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AUTION RHETORICAL (QUESTIONS!
Guillaume

Faculte de eologıe
3: place de l’Unıyversıte 2 Geneve 4, Swiıtzerlan:

recelve g00d from the hand of God, and NOL recel1ve evıl? (Job 2.10)
Should NOT SDaIc Nınıveh, that cıty? (Jonah 4 _1

ese [WO VEISCS wiıdely translated and understood rhetorıic: questions. nstead of
expressing Ou 1gnorance INeTC CUrO0SItYy lıke ordınary interrogatıons, rhetorical questionsave the strikıng sıngularıties, 1rS CONVCY such powerfu. persuasıon hat theır Oobvıo0us
answer 15 seldom stated and secondly deny hat they affırm affırm hat they deny &

question Ona| 18 ıtself the VE end f the book QUEIY hıs wiıfe 15 ollowe:
Dy the affırmatıon of his innocence. Yet CVEIVYONC that should receive g00d and ‚vıl
from the hand of G0d and hat God 1S quıte ng| SDarc repentant Nınıveh. Does the exıistence
of such rhetorical device iın European Janguages IMpIYy 1fs ex1istence In 1DI1Ca. Hebrew? Onlydetaijled lınguistic analysıs WOU. provıde definıte ANSWETL. We only ask another question:

actually dealıng ıth questions? fact, both Hebrew phrases read negatıons:

232 w Da D OR aa 2273 1007 ON D Job 7A0
Although WE receLlve the 200d f} God, the vıl shall NOT receiıve!

7 A P C232 D > 781 Jon.4.11
But ll nolDNınıveh the cıty!

Is ıt legıtimate introduce interrogatıve turn In spıte of the absence of interrogative „1?
Thıs question 18 the INOTE pressing °the vCcIy extensive UuUSC of the interrogative form 1s
stylıstic Traıt peculıar Hebrew f Hebrew en! uUsSec interrogatıve 7 ‚VCeCnNn when
question 1S implicit (Heh of SurprIise, eXclamatory nuance) the opposıte be 1SO irue,
there be instances of questions wıthout anı y interrogatıve partıicle”? According Joüon,
question, Ven when genulne, be indicated, in OUTr languages, merely by the rnsıng
intonation. hıs 111 NOL question the existence of such device in 1DI1Ca: Hebrew 111
question the valıdıty of ıts use In Job and Jon.

Ihe rhetorical questions in Jonah and Job result from double PIOCCSS. [WO negatıve
propositi1ons We shall NO receLve and ll nNOT D first urne:| into hıdden) quest1ons,
questions devo1d of explicit wriıtten interrogatıve particle and of explicıt ADNSWETL. Then, ese
implicit questions urne: into false quest10ns, questions that re. affırmations,

Fontanier, Les figures du discours, Parıs, 1977, PP. 368-369

Joüon, Muraoka, Grammar of Bıblical Hebrew, 56la

I!bid. Joüon adds: “"CIhe Om1ssion of the interrogatıve ı] IS COIMNMON after ] introducing Opposıtıon: JobD
2.10 Judg 14.16; PLLZa Sam. V Isa. AI Jer. Z Z 45.5; 49,12; Ezek 20.31° Note that In Judg.
14, Samson dıd eventually inform his wife: that In Isa. 37 Jerusalem Was delıvered Irom the Assyrıans and that In
Jer. and kzek the interrogative turn IS confirmed Dy immediate AaNSWEeT. Judg. 123 and Sam 4A WOU!
be the only examples where implıcıt question 18 required and reply 1S stated.
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asserung precisely hat the Hebrew denıed dıabolıcal trick indeed but diabolic enCcCOunter
the Dook of Job SUTDTISC

2.10
TIhe second SCS5S5101 of the eavenly Councıl decreed that Job’ S should sacrıfıced.

Naked’” hıs ash--heap, Job SCIaADS NIS ulcers. He has face HIS wıfe' suggestion: ess G0Ood
and dıie! hıs instance of the erb ess the ou the beginnıng of the book
(1 Z 9), wıdely recognised euphemism for CUFSINS . hus the translatıon Gr
by accordıng the standard euphemıism eOrYy discussed ı detaıls DYy 10d Lin elt
Rememberıing that thıs S1ıtuate| the mmediate vicınıty of “hıdden-false question’
and hat dealıng ıth MOST formiıdable foe should be alert and reC: that tate-of-
the-art translatıng practice WOU. ICQULTC appIy the Samne all four instances of the rOOTDD7 a and 'anslate it consistently eıther euphemısm fO 1 straıghtforwar«bless'. WOU render the followıng:

