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This paper explores the use of non-quotational direct speech — a construc-
tion displaying deictic perspective persistence — in the Hebrew Bible, an
ancient text of great cultural significance. We focus on the use of non-quota-
tional direct speech to introduce intentions, hopes, motives, or states of
affairs. Special emphasis is laid on the complementizer lemor, grammatical-
ized from a speaking verb, which introduces the import of an action
through direct speech. We claim that such fictive speech is grounded in
face-to-face conversation as conceptual model or frame. Beyond the Hebrew
Bible itself, we discuss possible extended implications that our findings have
for the link between grammatical structures conventionally associated with
perspective shift and orality, as well as possible links between the conceptual
frame of situated interaction and the notion of linguistic meaning. Ulti-
mately, we hope to advance the view that grammar and discourse are inher-
ently conversational and thus viewpointed in nature.
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Introduction

This study examines the use of one common type of perspective-indexing con-
struction with deictic perspective persistence, namely non-quotational direct
speech, in one culturally significant ancient text, the Hebrew Bible. We aim to con-
tribute to a broader view of the foundational role of intersubjectivity in human

cognition, language, and culture.

As outlined in Gentens et al. (this issue), and argued throughout this issue,
perspective-indexing constructions are pervasive across unrelated languages and
discourse genres (cf. Graumann and Kallmeyer 2002). Indeed, both the expression
and the change of perspective are quintessential in intersubjective communica-
tion, which invariably contains viewpoint information and is characterized by
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turn-taking, i.e. constant viewpoint shift between addresser and addressee. We
treat linguistic perspective-indexing structures — including those involving only
one overt ‘turn’ and perspective — as emerging from and reflecting this view-
pointed nature of talk-in-interaction. Face-to-face communicative interaction is
the primary, canonical, and earliest form of language use (Clark 1996) — ontoge-
netically, diachronically, and phylogenetically (see overview in Pascual 2014,1-2).
It is thus reasonable to expect that the pattern of conversation itself would have
offered one of the earliest and most widespread cognitive models for structuring
spoken monologues and written texts. In Cognitive-Linguistic terms, conversa-
tion may provide a conceptual frame or metaphorical source domain, structured
by turn-taking, with such roles (to use Goffman’s 1963 terms) as ADDRESSER,
ADDRESSEE, and BYSTANDER.

We focus on a common - albeit understudied - phenomenon that invariably
involves the grammar of embedded perspective: non-quotational direct speech
(Pascual 2006, 2014; Pascual and Sandler 2016). This is the enactment or ‘demon-
stration’ (Clark and Gerrig 1990) of a non-actual enunciation. An example is the
(be) like construction, as in this fragment from a televised interview with a former
Lance Armstrong fan (Pascual 2014, 119):

(1) Ibeat cancer, so did you. I was an athlete and I came back and I played at a
really high level... But I didn’t cheat. For me it’s kind of like: why did I look up
to you? Why aren’t you looking up to me?'

Note that if the italicized words were introduced by “I was (kind of) like” they
could be interpreted as an ordinary quotative or a pseudo-quotation: he didn’t say
these exact words, but they give the gist of what was uttered (cf. Tannen 1986,
2007; Clark and Gerrig 1990). But in (1), the (be) like construction is used to
express the speaker’s thinking, rather than reproduce an actual past utterance. The
enunciation is not reported, as in ordinary quotation, including the report of fic-
titious or imaginary speech (e.g. “Cinderella said: “Where’s my shoe?”). It is not a
constructed utterance either (Tannen 1986, 2007), as in “I wish Don said: T quit™
(cf. Vandelanotte, this issue). Instead, the enunciation following ‘kind of like’ is
fictive in the sense of Talmy (2000). Its ontological nature is between reality and
fiction, it is non-actual, but it does serve to express something actual about the
world (or, better, the speaker).

Moreover, the entire fragment is presented as directly addressed at Lance
Armstrong, who is not within earshot and can thus not be a conversational
participant in the literal sense. An absent discourse character (i.e. Armstrong),

1. Ttalics in examples indicate direct speech; underlining (in Latin script) or boldfacing (in
Hebrew) marks quotative markers and other noteworthy parts in the example.
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who had previously been referred to with the third-person pronoun ‘he’/him,
is now referred to with the second-person ‘you. This indexical shift indicates
that the conversational topic is temporarily presented to Armstrong as a fictive
addressee, the actual addressee in the here-and-now of the ongoing interview (i.e.
the journalist) temporarily becoming a fictive bystander (Goffman 1963, 88-99).
The speaker role — and the deictic coordinates associated with this role - is main-
tained, but the conversational structure in which his enunciation is understood
has changed, for discourse purposes. The direct speech needs to be (re)inter-
preted as a non-genuine conversational turn, even if the (be) like construction
is not explicitly part of a larger fictive conversation in its surrounding discourse
(Armstrong is not presented as offering a counterargument).” The speaker sets up
a verbal argument with Armstrong that never took place as a means of expressing
his disappointment with Armstrong to the journalist and the television audience.
Hence, the structure of face-to-face conversation, with its perspective informa-
tion and speaker-hearer roles, is used as a frame, as a modelling structure, for
conceptualizing and expressing what was originally a feeling or opinion that need
not have been verbalized.

Examples such as (1) are typical cases of fictive interaction — the use of the
conceptual frame of conversation as a means of structuring thought, discourse,
and grammar - and among the very first cases studied (Pascual 2006,251-253,
261; 2014,115-140). But whereas the (be) like construction originated in the collo-
quial speech of the youth (Blyth, Recktenwald, and Wang 1990; Streeck 2002), the
phenomenon of fictive direct speech as such, which it instantiates, is more wide-
spread and has a long and venerable history (Pascual 2006, 2014; Pascual and
Sandler 2016). That long and venerable history of fictive interaction also includes
the Hebrew Bible.

2. The conversation frame in the Hebrew Bible

The Hebrew Bible — a foundational text of Western culture and beyond - dates
back to the 1st millennium BCE. For an ancient language, Biblical Hebrew pro-
vides an exceptionally extensive and relatively diverse corpus of data, fully avail-
able for electronic search.” We use the Masoretic text, considered canonical in
Judaism, finalized around the 10th century CE (some vowel markings are even

2. There is, however, an implied silent response (Bakhtin 1986,71) from Armstrong-the-dis-
course-character: he is meant to feel ashamed and be left speechless.

3. We used the corpus of Jewish religious writings (ma'agar sifrut ha-kodesh), at: http://kodesh
.snunit.ki2.il.
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later). Its long history of editing implies it cannot, alas, be viewed as simply the
product of a single historical native speaker community. Moreover, while the
semantics of Biblical Hebrew has been mostly preserved (through translations
into ancient languages and a tradition of exegesis in later texts), the meanings of
many words and expressions remain unclear or contested. This notwithstanding,
our focus in this paper is on phenomena that are sufficiently robust to allow mean-
ingful generalizations.

