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NOTES ON THE FUNCTION OF GOTHIC -U
Giuseppe Pagliarulo
Dipartimento di Scienze del Linguaggio e Letterature Moderne e Comparate
Universita degli Studi di Torino
Via Sant'Ottavio, 20

10124 Turin, Italy

In this article the distribution of the Gothic enclitic particle -u is examined in the light
of speech act theory. It is argued that the particle is optional in non-canonical questions
but compulsory in canonical ones, therefore it should be regarded as a fully vital and

not yet vestigial question-introducing device in Gothic.

1. The problem

Gothic is the only Germanic language in which the enclitic particle -u is used. This
particle, which is thought to be etymologically related to the Sanskrit deictic particle -u
and Old Bulgarian - (Wright 1954: 140), is found in direct and indirect interrogative
clauses, where it cliticizes to any constituent that appears in first position (Buzzoni
2009: 39). It has therefore been interpreted and is usually referred to in handbooks and
dictionaries simply as an interrogative particle (see, for instance, Wright 1954: 140;
Mossé 1942: 190; Binnig 1999: 117; Streitberg 1981: 62; Lehmann 1986: s. u.). Its
apparent optionality, however, has not failed to puzzle scholars. Jones (1955) notes

couples of cases like the following':

1 The English translation of New Testament verses is taken from the New International Version.



(1) a niu ussuggwup aiw hwua gatawida Daweid...? (Mk 2:25)
b. ni pata ussuggwud patei gatawida Daweid...? (Lk 6:3)

“Have you never read what David did...?”

Here the enclitic appears in the first question but it is not used in the second one,
even though the two sentences are practically identical. To explain this inconsistency,
Jones hypotesizes that the enclitic is made virtually redundant by interrogative
intonation, therefore it should be considered as vestigial in Gothic. Its absence in later
Germanic would, in his opinion, confirm this assumption.

Scherer (1968) gives a different explanation of the particle's optionality as an
interrogative enclitic, basically proposing that it can introduce rhetorical questions only.
Two more recently published studies on Gothic syntax (Ferraresi 2005; Buzzoni 2009)
advance a similar claim, arguing that -u functions as a modifier of the interrogative
force of a sentence, contributing an “emotive flavour” that turns the sentence into a
“surprise or disapproval” question. Ferraresi, in particular, suggests that -u expresses
surprise or disappointment of the questioner, bearing the same function as the Greek
particle Gpa.

The aim of the present study is to establish whether there is any truth in these

theories and to help define the limits of the Gothic particle's usage more clearly.

2. Distribution of -u

It should be noted that, according to Ferraresi and Scherer, -u can introduce yes/no and

wh-questions alike; this is also implicitly granted by Streitberg (1981: 64). According to



Ferraresi (2005: 149) the particle's ubiquitous distribution is exemplified by the

following cases:

2) a magutsu driggkan? (Mk 10:38)
80vocOe mely
“Can you drink... ?"
b. hauppan [= hwa-u-uh pan] habais patei ni namt? (1Kor 4:7)
10 8€ Exeic 0 oLK ENafec;

“What do you have that you did not receive?"

It should be noted, however, that -u never appears as such after wh-words. Wh-
words can only be found to host the sequence -uA. In all such cases the sequence is most
parsimoniously analyzed as a copulative particle (-uh as in wakaip standaiduh “wake
and stand firm”, 1Kor 16:13), rather than a (theoretically possible, but distributionally
very limited: Schulze 1907) -u-uh (interrogative-copulative) complex. Here are the

relevant passages:

3) a hwanuh pan puk sehoum gast jah galapodedum? (Mt 25:38)
n01e 3€ oe elSopev EEvov kal cuvnyGyouev;
“When did we see you a stranger and invite you in?"
b. hwanuh pan puk sehoum siukana... (Mt 25:39)
n01e 3€ oe elSopev AcOevolvra...
“When did we see you sick..."
c. hauppan habais patei ni namt? (1Kor 4:7)

1l 8¢ Exeig O oLk EAaPe;



“What do you have that you did not receive?"
d. hwouh pan samaqisse alhs gudis mip galiugam? (2Kor 6:16)

(¢ 8€ ovykordOeoig va®) 00D petd ldWAwv;

"What agreement is there between the temple of God and idols?"
e. hwouh pan samagqisse Xristau mip Bailiama... (2Kor 6:15)

(¢ 8€ cuupwvnoig xpiotol Tpoc Pehdp...

