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PREFACE

This volume, Clarifying More Baffling Biblical Passages,
contains twenty-nine chapters which focus on problematic
Hebrew and Greek biblical texts and terms that were not ad-
dressed in my two other books, entitled, respectively, The
Song of Deborah: Poetry in Dialect—A Philological Study of
the Song of Deborah with Translation and Commentary and
Clarifying Baffling Biblical Passages. The former volume is
a2003 revision of Deborah Never Sang: A Philological Study on
the Song of Deborah (Jerusalem: Makor. 1983). It is available
now online at http://daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/
Deborah.pdf. The latter volume is also available online at
http://daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/ CBBP.pdf.

Tthe Summary chapter in The Song of Deborah: Poetry in
Dialect has a “Supplemental Lexicon” containing fifty-five
old Hebrew words which never made it into the standard
lexicons of Biblical Hebrew. Fifty of these fifty-five lost
words have been recovered thanks to Arabic cognates. Simi-
larly, in the book Clarifying Baffling Biblical Passages fifty-
eight old Hebrew words appearing in eighty-four phrases (in
fifty-five different verses) were recovered—thanks again to
Arabic cognates. A list of all fifty-eight words is provided in
the Summary chapter of that book. In this volume, Clarifying
More Baffling Biblical Passages, | present over seventy new
translations of problematic Hebrew words, most of which are
based upon Arabic cognates.

For the readers of this study the eight volume Arabic-
English Lexicon of Edwin W. Lane and the two volume Lexi-
con Heptaglotton of Edmund Castell are available at http:/
daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/LaneLexicon.htm and
http://daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/Castell.htm.
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SUGGESTIONS FOR GEN 2:1-3,
8:11 AND 39:6'

Genesis 2:1-3
OR2ETOY PINTY O 1507
Thus the heavens and the earth
and all their host were perfected.
"wrawa oPa ovIoR Som
TRy TN INONSB[]

And God was fatigued on the seventh day
[from] his work which he had done;

"P3YT oD N2w
PP W o8GRO
so God rested/desisted on the seventh day
from all his work which he had done.

WD 0ITAR TR 70N
IMoNGM-O3m NoY 93 2 Nk wTpn

[MT m:m:")j mwu% DYION N72TUR

God blessed the seventh day and hallowed it,
for on it he rested from his work—
which God had created to sustain life.

Repetition is well used in these two verses. Five words
D"T5x Whaw, o, 53 and1ﬂDN5?3 appear three times,
with ‘73?3 coming twice. In addition WX, 7TWY, and N2W

occur twme Theserepetitions notwithstanding, commentators
have questioned the repetition of the verb “to finish” in the
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statements “the heavens and earth were finished”’(2:1), fol-
lowed by “God finished” (2:2). Skinner (1951: 37), in agree-
ment with a tradition going back to Ibn Ezra, translated the
‘7;‘_] of Gen 2:2 in a negative sense, as God “desisted from”
or “did not continue” his work. Speiser (1964: 5 and 7) trans-
lated the ‘7:_3’:] of 2:2a as “brought to a close” and “brought to
a (gratifying) close,” suggested by the Akkadian Sutesbii used
in the sense of “inspect and approve,” but without any lexical
or cognate support. The MIBYS . .. R279UN of 2:2b Speiser
paraphrased simply as “which he had undertaken.”

The first bold italicized word in the translation at the begin-
ning of this article is suggested by Targum Onkelos (Berliner,
1884: 2) which reads in part, Y30 . . . 15152@27’{{1_. The first
verb is a Shaphel reflexive of 555 “to cfowﬁ, to finish, to
perfect”; the second is a Shaphel of R¥", meaning in this
form “to finish, to complete,” like the Shaphel reflexive
S NUNR “to be finished” cited by Jastrow (1903: 1567). Al-
though the MT Pu‘al plural 153‘] in 2:1 and the Pi‘el singular
‘7:_3’:] in 2: 2 appear to be from 55 “to be complete, to be
finished” (BDB 447), the 153’] is more likely to be from
555 “to perfect, to complete,” as interpreted in the Targum
and found in Ezek 27:4 (7°B? 155; “they made perfect your
beauty”). Having been told repeatedly (1:4,10,12,18,21,25)
that “God saw that it was good” and once, in summation,
(1:31) that “God saw all that he had made, and behold it was
very good,” the verb “perfected” indicates not only the

completion of the creation but hints at the goodness of the
created order.
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The MT 5:’1 in 2:2 needs to be repointed as 5:”1 and de-
rived also from ‘753 However, the narrator shlfted the verb
from 993 stem I (“to perfect”) to 555 stem III, “to be tired,

fatigued, weary.” This 555 is the cognate of the Arabich
(kalla) “he was, or became, fatigued, weary, tired” (Lane
1893:3002; Wehr 1979: 977). In view of the use of - ¢ (“an)
“from” with this verb, it seems best to restore an initial 12 (=
“from”) to the MT 1113&5?3 “his work,” which could easily
have been lost by haplography.

The weariness of God after six days of creating is hinted at
in Exo 31:17 which speaks of God’s “taking a breather,”

PINTINY DY NN T ny
[wipy N2Y CYURwn o
Yahweh made the heavens and the earth, and on
the seventh day he stopped and refreshed himself.

What was only insinuated in Exo 31:17 was once quite ex-
plicit in Gen 2:2, i.e., before ‘7'73, stem III, dropped out of
tradition, translations, and Hebrew lexicons.

The theme of fatigue among the gods is dominant in the
Atra-Hasis creation myth, which includes the following lines
(1 1-4; 111 162—-163) as translated by Lambert and Millard
(1969: 43, 49):

When the gods like men

Bore the work and suffered the toil—

The toil of the gods was great,

The work was heavy, the distress was much—

.. they suffered the work day and night
. Excessive [toil] has killed us;
Our work [was heavy], the distress much.
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The threat of a revolt by the work-wearied gods against the
high gods of leisure eventuated in the creation of the /ulu,
“human beings” whose labor would permit all the gods to
stop work and rest.

The Genesis and Babylonian traditions were in agreement
that the work of God/gods led to divine fatigue, followed by
divine decision(s) to give rest to the weary. In the Atra-Hasis
epic only the gods were granted this rest; whereas, in the
Genesis tradition not only did God rest, but those created in
his image were gifted with the rest of a seventh day Sabbath.
(Theological concerns about an omnipotent God’s becoming
weary have to be addressed in the same manner as that of an
omniscient God being forgetful at times, as noted in Gen 9:
1415 and the prayers which plead, “Forget me not, O Lord.”)

The phrase DWWSJL? D"Ii'?x N72° wwx in Gen 2:3, mean-
ing literally, ‘which God created to make is awkward. The
Septuagintal reading, ®v fipéato 0 Oeo¢ Toifowl “which
God began to make,” reflects a Vorlage having X712 for the
MT X72. Hebrew X172 appears in I Kings 12:33 (with 172Y)
and in Neh 6:8, meaning “to invent, to devise” (BDB 94: KBS
I: 109). It is the cognate of Arabic |\ (bada®) “he began”
(Lane 1863: 163—165), which appears in the Qur’an, Sura
32:6, “He began the creation of man from clay,” and as a title
of God, SJV,J (Palmubdi®u) “the Creator, the Originator.”

English translations have played freely with the finite verb
R72 and the infinitive DWWSJL? The KJV,NKJV,NAS, NAV

RSV NRSV, NIV and NIB render mw‘: as the finite verb
“(he) made”; the RSV, NRSV, NAB, and NLT read N72 as
the noun “creation,” while the NIV and NJB translate it as the
participle “creating.” The consonantal MT can be retained
here, with the finite X723 intact, once another Arabic cognate
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comes into focus, similar to the way an Arabic cognate clari-
fied the Septugintal reading of X723 as fjpfato “he began”
(discussed above).

As indicated in the opening translation, the MT mwu% “to
make” needs to be repointed as NWY 5 i.e., the preposition 5
attached to MY, an abstracted noun meaning “livelihood,
life, the sustenance of life.” This PIWY is the cognate of Ara-
bic (1) u.:l.c (‘@°5a) “he became possessed of life,” (2) _yiue
(‘ais) “life, that whereby life subsists; the means of life or
subsistence, livelihood, the way of living,” (3) i (‘aisat)
“astate of life,” (4) ,ifle(“a’is) and (5) _»le (‘ayds) “having
much of the means of life, living well” (Lane 1874: 2210;
Wehr 1979: 775). The contraction of the diphthong in P2V
to P, coupled with scriptio defectiva, resulted in the
homograph PNWY/N1WY, which was subsequently read as the
infinitive of MWD “to make,” rather than being read as the rare
synonym of 117 “life, living, livelihood” (Jastrow 452).

This PIWY “the means of life/ subsistence” in Gen 2:3 pro-
vided a summation of Gen 1:29-30, which spelled out in
detail how God had provided sustenance for every 11 uD)
“living creature”—for birds, beasts, and human bemgs This
NIVY also provides the transition to Gen 2:5-16 which deals
with subsistence issues: mists, rain, water, rivers, food, food
trees, and a garden. According to Genesis 1-2, God had in-
deed created to sustain life.
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Genesis 8:11

One word in the phrase 770 n7z'rr‘;;g in Gen 8:11 has
proven to be very problematic. The DTI'TT"_?;:? is without a
doubt “an olive leaf,” but the 7)Y has been variously ren-
dered. The Septuagint has pvALoV €ralog kapdog, “an olive
leaf, a dry twig,” with the kdpdog (= 5I) being not just a
twig but a dry twig, “such as birds make their nest of” (Lid-
dell and Scott 881). The Septuagint translators were evidently
aware of the 7)) which was the cognate of Ambharic farufa
“sprig, branch” (KBS II: 380). The Vulgate used four words
to translate the three Hebrew words: ramum olivae virentibus
Jfoliis, “green leaf olive branch,” with the 77D being read as
“green, verdant,” as though the text had 27N, a noun with a
preformative N from 27" “green,” a cognate of the Arabic
By /3 Jlj (waraq/wariq) “leaves, foilage/ green, verdant.”

The NKJ, NRS, RSV, NIV, NIB translated the phrase as
“freshly plucked olive leaf” (with the NAS, NJB, and NAU
having “freshly picked olive leaf”). In the opinion of this
writer only the “fresh olive leaf” of the NLT is correct, al-
though, in light of NLT translation of Ezek 17:9 (see next
paragraph), it appears to have been just a good guess.