L  Euphemism (E)  Aa  Regular (R)
1 And il W d> > when the days of feastıng WCIC SONC about that

Job sent and sanctıfıed them hıs chıldren), he [OSC U early
the INOTMUNS and ffered Uurne! offerıngs accordıng the number INaYy be that IN Y SOMNS have
of them all for Job saıd ( InaYy De that mY SONS ave sinned sinned and lessed theır
and cursed (j0d 11} theır hearts Ihus dıd Job continuall hearts
The Satan God) You have cursed the work of NIS hand
and hIs spread the anı
IThe (G0d) "But DUutL forth y OUr hand and touch all thatL11 he has and he wıll (QUT face

122 Job hımself) ‘Naked CaIiInec Out of IN Y other's womb Dut the Lord SaVvc the Lord has
nake wıll there the Lord gaVve Dut the Lord has taken taken AWAdY, blessed be the Nainlec

A Wi cursed be the NaIillc f the ‚OT( of the ‚OT
The God) 'But put oT11 y OUTr hand and touch HIS one25 and hıs flesh and he wıll OUr face’.
(Job wıfe Job) “You st1 persist YOUT integTILY,

and die!”

TIhe CONSISIeENT regular anslatıon falls ap: how Job hıldren SiMN Dy essing
God eliIr ea; when they such WEe. and harmony” Consıiıstent euphemısm

"Job le nudıste la genese de la SapcSSC Biblische otızen R (1997), 19 26

See Pope, Euphemism and Dysphemism the Pope, Probatiıve Pontificating ITL

Ugaritic and 1DLLCa: Literature, ark mM1} (ed ), Ugarıtisch-biblısche Lıteratur 10 Münster, 994 279-291

ınale. 'Ihe undecıdabılıty of 3T Ya the prologue JobD and beyond" 1DLULCHa: Interpretation
(1996) DD 1S54-1:72 He has clearly demonstrated that thıs theory 15 not standart il 159 62) 'Ihe
clearest Caı 15 Kgs 13 where Il Can De ITONIC the SONS of Belıal ıle Naboth of CUrSINS
estify al the Same iime that he really lessed God Dy refusing SIVC AWdaYy the inherıtance of his athers
Sam 13 does nOotL hesıtate WT1 m7 N D WI T1ıg soph D77) cf 1S|  ane 1DLCca:
Interpretation Ancient Israel ()xford Universıty Press, 985 6’7 and Lauterbach Mekilta de-Rabbi
shmael Phıladelphia Jewısh Publication Soclety, 976 43

Translatıng * B_r-k [WO WdYy>S the Samnec PaSSagc Just CVasıon of the roblem
Cooper, ‘Readıng and Misreadıng the Tologue Job’ JSOT 46 (1990), DD 67 79 SE



equally unsatısfactory In F  > NOW COU. fortune STOW ıf (G0d 15 NOL essing ıt‘”?
erw1ise euphemısm makes In the er VEISECS taken indıvıdually. Even E 15 NOL

unthınkable Job CUISCS the Nainle of the (J0d who g1VeSs and hen takes AaWaY for
humanly apparent I[Cason whatsoever. Apart from professional O1C phılosopher, 18 it
acceptable for honest, hardworking and DIOUS I1an urn the naked he Came
Ouf of h1is mother's womb? Abraham, Orn naked an yONC else, eturned the place of
flesh, full of years' and surrounded ıth plentiful offspring. problem of Og1C remaıns
however: if Job has actually cursed the ord in L:2 the satan had oreto In L4 there 15

pOo1N! Ca pressing hım make hım G0d agaın 45)
] herefore, ONEC INaYy SUSDECL, MoOsSst translators do, hat the uUsScC of euphemıism 0es NOL