"What harmony is there between Christ and Belial?"

It must be noted that in all five cases the enclitic is immediately followed by pan
and the Greek question shows the particle 6¢. Now, it is quite common practice, for the

Gothic translator, to render 6¢ with -uh pan, in all kinds of sentences:

4) a patuh pan qap fraisands ina (J 6:6)

100710 8¢ Eheyev mepdlov a0tdv
"He asked this only to test him"

b. nip-pan mag augo gipan du handau (1Kor 12:21)
00 30vatot 8€ 0 0pOuiudC elnely T xepl
"The eye cannot say to the hand"

c. sumaizeh pan jah afargaggand (1Tm 5:24 A)
Tioly 8€ kol EmaxorovfoDoty
"the sins of others trail behind them"

d. qibanuh pan ist (Mt 5:31)
EppEON 5E

"it is said"



See Fourquet 1938: 247.
Note, moreover, that the copulative enclitic -u/ is never used independently of the

Greek text in questions, with the exception of disjunctive ones:

5 a pii is sa gimanda pau anparizuh beidaima? (Mt 11:3)

oU & 6 €pyOpevoc ) Erepov TPOGSoKGYEY;
“Are you the one who is to come, or should we expect someone
else?"

b. framuh guda sijai, pau iku fram mis silbin rodja (J 7:17)
nOtepov €x 100 000 €otv A £yW &' Epovtod Aok
“whether my teaching comes from God or whether I speak on my
own"

c. daupeins lohannis uzuh himina was pau uzuh mannam? (Mk 11:30)
70 Pdmriopo 1 todvvov & 00pavoD Av f €& dvepnev;

d. daupeins lohannis uzuh himina was pau uzuh mannam? (Lk 20:4)
0 Pdmtiopo lodvvov €€ obpavod Av f €& avepWnmv;

“John’s baptism—was it from heaven, or of human origin?"

If we accept Ferraresi's analysis, we will have to grant that -u is never found in wh-
questions except in the sequence -u-uh, a sequence that, in turn, is only found together
with the particle pan and in the translation of Greek o€. As -uh pan (where -uh is a
simple copulative enclitic) is a commonplace rendering of € in all kinds of sentences,
Ferraresi's analysis of this particular passage (2b) is effectively a piece of special
pleading. Interpreting (2b) as a sequence of two enclitics rather than a simple instance

of copulative -uh requires a textually unjustified complication of the passage's analysis.



As to the possibility of using -u after wh-words, it should also be noted that, as a rule,
the translator avoids using -u to mark the first member of a disjunctive question when
this stands in appositive relation to a preceding interrogative pronoun (as in Lk 6:9: hw
skuld ist sabbato dagam, piup taujan pau unpiup taujan? See Schulze 1907: 563).
Buzzoni (2009: 34) also rejects Ferraresi's analysis of hwuppan as “tentative”, on the
grounds that the expression is “an isolated sequence”. The sequence, however, is not
isolated at all, as (3d) and (3¢) show.

One might object that the forms hwuh and hwuh are not what would be expected as
the result of hw and hw plus enclitic -uh, the regular enclitic-hosting forms of these
pronouns being hwuh and hwh. These forms, however, are never used as interrogative
pronouns but only as indefinite pronouns in the Gothic Bible. The text, moreover,

shows some hesitation in the use of -uh after vowels:

(6) a. sumaiup-pan (Lk 9:8)
\wv 6
b. sumaip-pan lofam slohun (Mt 26:67)

ol 8¢ &pAmicav

which suggests that both forms may have been acceptable. The alternation between
(interrogative) hu-uh and (indefinite) hwu-4 may also be due to prosodic reasons: as in
Greek, the interrogative pronoun may bear a heavier stress.

It seems therefore soundest to affirm that Gothic -u is only used in yes/no or
disjunctive questions. To generalize, we may say that the enclitic is only used when a

choice between two distinct possibilities is given.



3. Greek dpa, Gothic -u

Ferraresi claims that Greek Gpa and Gothic -u have the same function. Greek Gpa may
denote “anxiety of the questioner” (Liddell-Scott 1940: s. u.), “lively feeling of
interest”, “surprise attendant upon disillusionment”, “scepticism”, or it may simply add
liveliness to a question (Denniston 1950: 33-40).