The MT 77D is a homograph for two distinctly different
words. One word comes in Gen 37:33 mn?;x oy o
AT A7 AW, “a wild animal has devoured him, Joseph
has surely been torn in pieces!” The second 77 occurs in
Ezek 17:9, MM "B W53 WaM, “all the fresh ones of her
sprouting will wither” (n.b., the NLT has simply “its leaves
wither,” completely ignoring the 7). This second 77 is
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the cognate of Arabic _as :)-L’ (tarif) “athing thatis good [and
recent or new or fresh]” and 4as JL (tarifat) “anything new,
recent, or fresh” (Lane 1974: 1845; KBS 1II: 380).

The “freshly plucked/freshly picked,” in the translations
noted above, is an unnecessary doublet of (1) “freshly” (=
70, stem II) and (2) “plucked” (= 77D, stem I). With the
olive leaf being in the mouth of the dove, it was obviously
severed from the tree branch. The leaf’s being new and fresh
was evidence that the flood waters had abated.

Genesis 39:6

As indicated in the following statement, the relationship be-
tween Potiphar and Joseph was one of Potiphar’s complete
trust and Joseph’s full responsibility.

nofT HTwNSD 2ty
And he left all that he had in Joseph's hand;
TIRIND AR DTN
(KJV) and he knew not ought he had
(NAB) he gave no thought, with Joseph there
(RSV) and having him he had no concern for anything
(NJB) and with him there, concerned himself with nothing
(NIV) with Joseph in charge, he did not concern himself
with anything
kKol 00K ToeL TOV kob’ €xvtov 006¢
and he did not know of anything that belonged to him
DI NITTUR onbIoR D
except the food which he ate.
As is evident from the paraphrases cited above, the second
phrase of Gen 39:6, TN AR UKD (literally, “he did
not know with him anything”) is problematic. The reason for
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the difficulties is that the X5 and the 1" are homographs of
distinctly different words. The unvocalized XY can be read as
the negative particle XD “not” or as the emphatic x% “surely
verily, indeed.” The U™ is a homograph of (1) the verb “to
know,” as in I Sam 21:3, 927170 TIIND DIOR WK,
“let no one know anythingTai)out the anattef,” as well as (2)
the verb ™11 /D™ which is the cognate of the Arabic & /

X (wada‘a/ yada‘a) “to entrust, to consign for safekeeping”

(Lane 1893: 3051; Wehr 1979: 1240)*. The consonantal MT
FININD IR UTRDY can readily be translated, “ he would
actually/indeed entrust to him anything.” The 15'7&7&'5;
and the TN, together, make for “anything and everything”
being entrusted to J oseph—except, as noted, the food which
Potiphar ate.

NOTES

1. Mr Gilad Gevaryahu (private communication) called my atten-
tion to the problems in Gen 2:1-3 and 8:11. He suggested that the
ﬁﬂ:&??_: e D’ﬁ5§§ 5;‘_] in Gen 2:2 could mean “God assessed
... his work.” This proposal, however, lacks corroborating lexical
support. The issue raised concerning Gen 8:11 was the Septua-
gintal reading which put an olive leaf (and) a twig in the beak of
the dove, whereas the Hebrew text has only a torn-off olive leaf.
Arabic cognates, presented in this study, clarify these problems and
permit alternative translations.

2. KBS II: 390-392 referenced the Arabic &5 (wada‘a) “to put

down,” but made no reference to forms IV and X “to deposit, to
leave for safekeeping, to give something in charge of someone™ or
the nouns & (wad) “depositing” and 4=, (wadi‘at) “trust,
charge, deposit.”
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NOTES ON GENESIS 6:3—-4

GENESIS 6:3

mm WDNW
pbYS 0IRY M PTRD
7@; X7 DJ_@;I
MY D) PR TR T
And the LorbD said,
“my spirit will not always strive with man forever

for that he also is flesh
yet his days shall be one hundred and twenty years.”

Kol €lTer kOpLog O Bedc 0D un Katopelvn tO Tredud pou
év Tolc avlputoLg TolTols” €ic TOV aldvu
S TO elvat adToLC oapKoC
€oovtal O¢ ol MUEpoL alTOV EKTOV €LkooL €T
And the Lord God said, My Spirit shall certainly not remain
among these men for ever,

because they are flesh,
but their days shall be an hundred and twenty years.

The problematic 7273 N7 DJW: “for that he also is flesh”
in 6:3b needs to be read in reverse order and repointed to read
D’JW: N7 WW:I Then the antecedent of X177 “he” is the pre-
cedlng WW:I “human or B7IR “man” (gender inclusive),
precludmg the reading of the D of MT DJ_E;?:I as the suffix
“their,” for which there is no antecedent. Because a verbless
clause is unlikely to have the adverbial suffix O-, the O of
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DJ}Q: must be either a part of the stem or the plural 2°-
ending written scriptio defectiva.

If the stem were 2 /02, it could be the cognate of Arabic
C&/u:w (Sajin/ Sajin) “grief, sorrow, sadness” (Lane 1872:
1510; Wehr 1979: 533).° If the word were U it could be
either (1) J_J(y' “to go astray, to sin inadvertently” (BDB 992)
or the cognate of Arabic C“’/ dxi (Saj/Sajjat) “to bash in the
skull, skull fracture” (Lane 1872: 1504; Wehr 1979: 532).* In
light of the focus in 6:5 and 6:11-13 on the increased violence
on earth, the Arabic e (Saj) “skull bashing” is more likely to
be the cognate of the 2 in 6:3. In this case the @ of DIV
would be the suffix 2" -, indicating here a pluralis intensivus,
like the plural @Y “perverseness” in Isa 19:14 and the
0°2X] “adultery” in Ezek 23: 43.

Given the well attested elision of an X, as in Exo 14:25
where 901 appears for JOR™,” the stem RIW/ 72V /0 “to
grow, to increase” cannot be rule out as another derivation for
the 20 of MT D;W: The Aramaic cognate *a2/0 “multi-
tude/ great, greatness” appears regularly without the X (BDB
960; Jastrow 954).

Thus, the MT DJ};?;, traditionally interpreted as “for that
also” is better read as a preposition attached to a masculine
plural noun with defective spelling with four possible mean-
ings: (1) in sorrow, sadness, grief, (2) into inadvertent sin, (3)
into skull bashing, and (4) in multitudes.

The W2 “flesh” in the revised phrase W2 K17 W2,
used in reference to @TIR “earthling, mankind, humanity,”
would be best understood as “physical /corporal beings” or “a
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human being,” like the Arabic ,Z; (basar) “human being”
(Castell 1669: 455; Lane 1863: 208), as opposed to the supra-
terrestrial “sons of God,” for whom a flood would have been
no threat. The mixed breed of “the sons of the daughters of
man and the sons of God,” 1.e., the Nephilim, were evidently
included in the designated W!TD; “flesh, human being(s).”

For purposes of English idiom the singular X377 and W!TD;
may be translated as plurals and the plural 230 may be ren-
dered as a singular. These options permit D23 K177 W2 to
mean (1) “humans are in grief” (230 = DY or DY), (2)
“humans are in error” (220 = 0 Y), (3) “ humans are into
skull bashing” (R = D‘J@), and (4) “ human beings are in
vast numbers” (R0 = QWRMD).

Option one suggests that the limited human life-span, an-
nounced in 6:3b, carried its own burden of grief and sorrow,
similar to the curse of sorrow (]13§ﬂ) announced to Adam
and Eve in Gen 3:16—17. Moreover, the grief-stricken human
victims of uninvited and unwelcomed heavenly guests, whose
offspring were prone to violence, would never live to be a
hundred twenty years old. Instead, panic-stricken and grief-
stricken they would go prematurely to a watery grave.

Option two, that the human race was into inadvertent sin,
would complement the theology of victimization introduced
in Gen 6:1-2. In the Eden story of Genesis 3, sin began with
the willful desire of Adam and Eve “to become like God”
(i.e., to get power). Though tempted by an earthly serpent,
Adam and Eve were responsible for their choosing to eat the
forbidden fruit. Efforts to project responsibility— Adam onto
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Eve, and Eve onto the serpent—Ilacked credibility, and all
three were held accountable and fullyresponsible. By contrast
Genesis 6 articulated a theology of victimization. The extra-
terrestrial, super-human “sons of God” impregnated terrestrial
women, creating havoc for human beings when the part-alien
offspring grew to be giants. Violence became normative and
the victimized humans inadvertently sinned when influenced
by the their violent half-brothers fathered by the “sons of
God.” A key theological difference between Genesis 3 and
Genesis 6 can be recovered if the enigmatic 2202 meant
DWW “into inadvertent sin.”

Option three, skull bashing, anticipates the violence spelled
out in Gen 6:11, RRM DORT 105 yINT AWM
R TINRT (“now the earth was corrupt in God’s sight, and
the earth was filled with violence™), in 6:12, 53 D’WL]'U"Z_J
’r‘ﬁ{(?"?.‘.} 1297°PR W2 (“for all flesh had corrupted his
way upon the earth”), and in 6:13, DR "IN TT?TQ‘??TJ"Z;D
(“for the earth has become full of violence”). Four words
taken from 6:3—4, create the mental image of club swinging
cave men: D‘?W?; WX DWW 0227, “the skull bashing
giants of yore.”

According to option four the singular Adam (BIX) had
become the multitudinous (B30 = DRIV = 0'NRY) human
race (27IR). Any punishment of all human beings would have
to be on a gigantic scale. Consequently, there was a need for
a weapon of mass destruction. Deep flood waters became
God’s weapon of choice, though not a perfect weapon since
there would be collateral damage in the destruction of in-
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nocent “beast, and creeping things, and birds of the heavens”
(Gen 6:7; 7:23), as well as unwarranted collateral benefits for
the fish and sea-creatures whose watery realm and food sup-
ply would be increased for a while.” If the MT 2202 in Gen
6:2 referenced the multitudes of human beings, it would have
provided a reason for the gigantic flood (7&?; 1733 &M
’r‘ﬁl:tﬂ‘?&_] 'r'xr;)g to destroy the scattered human masses and
their gigantic half-brothers, as narrated in Gen 6:5-7:24.

Recognition of the RAW in Gen 6:3b as a possible cognate
of - ==& (Sajin) “grief” or = (Saj) “skull bashing” provides
the clue for determining the meaning of 1177 in Gen 6:3a.
Although the Septuagint translated this verb as katopelvy
“dwell, remain,” this evidence was dismissed by many com-
mentators. Skinner (1930: 143) thought that katapeivn was
“perhaps nothing more than a plausible guess at the meaning,
though a variant text has been suspected (]15’, M, ]137,
etc.).” A number of Akkadian cognates have been proposed,
including (1) dandnu “to be powerful,” (2) dindnu “bodily
appearance,” and (3) dinanu ‘“‘substitute, surrogate.” Speiser
(1964: 44) concurred with Skinner, stating, “The traditional
‘abide in’ is a guess lacking any linguistic support.” He
proposed the third Akkadian cognate above, which led him
somehow to translated 6:3 as, “My spirit shall not shield man
forever.”