The examples analyzed below are from the Classical Biblical Hebrew linguistic
layer of the text (Genesis through 2 Kings). All verses appear in the Hebrew orig-
inal with an English translation based on the New Revised Standard Version,
modified to render quotative constructions as literally as possible.* For interlinear
morpheme-by-morpheme glosses, we follow the practice proposed by Shead
(2011, xxii—xxiii, 6-9).°

The Hebrew Bible contains several genres, most commonly narrative (with
omniscient narration), chronicles, and laws. Given this mix, one would expect
limited use of reported speech constructions, with a preference for indirect over
direct speech. However, the text is largely dominated by direct speech, and
broader narrative structures modeled on face-to-face communication. While
indirect speech does occur, it is clearly dispreferred (Miller 2003,93-94). One
study estimated that 42.5% of the words in the entire text are contained within
direct speech quotes (Rendsburg 1990,160). The action in biblical passages often
proceeds primarily through direct speech (Miller 2003,2). Tellingly, the verb root
'mr (‘say’) appears 5,308 times in the Bible, making it easily the text’s most frequent
verb (Wigram 1995).

This use of turn-taking or direct speech constructions to express more mono-
logical or narrative meanings is observed also on a deeper conceptual level when
conversation is used as a frame structuring numerous aspects of the narrative.
Consider, for instance:

(2) TIN-221 N D’flq??:f RN
way-y-omer elohim ya-hi or  wa-y-hi or
CO.NARR-3MsG-say God ~ 3MsG-be\juss light co.NARR-3MsG-be light
“Then God said, “Let there be light”; and there was light! (Genesis 1:3)

4. The verb ‘mr is always translated as ‘say’ and the complementizer lemor as ‘to say’ Quotatives
added by the translators were removed, and those omitted restored.

5. Our glossing choice for verbs does not imply any preference regarding any of the several the-
ories on interpreting Biblical Hebrew verb grammar, nor is our analysis affected by them. We
depart from Shead’s practice in glossing the construct state as a genitive, for better readability.
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The creation of the world is not presented as the result of some event or action,
but as a series of speech acts ascribed to the creator. The world is then said to
obey God’s order in a narrative pattern of commands followed by a report of their
fulfillment. The creation story is thus structured as a dialogue - albeit a non-pro-
totypical one - between God and the created world, where the world responds
non-verbally to God’s verbal commands (see in-depth analysis and further sup-
porting references in Miller 2003,286-289).

In this paper we focus on one class of perspective-indexing phenomena - the
use of fictive direct speech, as in (1) above. These are formal quotations that share
structural and functional characteristics with ordinary reported speech (see Van-
denalotte, this issue; Si and Spronck, this issue), but which have a non-quotative
function to express a stance, reason, or state of affairs rather than genuinely shift
to an utterance produced by a given discourse source (see overview in Pascual
2014,1-25; Pascual and Sandler 2016,3-22). In line with Vandelanotte (this issue),
and van Duijn and Verhagen (this issue), this allows us to consider the range of
functional extensions that specific grammatical constructions of direct speech may
have. While the phenomena evoked below typically involve some state of mind
related to a character evoked in the main clause, and in that sense involve a cog-
nitive perspective shift towards that character, they do not involve the metalin-
guistic status of an utterance (see Si and Spronck, this issue). Put differently, while
the use of direct speech grammatically signals a cognitive and deictic shift, the
deictic shift is not realized in interpretation, which makes these cases instanti-
ate deictic perspective persistence (Gentens et al., this issue; see Vandelanotte, this
issue, for a discussion of internet memes involving both deictic and cognitive per-
spective persistence). Within this diverse category, we primarily discuss: (i) fictive
direct speech used to express thoughts and intentions; (ii) choral speech; (iii) fic-
tive direct speech for reasons, using the ki amar (‘for [N/Pron.] said’) construction;
(iv) fictive direct speech to account for characters’ names; and (v) the distinctive
and ubiquitous lemor (‘to say’) construction.

2.1 Fictive direct speech to express mental states

Fictive direct speech is frequently used to express the speaker’s mental states,
as documented in many unrelated languages, in some of which, primarily those
lacking an indirect speech alternative, it is grammatically obligatory (de Vries
2003, 2010; Pascual 2014; van der Voort 2016). In historical texts, too, there is
extensive use of direct speech for the expression of inner thoughts, evaluations,
and feelings across a wide variety of discourse genres and registers, for instance in
Classical Arabic prose (Beaumont 1996) and in Old French and English literature
(Marnette 1998; Louviot 2016). The Hebrew Bible is no exception, with thoughts,
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and especially intentions, routinely expressed through fictive direct speech (cf. de
Vries 2010). Consider:

() N2 TD-0R1 7217 MIW-1IXA 1277 1252 99K Py 138-5Y AN 27
TR W Dywn

way-y-ippol abraham ‘al=pan-aw way-yi-shaq
CO.NARR-3MsG-fall Abraham on=face.GEN-3MSG CO.NARR-3MsG-laugh
way-y-omer ba-lib-bo hal-la-ben méah=sanah
CO.NARR-3MsG-say in-heart.GEN-3MsG the-to-son\GEN hundred=year
yiw-waléd woa-"im=$a-rah ha-bat=tisim sanah
3MsG.PASs-bear\NPFV and-if=Sarah the-daughter=ninety year
té-léd
3FsG-bear\NPFV
“Then Abraham fell on his face and laughed, and said in his heart, “Can a child
be born to a man who is a hundred years old? Can Sarah, who is ninety years
old, bear a child?” (Genesis 17:17)

Here, Abraham expresses disbelief through an embedded rhetorical question, a
polar interrogative functioning as a sort of exclamation addressed to his inner self.
The direct speech is thus not used to report prior discourse but rather to present
internalized dialogicality (Du Bois 2011). Similarly:

(4) 0 WY -N2 YT T ST TINRA-NN NN KI-TI0K TR 9K
way-y-omer maoseh ’a-sur-ah=na wa-‘e-reh
CO.NARR-3MsG-say Moses 1sG-turn_aside-HORT=FRM and-1SG.NPFV -see
‘et=ham-mareh hag-gadol haz-zeh maddia‘ lo=yi-bar

acc=the-sight the-big the-this.MsG why NEG=15G-burn\NPFV
has-saneh

the-bush

‘Then Moses; said, “I; must turn aside and look at this great sight, and see why
the bush is not burned up.” (Exodus 3:3)

In (4), direct speech is used to present Moses’ intention to wander off his path.
Moses is at this point alone in the wilderness, so the embedded utterance clearly
does not have an external addressee.

