the english Lan-

(London/New ork Longman
220 ayer Untersuchungen 189 cT. Brockelmann Hehbhräische ynLtaxX (Neukırchen Kreı1is

Moers Verlag der Buchhandlung des Erziıehungsvereins (“den Zusammenfall
|Komzidenz]| zwıschen Aussage und Vollzug der Handlung’””) As Waltke and Connor COT-

rectly otfe the erformatıve SDECICS of the “ınstantaneous perfective” (Biblical Hebrew
SYNLAX, S30 cf Quirk et ql Comprehensive rTrammar 180)

221 As Pardee and ıtıng observe (“Epi1istolary Verbal sage 29) the wrıter spatıal and
559 andempora ICHIOVE makes ımpossıble “Know when spe. and when ‘bow

deed IT superc1l10us Ven such
2727 Mahfouz Palace of Desıire (trans Hutchins Kenny, and Kenn New

ork Doubleday, The relevant verbs aAaDDCAaL the prefix conjugatıon the Arabıc
(vgr '„slam and wyqbl ydkm) ote al-Sayyıd Ahmad’s formulaıc "May ord
DIECSCTIVEC hım and watch VerT hım
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sıtuation that surely COU nOT have arısen had Rıdwan been present, for ın that Case

socılal convention WOU have required the non-verbal act itself.225
In both scenarl10s, ıt 1S the patıal and/or temporal TeEINOVEC of the primary aCcCtors 1In-
volved that 1S the prımary pragmatıc rigger that WOU OW the sayıng “I fall” to
evolve nto .o,  ure performatıve” and to effect the obeisance that otherwiıse WOU
have required actual, physıca prostration.

ON pomt in ONC of Austin’s discussions of performatıve utterances he asks. HOow
Can be SUTCF.W. Dobbs-Allsopp  situation that surely could not have arisen had Ridwan been present, for in that case  social convention would have required the non-verbal act itself.2?  In both scenarios, it is the spatial and/or temporal remove of the primary actors in-  volved that is the (primary) pragmatic trigger that would allow the saying “I fall” to  evolve into a “pure performative” and to effect the obeisance that otherwise would  have required actual, physical prostration.  At one point in one of Austin’s discussions of performative utterances he asks, “How  can we be sure ... whether any utterance is to be classed as a performative or not?”224  His answer: “Well, it is complicated ...”225 When we put the same question to the  linguistic remains from antiquity, the complications would appear to multiply sub-  stantially, and, in fact, we must confess that we will likely never be fully confident of  our performative construals of particular utterances. For the one thing on which per-  formatives depend most, knowledge of appropriate circumstances and “specific con-  ventions linking the words to institutional procedures,”?2® is precisely what we usu-  ally do not know. Therefore, our performative construals of ancient utterances will  normally need to be content with being more and less likely and only rarely will our  knowledge about the ancient context enable us to aspire to certainty.??’ The prostra-  tion formula is no exception. One can always insist on a constative interpretation,  ie., as a declarative statement describing the writer’s past act of obeisance. And yet,  like others, the stereotyped repetition of such a declaration in letter after letter seems  inherently odd to me. It “makes better sense” and certainly is “more picturesque,” as  S. E. Loewenstamm observes, “if we assume that the sender figuratively represents  himself as entering into the presence of his lord and doing homage to him.”228 In  other words, the formula does appear (contextually) well disposed to a performative  construal. The verb forms used, the stereotyped and highly conventional nature of the  phrasing and its placement within letters, and the particular and ceremonial conven-  tion that appears to lie behind the formula and to animate it are all very much con-  sistent with such a thesis. Does this mean that we can be absolutely sure of our per-  formative analysis of this particular formula? Well, it is complicated.  223  Note further that while the greeting was passed on from Ridwan to Yasin at a point in the past  (CT), the speech act itself is not accomplished until Yasin speaks to his father (RT). That is,  Ridwan is fictively portrayed as kissing the hand of al-Sayyid Ahmad at the moment of  224  Yasin’s speaking. The parallel with the prostration formula is striking.  “Performative Utterances” in Philosophical Papers (2d ed.; eds. J.O. Urmson and G.J. War-  noc; Oxford: Clarendon, 1970) 241.  225  226  Ibid.; 252;  Levinson, Pragmatics, 230.  227  Such provisionality is inherent in the very nature of the performative, cf. Butler, Excitable  Speech, 51.  228  Loewenstamm, Comparative Studies, 247; cf£. D.O. Edzard, Review of AOAT 8, ZA 62  (1972) 12325  80whether an Yy utterance 1S be lassed d performatıve OT not?””224
Hıs aNSWECT “Well, ıt 1S complicated When put the Samnec question the
linguistic remaıns from antıquity, the complications WOU aDDCAaL multıply sub-
stantıally, and, ın fact. must confess that ll lıkely be UulLy confident of
OUT performatıve construals of partıcular utterances For the ONC ıng 1C PCI-
formatıves depend moOSstT, owledge of approprIiate Circumstances and “specıfic CON-