However, the Septuagint’s katapelvy “remain” has good
linguistic support from the Arabic ps / fb (dum/ddama) which

means “it continued, lasted, or existed, incessantly, always,
endlessly, for ever . . . it became permanent, perpetual, or



14 NOTES ON GENESIS 6:3-4

everlasting” (Castell 1669: 675; Lane 1867: 935-938; Wehr
1979: 350). The Hebrew 117 is related to ps (dum) in the
same way that U] “fat” and o (dasam) “fat” are related.
There is simply the well attested & /J variation, as in the case
of Y (Num 22:32) and QY (Job 30:21), and the names
Satan and Mastema (Jubilees 10:8 and 23:25), the latter being
the °Aph‘el participle in the emphatic state (= N?QIQEL:??;).

Because 117 by itself could have meant “to remain/abide
for ever,” the adverbial modifier D‘?}J‘? “forever” may be a
later clarifying gloss for the rare 197. While Job 12:10 af-
firmed U253 MM M52 WD) 13, “in His hand
is the breath’® of all life and the breath of every human being,”
Gen 6:3 provided the explanation for the transition from the
extended life-span of the antediluvian patriarchs to the limited
life-span of Noah’s descendants. The spirit/breath from God
was universal, but not perpetual. It would be measured out
with a maximum fixed limit.

GENESIS 6:4

DT DM PO TN 00T
A = hn R =P
.. .DWT "W oI wR o™32 mnn
the Nephalim'® were on the earth in those days
and also afterward . ..

Those were the mighty men'' who were of old,
men of renown (NKJ)

oL &¢ ylyavtec foav émi thg Yic
€V TG MUEPOLE EKeLVaLe KoL WeT’ ékelvo
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... €kelvol foay ol ylyavteg ol &t al®dvog
ol avBpwmoL ol dvopnotol
and the giants were on the earth in those days and after that
.. . those were the giants of old, the men of renown.

According to Num 16:2-33 Korah, accompanied by two-
hundred fifty prominent Israelites, confronted Moses saying,
“You have gone too far! . .. Why then do you [and Aaron]
exalt yourselves above the assembly of the LORD?” These
two-hundred fifty plus challengers were identified as being

s 7Y ’Zj_{’fm: (@pymyol ocuvaywyfc) “chiefs of the assembly”
« WM NI (olykAntoL BouAiic) “chosen councillors”
« DUMWIN (dvdpeg dvopaotor) “men of renown.”

As narrated, their challenge to Moses and Aaron was viewed
as a challenge to God himself, who responded by consuming
the two-hundred fifty renown gentlemen by fire and having
the earth swallow up their entire households.

The modifier 2W™WIN “men of renown” used in describing
Moses’ challengers has been appealed to by commentators to
clarify the QW ’WJ?_{ in Gen 6:4c, which was translated in the
Septuagint as ol &v6pwmoL ol ovopxotol and in the Targum
as RIUT "W, both meaning “the men of renown.” The
Arabic law (sumd) “good repute, fame” (Hava 1915: 338)
would be the obvious cognate of B “renown.”

However, the original %77 in 6:4c may not have been what
it came to be in the MT, namely, the definite article 7
attached to the noun QW “name,” requiring the QW “WIN to
mean literally “the men of the name,” without any hint as to
why “name” became definite. Another derivation of QW
needs to be considered.
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In Genesis Rabbah 26, Rabbi Aha offered a twofold chal-
lenge to the interpretation that the QYT “WINR was the same as
v ’WJ& He associated the D‘BDJ with 52] “foolish,” citing
Job 30:8, oU~ "‘73 Natol 523 "3 “they are the children of

churls, yea, children of 1gnob1e men,” and pondered, “Yet you
say that they were ‘men of renown!’”” Rabbi Aha interpreted

the QWY “WIN to mean “they laid desolate (¥2'WiT) the
world, were driven in desolation (1¥77) from the world, and
caused the world to be made desolate (21%").” He obviously
associated QW with QWR/QWN, the Hiph‘il of QNY “to
ravage, to terrify” (Jastrow 1597; Ben-Yehuda 73). But it is
difficult to accomodate the I of the Hiph‘il in a noun form.
The Hebrew QW7 in this context is more likely to be the
cognate of Arabic (e (hasama) “to destroy, smash, shatter”
and its adjective (e (hasim) “broken, crushed” (Castell
1669: 891 [fractus, confractus]; Lane 1893:3043; Hava 1915:
828; Wehr 1979: 1206), so that QW1 /QW is a synonym of
O “to treat violently.”'* If so, the phrase needs to be re-
pointed as QW1 *WIR “men of violence.” The following texts
addressed the violence initiated by the gigantic Nephalim:"

» Enoch 7:2 “and they [the daughters of men impregnated by
the angels] bare great giants whose height was 300 ells,
who consumed all the acquisitions of men . . . and devoured
mankind.”

* Enoch 9:10, “and the women have born giants, and the
whole earth has thereby been filled with blood and un-
righteousness.”

» Enoch 15:8—11, “An now, the giants, who are produced
from the spirits and flesh, shall be called evil spirits upon
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the earth . . . . And the spirits of the giants afflict, oppress,
destroy, attack, do battle, and work destruction on the earth
and cause trouble.”

Jubilees 5:1-2, “the angels of God saw them [the daughters
of men] . . . and they bare unto them sons and they were
giants. . . . and they began to devour each other.”

Jubilee 7:22-23, . . . and the giants slew the Naphil and
the Naphil slew the Eljo, and the Eljo mankind, and one
man another.”

I Bar 3:26, “How vast the territory that [God] possesses!
. . . the giants were born there who were famous of old,
great in stature, expert in war. God did not choose them,
nor give them the way to knowledge; so they perished
because they had no wisdom; they perished through their
own folly.”"*

11l Maccabees 2:4, “You destroyed men for their wicked

deeds in the past, among them giants relying on their own
strength and self-confidence.”

1023 Frag. 9+ 14 + 15, “2[ ... ] they knew the secrets of
[...]3[...si]nwas greatin the earth[...]4[...]and
they killed many [ ..] 5[ ... they begat] giants [ . .. ].”"

Sirach 16:7, “he was not propitiated for the ancient giants
who revolted in their might.”

Wisdom of Solomon 14:6, “for even in the beginning, when
arrogant giants were perishing, the hope of the world took
refuge on a raft.”

Ezekiel 32:27, “and they do not lie with the fallen mighty
(D‘%B:'J 2°7922) men of old . . . . because they were the
terror of the mighty in the land of the living.”'¢
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» Numbers 13:33, there we saw the giants (D‘LD‘DJ'T) who
were the sons of Anaq from the giants (D’B’DJ'T) and we
seemed to ourselves like grasshoppers.”"’

* Genesis Rabbah 26, “Awim [the seventh name of the Neph-
ilim] denotes that they cast the world into ruins, were them-
selves driven from the world in ruin, and caused the world
to be ruined, as you read, i1}V Y 11D ‘A ruin, a ruin, a
ruin’ will I make it” (Ezek 21:27, MT 21:32).

If the 3% of MT D3W1 in 6:3 is related to the Arabic g/
d=% (Saj/ Sajjat) “skull bashing, breaking someone’s head,”
as suggested above, there is additional support from Arabic
that the QW of 6:4 is related to «2» (haSama) “to destroy.”
Lane (1872: 1505) cited ten different epithets for the different
levels of “skull bashing,” the first five of which are not seri-
ous enough to require retaliation. But the seventh epithet,
which requires a mulch of ten camels, is daisls (hdSimat) “a
broken bone, a fracture of the skull.” Therefore, when in
Hebrew the enigmatic 28 /020 (used in reference to W2
“human being”) and the problematic QW77 (used in reference
to wm “human being”) appear in adjoining verses in a text
which rails against human violence, they are likely to be
related to each other as the Arabic = (Saj) and (e (hasama)
would be in a similar text.

CONCLUSION

Plaut (1974:58) acknowledged that Gen 6:1—-6 was “the one
mythological fragment retained in Genesis,” and then demyth-
ologize it with the following interpretation:
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Men became giants, achieved renown in their time, and were
heroes by their own values. When God evaluated human
development, He looked neither at man’s size nor at his
reputation, but at his heart, and he found its devices evil.
Hence, God resolved to make a new start with Noah.

But quite to the contrary, for the narrative theologian who
penned Genesis 6, the Nephilim were neither RTIX “men” nor
QW™ WIR “men of renown.” They were infamous, not famous.
Contrary to Enoch 15:8, which states “the giants . . . shall be
called evil spirits,” in Gen 6:3—4 the giants were fictional cor-
poral beings (ng;:), a mixed breed from supra-terrestrial
fathers and terrestrial mothers. Scholarly conjectures about
lost legends of beloved human heroes of yore—seemingly
hinted at in the epithet QW™ WIN—have been misdirected
because the epithet originally was probably DR~ WIR “men
of destruction,” i.e., those who were gifted in skull bashing
(B2Y = 0W) and skulldugery (Enoch 9:6).

Genesis 6:1-6, as narrative theology, used mythology to
offer an alternative explanation on the origin of evil other
than the one given in Genesis 1-3. The creation story af-
firmed that evil did not came from God because everything
God created was good or very good. The Eden story affirmed
that evil was earthly in its origin and the responsibility of
earth’s preeminent creatures: Adam and Eve, who were in the
image of God, and the serpent which was the “wisest of the
beasts of the field.”

Genesis 6 marks the beginning of a theology of victimiza-
tion which eventually ended up with the affirmation “the devil
made me do it.” To be sure, there is no devil in Genesis 2—3
nor in Genesis 6—only a renegade reptile in the former story
and some horny angels in the latter text. But the brief account
in Gen 6:1-6 became the catalyst for expanded narratives
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(like Enoch 6—11) about fallen angels (D“?Qi) which were
ultimately responsible for human violence, sin, and sorrow.

The four definitions cited above for the 2IW of DJ_@:
(namely, DR “multitudes,” DAY “grief,” DY “error,”
and D‘.‘_@ “skull bashing”), suggest an author’s well inten-

tioned multiple layers of meaning and permit the following
paraphrase of several phrases in Gen 6:3—4.