The direct textual evidence does not support Ferraresi's claim. Let us note, first of

all, that the Greek particle may easily be left untranslated in the Gothic Bible:

(7) a. hw skuli pata barn wairpan? (Lk 1:66)
1l &po 10 maudiov todro Eota;
“What then is this child going to be?”
b. hws siai sa... (Lk 8:25)
tic &pa 00TOC EoTy...

“Who is this?”
against
(8)  hws pannu sa sijai... (Mk 4:41)
tic &pa 000G EoTy...

“Who is this?”

The Gothic Bible yields three instances of yes/no questions in which the Greek text

has &pa. or the similar form &pa:



9 a ibai aufto leihtis bruhta? (2Kor 1:17)

it Gpa T} Erapplq Expnodumy;
“Was I fickle?”

b. pannu Xristus frawaurhtais andbahts? (Gal 2:17)
&po yprotdOc Apaptioc Sidovoc;
“doesn’t that mean that Christ promotes sin?”

c. bi-u-gitai galaubein ana airpai? (Lk 18:8)
dpa. bproet try micTwv €l Tic Yic;

“will he find faith on the earth?”

In (9a) -u is excluded by the presence of the particle ibai, as Gothic interrogative
clauses are never introduced by more than one particle (Buzzoni 2009: 36). In (9b) the
Greek particle is rendered by the inferential pronoun pannu, as in (8). The only case
suggesting a functional equivalence between Greek Gpo and Gothic -u is (9c), which, in
its isolation, and in consideration of the inconsistent rendering of Gpa, is of little
significance. It is practically impossible to discern whether the Greek particle is here
left untranslated or it is rendered by the Gothic enclitic, which is used independently of

the Greek text throughout the Gothic Bible.

4. Use of -u in rhetorical questions

Scherer claims that -u is never used in “content interrogations” (i. e. canonical

questions), its use being restricted to rhetorical questions.



This claim is advanced not only about -u, but about all Gothic interrogative
particles. According to Scherer, word-order is also used as a “differentiator” of
rhetorical response: the SV order marks questions predicting an affirmative answer, the
VS order marks questions predicting a negative answer. In both cases incredulity is

denoted. This would be illustrated by the following examples (Scherer 1968: 420-421)

&) a pata izwis gamarzeip? (J 6:61)
10010 DuAG oravdoliley;
“Does this offend you?"
b. swa jah jus unwitans sijup? (Mk 7:18)
oUtm¢ kal Luelg Golverol €otg;
“Are you so dull?"
c. swa filu gawunnup sware? (Gal 3:4)
tocalta EndOete elki;
“Have you experienced so much in vain?"
d. fimf tiguns jere nauh ni habais jah Abraham sahx? (J 8:57)
nevifxovta £t olmo Exeig kol ABpadu EWpaxog;
“You are not yet fifty years old and you have seen Abraham!”
e. disdailips ist Xristus? (1Kor 1:13)
nepéptotan O ypiotog;
“Is Christ divided?"
f. aftra pugkeip izwis ei sunjoma uns wipra izwis? (2Kor 12:19)
n@hon dokelte Ot Oplv Amoloyolueda;
“Have you been thinking all along that we have been defending

ourselves to you?"



It is easy to see, though, that in examples (8a)-(8d) the Gothic text merely
reproduces its source's word-order. In example (8e) the periphrasis disdailips ist
translates the Greek pepépiotan: in cases like this, it is commonplace for the translator
to put the copula immediately after the participle, in all kinds of sentences (Pagliarulo
2006). Example (8f) is not a proper case of inversion, and the position of the object
pronoun izwis has nothing unusual, as shown by plain declarative clauses like the

following:

9 a mipinsandida imma bropar (2Kor 12:18)

cvvanéotetha TOV AdedpldV
"I sent our brother with him"

b. mipgaqiwida uns Xristau (Eph 2:5)
ovvelwomoinoev T yp1oTR)
“made us alive with Christ"

c. galeikaida uns (1Thess 3:1)
gbdoxAcouey

“we thought it best"

See Fourquet 1938: 271-272.