appI1y all instances of the FOOTL :3 and hat the OntfextT needs be consulted In ach ‚dS5C
order decıde whether cursing essing applıes. TIhe CONSCHNSUS chose the Euphemism-Regular-Euphemism-Regular-Euphemism-Euphemism combiıinatıon EREREE) For 1C4aSONS of
logıic 111 aCCepL hat has be euphemistic * and that 1.10 has be regular (all
and Bn combıiınatıions eXcluded), otherwise the Dbasıc meanıngs of blessing and cursingWOU. ave be reconsıdered altogether. But the er combiınatıons should be weıghed In
four er number of combiıinatıons Can 1Iso be rejected: (or both in E: and FT
because ıf Job SayS in E hat the satan expecte« hım SaYy In Pa there 1S ILOIC Sa Y(all ERFEE-- and RRR-- excluded), the Sd_I1le meanıng In A and in NN for the MuUst
want second round In order AaVe Job 5Say hat he dıdn't 5Sd y In L (all R-FEE- and

eXcluded), (Or In 1: 2 and (all ER-E-E and R-R-R eXxcluded) the wiıfe
challenges Job change N1IS mind, rather than repeal hat he saıd in K  — Apart from the
CONSCNSUS only the following 1s S{i1L possiıble: ERRERR h1s draws the
following picture:

Havıng ost hıs wealth, Job rıghtly CUTSCS the Naille of the (Gj0od who g1ves and then takes
AWdAY wıthout LTCAasSson (the rTIienNds 111 attempt that ere mMust be at eas (II1C reason) iIhe an has Oost the fiırst round and hen bets hat ıth the 10ss of HIS health, Job 111 ess
God and thıs 1S hat hIs wıfe Iso The satan 1S bent havıng Job ess (G0d in hıs
face, 1C. er the combined 10sSs of wealth and WOU admıttedly be quıte farcıcal and
WOU constıtute clear dS5Cc of blasphemy ıf accept hat cursing of the Namne of God in
1 proved HIS integrıity and forced the satan request hıs health in order make hım fall
Ruined, Job 1S able reJeC! unfaır G0d Dy cursıng hım. But when ıt somethıngintimate hI1s health, Skın for skın, he INaYy I00se HIS superb pride and be wiılling ess (10d
In order plea« ıth hım and IECOVET physıcally eaS! dıie and putL end hıs
MISeTY. But integrity wıll ave dealıng ıth unfaır God, be it ask for ea|
Uncompromising Job prefers HIS and reveal the IN1quıty of the eavenlydecrees. hıs 18 hat he explaıns his wıfe In the 0-called rhetorical question of

2155 AN ET

X
Gen 25.8 and also Job 2,16-17.

the end of ıts extensive plus (5 verses) the FE renders the 31 a of 2.9 In VE neutral WdYy AAANC
ELTTOV g OLA ELS KUPLOV KL TEAEUTA but SU4Yy word the Lord and finısh! Ihe translators
managed noTt choose between essing cursing.

(}
Linafelt's attempt read ıt regularly IS unconvıinciıng O, CHE. DD. 162-164 1S based suggestion by

Go0d, In of tempest: eading of Job, anfor« 1990, wEATT and Ha function aAs hendiadys
meanıng essed God sınfully

Job aı CADTCSSCS ıtself ın the prologue and the 108% by consıstently cursing (j0d. See Penchansky,
Ihe betrayal of (God: ideological conflıict In the book of Job, Louisville, 1990, XO and 11C0X, The
bitterness phılosophical readıng, Ann Abor, 1989, 70 both cıted DYy ınale. Undecıdabılıity”,
169
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2320 \ 771 08) m RU222 2107 MN
Most translators rTeSOTT rhetorical question: What, shall recelve g0ood Al the hand of GoOod,
and shall nolT receLlve evil?
ere 1s Tace of interrog  atıve  SE partıcle. D} acquıre adversatıve force yeT, but,
(conceding aC| although (8] alsSo be understood adversatıvely. Ihe overall meanıng
eing refusal accept God the SOUICE of Dboth g0o0d and vıl

We certainly receLlve g00d from the hand of GOd, hut the vıl shan't receive from Hım
h1s dıfficult eadıng COU. CÄPICSS hat Job refuses IN He DULS Ose offensive words
into h1Is wıfe'  s MOU! ın order reject them vehement!y:

You spoke like the speech of the foolish (whoO sSay)
Ihough receLlve the g0ood from the God, the vıl ll nNOL recelve