My spirit will not abide in men and women forever.

Multitudinous
human beings are
into skull bashing, in grief, in sin.

So their days will be one hundred twenty years.
The Nephalim . . .

were the giants of yore,
the men of violence.

NOTES
1. Reading the MT 2% 2 as a compound of the preposition 3, the

relative particle W , and the adverbDJ, a combination which occurs

only in this verse (BDB 993; GKC 67”; Skinner 1910: 143-244;
von Rad 1961: 111). Skinner provided a list of objections to this
derivation. The Septuagint’s 61 T0 “because” does not reflect the
02 “moreover.”

2. Given the graphic similarity of A and T and the occasional con-
fusion of @ and i1, the @3 of the MT 2JW2 may have been misread
as iM? by the Septuagint translators. Delitizsch (1920: 116) cited
seven examples of he B/ confusion, including (1) Psa 35:5
where the MT 1M1 “driving away” became €ékOALBwY adTolC
“afflicting them” (= QM17) in the Septuagint, and (2) Ezek 45:1
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where the MT ’-']LJ& TI0Y €10,000” became €lkooL yLALadog
“20,000” (= T8 DY),

3. Although one might expect the Hebrew cognate to be A rather
than 03, the interchange of a @ and J is well attested. The Arabic
QI (°in) “if” and the Hebrew X “if” is one example of the 1 and
J variation. The 7312/713 variant in Ezek 21:17 and 35:5 is
another, for 21:17 reads ‘DSJ ish Ik Nnli=tnini ‘7& 7712 “they are
delivered over (7212) to the sword with my people whereas 35:5
reads 271" "jj"?S_J 5&?27’ M2 DX M “you delivered (733)
the Israelites over to the power of the sword.” See also note 4.

4. Ordinarily the Arabic % (5) would be a @ in Hebrew, but there
are a number of cognates where a ¥ matches the Arabic _» ($),
including: (1) 2‘_3@' “flame” and —& (Sabba) “to kindle a fire, to
blaze, to flame” and 4% (Sabbat) “a blazing, flaming fire”; (2)
PN “desire, longing” and (§s& (Sawg) “desire, yearning,
longing of the soul” and (§ 4% o> (dii Sawgin) “an admiring lover”;
and (3) ﬂjt@flj “collection” and | i (hasara) “to collect.” If the
MT W of DIW is retained rather than repointed as a ¥, the U
which is the cognate of G&(iaj) could be another example of
exceptions to the general pattern of _% (§) = @ and _w (§) = U

5. On the elision of the 8, note Delitzsch, 1920: 21-22, §14* ¢ and
GKC 23" and 68"*. Other noteworthy elisions include: 377X
and ")7TN in the parallel texts of Ps 18:40 and 2 Sam 22:40;
D 08T and 07107 in Ecc 4:14; 571" for DR in Isa 13:20;
02N and 120 for D2 NRVM and 128N inLev 26:18 and 26:21
in 11QpaleoLev.

6. The theme of inadvertent sin becomes very dominant in the post-
diluvian Noah narrative when (1) Noah innocently drinks stale
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grape juice, (2) became unintentionally intoxicated, (3) un-
knowingly exposed himself while asleep, (4) whereupon Ham
accidentally saw his nakedness—which led Noah in his stupor to
incoherently cursed his grandson, Canaan, because of what Ham
inadvertently did. The only intentional acts in the entire episode
were those of Ham who alerted his brothers who were then careful
to cover their father without looking at him.

7. Jubilees 5:2-3 reads in part, «“. . . all flesh corrupted its ways,
alike men and cattle and beasts and birds and everything that walks
on earth —all of them corrupted their ways and their orders.”

8. Note the use of the verb 921 in Gen 7:18-20, 24 and the noun
0921 in 6:4. There would be enough flood waters to drown the
“giants,” i.e. the 2723 who were also known as the D”,BDJ:.

9. Note the Arabic cognates .4 (nafs) “soul, spirit, vital prin-
ciple” and & (nafas) “breath,” the latter of which suggest that
YD1 here may be the synonym of 1117 “breath.” Lane (1893: 2827)
pr'o'vided an extended citation dealing with the differences between
the & (nafs) and the @D (ruh), i.e., WD) and 37, noting that
God takes away & when one sleeps and the @D, is taken away
when one dies.

10. The transliteration of D’&QJ: as Nephilim appears in the ASV,
NAB, NAS, NAU, NIB, NIV, NJB, NRS, and RSV, in disagree-
ment with the Septuagint, Vulgate, Targum, KJV, and NKJ which
understood D"?EJ: to mean “‘giants.”

11. The Greek yiyavtec for the Hebrew 0721 reflects a defini-
tion of 7221 which corresponds to the Arabic cognate JL,?- (gab-
badr) “huge, tall, and strong, a giant, one who is tyrannical, who is
extravagant in acts of disobedience and in wrong doing” (Lane
1865: 375) and the Aramaic X723 “strong, hero, giant” (Jastrow
234).
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12. It is most unlikely that the QWM in Gen 6:2 is related to the

EEIEFS

Arabic e (hassama) “to honor anyone, e (hasim) “generous,
bountiful,” ‘ol.i.do (hisdm) “generosity, bounty,”or P,:,.Q,?(tahais“ama)
“to conciliate anyone, to show kindness” (Castell 1669: 891; Wehr
1979: 1206; Hava 1915: 828). Note the name QO wn in I Chron

11:34 and the modern day Hashemite kingdom in Jordan. See
above, note 4, for % () being a W or W in a Hebrew cognate.

13. Enoch 6:4-5 reads as follows, “‘Let us all swear an oath and
all bind ourselves by mutual imprectations notto abandon this plan
but to do this thing [to choose wives from among the children of
men].” Then sware they all together and bound themselves by
mutual imprectations upon it. There were in all two hundred .. ..”
The Nephilim in this tradition became “ones who swore oaths,” as

though the 593 of D‘ba_l: were the cognate of Arabic Jw (nafala)

“to swear, to take an oath” and naffala “to give an oath to” (Hava
1915: 789-790).

14. In this tradition the enigmatic n*ba_:_ was taken to be a variant
form of D‘%_;J_ “foolish ones” (BDB 614). The 2/5 variation is
found elsewhefe, like 912 and 1B “to scatter.” For the confusion
of 3 and B, see Delitzsch 1920: 115.

15. Other parts of the “Book of Giants” found at Qumran are found
in 4Q203, 2Q26, 4Q530-532, 6Q8, available online at http://
www piney.com/DSSBkGiants.html, orin The Dead Sea Scrolls,
A New Translation, by Michael Wise, Martin Abegg, Jr., and
Edward Cook (San Francisco: Harper Collins Publishing )1996.

16. For the MT 2°99pm 0903 0923 N8 12301 8D, the
Septuagint reads kol €KOLUNONOOY HETR TOV YLYOVTWY TOV
TEMTWKOTWV GTO aldvog, “and they are laid with the giants that
fell of old.” The significant differences in the Septuagint are (1)
the absence of any negative for the MT &51:, and (2) reading
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25wn “from of old” for the MT n*‘:w:m “from the uncircum-
cised.” The memtwkotwy “fallen ones” supports the MT D‘5BJ
although it is very tempting to repoint D"?BJ to D"?BJ or to

assume a haplography of what was originally D‘5DJ D‘%BJ

Rather than ignoring the MT x‘ﬂ: in Ezek 32:27, as did R. S.
Hendel (“Of Demigods and the Deluge, ” JBL 106 [1987]: 22), it
should be repointed as &51, i.e., the conjunction followed by the

emphatic 5/x5 “surely, actually, indeed.” This emphatic particle
appears also in Ezek 20:25, “I gave them statutes that were indeed
good,” in agreement with 20:11, “I gave them my statutes . . . by
whose observance man shall live.” Once the emphatic particle is
restored in 20:25, most of 20:26 should be restored to follow
20:27, reading,
It is again your fathers blasphemed me, by dealing treach-
erously with me, (saying) that I defiled them through their
very gifts in making them offer by fire all their first-born,
that I might horrify them.

This restoration has the support of 20:31, where Ezekiel quotes
God as saying, “when you offer your gifts and sacrifice your sons
by fire, you defile yourselves with all your idols to this day.”

The point being made in Ezek 32:27 is that whereas (1) the king
of Meshech-Tubal, along with all his hordes, was actually (= R‘?)
buried alongside the fallen giants of yore, and (2) was adorned in
death with his sword as a pillow and his body-shield as a blanket,
but (3) the Pharaoh of Egypt shall be slain by the sword and buried
simply with uncircumcised and unadorned rival warlords.

17. This identification of the Anakim with the Nephilim assumes
that some of the Nephilim survived the flood. But the Wisdom of
Solomon 14:6, “for even in the beginning, when arrogant giants
were perishing, the hope of the world took refuge on a raft,”
suggests otherwise.
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AMBIGUITIES ABOUT
ABRAM AND ISHMAEL

In the Qur°an, in Sura 37:80—-84, Noah and Abraham are
mentioned in almost the same breath:

Peace be upon Noah among the worlds (peoples)! Thus do
We regard those who do good. He was indeed of Our
believing servants. . . . of his party was Abraham, when he
came to the Lord with a submissive heart.

Whereas in the Biblical tradition Abraham’s monotheistic
faith is assumed or insinuated, in the Qur°an it is very clearly
articulated:

He [Abraham] asked his father and his people: What is it that
you worship? Do you falsely seek gods beside Allah? Or what
do you think of the Lord of the worlds? . . . Then he went
quietly to their gods and addressed them: Do you not eat?
Why do you not speak? Then he struck them forcibly with his
right hand. When the people learned of it they came to him
running. He said to them: Do you worship that which you
yourselves have carved out, whereas Allah has created you
and your handiwork?”

Abraham’s kinfolk were ready to burn him alive for his verbal
and physical abuse of their gods, but he was delivered by
God. And having experienced their violence toward him, Ab-
raham prayed: rabbi, habu Ii minassalihina, “Lord grant me
righteous progeny (literally, “from the righteous,” noting that
the salih “righteous, pious” used here is related to su/h mean-
ing “reconciliation, peace”).

God answered Abraham’s prayer for a different kind of
family than that of his family-of-origin with a birth announce-
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ment: “So We gave him glad tidings (bassara = W2 =
eVayyedl{w) of a gentle son (gulamin halimin).” This would
be Ishmael, born of Hagar, Sarah’s handmaid, who was given
to Abraham as a second wife.