An analysis of the function of all Gothic interrogative particles lies far beyond the
scope of this study, but an outline thereof will be given in §6. Suffice it to say, for the
moment, that Scherer's thesis about the function of -u seems far-fetched. It is perhaps
reasonable to regard the following sentences as rhetorical questions, i.e. questions the

response to which, in Scherer's own words, is “unambiguously anticipated” within their
9 9

10



context:

(10) a. swau andhafjis pamma reikistin gudjin? (J 18:22)
oUtwg Amoxpiv T Apyiepel;
“Is this the way you answer the high priest?”
b. sau ist sa sunus izwar panei jus qipip patei blinds gabaurans
waurpi? (J 9:19)
00T otv O vidC DIV, Ov Duelc Aéyete 6t ToEAD; Eyevvhiom;

“Is this your son? Is this the one you say was born blind?”

but it is much more difficult to see how the same could be said of

(11)

o

wileidu fraleitan izwis pana piudan ludaie? (Mk 15:9)
0€Lete AmoAlom Dulv TOV Pactiéa TV lovdalnv;
“Do you want me to release to you the king of the Jews?”
b. witudu hwa gatawida izwis? (J 13:12)

yvWokete Tl memolnka Oply;

“Do you understand what I have done for you?”
c. pu ga-u-laubeis du sunau gudis? (J 9:35)

oL motelerg elg TOV vLOV 10D 0g00);

“Do you believe in the Son of [God]?”
d. wileidu nu ei fraletau izwis pana piudan Iudaie? (J 18:39)
BoOAesbe 0DV Amorlom DUty tOV Bacthéa TGV tovdalwv;
“Do you want me to release ‘the king of the Jews’?”

e. ga-u-laubjats patei magjau pata taujan? (Mt 9:28)



motelete Ot SOvapot ToDto mofjoa;

“Do you believe that I am able to do this?”

Moreover, a remarkable number of obviously rhetorical questions can be found to

lack the enclitic, as we have already seen. Note the following case:

(12) gasaihuis po ginon? (Lk 7:44)
BAEmE Ta0TV ThHV yuvaika;
“Do you see this woman?”

(the woman in question is right in front of the listener).

Scherer (1968: 419) lists (12) as a “content interrogation”, which it clearly is not.
Thus, there seems to be no textual evidence of a relation between rhetorical
questions and word-order in Gothic, nor is there any evidence of a consistent relation

between the use of -u and rhetorical questions.

5. Use of -u as a modifier of the interrogative force

Ferraresi claims that -u acts as a modifier of the interrogative force, expressing surprise
or disappointment of the questioner.

Unfortunately, Ferraresi develops her analysis on a very limited amount of cases.
Her conclusions are basically drawn from a comparison between the following sets of

examples (Ferraresi 2005: 148-149):

12



(13)

(14)

o

&

iku fram mis silbin rodja (J 7:17)

Eyw ' Epovtod A

“(whether my teaching comes from God or) whether I speak on my
own”

pau ainzu ik jah Barnabas ni habos waldufni...? (1Kor 9:6)

N uévog £yW kal BapvaPac o0k Exopev EEovalav ur Epy&lecOar;
“Or is it only I and Barnabas who lack the right...?”

abu pus silbin pu pata qipis pau anparai pus qepun bi mik? (J 18:34)
&md seavtod ol to0t0 Aéyeic A Bhot cot elndv mepl Epod;

“Is that your own idea, or did others talk to you about me?”

swau andhafjis pamma reikistin gudjin? (J 18:22)

oUtwg Amoxpivn Q) Apyiepel;

“Is this the way you answer the high priest?”

qap du im: pata izwis gamarzeip? (J 6:61)

elnev alrolg, Todto Dudic okavdorller;

“[Jesus] said to them, “Does this offend you?””

paruh gepun du imma: b taujaima, ei waurkjaima waurstwa
gudis? (J 6:28)

gimov olv mpdc a0TOv, i moruev iva EpyalWpeda ta Epya 100 Oeol;
“Then they asked him, “What must we do to do the works God

requires?””

Example (14b) is not pertinent, because it is not a binary question (see §2, above).

Examples (13a)-(13c) are disjunctive questions. As Schulze (1907) has persuasively

13



shown, the use of -u can be regarded as exceptionless in disjunctive questions, so that,
at least in such cases, the enclitic may be considered as bearing no intrinsic emotive
charge. Example (13d) is indeed recognizable as a “surprise or disapproval question” —
and so is example (14a): Jesus is here reproaching his disciples for the “scandal” they
take at hearing his words. Incidentally, Buzzoni (2009: 34) mentions (14a) as an
example of canonical question, which it is not: the answer to this question can be easily
assumed to be known in advance (“But Jesus, knowing in his heart that his disciples
were murmuring so, said...”). The supposed element of surprise, disappointment or
disapproval is hardly detectable in such sentences as (11a), (11c), (11d).