It is still possible to interpret such expressions of mental states as representing
a genuine quotation of a character’s inner monologue. Indeed, (3) is explicitly
marked as such (“said in his heart”). Nevertheless, the point of such quotes is
to present a mental state or intention, and thus advance the action narrated.
Tellingly, in (4), Moses” words are sufficient to inform us of both his intention
and him acting as intended (cf. Pascual 2014,136-137). Immediately after (4),
the narrative continues: “And the Lord saw that he had turned aside” (Exod.
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3:4). Moreover, interpreting the expression of intentions in direct speech as inner
monologue does not always work, as when direct speech is used to ascribe inten-
tions — and action upon them - to a group (see also Section 2.2):

(5) 1ANY 13271 007 °IM 197w 197w 07327 11127 727 17P7-5K WO 1R
1p-T1YI) DDW2 MR ST Y 15-7132) 71207 TR T DT 127 )
*J2 123 WK PTR0-NN] PYI-NR TINT T TP IRA-22 38-9 710319 D
DTN
way-y-6mar-i IS el=réé-hu hab-ah
CO.NARR-3M-say-PL man to=fellow.GEN-3sG bring.IMP[MSG]-FRM
ni-lban-ah labén-im wa-ni-srap-ah li-srépah
1pL-make_bricks-HORT brick-pL and-1pL-burn-HORT to-fire
wat-ta-hi la-hem hal-Iobénah l>-aben wa-ha-hémar hayah
CO.NARR-3FSG-be to-3MpL the-brick  to-stone and-the-clay be[3MsG]\PEv
la-hem la-homer.
to-3MPL to-mortar
way-y-6mar-i habah ni-bneh=Ila-nii Gr
CO.NARR-3M-say-PL bring.IMP[MsG]-FRM 1pPL-build\NPFv=to.1PL city
u-migdal wa-r0s$-0 bas-sam-ayim wa-na-‘dseh=la-ni sém
and-tower and-head.GEN-3MsG in-sky.pu and-1pPL-do\NFPV=to.1PL name
pen=na-pus ‘al=pan-é kol ha-ares. wa-y-yéred
lest=1pL.disperse\NPFV on=face.GEN all the-land co.NARR-3MsG.go_down
yahweh li-rot ‘et=ha-ir  wa-"et=ham-migdal Gser ban-ii
Yahweh to-see.INF Acc=the.city and-acc=the-tower REL build.PFv-3mMpPL
ban-é ha-adam.
son-pPL\GEN the-man
‘And they; said to one another, “Come, let us; make bricks, and burn them thor-
oughly” And they, had brick for stone, and bitumen for mortar. Then they,
said, “Come, let us; build ourselves a city, and a tower with its top in the heavens,
and let us; make a name for ourselves; otherwise we; shall be scattered abroad
upon the face of the whole earth” The Lord came down to see the city and the
tower, which mortals had built. (Genesis 11:3-5)

The notable issue about these examples is how unexceptional they are. Intentions
and other mental states are routinely described by imputing direct speech to
the character(s) in question, especially where nuance is required (cf. Sandler
2012,589).
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2.2 Choral speech

The device of choral speech forms another, fairly large, set of uses of fictive direct
speech in both modern and historical languages (Louviot 2016; Tannen 1986,
2007; Pascual 2014). Choral speech is also used in the biblical narrative, in which
two different types of choral speech can be found. In one case, the conversation
among a group of people is summarized by one utterance attributed to the group
as a whole, as in (5) above and in:

(6)  1IMNN2WII NIY 1KY WK 1IN oy 1IN 07NUN I?JN PIN- '7N WoR 1NN
RN K19 N OON 72N 1971 NNIT 86 1798 71N 12- vy 1YIW N1 179K
YT 7137 107-D3) DRYRW K] 1772 IKOOD-7X TAK? DI9X
way-y-omar-il IS el="ah-iw Gbal ‘asém-im dnahnii
CO.NARR-3M-say-PL man to=brother.GEN-3MsG but guilty-mpL we
al="ahi-ni dser ra’i-nit sara-t naps-o6
on=brother.GEN-1PL REL see.PFV-1PL anguish.GEN soul.GEN-3MsG
ba-hithann-6 ele-nii wa-lo Sama‘s-nu al=kén
in-plead.REFL.INF-3MSG to-1pPL and-NEG hear.PFv-1pPL on=thus
ba-ah élé-ni1 has-sarah  haz-zot.
come.PFV-3ESG to-1PL the-anguish the-this.FsG
way-yaan ra’ubén ’ot-am 1émor ha-16  “amar-ti alée-kem
CO.NARR-3MsG-answer Reuben Acc-3MPL cOMP the-NEG say.PFV-1SG to-2MPL
lémor “al=te-het’-ii bay-yeled wa-lo  Sama‘-tem
COMP NEG=2M.NPFV-sin-PL in-boy  and-neg hear.PFv-2mpPL
wa-gam=dam-0 hinnéh ni-dras.
and-also=blood.GEN-3MsG behold pass.PART-demand[MsG]
“They, said to one another, “Alas, we; are paying the penalty for what we; did to
our; brother; we; saw his anguish when he pleaded with us,, but we; would not
lzsten That is why this anguish has come upon us,” Then Reuben) answered
them, to say, “Did I; not tell you; not to wrong the boy? But you; would not listen.
So now there comes a reckoning for his blood?” (Genesis 42:21-22)

Here, the first utterance (“Alas, we are...”) is explicitly ascribed to the entire
group (ten of Jacobs sons) conversing among themselves. By contrast, the sec-
ond utterance (“Did I not...”) is attributed specifically to one of them, Reuben.
The first utterance could have been introduced as uttered by one of the broth-
ers on behalf of all, but in (6) it is not presented as citing anybody’s words.
This stretch of direct speech gives the upshot of the brothers’ conversation, it is
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a fictive message summarizing and standing for the whole conversation, rather
than quoting some factual part of it.°

The other type of choral speech in the Bible features collective utterances by
groups addressed to an outside audience. A typical example is:

(7) D7 137-1277 NP NOT-7X BMI¥R-93 X271 1923 XD 07130 7IXD 1037 OR%)
793 DI 73 711 M3 )

way-yit-tom hak-kesep mé-eres misrayim i-mé-eres
CO.NARR-3MsT.end the-money from-land.Gen Egypt ~ and-from-land.Gen
kanaan way-ya-bo-i kol misrayim el=ybsép lémor
Canaan cO.NARR-3M-come-PL all Egypt  to=Joseph comp
ha-bah=la-ni lehem wa-lam-mah na-mit negde-ka
bring.1MP[MsG]-FRM=to-1PL bread and-to-what 1pL-die\NPFV opposite-2MsG
ki apés ka-sep
because cease.PFV[3MsG] money
‘When the money from the land of Egypt and from the land of Canaan was
spent, all the Egyptians; came to Joseph, to say “Give us; food! Why should we;
die before your eyes? For our; money is gone.” (Genesis 47:15)

In this case, words are attributed to an entire nation, presented as addressing one
individual in one communicative act. It would be absurd to interpret this as an
actual quotation. These are, again, fictive utterances standing for multiple conver-
sations between different characters (i.e. the Egyptians). They are compressed to
human scale (Fauconnier and Turner 2001), representing them as a single fictive
utterance attributed to the entire group, as if it were an individual speaker.

2.3 Fictive direct speech for reason: The ki amar construction

A use of fictive enunciation that is quite common cross-linguistically is to indicate
reason. Indeed, in some languages the use of fictive direct speech for reason is
fully grammaticalized, and sometimes even obligatory (Pascual 2014,102-104). It
is also abundant in Biblical Hebrew, which has a special construction for this pur-
pose, where direct speech is introduced by the sequence ki amar (lit. ‘for [N/
Pron.] said’).” This construction offers an explanation grounded in people’s words

6. 'This is reminiscent of the sentence “Three times a student asked a stupid question, a classical
example of fictivity (Langacker 1999, 98). Here, ‘a student’ is a fictive entity, standing for three
different students, ‘a stupid question’ similarly standing for three different questions. The differ-
ence is that choral speech in Biblical Hebrew is always grammatically marked as plural.