Below I address in some detail the differences between the
Quranic statement that Ishmael would be halim “gentle,
mild, patient,” over against the tradition in Gen 16:10, that
Ishmael would be a “wild ass of a man.” But first a word
about God’s covenant with Noah which bears upon Abra-
ham’s willingness to sacrifice his son, then a word about the
varied interpretations of God’s covenant with Abraham, and
finally some insights concerning Ishmael’s disposition.

THE COVENANT WITH NOAH

In forty plus years of teaching in Yokohama, Tokyo, Phila-
delphia, and Wynnewood, Pennsylvania I found that the mere
mention of Noah’s name would trigger excited responses
from seminarians about a universal flood and the rainbow
which followed the flood—and the promise that God would
never do it again. But when asked about the prohibition and
the irrevocable penalty component of God’s covenant with
Noah, most seminarians have responded with bewildered
silence. Gen 9:6 went unnoticed or unaddressed in their
Sunday school classrooms and in their church school
cirricula. Gen 9:6 is where God told Noah “Whoever sheds
the blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed; for God
made man in his own image.” With this stipulation, capital
punishment was introduced to Noah and his progeny as the
deterrent against humans killing fellow human beings. It was
a succinct prohibition against (1) human sacrifice, (2) against
murder, and (3) against warfare.

If Abraham was, as stated in the Qu’ran, in “Noah’s party”
and was Noah’s “follower” (si°af) he would surely have been
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aware of God’s prohibition of and penalty for any human
sacrifice. Thus, when Abraham was tested by God’s call in a
dream for him to sacrifice Ishmael (according to the Qu’ran,
Sura 37:101-110), or in real life for him to sacrifice Isaac
(according to Genesis 22), two lives were at risk—Abraham’s
own life, as well as his son’s. Not only were Isaac and
Ishmael, according to the different traditions, willing to co-
operate with their father and be obedient unto death, but
Abraham, too, was willing to die—for the covenant with
Noah was in force and Abraham was no exception: “Abra-
ham, if you slaughter/sacrifice a human being, you die also.”
It was just that simple. The truth revealed was that God did
not want the blood of Isaac, or of Ishmael, or of Abraham.
The covenant with Noah remained sacrosanct. Human sacri-
fices had become a sacrilege.

THE COVENANT WITH ABRAHAM

The covenant with Abraham, as found in Genesis 12, 15,
and 17, reflects three different theological traditions, for
which we can borrow the designations offered by the literary
critics. Genesis 12 is “J,” the Yahwistic tradition (so called
because the deity is referred to by the holy name YHWH =
Jehovah = °Adonay = LorD); Gen 15 is “E,” the Elohistic
tradition (so called because the deity is referred to by the
honorific plural noun °Elohim “God”); and Genesis 17 is “P,”
the Priestly tradition. There are three parts to each of these
three traditions.

First is the announcement that Abraham’s progeny will
become as prolific as the dust of the earth, as the sands of the
seashores, as the stars of the sky, and as the droplets of a fine
drizzling rain (assuming the raham of Abraham is related to
the Arabic ruham “drizzle,” as suggested by Delitzsch in
1887). Secondly, Abraham’s vast progeny will be given a
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place to live, either in the land of Canaan (in the Yahwistic
and Priestly traditions) or in all the land between the Nile and
the Euphrates (in the Elohistic tradition). The third element in
the Yahwist’s tradition (12:3) was that “by you [Abraham]
all the families in the earth shall be blessed.” But the third
element in the Elohist’s tradition (15:18-20) was that at least
ten nations would be dispossessed, rather than being blessed
by Abraham and his progeny. Here was the first hint of the
bloodshed and ethnic cleansing of Canaanites which was to
follow. The Priestly tradition was also silent about Abraham’s
progeny being a blessing for a// the families on earth, having
instead as its third element the requirement for male circum-
cision as a sign of the covenant and a permanent proof of
one’s ethnic identity.

A survey of the literature of the Pentateuch reveals (1) the
increasing marginalization and violations of God’s covenant
with Noah which prohibited humans from killing other
humans (as when Moses required the Levites to kill the
members of their immediate families as part of their ordina-
tion rite [Exo 32:25-29, RSV])), and (2) the marginalization
of the universalism of the Yahwist who understood that Abra-
ham and his progeny were chosen (i.e., drafted for service,
not selected for privilege). Once we leave the Yahwistic
tradition in Genesis (12:1-4; 18:18; 22:18; 26:4; and 28:14)
the phrase “a blessing for all the families of the earth” does
not appear again until Jer 4:2 and Acts 3:25.

The universalism was replaced by an increasing ethno-
centrism, culminating in Deut 32:8 where, with the exclusion
of Esau and exclusion of Ishmael, Jacob alone is recognized
as “LORD’s portion,” as God’s “allotted heritage.” These
theological revisions were one way in which some early
Israelites exercised their right of religious freedom and
thereby created security issues for themselves and their
neighbors. [f my opinion the covenant with Noah forbidding
human bloodshed and the covenant with Abraham whereby
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all the families of the earth were to be blessed were the
prelude to the universalism found in the later revelation in
John 3:16, “For God so loved the world . . ..”

ISHMAEL: A GENTLEMAN OR A WILD MAN

The third ambiguity about the covenants with Noah and
Abraham concerns Judaeo-Christian traditions about Ishmael,
rooted in Genesis 16:10—12, which allegedly states, “You
[Hagar] shall bear a son and call his name Ishmael. He shall
be a wild ass of a man, his hand against every man; and every
man’s hand against him; and he shall dwell over against all
his kinsmen” (KJV, RSV).

Traditional Jewish and Christian interpretations considered
Ishmael to have been predestined by God to be an internecine
fighter, as though he were some wild animal devouring his
own kind. Ishmael’s descendants were supposedly destined to
make raids against members of their extended family which
would be scattered from the borders of Assyria to the borders
of Egypt. Thus, the ambiguities are at least two fold. First, if
the shedding of human blood was really forbidden by God in
his covenant with Noah, why would God predestine Abra-
ham’s firstborn to be a wild killer? Secondly, if Abraham and
his progeny were to be a servant people by whom all the
families of the earth were to be blessed, how could this
happen if half of Abraham’s progeny were wild ass warriors?

Attempts has been made by a number of commentators to
turn Ishmael’s label “a wild ass of a man” into some sort of a
compliment. The Arabic cognate of X2 (pere’) “wild ass”
isL.é (fara®), about which is the saying “every kind a game is
in the belly of the wild ass,” meaning “every animal is inferior
to the wild ass,” as though the wild ass were a carnivore able
to devour whatever it chooses (Lane 1877: 2357).

By making the wild ass the “king of the wastelands™ it was
supposedly equal to the lion’s being the “king of the jungle.”
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Skinner (1930: 287) suggested translating 37TR R7B (pere’

*adam) as “the wild ass of humanity” and, in light of Job 39:
5-8 (“who has let the wild ass go free . ..”) and Jer 2:24 (“a
wild ass used to the wilderness . . .” ), commented: “It is a
fine image of the free intractable Bedouin character which is
to be manifest in Ishmael’s descendants.” Skinner also con-
jectured that the 1‘!:[8'5? ’“35'53_.7 (‘al pené kol *ehayw =
“upon the faces of all his brothers”) in Gen 16:12 “seems to
express the idea of defiance.”

Similarly, von Rad (1961: 189) noted, “He will be a real
Bedouin, a ‘wild ass of a man’ (pere’, zebra), i.e., free and
wild (cf. Job 39.5-8), eagerly spending his life in a war of all
against all—a worthy son of his rebellious and proud
mother!” Speiser (1964: 117-118) translated “He shall be a
wild colt of a man, His hands against everyone, And every-
one’s hand against him; And in the face of all his kin he shall
camp.” Speiser then identified Ishmael’s beinga R72 (pere’)
with Joseph’s being a ﬂjb 12 (ben porat) “a fruitful bough”
in Gen 49:22, which he translated as “wild colt” and called
attention to the Akkadian lullii-awelu “savage of a man” as
being a parallel expression.

However, the Hebrew X8 (pr°) can also be from the stem
NI (péra’) “fruit.” The usual spelling in Hebrew of “fruit”

and “to bear fruit” is 18 (peri) and 1B (parah) . But in
Hosea 13:15 R¥2? (yapri®) “he will be fruitful, he will have
progeny” appears, as though the stem could be X2 (pr°) as

well as 78 (prh). Instead of BIR RID (pere’ *adam)

meaning “wild ass man” it may simply be another way of
stating what appears unambiguously in Gen 17:20, “I will
make him fruitful and exceedingly numerous. He will be the
father of twelve chieftains; and I will make him a great na-
tion.” (Ordinarily, this would have been written as °adam
pore®, rather than the inverted pore® *adam .)
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The Greek Septuagint of Genesis 16:11-12 reads in part as
follows:

1oL 0L €V yootpl €xelc kol TEET LLOV Kol KaA€oeLg TO
ovope a0tod IoponA . . . . o0tog éoTal &ypoLkog GvBpwTog
ol xelpeg adTod €Ml TavTeg Kl el XeElpeg Tavtwy én adtov
Kol KOt TPOOWTOV TAVTWY TV MOeAPOY adTOD KATOLKNOEL
You shall bear a son and call
his name Ishmael . . . He shall be a countryman,
his hands on all, and the hands of all on him,
and he shall dwell in the presence of all his brethren.
This Greek text reflects a slightly different reading of the
Hebrew. The phrase “he will be a country man” (i.e. a rustic
living in the wilderness) is obviously from a Vorlage reading

N2 (bara?) “country, forest, prairie” for the X2 (pere’) of
the Masoretic text. The Greek text made the land wild rather
than making Ishmael wild.

The options suggested by this variant in the Septuagint have
generally gone unnoticed. If the Vorlage of the Septuagint had

N2 (bara ), instead of RID (pere’), the Arabic cognate | -
(bara’) “free, secure, safe, free from disease, distress or debt”
needs to come into focus. For the slave woman to be prom-
ised that her son would be free would have been great news,
helping her make her own bondage bearable.

By using the language of Ishmael to interpret statements in
Hebrew about Ishmael (i.e., by appealing to Arabic cognates
of Biblical Hebrew as scholars have done for centuries), I
propose the following translation of Gen 16:11-12,

You shall bear a son; you shall call his name Ishmael . . .
He shall be a peacemaker, a reconciler—
his hand in everyone’s
and the hand of everyone in his;
and in the favor of all his brothers
he will dwell (in tranquility).!