ventions Iınkıng the words institutional procedures; 20 1S precisely what USU-

ally do not know Therefore, OUTr performatıve construals of ancılent utterances ıll
normally need be content wıth eing MOTEC and ess lıkely and only rarely 111 OUTr

owledge about the ancıent Context enable us aspıre to certainty.“' The prostra-
tiıon formula 1S exception. One Can always insıst constatıve interpretation,
1.6., declaratıve statement deseribing the wriıter s past act of obeisance. And yel,
lıke others, the stereotyped repetition of such declaratıon ın letter after letter
inherently odd “makes better sense” and certaınly 1S ...  more piıcturesque, as

LOoewenstamm observes, “lf asSssSsume that the sender figuratively represents
imself 4S entering nto the f h1is ord and olng homage him. 228 In
other words, the formula does aDPCal contextually) ell 1spose performatıve
construal. The verb forms used, the stereotyped and hıghly conventional nature of the
phrasıng and its placement wıthın letters, and the partiıcular and ceremonıtal CONVEOIN-

tion that appCAars tO ıe behind the ormula and anımate it AIlCcC al]] VeEIY much CON-

sıstent wıth such thesıs. Does thıs InNncan that Can be absolutely SUTC of OUT DCI-
formatıve analysıs of thıs partiıcular formula? Well, ıt 1S complicated.

273 ote further that ıle the greeting Was passed irom wan Yasın at pomt in the past
(CE) the speech act ıtself 15 NOTLT accomplıshed until Yasın speaks his father (RT) hat 1S,
Rıdwan 15 fıctıvely portrayed kıssıng the hand of al-Sayyıd Maı at the moment of

24
Yasın)s speakıng. The paralle]l ıth the prostration formula 1S strıkıng.
“Performatıve Utterances’” Philosophical Papers (2d ed.; eds Urmson and (3 3 W ar-
NOC, Oxford: Clarendon, 241

A
226

Ibıd., 2572
Levinson, Pragmatics, 230

227 Such provisionalıty 1S inherent in the VeEIY nature of the performatıve, c1. Butler, Excitable
Speech,

228 Loewenstamm, Comparative Studies, 24 7; ct. Edzard, Reviıew of (JA l 8? 62
(1972) Z
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Abstract

Though the topic of performatıve utterances ist NO routinely covered in refe-
STAIMMATS and other lınguistic studıes of Semitıic languages, there remaın

number of outstandıng 1SSsues ST1 do be scrutinızed. OUr of these arec taken
ere The first of the 15 dedicated {O the question of pragmatıcs and

the centrality of context and convention tO adequate accounting of how pCI-
formatıves INC.: In the second focus 15 shifted the explicıt performatıve,
and moOost particularly to exploration of hat disposes verbs in the first DCISON
perfective in Semitıic felıcıtously toward the expression of performatıivıty. The
1r and ri1eies of the problematizes the notion of performatıvıty and

remıinder of the ımportant place of eOTY and phılosophy ın lınguistic
research TNOTC generally. The concludes ıth extended consıderation of
the SO-Calle: “prostration formula” Ugarıtic and 1an letters.