7. Since Biblical Hebrew is a VSO language, the two words ki (‘for’ or ‘because’) and amar
(‘said; inflected for gender, number, and person) follow in sequence, where in the English trans-
lation the fictive speaker has to be identified in between the two words.
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or thoughts, for some action or state of affairs. It is quite clear that all such ‘quo-
tations’ aim to provide an account of people’s reasoning to advance the narrative,
rather than reproduce their actual words. We found about 30 occurrences of the

ki amar construction in the text. Consider:

(8)

Y X2-72 NI W0 193 NI 170 9 23 NI 0172 IR 2N 137-X21
wa-10=dibber sa’ul maamah bay-yém ha-hii ki
and-NEG=speak[3MsG]\INTs Saul anything in-day the-that.MsG because
amar migqreh hii bilti tahor hu ki=Ilo tahor
say[3MsG]\PFV happenstance be.3MSG.PART NEG clean he because=NEG clean
‘Saul, did not say anything that day; for he; said [ki amar], “Something has
befallen him; he; is not clean, surely he; is not clean.” (1 Samuel 20:26)

Here, the enunciation attributed to Saul explains the fact that Saul did not speak.
Interpreting it as an actual quotation would imply Saul simultaneously spoke and
was silent, which is naturally impossible. Similarly:

(9)

PINT 1Y220-12 1K 2 0777 10) D270 WK 2N1W7-731
wa-kol yisrael Gser sabib-oté-hem nas-i
and-all Israel REL around.GEN-FPL.GEN-3MPL flee-3PL\PFV

l-qol-am ki a-ma-rii  pen=ti-bla‘é-ni

to-voice.GEN-3MPL because say.3pL\PFV lest=3rsG.NPFV-swallow-1PL.ACC
ha-Tares

the-land

‘All Israel, around themj fled at theirj outcry, for they, said [ki amru], “Lest the
earth will swallow us, too!” (Numbers 16:34)

In (9), the ‘quoted’ words explain what motivated the ‘speakers’ to flee in panic.
It would be strange to assume they first stopped to deliberate and jointly produce
the quoted utterance before running away.

(10)

way-yir’-ii hap-palist-im ki ‘amor- ba
CO.NARR-1pL-fear-1pL the-Philistine-pL because say.3PL\PFV come[3MSG]\PFV
&.16-him ’el=ham-mahdneh

God(pL) to=the-camp

“The Philistines were afraid; for they said [ki amru], “Gods® have come into the
camp.” (1 Samuel 4:7)

8. While this verse suggests the reading “God” in the singular (reflecting the theological per-
spective of the Hebrew Bible’s editors), the next verse refers to the same presence as “Gods” in
the plural (reflecting the polytheistic Philistines” perspective). The Hebrew word for ‘God” here
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This verse illustrates several cases where the ki amar construction serves to
account for the fictive speakers’ mental states. Here, members of the Philistine
army are struck by fear, which is explained not by the divine presence itself, but by
means of an utterance regarding it. The narrative does not seem concerned with
nuanced observations about the effects of verbalization on the psyche. Rather, the
direct speech ki amar construction is meant to provide the Philistines” subjective
perspective, the reason for their fear. Finally, consider:

(1) PITIN 20 07290 Y7 19 2R ARR-12 IR PN 791 K¥ XY W
wa-haras 16 yim-masé ba-kol eres yisraél
and-smith NEG 3MsG-find\pass in-all.GEN land.GEN Israel
ki=a-mar[-u)’ palist-im  pen ya-ds-it ha-‘ibr-im
because=say.3pL\PEV Philistine-pL lest 3M-make-PL\NPFV the-Hebrew-pL
hereb 6 hanit
sword or spear
‘Now there was no smith to be found throughout all the land of Israel; for [ki]
the Philistines said [amru], “Lest the Hebrews make swords or spears forﬁem—
selves” (1 Samuel 13:19)

In (11), direct speech is succinctly used to express the rationale for a state of affairs
affecting an entire population. The Israelites are at that point living under occu-
pation by the Philistines. This verse reports that there are no blacksmiths in the
entire country because the occupying army took measures to prevent the occu-
pied population from revolting by making their own weapons. This situation is
presented as explained by what the Philistines (as a group) said, which is not the
order some commander gave, but the reasoning behind it."

2.4 ‘Etymological’ naming of characters

One very distinctive use of fictive direct speech in the Hebrew Bible is as part of a
formulaic sequence used when newborns are named, as in:

(elohim) is morphologically plural. The text is thus ambiguous between the two readings. We
followed the word choice of the English translators.

9. The obligatory plural suffix -u is absent from the written text (ktiv), likely due to an ancient
copying error, and is traditionally restored when the text is read aloud (gri).

10. See Verstraete (2008) on the status of (negative) purpose, reason, and intended endpoint or
result as involving a mental state relation on the part of the main clause participant(s) (typically
the agent), which is formally often reflected in the use of quotatives/complementizers of speech
reports. See also Gentens et al. (this issue) and Example (17) below.
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(12) 0N Y 07N YR-NW 72 NWINW-NN NIpm 2 'f’?m TNUN-NN TY DIX Y717
T2 177 72 230 nan
way-yéda‘ adam 6d  ‘et="ist-6 wat-té-led

CO.NARR-3MSG-know Adam more ACC=woman.GEN-3MSG CO.NARR-3FSG-bear
bén wat-ti-qra ‘et=38am-0 set ki

son CO.NARR-3FSG-call Acc=name.GEN-3MsG Seth because

Sat=I-i elohim zera“ ahér tahat hebel ki
set[3MsG]\PFv=to.1sG God seed other instead Abel because

hdrag-6 qayin

kill[3msG]\pFv-3MsG.acc Cain

‘Adam knew his wife; again, and she; bore a son and named, him Seth [$et], “for
God has appointed [$at] for me; another child instead of Abel, because Cain
killed him?” (Genesis 4:25)

The point here gets somewhat lost in translation: the quote contains a word (or
sometimes two), which appears to share a root with the name being given to the
child (or parts of it), thus providing a folk etymology that ‘explains’ the name. This
is a distinctive feature of the biblical narrative (reflecting the significance of names
and their meanings in the culture that produced this text), specifically in the book
of Genesis." In the great majority of cases, the account is given in direct speech by
the person naming the child (typically the mother). A smaller subgroup of cases
gives the etymological account without employing direct speech in the same man-
ner. Sometimes the account and the name are both contained in a divine utterance
announcing an upcoming birth (e.g. Genesis 16:11). On one occasion (Genesis
3:20), the etymological account appears directly in the main narrative. Otherwise,
direct speech seems to be the norm. The use of direct speech in this context was
sufficiently formulaic that in several instances the text dispenses entirely with quo-
tative markers for introducing it, which is very unusual in other contexts. Thus,
in (12), Eve is referred to in the third person (“and she bore a son...”), immedi-
ately followed by direct speech, in which she refers to herself in the first person
(“God has appointed for me another child”), without a verb of saying or any other
marker indicating where perspective shift occurs (cf. Si and Spronck, this issue).'”