This translation recognizes the X7 (pr°) here as the cog-
nate of the Arabic verb & J.e (fara‘a) “he intervened, he made
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peace, or effected a reconciliation” and noun - yio (mifra®)
“makes peace or effects a reconciliation between people.” For
the well attested interchange of the °aleph (X) and the ‘ayin
(Y)—which suggests that the RD (pr°) could equal the VOB
(pr°) “peacemaker”—the following examples are noteworthy:

AR and Q3D “to be sad” (*agam and ‘agam)

T and T “toturn” (°id and “id)

51*_(;1 and 53_.7 3 “to pollute” (ga’al and ga“al)

2P and 2YR “to abhor” (t@’ab and ta‘ab)

N21 and DRI “tosuck” (gama’ and gama‘)
DRN2 and YPN2  “amoment.”” (pir°om and peta®)

R7IB and U2 “wild”™ (pere’ and periia®)

Support for reading the RTD (pr°) as a by-form of the JIB
(pre) “peacemaker” comes from an Arabic cognate of 2TINR
(°adam), namely, f_vi (Padama) “he effected a reconciliation
between them; brought them together, made them sociable, or
familiar with one another . . . and induced love and agreement
between them.” The combination of N7 (pore°) “peace-
maker” and 27N (°odem) “reconciler” makes for an empha-
tic equivalence to Abraham’s request in Sura 37:100, noted
above, “Lord grant me righteous progeny,” noting that the

word salih “righteous, pious” is related to sulh “reconcilia-
tion” and “peace.”

The phrase 12 53 7 ©52 77 (vada bakkol wéyad kol
bo) in Gen 16:12, when taken literally (“his [[shmael’s] hand
in everyone’s and the hand of everyone in his”), further
supports the idea of Hagar’s being given the good news that
Ishmael would become a congenial person active in recon-
ciliation and peace.

The phrase 5?3 1’!:\'2:;'5; ‘JD'(?I_J (‘al pené kol *ehayw
napal) in Gen 25:18b has been variously translated. Speiser
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(1964: 187) rendered it, “and each made forays against his
various kinsmen.” The Torah translation read the MT ‘9;;
(napal) “he fell” as a plural and settled for “they [the
Ishmaelites] made raids against all their kinsmen.” The NRSV
kept the singular and opted for “he [Ishmael] settled down
along side of all his people,” with a footnote option for “down
in opposition to” for the ‘;3'53_.’ (‘al pené) “upon the faces.”
The translation proposed here, “he embraced all his broth-
ers,” recognizes that 1IN™ 53 =k 5H ‘99] (napal ¢ alpene
kol *ehayw), “he fell upon the face of all hlS brothers,”
essentially the same idiom as that found in Gen 45:14,
ia i P R el
wayyippol ‘al sawwe’ré binyamin *ahiw
“and he embraced Benjamin his brother”

and exactly the same as that in Gen 50:1
TIN5y Ao Db
wayyippol j/ésep ‘al pené *abiw
“Joseph embraced his father.”

Were these phrases taken literally (“he fell upon the neck/
face of his brother/father”) it would mean that “Joseph as-
saulted his brother/ father.” Such a translation would be lexo-
graphically correct, but otherwise ridiculous. Ishmael can
surely be extended the same courtesy given to Joseph when
the 5;2 1‘!:[8'(7; ‘25'53_.7 (‘al pené kol *ehayw napal) of
25:18bis sirﬁply recognized as the same idiom for an affec-
tionate embrace— but with an inverted word order probably
used for emphasis.*

CONCLUSION

The angel’s word to Hagar that Ishmael would be a R7B
BTN (pr° °dm) is unfortunately ambiguous. Serious exegesis
of the Greek and Hebrew texts of Gen 16:10—12 requires
careful consideration of a number Hebrew roots and defini-
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tions, most of which have survived as cognates in classical
Arabic. These include:

X712 (br°) ““forest, wilderness, country”
X712 (br°) “free, secure, safe”

* NXO2 (pr°) “to bear fruit, to have progeny”
* DB (pr¢) “apeacemaker”

e DR (°dm) “areconciler, mediator”
120 (Skn)  “quiet, calm, tranquil, peaceful”

Five of these six words carry explicitly positive meanings
and would have been well received by any expectant mother
as a good omen for her child. Only X723 (bara”) “wilderness”

would be a neutral term; and only RIB (pere”) “wild ass”
would have had definite negative connotations. Setting aside
the two definitions which are suggested by the Septuagintal
variant, it seems quite likely that the angel’s words to Hagar
included two word plays: (1) Ishmael would be prolific
(pore®) and a peacemaker (pore® = pore‘) and (2) a
reconciler (°0odem) and a “gentleman” (°adam). Far from
being negative, derogatory, or inflammatory, the words about
Ishmael and the Ishmaelites in Genesis were laudatory and
fully compatible with the divine promise to Abraham that
through al/l his progeny “all the families of the earth shall be
blessed” (Gen 12:3); and they are fully compatible with God’s
covenant stipulation to Noah that all human beings are
uniquely in the image of God. Consequently, human life is
sacred and the killing of humans by humans is anathema.

NOTES

1. The 12W" (yiskon) is the cognate of Arabic .S (sakana),
which means not only “he inhabited, or dwelt, or abode,” but also
“he became still, quiet, calm, tranquilized unruffled, peaceful”
(Lane 1872: 1392-1393; Wehr 1979: 487-488).
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2. Examples of the interchange of X (‘aleph) and ¥ (‘ayin) in
Arabic include (1) g ‘)‘ (°arada) “he asked for, or petitioned for,
a thing he wanted” and _y,¢ (“arada) “he asked for, or petitioned
for, a thing he wanted” (Lane 1863: 48; 1874: 2005) and (2) E).él
(°afurrat) and syec (‘afurrat) “the beginning, or first part of the
heat . . . or the vehemence thereof™ (Lane 1877: 2356).

3. Jastrow 1213 “savage, cruel” (where Midrash Rabbah on Gen
16:12, “‘a savage among men’ in its literal sense, for all other
plunder goods, but he [Edom-Rome] captures souls,” was cited);
and Jastrow 1221 “wild, wild hair, neglected condition.”

4. The Septuagint’s kot TPOOWTOV TAVTWY TV AOeAPDY adTOD
katwknoer, “he dwelt before all his brothers,” reflects a Vorlage
with 5;?7 (zabal) “to dwell” (so translated in the KJV of Gen
30:20) for the ‘75; (napal) “to fall” of the Masoretic text.
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WHAT KIND OF ARAMEAN WAS JACOB?
A CLUE FROM THE LANGUAGE OF ISHMAEL

In Tractate Pesahim 10:4 of the Mishnah (Danby, 1933:
150) instructions are given for the a son to ask his father on
the eve of Passover, “Why is this night different from other
nights?” The father then “begins with the disgrace and ends
with the glory; and he expounds from 4 wandering Aramean
was my father [Deut 26:5] . . . until he finished the whole
section.” But in the traditional Passover Haggadah Deut 26:5
is translated as

An Aramean [sought to] destroy my forefather and he went

down to Egypt and sojourned there with a small number of

people and there he became a great mighty and numerous
nation.

The Midrash for the Passover Haggadah interpreted and
paraphrased Deut 26:5 to mean

Come and learn what Laban the Aramean sought to do to our
father Jacob. For Pharaoh issued his edict against only the
males, but Laban sought to uproot all, as it is said, “An
Aramean would have destroyed my father, and he went down
to Egypt and he became there a nation, great, mighty and
populous.

Thus, the identity of the Aramean in this verse and the
meaning of the modifier 72N, “wandering” or “would have
destroyed” or something else, warrants further investigation.

MT DEUT 26:5
TIOR M eh N
AR 2R MIN
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BYR M2 OY W s TN
:27) oIy 517; *1:‘? oY=

KJV
And thou shalt speak and say before the LORD thy God,
A Syrian ready to perish was my father,
and he went down into Egypt,
and sojourned there with a few,
and became there a nation, great, mighty, and populous.

LXX
amokpLONOT Kel €pele évavtl kuplou Tod Beod oov
Yuploay améBader 6 THTNP KO
kol kotefn el AlyuTtor kel TapwKnoey €kel
€V apLOu® Ppoyel kol €yéveto ékel
€lc €0voc péye kol TARBOC TOAL Kol Weye

BRENTON’S LXX

he shall answer and say before the Lord thy God,
My father abandoned Syria,
and went down into Egypt, and sojourned there
with a small number, and became there
a mighty nation and a great multitude

VULGATE
et loqueris in conspectu Domini Dei tui
Syrus persequebatur patrem meum
qui descendit in Aegyptum et ibi peregrinatus est
in paucissimo numero crevitque
in gentem magnam et robustam et infinitae multitudinis
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DOUAY-RHEIMS

And thou shalt speak thus in the sight of the Lord thy God:
The Syrian pursued my father,
who went down into Egypt, and sojourned there
in a very small number, and grew
into a nation great and strong and of an infinite multitude.

LAMSA’S PESHITTA

And you shall speak and say before the Lord your God:
My father was led to Aram
(2 1m1h DI))
(le’aram “ethdeber °abr)
and he went down into Egypt,
and sojourned there for a short time,
and there he became a nation
great, mighty, and populous.

Noteworthy is the Vulgate’s accusative patrem meum, com-

pared with the other translations which recognize the MT 2R
“my father” as anominative. None of the versions understood

the MT 2R to mean “wandering.” Nonetheless, most stand-
ard English translation read “a wandering Aramean was my
father,” including the RSV, NRS, NAB, NJB, NLT, NAS,
NAU, NIB, and NIV. The KJV “ready to perish” has been
followed by the ASV, NKJ, YLT, RWB, and appears para-
phrased in The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew as “an Ara-
mean on the point of death was my father.”" Support for this
interpretation of 12X comes from the well attested Hebrew
/ AramaicTTAR /72N and Syriac 2= ¢ ("ebad)—all meaning
“to perish, come to nought, to get lost” (KBS, 1994, I: 2;

Payne-Smith, 1903: 2). It is surprising that the Peshitta did
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not equate the Hebrew <12 with the Syriac x.ar¢(°ebad)
but rendered it by 1= x (debar) “to lead, to drive away, to go
hither and thither,” as though the Syriac Vorlage read TDNz
rather than 72N’

Standard lexicons of Biblical Hebrew, including BDB,
KBS, and DCH, have paid little attention to the Arabic cog-
nates of 7T2N. Only in KBS is there a reference to Arabic A\
(Pabada), stem 1, “to become wild” and stem 2, “to last for-
ever,” whereas in BDB and DCH no Arabic cognates are
cited. The meanings of the Arabic \J (°hd) and its deriva-
tives, as cited by Castell (1669: 6), Lane (1863: 4-5), and
Wehr (1979:1) are quite diverse, including several verbs
spelled %) (Pabada) with these various meanings:

1. “he remained, stayed, abode, or dwelt constantly, contin-
ually, or permanently without quitting,”

2. “he took fright and fled or ran away at random,”

3. “he became unsocial, unsociable, unfamiliar, or shy like a
wild animal,”

4. “he became angry,”

5. “he was long distant from his home,”

6. “he was long in a state of celibacy . . . or little in need of
or desirous of women.”