Anyway, Ferraresi's thesis does not seem applicable to the whole Gothic corpus. It
is difficult to see how questions like (11) and (13) can be thought to be more heavily

charged with surprise, disapproval or disappointment than the following:

o

(15) qamt her faur mel balwjan unsis? (Mt 8:29)

AABeC Qde Tpd KopoD Pacavicar ARGC;

“Have you come here to torture us before the appointed time?”

b. fimf tiguns jere nauh ni habais jah Abraham sahx? (J 8:57)
nevifxovta £t olmo Exeig kol APpadu EWpaxog;
“You are not yet fifty years old and you have seen Abraham!”

c. ni bigitanai waurpun... giban wulpu guda, niba sa aljakunja? (Lk
17:18)
oUy eDp€cay... Solvor S6Eav T O €i pr) © AALoyevig oUtog;
“Has no one returned to give praise to God except this foreigner?”

d. swa jah jus unwitans sijup? (Mk 7:18)

oUtmg kai Dpelc Aolvetol éote;

14



“Are you so dull?”
e. swa unfropans sijup? (Gal 3:3)
oUtwg avonrol €otg;

“Are you so foolish?”

Ferraresi's thesis seems therefore no more efficient than Scherer's in capturing the

conditions under which the use of -u — or its omission — may be expected.

6. The negative evidence

Gothic -u is found in all kinds of binary questions, both canonical and non-canonical.
However, as Buzzoni (2009: 36) notes, the enclitic is in complementary distribution
with non-clitic complementizers such as ibai, ei etc. This complementarity, it must be
added, is perfect in the case of indirect questions (zero-complementizer indirect
questions are never found) but it is imperfect in the case of direct questions: a certain
number of direct yes/no interrogative clauses are not introduced by any interrogative
particle whatsoever. It is therefore possible to proceed “negatively”, i.e. to try to define
the limits of the enclitic's usage by analyzing the cases in which it is nof used. The
rhetorical force of particles like ibai, whose presence excludes -u, has long been
recognized. Ferraresi (2005: 145) qualifies ibai as a modifier of the illocutionary force
that basically turns questions into rhetorical statements the answer to which is known in
advance. This is essentially the same function of ja-u and ni-u, in which the enclitic
does appear: the rhetorical force of these particles, however, is determined by their first

elements (ja “yes”, ni “not”) rather than the enclitic itself. /bai and jau are used in

15



expectation of a negative answer, niu in expectation of an affirmative one.

Let us consider all direct yes/no questions lacking interrogative particles. The

Gothic Bible contains less than thirty such cases. A complete list of these is given here:

(16)

a.

=

qamt her faur mel balwjan unsis? (Mt 8:29)

AABeC Qe Tpd KopoD Pacavicar ARG

“Have you come here to torture us before the appointed time?”

pata izwis gamarzeip? (J 6:61)

to0to Dpd¢ oravdahilet;

“Does this offend you?”

ip mis hatizop, unte allana mannan hailana gatawida in sabbato? (J
7:23)

gpol yollite Ot Ohov GvBpwnov Dyif Enolnca &v cofflTw;

“are you angry with me for healing a man’s whole body on the
Sabbath?”

fimf tiguns jere nauh ni habais jah Abraham sahw? (J 8:57)
nevifxovta £t olmo Exeig kol ABpadu EWpaxog;

“You are not yet fifty years old and you have seen Abraham!”

in frawaurhtim pu gabaurans warst alls jah pu laiseis unsis? (J 9:34)
&v Auoptloig oL Eyevvridng Ohog, xal oL di1ddoxkelg NuAC;

“You were steeped in sin at birth; how dare you lecture us!”
jus qipip patei wajamerjau, unte qap: sunus gudis im? (J 10:36)
Opeilc Aéyete 6 Bracenpele, &1t elmov, vidg ToD Oeod el

“do you accuse me of blasphemy because I said, ‘I am God’s Son’?”

nu sokidedun puk afwairpan stainam ludaieis, jah aftra gaggis

16



jaind? (J 11:8)

vOv €CAtovy oe MBAcat ol tovdalot, kol Ay Undyerg Exel;