11.  We found only one example (out of 28) of an etymological naming for a child outside of
Genesis and the early chapters of Exodus (1 Sam 1:20). Similar ‘etymological’ sequences are also
used for naming places (e.g. Genesis 32:3) and, more rarely, for renaming distinguished persons
or deities (e.g. Genesis 16:13).

12. We analyze the particle ki (‘for’) as part of Eve’s words. Etymological naming sequences
often have the same particle at the beginning of the quoted utterance, regardless of whether a
quotative marker is present. ki is also used in Biblical Hebrew as a complementizer introducing
indirect speech, but this interpretation is unlikely here, both because of the preceding context
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The same abrupt, partially undermarked deictic shift also appears in 1 Samuel 1:20,
and, twice in a row, in Genesis 41:51-52 and Exodus 18:4-s5.

Direct speech may also be introduced with a speaking verb, typically wat-
tomer (“and she said”) as in:

(13)  XIPMI-NN-0372-071 72N ARNW-73 717 YW-"3 TRRR1 T T2 T 001
JWwnu Ny

wat-ta-har od  wat-té-led bén wat-t-omer
CO.NARR-3ESG-conceive more CO.NARR-3FSG-bear son CO.NARR-3FSG-say
ki=$ama‘ yahweh ki=Sani’-ah anoki
because=hear[3MsG]\PFv Yahweh because=hate.PAss.PART-FsG I
way-yit-ten=I-i gam=et=zeh wat-ti-qra
CO.NARR-3MSG-give=t0.15G also=Acc=this CO.NARR-3FsG-call
Som-6 $imon
name.GEN-3MSG Simeon
‘She, conceived again and bore a son, and said ;, “Because the Lord has heard
[Sama’] that I; am hated, he has given me; this son also”; and she named him
Simeon [$im ‘on]. (Genesis 29:33)

Whether or not the biblical narrative is committed to the claim that the naming
person actually uttered the words presented as her direct speech is an open ques-
tion. The grammatical forms used are usually compatible with the assumption
that these are genuine quotations. Also, explicit markers (ki, for’/‘because; and
‘al ken, ‘therefore’) frequently occur to mark the name given as a consequence of
the utterance act. However, the use of direct speech is, again, entirely formulaic,
and only rarely is there any information on the time or place of enunciation."”
It seems irrelevant whether or not the words were uttered. Functionally speak-
ing, direct speech is used in these examples so the narrative can provide readers
with an account for the name being given, rather than to report what the mother
said. The direct speech should thus be regarded as fictive, and as a case of deic-
tic perspective persistence, where the grammatically direct representation does
not correspond to a deictic shift to an original utterance setting in interpretation
(Gentens et al., this issue).

and because it is followed by direct, not indirect, speech. A third option is to view ki as part of
the quoting context, not the quote itself, in which case we would have to assume the verb amra
(‘she said’) was omitted after it.

13. 'The only two exceptions involve utterances by a midwife at the time of birth (Genesis
35:17-18, 38:29).
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3. 'The lemor construction

Our final set of examples comes in the form of a characteristic grammatical struc-
ture in Biblical Hebrew, the lemor construction. With over 9oo occurrences, this
construction appears literally on every page of the Bible (Wigram 1995).

The word lemor (1INY) itself is an infinitive construct form of the verb ‘mr
(‘say’). But, as Miller (2003,181-185), the authority on this subject, convincingly
argues, this word does not figure as a true infinitive (with only a handful of
exceptions). Rather, it has grammaticalized into a complementizer (Miller
2003,199-212), introducing direct speech (as opposed to complementizers in
modern Indo-European languages, which only introduce indirect speech).'* This
is quite accurate regarding the syntactic role of lemor. There has been some debate
about the semantics of the word lemor itself, essentially around whether it is
entirely bleached, and so carries no meaning of its own (see overview in Miller
2003,418-422). We believe that Construction Grammar (Goldberg 1995, 2003,
2006; Croft 2001) provides a more fruitful approach and examine the semantics of
the whole construction in which lemor occurs, not just the word itself.

Syntactically speaking, this construction has the following general form:

(14) <matrix clause> lemor <direct speech>

For example in (15), the matrix clause is ‘And the supervisors [...] were beaten,
then comes the word lemor (‘to say’) itself, and “Why did you not finish [...]?” is
the direct speech component. Note the second person plural form, clearly indicat-
ing this is indeed direct speech:

(15)  D2pNDN°72 X2 yITn RS YD 10,007y nD-1wN XD 712 0w 137
010-03,7700-01 DWW N3 377

way-yukk-i Sotaré boné yisraél
CO.NARR-3M-strike-PL\PASS.CAUS officer.MPL.GEN son.MPL.GEN Israel
‘dser=sam-i ‘dlé-hem nogasé paroh  lémor maddia‘lo
REL=put-3MPL\PFV on-3MPL taskmaster.MPL.GEN Pharaoh comp why NEG
killi-tem haga-kem li-lbon ki-tmol

tinish-2MPL\PFV.INTS quota.GEN-2MPL to-make_bricks.INF as-yesterday
Silsom gam=tomél  gam=hay-yom
day_before_yesterday also=yesterday also=the-day

14. For similar cases of complementizers emerging from speaking verbs in unrelated languages
without or with no widespread writing, see Glildemann and von Roncador (2002), and see more
references on this phenomenon across languages from different families in Pascual (2014, 85,
103, 108).
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‘And the supervisors; of the Israelites, whom Pharaoh’s taskmasters had set
over them, were beaten to say [lemor], “Why did you, not finish the required
quantity of bricks yesterday and today, as you, did before?” (Exodus 5:14)

Semantically, (15) suggests that the beating conveys the same message that would
transpire from the accusation (“Why did you not finish...?”); that this is what the
beating was about. There is, however, no implication that the accusation was nec-
essarily uttered by anyone in particular. Hence, we can propose the following for-
mula’ to express the lemor construction’s meaning:

(16) The action/event/state described in <matrix clause> conveys the message (or
otherwise has the import) that would be expressed by a speaker uttering
<direct speech>.

Thus stated, the semantics of the lemor construction has two features: (i) the direct
speech component should be interpreted by default as fictive, implying that the
use of fictive direct speech in this construction is prototypical (in the sense of
Rosch 1973, see also, e.g. Langacker 1987); and (ii) the lemor construction is a
means of expressing the meaning of actions and events.