But nowhere 1n the exXt forty chapters do find such refutatıon Job fıghts agalınst G0d and
friends, NOL agaınst hıis wiıfe. Ihe of 5: nclude Job The oolısh WOMen’'s speech
0€es NOTL refer thıs phrase but Mrs suggestion ess God for the vıl hat befell
them (verse 9) hIs 18 clearly indıicated Dy the of the erb speak 1I7S! A like
the speaking (infinıtıve) referring the PreV1IOUS then the mperfect form YOU
ll speak, reinforced Dy T ıth adversatıve meanıng rather“

Spéech” of a foolish woman! YOu should rather spea
‘the 200d ıll receive from the GO0d, but the evıl shall nNOT receive from him

Ihe end of then clearly affırms the innocence of Job, in all thıs, Job did nNOT In ıth
his lips, in order reject the _ paragon of philosophical DIELY, the rece1vVing, ıth equal
thankfulness, both g00d and ‚vıl] 'hıs statement of agreement echoes V  D

D7 R> 750 IMN and he dıidn't QLve an y unseemliness God.

Notice hat the word T7 1S [al‘ 15 only cle atteste: In Jer. DA and Job AL Its
FOOL 15 unclear. But the word W from the rOOL 5 DIGY 15 extremely Only the
Masoretic vowels make the dıfference. Before the S1X' cCentury both readıngs WCIC

possible. Therefore, er realısing hat he W as go1ing return dust naked he Was born,
Job

Yhıwh SUVE hut Yhıwh took UWUNY, cursed he the UumMe of Yhıwhl.
In all this, Job did nOoT SIN, he didn't Qive pralse (10d.

Job ascrıbes (G0d the sole responsibilıty for hIs strıpping. He doesn’'t KNOW of devıl who
would allow God wash hıs an from An Y responstbilıty for V1l By cursıng the Namnle of
Yhwh, Job refuses acCcept h1is fate and praise God for it In thıs he remaıns upright and the

sks for N1IS health In order make hım ess God But Job 15 NOL dam. He resists ‚VE

his wıfe and explaıns hat from God, the fountaın of all good ,  17 recelve CVECIY good Bult NOL
ıth vıl Does hıs 1MpIy hat eed er SOUICC for evıl? Job 0€s nOot deal directly

ıth thıs question, but the of the in the 1rs) chapters 15 first Step in that

12
Kıng James’

13
As in Pss 95.9; 129.2:; Jer. 6.15 KAZ Ezek. ZU Z Ecel 4,8.16; 5.18: Neh. 64 BD  .

I4
Provıdıng don't follow the Masoretes' accentuatıon

ı 5
Literally: speech of one of € JOOLS. One WOU.: EXPECL A perfect form of the FrOOL speak, Ü 127

finısh off thıs first part of the phrase before turnıng {O
16

See Phıl AT
17

Calvın, Institutes of the Christian eligion, E3



dırection However, Job clearly rEJECIS the ıdea hat God COUuU be the SUOUTICE of Vvıl For thıs
VC 1CAdSON God be blessed for the blessings NOL for the CUTSCcSs hıs portrait of Job
conforms the rest of the book Job of the prologue INAaYy NOL be naively translators
make hım OutL and the translatıon of INaYy be MO “decıdable than Linafelt laımed

hıs proposa. clearly INOIC dıf ICU than the tandart solution But 1fs INeIC possı1bilıty
quest1ons the valıdıty of the rhetorıical of Job Whıle ere might be AadNSWETI
the face of Vıl translatıons should NOL TEeEINOVE the reader's ultımate responsabılıty decıde
between blessing and CUISINS

ona
The ast of ONna| the prophets enfant terrible reads

al JUN al A HT %9 ON N>
RF1 C pl Sae UN D aa P UD

But ıll HOTDNıiniveh the Cıty 1C: AYe MNOYEe than hundred and [wenltythousand DEFTSONS that CANNOLT discern theirQhand their left and much cattle.
UOnce the devıce of rhetorical question has een sed transform solemn
announcement of the destruction of Nınıveh 1iNtOo Yet few before the
SdaIlle (Gj0d had NOTL hesıtated SIOW Qlgayon overnıight and kıll the n1ıg] fter In
of the fact hat ANYVONC Judean of the sixth CeNLUrYy BCE European of the twentieth CENLUTY