“a short while ago the Jews there tried to stone you, and yet you are
going back?”

galaubeis pata? (J 11:26)

mioteLelg to07o;

“Do you believe this?”

saiwala peina faur mik lagjis? (J 13:38)

TNV Yoy cov OmEp Epod ONoeg;

“Will you really lay down your life for me?”

swalaud melis mip izwis was, jah ni ufkunpes mik, Filippu? (J 14:9)
10600TW POV ned' DpQV i kol oLk Eyvardc pe, lrne;
“Don’t you know me, Philip, even after I have been among you such
a long time?”

waitei ik Iudaius im? (J 18:35)

pAT £yW lovdaldg el

“AmTIaJew?”

qamt fraqistjian unsis? (Lk 4:34)

AABec Amoréoan Mudc;

“Have you come to destroy us?”

ni pata ussuggwud patei gatawida Daweid...? (Lk 6:3)

008¢ 10010 Avéyvarte O Emolncey dawld...;

“Have you never read what David did...?”

gasaihuis po ginon? (Lk 7:44)

BAEmE TadTV ThHV Yuvaika;

17



“Do you see this woman?”

ni bigitanai waurpun... giban wulpu guda, niba sa aljakunja? (Lk
17:18)

oUy eDp€ncay... Solvor S6Eav T O €i pr) © AALoyevig oUtog;
“Has no one returned to give praise to God except this foreigner?”
swa jah jus unwitans sijup? (Mk 7:18)

oUtwg kai Dpelc Aolvetol éote;

“Are you so dull?”

nih pata gamelido ussuggwup...? (Mk 12:10)

o08E Ty ypoory talmy Avéyvore...;

“Haven’t you read this passage of Scripture”

pata nu piupeigo warp mis daupus? (Rm 7:13)

70 00v GyadOv €pol €yévero OAvatoc;

“Did that which is good, then, become death to me?”

disdailips ist Xristus? (1Kor 1:13)

nepéptotan O ypiotog;

“Is Christ divided?”

nih dwala gatawida gup handugein pis fairbvaus? (1Kor 1:20)
o0yl EnWpavev 6 0£0¢ thv coplav T00 KOopov;

“Has not God made foolish the wisdom of the world?”

nist us pamma leika? (1Kor 12:15,16)

o0k €otv €k 100 cWpatoc:

“Is it not of the body?”

duginnam aftra uns silbans anafilhan? (2Kor 3:1)

ApyOueda TdAv £0vtolg cuvicTdvety;

18



“Are we beginning to commend ourselves again?”

X. aftra pugkeip izwis ei sunjoma uns wipra izwis? (2Kor 12:19)
n@hon dokelte Ot Oplv Amoloyolueda;
“Have you been thinking all along that we have been defending
ourselves to you?"

y. swa unfropans sijup? anastodjandans ahmin nu leika ustiuhip? swa
filu gawunnup sware? (Gal 3:3-4)
oUtm¢ avOnrol €ote; EvopEAuevor mveluott vOv capkl Emrerelole;
tocalto EndOete slxhy;
“Are you so foolish? After beginning by means of the Spirit, are you
now trying to finish by means of the flesh? Have you experienced so
much in vain?”

z. du mis ni rodeis? (J 19:10)
guol o0 haAelc;

“Do you refuse to speak to me?”

This list does not include ambiguous cases like Mk 15:2: pu is piudans Iudaie? =
o el O Pacirele T@v lovdalwv; or J 16:31: nu galaubeip? = pt motelere;

What most of these questions seem to have in common can be stated negatively, in
speech act terminology, thus: they appear to be defective, in that they fail to fulfill the
preparatory and essential rules of questions as described by Searle (1968: 66). In other
words, they do not presuppose that the speaker does not know the answer to them (i.e. if
their propositional content is true or not) and/or they do not count as sincere attempts to
elicit any information from the listener.

Questions like (16d), (16e), (16s), (16t) have a propositional content that is patently

19



absurd to the speaker or to both speaker and listener: “You are not yet fifty years old
and you have seen Abraham!”’; “You were steeped in sin at birth; how dare you lecture
us!”; “Did that which is good, then, become death to me?”; “Is Christ divided?”. In
(16s), it will be noted, the speaker himself immediately gives the answer: nis-sijai! “By
no means!”. Such utterances are mere expressions of indignation, incredulity or
reproach. A similar case is that of ironic sentences like (16k): “Am I a Jew?”, says
Pilate, and of course he and his listeners know very well that he is not.