3.1 The lemor construction and fictive direct speech

Genuine quotations reproduce the particular words of a particular individual,
made at a particular time and place, for the purpose of informing one’s audience
of what that individual said. Fictive quotations have a different purpose and often
do not reproduce anything that anybody ever uttered. This is unmistakably the
case in:

(17) N2 :N177 712117 X271 90 K11 NND3-N2 01710 137 723X WK NI 113017 72
-ND1 3y NN 1YW 137 00p7 TRwn 17- 1537’ 7 TMARY NI 07w
TV DR YR 1Y n0p71 070 12y- ’7N 197-712y7 >0 aRR X1 077 12yn

ki ham-miswah haz-z-ot daser anoki

because the-commandment the-this-FsG REL 1

ma-sawwa-ka hay-yém
MSG.PART-command\INTs-2MsG.AcCC the-day

lo=ni-plé-t hi mim-moka wa-lo rohog-ah hi. 1o
NEG=PART-do_wonders-FSG\PASS she from-2MsG and-NEG far-FsG  she. NEG
b-as-sam-ayim hi 1émor mi  ya-‘dleh=la-ni has-sam-aym-ah
in-the-sky-pu she comp who 3MsG.NPEV-ascend=to-1PL the-sky-DU-DIR
wa-yig-qahe-ha la-na wa-ya-Smi‘é-nii
and-3MSG.NPFV-take-FSG.ACC to-1PL and-3MsG-hear\NPFV.CAUS- 1 PL.DAT
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‘ot-ah  wa-na-‘dsen-nah. wa-16=mé-éber l-ay-yam hi

ACC-3FsG and-1PL.NPFV-do-3FsG.ACC. and-NEG=from-across to-the-sea she

léemor mi  ya-‘dbor=la-ni el=¢ber hay-yam

comp who 3msg.npfv-pass=to-1pl to=across the-sea

wa-yiq-qahe-ha la-na wa-ya-Smi‘é-nii

and-3MsG.NPFV-take-FSG.ACC to-1PL and-3MsG-hear\NPFV.CAUS-1PL.DAT

"ot-ah wa-na-‘dsen-nah.

Acc-3FsG and-1PL.NPFV-do-3FsG.ACC.

‘Surely, this commandment that I am commanding you, today is not too hard

for you,, nor is it too far away. It is not in heaven, to say [lemor], “Who will go

up to heaven for us, and get it for us; so that we; may hear it and observe it?”

Neither is it beyond the sea, to say [lemor], “Who will cross to the other side of

the sea for us, and get it for us; so that we; may hear it and observe it?”
(Deuteronomy 30:11-13)

The questions after lemor (‘to say’) appear in a counterfactual scenario: that’s what
a character might have said if the commandment were in heaven or beyond the
sea, which is — we are told - not the case. So, by design, this is not a quote of what
somebody purportedly uttered."” Nevertheless, the biblical text uses the lemor
construction, unequivocally featuring direct speech (note the shift to first person
plural), to characterize the counterfactual scenario.'®

But such clear-cut cases are relatively rare. More often, the lemor construction,
much like the English quotative (be) like construction exemplified in (1), occupies
a continuum between fictive and genuine quotation. We argue that the fictive end
of this continuum is prototypical for this construction, that is, the core conceptual
meaning of the lemor construction involves fictive direct speech. Even when this
construction is used non-prototypically, including for (what appears to be) gen-
uine quotation, there are still features of its use that can be accounted for as exten-
sions of that prototype — as we will now try to demonstrate.

A very common use of the lemor construction is to introduce loose quotation,
what Hatav (2000) calls ‘free direct discourse’’” An example is:

15. More precisely, (17) is part of a longer monologue attributed to Moses, so it is as such a
quote from Moses, but not of his addressees, who are the nominal ‘speakers’ in the embedded
direct speech.

16. For a discussion of direct speech dialogue representing what wasn’t said, see Tannen
(2007,111) and Vandelanotte (this issue).

17. Hatav’s thesis is that lemor is always used for free direct discourse. However, Miller
(2003, 412—-418) provides multiple counterexamples, including our example (19).
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(18) M7 0733 NIT-D1 71270 71777 M3 WaRY DNy T3 717N 071277 710K i)
TN

wa-y-hi ahadré had-dsbar-im ha-¢élleh
CO.NARR-3MSG-be after the-thing-MPL the-this.mpPL
way-yug-gad lo-abraham 1émor hinnéh yalad-ah
CO.NARR-3MsG-tell\Pass.caus to-Abraham comp behold bear.prv-3rsG
milkah gam=hi ban-im lo-nahér ’ahi-ka
Milcah also=she son-pL to-Nahor brother.Gen-2msG
‘Now after these things it was told Abraham, to say [lemor], “Milcah also has
borne children, to your, brother Nahor [...]” (Genesis 22:20)

Here, the matrix clause refers to a communicative act (Abraham being fold of
something), and the direct speech component reproduces the gist of the message.
In accordance with our formula in (16), the direct speech component, if uttered
by a discourse character, conveys the same message as what the communicative
act(s) referred to in the matrix clause did in fact convey. This, however, does not
imply somebody addressed Abraham with these precise words. The direct speech
merely reproduces the information Abraham received, on one or more occasions,
compressed into one utterance. The same holds for the multiple uses of the lemor
construction to introduce “quotations that are semi-direct, retold, iterative, hypo-
thetical, or fabricated” (Miller 2003,394).

Farthest removed from the semantic prototype of the lemor construction in
(16) are cases in which it is used as a bona-fide quotative, as in:

(19) MPIN1 071N D7TT2N TR TaR? 2K 7127 72 MaR? N 012 037127
WID )07 07IN-NK D1

wa-y-barak-ém b-ay-yom ha-hii léemor ba-ka
CO.NARR-3MSG-bless\INTS-2MPL.ACC in-the-day the-that.MsG comp in-2MsG
ya-barék yisraél lémor ya-Sim-ka elohim
3MsG-bless\NPFV.INTS Israel comP 3MsG.NPFV-put-2MsG.acc God
ka-eprayim wa-ki-mnasseh  way-ya-sem et="eprayim lipné
as-Ephraim and-as-Manasseh CO.NARR-3MsG-put Acc=Ephraim before
manasseh
Manasseh

‘So he blessed them, ; that day, to say [lemor], “By you,,; Israel, will invoke
blessings, to say [lemor], ‘God make you, like Ephraim; and like Manasseh,” So
he put Ephraim ahead of Manasseh’ (Genesis 48:20)

Here, despite the use of the lemor construction, the precise words of the direct
speech component are attributed to the speaking character. Indeed, the narrator
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draws our attention to a particular fact about that character’s wording - the order
in which the names are mentioned.'®

Nevertheless, the prototype expressed in (16) also throws some light on such
uses of the construction. The lemor construction is one of several different quo-
tative constructions in Biblical Hebrew, and not the most common one. Most
typically, actual quotations in the biblical text are given using a regular VSO
clause with a speaking verb (overwhelmingly mr, with the singular masculine
form wayyomer being the most frequent)."” Where the lemor construction may
be used to provide faithful quotations (as far as we can tell), it is reserved for
reproducing salient utterances, and is, more generally, a marked form of quoting
(Miller 2003,299-398).%

In the prototypical case, the direct speech component expresses, in the voice
of a discourse character, the import of the action referred to in the matrix clause,
the meaning it has, the effect it takes. When, however, it is understood that the
direct speech component reproduces the very speech act announced in the matrix
clause, the result is focusing the reader on the import of that speech act, on the
very fact it takes effect.”