The different Arabic nouns which could be cognates of 72N

include:

7. M) Cabad) “time in an absolute sense, a long time that is
unlimited, and extended space of time that is indivisible,”

8. W (Cal’abadu) “the Everlasting, i.e., God,”
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9. A\ (Cabid) “an unsociable, unfamiliar, or shy person,”

10. s0) (Cabidat) “a calamity ever to be remembered . . .
or a strange, abominable or evil thing,”

11. wJ Cabid / °ibid) “a prolific person that breeds or brings
forth plentifully.”

The verbs numbered above as 1, 4, and 6 and the nouns
numbered 7, 8, and 10 definitely do not fit the context of Deut
26:5 and can be ruled out as possible cognates of the 72X in
this verse. But verbs numbered 2, 3, and 5, along with the
noun numbered 10, could well be the cognates of the TR
translated as “wandering” (RSV, NRS, etc.), or “fugitive”
(Albright, 1940: 181), or “vagrant” (Mazar, 1962: 101), or
“refugee” (Millard, 1980: 155). Basically, this makes 72X a
synonym of the 931 “to sojourn,” which appears four words
later in 26:5.

But, in light of the last six words of Deut 26:5, D@"n’:]
27 DSy ‘7ﬁ'TJT "13%, “and there he became a great nation,
mighty and populous,” the Arabic cognate of the 72X in 26:5
must surely be %) (Pabid /°ibid) “prolific” (above, number

11). This definition fits the context perfectly. Psalm 105:
23-24, “then Israel came to Egypt; Jacob sojourned in the

people greatly and made them stronger than their foes,”
provides a close parallel to Deut 26:5 and clearly identifies
Jacob as the patriarch who went to Egypt. With twelve sons
and at least one daughter Jacob well deserved to be called “a
prolific Aramean”—not to mention that his progeny at the
time of the exodus numbered six hundred thousand men, plus
children (Exod 12:37). Not only was he prolific but he also
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became prodigious (37 BISY D973 *aD),* for there is
power in numbers! Contrary to the claim of Samuel R. Driver
(1902: 289) that Jacob’s being identified as “a wandering
Aramean” reflected an “intentional disparagement,” the state-
ment AN AR MR —when properly interpreted as “a
prolific Aramean was my father”—is quite laudatory.

Recognition of Jacob’s having been prolific finds its paral-
lel in the renaming of Abram to Abraham and Sarai to Sarah.
Franz Delitzsch (1887: 292; 1888: II: 34) identified the Ara-
bic (,La ) (ruhdm) “a large number,” used in reference to the
small drops of water in a drizzling rain,’ as the cognate of the
077 in the name Abraham. The innumerable rain drops are
like the stars mentioned in Gen 15:5 and the sand mentioned
in Gen 22:17. Similarly, the Arabic cognate related to the
name Sarah is 45/ s¢ (tarrd/tari) “to became great in
number or quantity/ many, numerous” (Lane 1863:335), as
interpreted in Gen 17:15, Dfﬁ]‘? M “she will become
nations.”® ' o

Thus, the names Abraham and Sarah, along with the epi-
thet “prolific Aramean” given to Jacob, find their proper
interpretation from clues provided by the language of Ishmael.
Arabic lexicons have proven to be more helpful than rabbinic
traditions in recovering the original meaning of Abraham,
Sarah, and the epithet for Jacob the Aramean.

One line of rabbinic tradition (found in the Passover Hag-
gadah) changed the participle 72N into the verb 72X “he
destroyed,” with the subject of the verb being identified as
Laban the Aramean—thereby creating a bit of pure fiction
that Laban destroyed (or desired to destroy) all of Jacob, in
contrast to the Pharaoh who wanted to kill only the male
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children. In France the renown Rashi (1040—-1105) accepted
this fiction as a valid interpretation. In Spain, however, the
distinguished Ibn Ezra (1089—-1164) rejected the fiction be-
cause the text clearly stated that Jacob—far from being
destroyed by Laban—went safely down to Egypt. Other rab-
binic notables simply identified the lost or wandering Ara-
mean of Deut 26:5 with Abraham. But, as noted above,
Psalm 105: 23-24, “Jacob sojourned in the land of Ham; and
he increased his people greatly,” supports the interpretation
presented here that the MT "2 AR MINX should be re-

pointed as 2N 'TD& 22X, meaning “my father was a pro-

lific Aramean.

NOTES

1. David J. A. Clines, ed. 1993. The Dictionary of Classical
Hebrew, Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 383. (Cited as
DCH.)

2. A by-form of 217, which in the hithpa ‘el means “to tumn this
way and that way” (BDB 5, 246).

3. See Delitzsch (1920: 119 §131) for another example of a
possible confusion of T and 77 in Psalm 15:5, where the MT

I could be read as TRn.

4. In modern literary Arabic BJJ (*abidat) means a “prodigious
event” (Wehr, 1979: 1).
5. Note the “numerus copiosus ” in Castell’s lexicon (1669: 3537)

and the “drizzling and lasting rain . . . consisting of small drops” in
Lane’s lexicon (1867: 1171).
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6. The Arabic & (¢ = th) rather consistently appears in Hebrew
cognates a ¥ and as a [0 in Aramaic cognates. Therefore, given
this proposed etymology, one would expect the name ’jfTD to have
change to ﬂj@ And it may well have been the change that was

made—Dbut one would never know it from the written text because
pre-Masoretic spelling use the ¥ for both sounds, s and § (= sh).

The distinction between s and § was not absolute, as is apparent
from (1) the n‘::w and ﬂ‘_?'DO story in Judges 12, and (2) the s
and § variation between the Hebrew WDW “sun” and its Arabic
cognate _.els (Sams), though one would expect it to be _yeauw
(sams). The Masoretic vocalization reflects the tradition adopted
by most scholars that i1 is only an updated pronunciation and

spelling of the archaic *% “princess.”

7. See GKC §84¢ for the vocalization of this class of nouns.
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MOSES SAID “PLEASE! BEHOLD!”

There are two accounts in the Bible of Moses’ striking a
rock in the wilderness in order to provide water for thirsty and
contentious Israelites. The first account appears in Exod 17:
1-7, which tells of the Israelites’ camping at Rephidim' as
they moved from the wilderness of Sin to Mount Sinai. The
account (vss 5—7) reads as follows:

DU ME% Tap MYhOR MM TRy
Tomy SRR P TN )
P2PT T MR WY 12 e N
2772 MeTSY oY e Y un
DY) WM NI M DM
(OR3Pt P M 19 bym opn o

M2 MR DIPRT oY RIPM
alyic)! ‘7::1 Syt 2 by
RTOR WP T U -ianb MmN

And the LORD said to Moses, “Pass on before the people,
taking with you some of the elders of Israel;
and take in your hand the rod
with which you struck the Nile and go.

Behold, I will stand before you there on the rock at Horeb;
and you shall strike the rock,
and water shall come out of it, that the people may drink.”
And Moses did so, in the sight of the elders of Israel.

And he called the name of the place Massah and Meribah,
because of the faultfinding of the children of Israel,
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and because they put the LORD to the proof by saying,
“Is the LOrRD among us or not?”

Aside from the uncertain location of Horeb, Rephidim,
Massah, and Meribah, Exod 17:1-7 provides few serious
problems for commentators.” Conspicuous in the Hebrew text,
though not obvious in translations, is the etymology of the
names Massah and Meribah. The former, meaning “Place of
Testing,” is from TTTO; “to test”; the latter, meaning “Place of

Contention,” is from 27 “to dispute, to contend.”

The account in Numbers 20, of Moses’ striking a rock to
get water, is far more problematic. Verses 20:8 and10 require

careful reconsideration. The texts read

AR Sopm onnThR mp
TR TN IO
i 1 ryb pooToN oRmz
popn o onb pNgim
TR IVTON OPUm
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RSV
Take the rod, and assemble the congregation,
you and Aaron your brother,
and tell the rock before their eyes to yield its water;
so you shall bring water out of the rock for them;

so you shall give drink to the congregation and their cattle.
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And Moses and Aaron gathered the assembly together
before the rock,
and he said to them, “Hear now, you rebels;
shall we bring forth water for you out of this rock?”’

The words above highlighted in italic bold font rightly
translate the Hebrew MT; but a different translation—based
upon a repointing of three words in the MT—will be offered
in the following paragraphs. But, by way of introduction to
clarifying the unresolved problems in Num 20:8 and 20:10, a
word about the relationship between Num 20:2—9 and Exod
17:1-7.

Milgrom (1990: 49—-50) noted

The remarkable parallels in both content and style be-
tween Exodus 17 and Numbers 20 have led most critics
to posit two variant accounts for the same incident. This
possibility was not lost upon one of the medieval Jewish
exegetes, Joseph ben Isaac of Orléans, France, known as
Bekhor Shor. He postulates the existence of duplicate
narratives in our text not just for the rock incident, but
also for the stories about the manna and the qualil. . . .
Thus the possibility exists that the two episodes of
Moses’ drawing water from the rock are but variants of
the same tradition. Yet they cannot be equated because of
one major difference: In Exodus, Moses is told to strike
the rock; in Numbers he is told to speak to it.

Milgrom followed the suggestion of Rabbi Moshe ben Nach-
man (1194-1270 C.E.) to transpose the Q17277 and the
SJ'?OW L?N so that Num 20:8 reads, “You and your brother

Aaron take the rod and assemble the community at the rock
and speak in their presence so that it will yield its water.”
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Milgrom concluded, “the command vedibbartem, ‘you shall
speak,’ like va-yo’mer lahem (v. 10) is therefore directed to
the people, not to the rock.”*

Thus, the punishment announced in Num 20: 12,

The LorD said to Moses and Aaron, “Because you did not

believe in me, to sanctify me in the eyes of the people of

Israel, therefore you shall not bring this assembly into the
land which I have given them,”

was not due to Moses’ disobediently striking the rock instead
of obediently speaking to the rock. Milgrom (1990: 448) com-
mented and questioned: “Down through the ages, the sin of
Moses, as described in Numbers 20:1-13, has been regarded
as one of the Gordian knots of the Bible. The punishment is
clear; but what is the crime?”