Questions like (16b), (16¢), (161), (16g), (161), (16j), (16z) are simple repetitions of
previous statements made by the listeners, or descriptions of actions recently performed
by the listeners, uttered in disbelief, disapproval or irony — so much so that the answer
may be immediately given by the speaker himself: “Will you really lay down your life
for me? (I tell you the truth, before the rooster crows, you will disown me three
times!)”.

Questions (160), (16p) have a patently true propositional content: the actual
function of (160) is simply to direct the listener's attention to someone (the woman),
while (16p) is an expression of surprise: “(Were not all ten cleansed? Where are the
other nine?) Was no one found to return and give praise to God except this foreigner?”.
It is interesting to note that (16p) is almost immediately preceded by another rhetorical
question introduced by ni-u: niu taihun pai gahrainidai waurpun? The difference lies in
the rhetorical force of the two questions: the use of ni-u is avoided in the second one
because it, unlike the previous one, predicts a negative answer. In other words, the
propositional content of the predicted answer is here identical to that of the question.
Question (16u) is another clearly rhetorical question: “Has not God made foolish the
wisdom of the world?”. The answer can only be positive. The same can be said of

question (16v).
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Questions (16n), (16r) are ironic utterances that do not actually predict any answer
or, at best, they can be considered as “exam questions”, in Searle's terms: “Have you
never read what David did when he and his companions were hungry?”; “Haven't you
read this scripture?”. Both questions are directed at the scribes and at the pharisees,
whose authority Jesus is questioning.

Questions (16q) and (16y) are actually reproaches and, as such, do not require
answers. Questions (16w) and (16x) are clearly rhetorical, the answers being
immediately given by the speaker himself: “Are we beginning to commend ourselves
again? (Or do we need, like some people, letters of recommendation to you or from
you? You yourselves are our letter, written on our hearts, known and read by
everybody)”; “Have you been thinking all along that we have been defending ourselves
to you? (We have been speaking in the sight of God as those in Christ)”.

The only ambiguous cases seem to be (16a), (16h), (16m). In (16h), however, the
questioner can be assumed to know the answer in advance, as the question is not meant
to put Martha's faith in doubt, but rather to have her proclaim it openly: “And whoever
lives and believes in me will never die. Do you believe this?”. In (16a) and (16m), two
almost identical instances, the question stands in appositive relation to a preceding
interrogative pronoun (hw uns jah pus?) and the use of -u is therefore avoided. Compare
Lk 6:9: hw skuld ist sabbato dagam, piup taujan pau unpiup taujan? (see Schulze 1907:
563).

We may conclude that what almost all the sentences grouped under (16) have in
common is, at the illocutionary force level, their non-interrogativity. It is interesting to
note, in this respect, that some of the considered sentences are rendered by declarative
clauses or by uninverted questions in the English translation.

It thus seems that “zero-particle” questions do not actually compete, functionally,
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with all kinds of particle-bearing questions, but only with non-canonical questions. The
absence of the interrogative particle, in other words, is observed only in the kind of
questions in which such particles as ibai find their only possible use. Canonical yes/no
questions, which can be introduced by -u only, are never left with no particle to

introduce them.

7. Conclusions

As we have seen, Jones (1958: 222) finds the cause of the optionality of -u in its
redundancy, which is brought about by the contrast between affirmative and
interrogative intonation, and sees this as the probable cause of the loss of the enclitic in
later Germanic.

What we have observed, however, suggests that interrogative particles are optional
in non-canonical questions only and this optionality seems to limit the use of
rhetorically charged particles such as ibai much more than that of -u, a particle that
seems to bear no intrinsic rhetorical or emotive charge and to function as a plain
question-introducing device, which makes its use optional in rhetorical questions and
compulsory in canonical questions — very much like inversion in modern English.
Considering this, it may perhaps be useful to re-examine the current editions of the
Gothic Bible for what concerns places like pu is piudans Iudaie? (Mk 15:2). Here, the
personal pronoun pu is perhaps better read pii (= pu-u), as in Mt 11:3 pii is sa gimanda
pau anparizuh beidaima? or Lk 7:19 pii is sa gimanda pau anparanu wenjaima? (see

Streitberg-Scardigli 2000, ad loc.; Schulze 1907).
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