In (19), the quoted utterance is a blessing given by Jacob to his two grandchil-
dren (understood as foreshadowing events in the distant future). In our reading,
it is the fact that this is a blessing that makes the use of the lemor construction
pertinent. Jacob’s words are marked as particularly effectual. Another telling case
in point is the use of the lemor construction in what is in effect an equivalent of
legalese:

18. 'The verse in (19) is also a relatively rare case of one lemor construction embedded within
another.

19. Such a quotative clause can also serve as the matrix clause within the lemor construction,
thus combining the two constructions in question.

20. Syntactic differences between the quotative constructions in Biblical Hebrew add another
layer of constraints to how they can be used - something we cannot delve into here (this is cov-
ered extensively in Goldenberg 1991 and Miller 2003). Syntactic considerations do not, however,
alter the main conclusions of our analysis.

21. The lemor construction can also serve to mark a quoted utterance as merely pragmatically
important or unusual, for instance to introduce a dispreferred response within an adjacency
pair (Miller 2003, 328), or as an alternative means for introducing quotations, to be selected over
other variants for syntactic reasons (Miller 2003, 313-314). All such uses fit our formula’ in (16),
but they are of less interest to us, as it is precisely the fictive-interaction aspect of the construc-
tion that gets progressively (though not completely) effaced in them.
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(20) TR (I 192 *ANI "IYRW 12 NAN-ON TN TN? PINT-DY “JINI [NDY-78 137
PIN IR 7T 17 TaRD DIIN-NN 119 1971 510 "ID-NN 12N )00
72 A0R-NN NIT-77 70721 72 7103-2W NND Y2N
wa-y-dabbér el=epron ba-ozoné
CO.NARR-3MSG-speak\INTS to-Ephron in-ear.MPL.GEN
‘am=ha-ares lémor ak ’im=uttah li Soma‘é-ni
people.[sG].GEN=the-land comp but if=2MSG  COND.IRR hear.Ms.IMP-15G.ACC
natat-ti kesep has-sadeh qah mimmen-ni
give-1sG\PFvV money.GEN the-field take.ms.imP from-1sG
wa-’e-qbar-ah et=mét-1 sammah.
and-1sG.burry-HORT\NPFV Acc=dead.GEN-1sG there
way-yaan epron ‘et=abraham 1émor l-o. ’ddon-i
CO.NARR-3MsG-answer Ephron acc=Abraham comp to-3MsG master.GEN-15G
Soma‘é-ni eres arba‘mé-ot Seqel=kesep bén-i
hear.ms.1mP-1sG.Acc land four hundred-rpr shekel.Gen=silver between-1sG
u-béna-ka mah=hi wa-"et=méta-ka qabor.
and-between-2MsG what=that.FsG and-acc-dead.GEN-2MsG burry.Ms.I1MP
‘He; spoke to Ephron; in the hearing of the people of the land to say [lemor], “If
you; only will listen to me! I, will give the price of the field; accept it from me;, so
that I; may bury my; dead there.” Ephron; answered Abraham, to say [lemor] to
him,, “My lord, listen to mej; a piece of land worth four hundred shekels of sil-
ver — what is that between you,; and mej? Bury your; dead”  (Genesis 23:13-15)

These verses are part of a sales deed. Abraham purchases a burial cave from
Ephron. The quoted utterances in (20), and in the entire sales deed, are part of
a binding agreement, which is indeed reproduced using the lemor construction
throughout. Similarly, the lemor construction is also used to introduce most
batches of religious laws in the text (setting them up as extended conversational
turns by God; see Miller 2003, 285-286).

Thus, in our analysis, the lemor construction is prototypically a fictive interac-
tion construction. As the formula in (16) indicates, it attributes a fictive utterance
(the direct speech component) to a discourse character, thereby characterizing
the action in the matrix clause. Even when introducing a genuine quotation, its
semantics retains traces of its fictive-interaction core, which accounts for the fact
that the quotation is always marked (had the genuine quotative use been prototyp-
ical, we would expect lemor to be regularly used for unmarked quotation). The dis-
course character utters the direct speech component for the reported speaker, or
concertedly with that speaker, as it were, resulting in a loose paraphrase in some
cases, or added stress and weight in others. In the context of the biblical text, these
added glosses and emphases reflect the pragmatic and cultural priorities of the
biblical narrator - they help advance the narrative, point to important moments
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in the unfolding plot, or mark issues of special cultural and symbolic significance.
This means that on a higher level, the direct speech sections further have an over-
laid narrative function of advancing and emphasizing certain parts of the nar-
rative, even where the lemor construction is used in a bona-fide quotation. This
overlay of narrative meanings on top of the range of fictive interaction meanings
is similar to the combination of narrator-related and character-related meanings
that may be involved in irregular perspective shifts (see Gentens et al., this issue).

3.2 The lemor construction and meaning

In our view, the function of the fictive direct speech in the lemor construction is
to express or reinforce the meaning (or at least the meaningfulness) of what the
matrix clause presents. This is evident when the construction is used for loose
quotation, as in (18) above. The direct speech component here restates the gist of
the message delivered in the communicative act(s) referred to in the matrix clause.
Of particular interest are cases in which the main verb is not itself communicative,
as in (15) above or in:

(21) MIWRT NY? 11 9RR? 730 177-2Y Wipn1 077700 Npm
wat-tiq-qah ha-m-yalled-et wat-ti-qsor
CO.NARR-3FsG-take the-PART-bear-FSG\INTS CO.NARR-3FSG-tie
‘al=yad-o6 sani  lémor zeh yasa rison-ah

on=hand.GEN-3MsG scarlet comp this.MsG exit.PFv[3MsG] first-FRM
‘[A]nd the midwife took and bound on his hand a crimson thread, to say
[lemor], “This one came out first.” (Genesis 38:28)

Here, twins are born and the midwife marks the firstborn by tying a thread around
his hand. Using lemor instead of wattomer (‘and she said’) suggests that the direct
speech need not be attributed to the midwife, who is merely said to perform an
action: binding a thread. In our interpretation, it is the import of this action that
is expressed in the text by a fictive enunciation. The direct speech component is
ascribed to an implied, fictive discourse character, with the aim of characterizing
or explaining the action referred to in the matrix clause.