COU. and ec for himself the aitermal of the PDassasc Of Nabopolassar Nınıveh
612 BCE OUr Bıbles consıstently turn (Gjod INIO ar Dy suggesting hat God tOO squeamısh

tomach the destruction of megalopolıs people cattle and all Poor Ona:! YOU E
Ver plan waıiıt untı the Babylonıians come!
And yelLl thıs straıghtforward eadıng systematıcally efused One facınatıng exemple
from excellent ıcle dealıng ıth Bıblıcal of the fall of Nınıveh After CXÄAMMUNING
Isaıah, um and phanıah, Machinıiıst onah., translıtterates Jon translates ıt
ıth question‘ ' without Ver questioning the question and affırms hat ONa and um
the only [WO prophetic 00 end ıth question. The conclusıon ı hat ona represents
aberration 1fSs attıtude owards Assyrıa whıle straıghtforward eadıng of Jon WOUuU
ave sSımply Dut ona attıtude owards Assyrıa lıne ıth the er Bıblıcal 00 But
Machinist SOCS Out hat Tobıt COITECIS the Assyrıophıile eadıng of ona TIhe
yıng father hIs S()I] Toblas I{UN AdWdY from Nınıveh i ully belıeve hat Ona! the
prophet Ssa1d QU! Nınıveh hat Il 111 be Ooverthrown Interestingly, hıs readıng of
Alexandrinus and Vatıcanus desagrees ıth the S1inaıltiıcus 1C attrıbutes the prophecy of the
destruction of Nınıveh um nstead of ONna| hıs disagreement reveals hat the dıfficulty

aCCepL the straı1ghtforward readıng of Jon ates back the TeE| translators Bult ISO
DIOVES that Jon Was st1 read DYy the oldest ree tradition“ oracle of 00M. There
WOU ave een point ask Tobılas leave Nınıveh ıf G0od Was SParc the
CILYy

'aCeE Brenner 'Job the Pıous? IO 43 (1989). 47 Y

ee olın Freedom beyond forgiveness Sheffield 997 DP 162 164

Machıinıist, Ihe fall of Assyrıa COMparalıve ancıent perSpeClIve ÄSSYFIG 1995 Parpola
Whıtıing eds ), elsinkı, 1997 DP 179 196

Machinist fall of Assyrıa 185

Alexandrınus and Vatıcanus consıdered older than Sinaıtıcus Gross ıf Echter Verlag
ürzburg, 987 PP
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Of COUTSC, ONC AIDUC that Jon has be read In the 1g f Chapter that the
‚pe)  anı Of the Nınıvıtes and the affırmatıon that God epented from the vıl he had planned
agaınst Nınıveh. But when ONna| and WCIC wriıtten, Nınıveh had met ıts fate, ongsıde
Babylon Even Zion, the mountaın of the Lord had een utterly destroyed. OUu. the writers of
OSse 00 be nalve pretend hat G0d had spared Nınıveh? f it 1S read ıt 15 written,
the Ou chapter of ONa| 15 In lıne ıth the rest of the book Ihe offering of Yhwh’s carıng
forg1veness the natıons saılors and imperlalısts 1s put into the wıder perspect1ive of
°historical’ PTOCCSSCS ıth Jlear warnıng: the welcome repentance of indiıviduals, be they
humans beasts 7-8) has NOL and 111 NOTL prevent the destruction of ONC Empire Dy 1fs
SUCCESSOTL. er deriding the prophets’ preach Judgement and ıre VeT the natıons,
the book of Ona! [UrNS agalnst ıts OW eating gentleness. Judgement 15 brought back in
prevent the disıntegration of and forg1veness into sentimentalısm. hwh saved the
Pheenicıan sallors but he Was NOTL fooled Dy the Assyrıan's Overdone plety Nor 111 he IC VEISC
the COUISC of events when few sheep puL sack-cloth.

Conclusion
Translatıng Ose [WO ıth rNefOTrIC: questions 1S treachery for the

unfortunate readers whıi ant eCc the exTi Dy themselves It 1s ISO ıllegıtımate ogmatıc
correction if the change 15 NOTt duly discussed Dy ıts author.

On the basıs of Jon A and Job ZAU-; the resort rhetorical question in
phrases devoı1d of lear interrogatıve cle aAaDPCAars De translator's subterfuge ESCaADEC
the theologıcal questions resulting from stra1ıghtforward anslatıon of the phrase In such
instances, question eludes bıgger questi1ons and V the exploration of SOINE possıble
meanıngs of the exXL. er instances of amb1igu0us rhetorical questi1ons INa Yy exIist, suggest1ons

welcomed: Phılıppe.Guillaume @theologie.unıge.ch
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