In (22), we again have a non-verbal action (blowing a horn) to which direct
speech is being attributed:

(22) 1127 RRR WNW HXW-721:0°712Y7 WD ,ANRRS PIND-223 19103 YR 2N
D AW?93 PN WN-DI) D°AWYD 17¥)-NN ANY
wa-saul taqa‘ b-as-$épar ba-kol  ha-ares lémor
and-Saul blow.prv[3MsG] in-the-horn in-all.GeN the-land comp
yi-$ma“-i ha-‘ibr-im. wa-kol yisrael Sama-u lemor
3M-hear-pPL\NPFV the-Hebrew-mpL and-all Israel hear.pFv-3MpPL comP
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hik-kah saul et=nasib palist-im

caus.prv-strike[3MsG] Saul Acc=garrison.GeN Philistine-MpL

wa-gam=ni-bas yisraél b-ap-palist-im

and-also=pAss.PFv-stink[3MsG] Israel in-the-Philistine-MpL

‘And Saul blew the horn throughout all the land, to say [lemor], “Let the

Hebrews hear!” And all Israel heard to say [lemor], “Saul had defeated the garri-

son of the Philistines, and also that Israel had become odious to the Philistines”
(1 Samuel 13:3-4)*

Notably, (22) features two distinct direct speech utterances that involve two dis-
tinct perspectives on the same (communicative) act, one reflecting the intentions
of the addresser and the other reflecting the (different) understanding of this act
by its audience. King Saul has just defeated a garrison of the Philistine army and is
now blowing the horn to announce it. Saul probably simply wanted the Israelites
to know of the victory. This is what blowing the horn meant from his perspective,
but what the Israelites actually understood is that following this military success
the Philistines are now angry with them and they should expect retaliation. This
is what blowing the horn meant to them.”

We return to the notion of meaning reflected in this usage, and some more
general implications it might have, below.

4. Conclusions

In this paper we discussed several widespread and typical uses of perspectiviza-
tion in the Hebrew Bible. The constructional patterns we exemplified all have a
grammatically ‘direct’ representation, while this deictic shift is usually not real-
ized in interpretation. These cases of deictic perspective persistence were shown
to fulfill a range of non-quotational functions, such as a character’s assessment
of the reason for, or import of an action, while also involving added narrative
functions. We showed that non-quotational direct speech is frequently attested
throughout the biblical text, and takes a variety of different grammatical forms.

22. The verb $m ", the matrix clause verb of the second verse, is polysemous. The basic meaning
is ‘hear’. More relevant in this case is the related sense of ‘understand’ (an utterance, a situation,
or a language). The verb is also used to mean ‘obey’.

23. Alter (1999,70-71) suggests blowing the horn was rather a call to arms, and was perceived
as such by the Israelites. In this case, the two meanings of blowing the horn are congruent, but
are nevertheless reported as distinct. We may also interpret (22) as saying that Saul ordered
the horn to be blown. The rationale for the action could have been given verbally as part of
such an order.
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These observations are valuable in their own right, especially given the unique
status of the Hebrew Bible in the history of Western culture and beyond, but
they are also significant as supporting evidence for broader theoretical claims. In
this concluding section, we would like to sketch some such broader (and more
speculative) implications, with a focus on two particular themes: orality and the
notion of meaning.

Widespread writing seems to affect culture, grammar, and discourse in pro-
found ways (Ong 2002). Prior studies suggest that structures that fully shift to the
deixis of (fictive) conversational participants, such as direct speech, are especially
pervasive in texts and languages that stand close to the oral roots of human cul-
ture (see overview and references in Pascual 2014,29-57, 83-112). Thus, one com-
mon feature of a large number of primary oral languages from different families
is the lack, or infrequent use, of indirect speech and the existence of unmarked
or obligatory grammatical forms that transparently developed from direct speech
to express what is not a report of previously produced discourse (Giildemann and
von Roncador 2002; de Vries 2003; Spronck 2016; van der Voort 2016). Grammat-
icalized forms of fictive direct speech are also abundant and unmarked in signed
languages (e.g. Jarque and Pascual 2016), which generally lack a writing system.
Direct speech - including fictive direct speech - is usually also preferred to indi-
rect speech in spoken conversation, even in languages with a writing system (Tan-
nen 1986, and see more references in Pascual 2014, 85). It should thus not be sur-
prising that fictive direct speech was also widespread in historical literary genres
grounded in oral tradition (Beaumont 1996; Louviot 2016). Marnette (1998,172)
goes as far as to say that direct speech is the only way to represent thoughts in
some medieval literary genres.

The Hebrew Bible is an ancient text. While it was clearly the product of a highly
literate culture for its day, it stands much closer to the oral origins of language and
communication and of all human culture (Ong 2002), certainly more so than texts
produced in modern literate societies. It has many parts that originate in oral folk-
lore (Dundes 1999), and is still today regularly recited orally in religious settings.
And indeed, we found that fictive direct speech is abundantly present and takes
multiple forms in the text. Several common grammatical constructions are proto-
typically used to introduce fictive direct speech. This is also the case for another
fictive interaction construction, namely non-information-seeking questions (Pas-
cual 2014,29-57, 169-188), such as leading and rhetorical questions, which are
overwhelmingly common in the Hebrew Bible (some three quarters of the corpus
examined in Moshavi 2013, and see Moshavi 2010). This further evidences that
the deictic frame of face-to-face conversation, characterized by the expression
of perspective as directly linked to the conversational ground, and by sequential
viewpoint shift between interactants (but see Vandelanotte, and van Duijn and
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Verhagen, this issue, for non-sequential, mixed-perspective constructions), was
one of the earliest and most productive templates for linguistically conceptualizing
and expressing human experience (e.g. Linell 1998), especially of mental and cul-
tural phenomena, and for organizing discourse.

One particular construction we examined, involving lemor plus direct
speech, suggests even broader theoretical implications. As we saw, this construc-
tion is prototypically used to gloss the meaning of an action or state of affairs.
On the other hand, Biblical Hebrew had no known word for the noun ‘meaning’
or the verb ‘to mean. Biblical Hebrew thus seems to exemplify a cultural model
of meaning that has been neglected in most philosophical and linguistic seman-
tic theories. This model connects linguistic meaning with making an utterance,
not seeking to reduce linguistic meaning to allegedly ‘simpler’ notions, such as
logical propositions or concepts in the mind (see overview in Sandler 2016), but
instead considering a communicative linguistic act as the basic paradigm for
meaningfulness in general (Voloshinov 1986; Bakhtin 1981, 1986; Gasparov 2010).
Something meaningful, on this approach, is something that speaks to us, literally,
and not just metaphorically: As the Biblical Hebrew lemor construction exempli-
fies, stating what some action, utterance, or state of affairs means involves ascrib-
ing (fictive) direct speech to it (indeed, often ‘pragmatics-heavy’ direct speech,
including, e.g. non-information-seeking questions and choral speech).

Our paper fits within the growing tendency to combine cognitive and inter-
actional approaches to language and language use (e.g. Linell 1998; Graumann
and Kallmeyer 2002; Verhagen 2005; Zlatev et al. 2008; Zima and Broéne 2015),
challenging long-standing assumptions among linguists, by viewing both mean-
ing and grammar as arising from talk-in-interaction, and ultimately, perspective
shifting (see overview in Sandler 2016 and Gentens et al., this issue). More broadly,
while focused on a single text, this paper nevertheless instantiates the central role
of intersubjectivity in language and discourse in general (see also van Duijn and
Verhagen, this issue). This was the case not only on the immediate level, at which
language use and discourse partake in intersubjective communication, but also
on a structural and conceptual level, at which conversation provides us with a
cognitive model to access and make sense of complex situations and ideas. In
sum, we hope to have shown that the centrality and pervasiveness of perspective-
indexing constructions reflect the fact that grammar and discourse are inherently
viewpointed in nature, emerging from our lifelong experience with sequential
turn-taking and the expression of perspective.
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