Although Num 20:24, speaking of Aaron, states “you re-
belled against my command” and Num 27:14, speaking of
Moses, states “you rebelled against my word,” the exact
nature of that rebellion was not spelled out.” Moreover, if the
MT IJ%QU"?KS 2PNN2™ really meant “and you [plural for
Moses and Aaron] shall speak to the rock,” there is no hint in
the Hebrew text as to how and what they were to say to the
rock. Was it to be a duet or two solo speeches? Who was to
go first? The RSV, NRS, NAB, NLT, and NJB circumvent
the problem by treating the indicative 1272 037 “it will
give forth its waters” as the infinitive “to yield its water.”

The Gordian knot can be untied by recognizing four un-
usual words which were not widely used in the Judean dialect
of Hebrew and, consequently, never made it into the standard
lexicons of Biblical Hebrew. First, the 727 which appears in
Num 20:8 is not the verb meaning “to speak.” Secondly, the
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1°¥ which appears in the same verse is not the word meaning
“eye.” Thirdly, the D71 in 20:10 is not the plural participle
of the root i1712 “ro rebel.” Fourthly, the iT of the J!277 in 20:
10 is not the interrogative particle i attached to the preposi-

tion J73. My alternative interpretation of these words now
follows, using this same sequence.

Standard lexicons of Biblical Hebrew (like BDB 180—185)
recognize the following definitions and cognates of 727 :

+ D27 “to speak,” with its Arabic cognate being D (dab-
bara) “to consider, to relate”;

* 737 “pestilence, with its Arabic cognate being 2 (daba-
ra) “to depart, to follow behind, to perish” and S (dabr)
“departure, death”;

* 727 “the innermost room of Solomon’s temple,” with its

Arabic cognate being 9 (dubur) “back, hindmost™;

. Tﬁjﬂj “Deborah,” meaning “(honey) bee, wasp,” with its
Arabic cognate being > (dibr) “swarm of bees.™

A fifth definition needs to be added to this list, namely that
27 which was the cognate of Arabic Jl.p (dibar) “ridges of
earth, which retain water for irrigation” and 3 JL,J (dibarat) /
o) JLJ (dibarat) “channels, rivulets that flow through a land”
(Lane 1867: 845). The verb BR727 in Num 20:8 needs to
be repomted as DN727), and then Y9058 B2

means “you will make channels up to the rock.”” The plural

verb includes more than Moses and Aaron. The whole congre-
gation of Israelites were to participate in the preparation for
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the miracle of water flowing from a rock. Working from the
periphery to a rock at the center, everyone was expected to
facilitate an efficient distribution of the water when it came by
having small streamlets flowing down throughout the camp.

This interpretation of the plural suffix 21 - of the QN2
leads to the second of the four misunderstood words cited
above, namely the Q773" 5 , meaning literally “to their eyes”
but paraphrased in the Septuagint as évavtL abtdv “before
them.” One would expect the verb “to speak” to be followed
by the phrase “in / into their ears,” rather than “to their eyes.”

However, the 'V of the MT DU’J_‘;JL? was probably not
the original reading. In the context of Num 20:8, where the
verb B2 means “you will make rivulets/streamlets,”
the MT 1V should be corrected to ]I so that the DU’J_‘S]'?
“to their eyes” becomes 0 ?_.T’JJSJ(?, meaning “with their help”
or “with their assistance—with the possessive pronoun refer-
ring to the whole congregation (1771J :I).8 (Translating the 5
here as “with” matches a similar use of the  in the phrase in
Gen 23:16, D5 92V MO “silver passing with the mer-
chant” [BDB 512, sub definition 5]).’

The Hebrew lexeme ]WIJ “help, aid, assistance,” is the cog-
nate of Arabic )¢ (“‘awn) “help, aid, assistance. . . an aider,
a helper, or an assistant” (Lane 1874:2203; Wehr 1979: 772).
Thus, in 20:8 the reconstructed phrase J '?O U'5§ =gyl
= U‘J_W% means “and make channels up to the rock with their
help”—with the singular collective “help” translatingthe He-
brew plural 231 “helps” to accommodate English idiom.
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In support of this translation of Num 20:8 are three other
passages where this stem ]V has been identified, namely,

» Deut 33:27, where D712 ’TTB& TTIDR in context means
“(Your) Savior/Helper is the God of Old.”

* Deut 33:28, where the MT DPS_.]Z "Y' 772 should be re-
pointed to 2PY? 1Y 772, meaning “By himself he
helped Jacob.”

* Psalm 18:36, where the MT 3270 TN13D7 appears in the

9510

RSV as “and thy help made me great.

The third word listed on page 48, above, which is not what
it appears to be is the 071 in the phrase D 17 RITIWAY
in Num 20:10. Although vocalized as the plural participle of
the iT712 “ro rebel” it needs to be vocalized as Q12 (scriptio
defectiva for @Y1712), the Hiph‘il participle plural of 117,
matching the singular Hiph“il participle M2, “he who
waters, water carrier, drawer of water” found in Prov 11:25."

To be sure, the verb iR “ro rebel” does appear in Num
20:24 and 27:14, which speak of Yahweh’s charging Aaron
and Moses with rebellion at Meribah. And Deut 9:7 and 9:24
contain that same charge against the Israelites in general,
stating TI1TRY QAN DY, “youhave been rebellious
against Yahweh, "2 Thus, there is no problem, per se, with
Moses’ calling the Israelites 3" “rebels.” But in the con-
text of the theophany in 20:6, BITYPX I TI22 N7,
“the glory of Yahweh appeared to them,” and the polite im-
perative N;'W?;W “Please listen!” in 20:10, it staggers the
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imagination to have an angry Moses saying “Please!” to a
bunch of rebels. Once the shift is made from 21 “rebels”
to @171 /0% 171 “water carriers,” it becomes easier to accept
the idea that Moses actually said “Please!” Thus, there is no

need to delete the RJ or to ignore this particle of entreaty to
accommodate what some commentators see as a very angry
and indignant Moses denouncing some very thirsty people
—an interpretation based solely on one word in the MT,
DM “rebels.” It is more likely that the theophany mentioned
in 20:6 made Moses and Aaron glow with excitement
—glowing enough to make even Moses cordial and polite to

the @112 /271712, “the water carriers” who waited around
the rock.

The fourth word listed on page 48, above, which is not
what it appears to be is the iT of the MT 1277 in 20:10. It has
been consistently read as the interrogative particle introducing
a question, as in the Septuagint which reads un ék t1¢
métpag TavTng €Eafoper Lpiv Uowp, “must we out of this
rock bring you water?”” The i7 is better read as the interjection
i1 or i1 (without an R) as in the interjection m‘vxg “By
God!” (Jastrow 1903: 67, 328; BDB 21). This Hebrew Xi7
“Behold!” was uttered by Joseph in Gen 47:23, along with the
more widely used interjection ]i7. Also in Ezek 16:43, Ri7
“Behold!” appears in the oracle of Yahweh against Jerusalem,
“therefore, behold (R77), I will requite your deeds upon your
head.”

The elision of the X in Hebrew was quite common. For
example, in 1 Sam 2:16 and 20:2, the negative particle RS/
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Ny appears simply as 5. A sampling of other words where
the X was elided include"

« XM for RDNRM, from the stem XX “to come,” in Deut

33:21;

. L?Uj for BUW’, from the stem 27X “to pitch a tent,” in Isa
13:20;

« 07 for ORI, from the stem RPR “to come,” in Isa
21:14;

07 for WQ&’], from the stem ONR “to tie, to bind”
(rather than M0 “to turn aside™), in Exo 14:25;

D107 for DY NONTT, from the stem OR “to tie, to
bind,” in Ecc 4:14.

In light of this evidence, reading the I of the MT 27177 as
i1—the defectively spelled equivalent of RiT “Behold!”—

seems preferable to the speculation as to whether the question
of a somewhat befuddled and angry Moses meant (1) “Must
we bring you water out of this rock?” or (2) “Shall we bring
you water out of this rock?” or (3) Can we bring you water

out of this rock?”!*

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The word studies presented above permit the following new
translations—cited in italic bold font—of the problematic
phrases in Num 20:7-10.

Then Yahweh said to Moses,
“Take the rod, and assemble the congregation,
you and Aaron your brother,
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and make channels up to the rock with their help.
It will yield its water .
You [Moses] shall bring water out of the rock for them,;
and you shall give drink
to the congregation and their cattle.”

Moses took the rod from before Yahweh,
as he commanded him.

Moses and Aaron gathered the assembly together
before the rock, and he [Moses] said to them,
“Please listen! Behold, O water carriers!

We will bring forth water for you out of this rock!

A series of small scribal errors produced great difficulties
for exegetes and much speculation by commentators as to
what Moses did at Meribah which made him a “rebel,” pre-
cluding his entering the Promise Land. The errors included
two words in which a 1 was replaced by a * (11 became 1°D
and 8171 became 0Y71) and two cases of defective spelling

(N7 became 17 and 271 became 271772 /0YMN). Two
words in these verses never made it into the standard Hebrew
lexicons: 72T “to make rivulets/streamlets” and 17V “help,
aid, assist”— even though their cognates were cited by Castell
(1669: 651 and 2701, respectively) and by Lane (1867: 45 and
1874:2203).

These corrections to the Hebrew text and the new transla-
tions they permit bring into clear focus the ways in which
Moses ignored Yahweh’s instruction, resulting in his being
labeled a “rebel” and being denied the gift of entering the
Promise Land. If these corrections and translation prove to be
correct, the conclusions of some scholars that Exodus 17:1-7
and Num 20:2—13 are variant traditions of the same event
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become highly implausible.

In just four simple Hebrew words Moses was instructed to
organize a community project of digging small ditches from
the periphery of the encampment up to a designated rock from
which water would soon flow. But there is not a single
Hebrew word in the text telling of Moses’ implementing this
order. Yes, he and Aaron assembled the congregation before
the rock, but there was no making of rivulets or water
channels. The congregation became only spectators of a
miracle, not participants along with Moses and Aaron in
initiating it."* Participation in the process would have pro-
moted anticipation and appreciation of Yahweh’s power and
presence, and would have strengthened their faith in him.

Moreover, Moses was instructed by verbs in the second
person masculine singular to (1) produce water from the rock
and (2) give drink to the assembly and their animals. But
when Moses politely (R1-) and excitedly (iT) addressed the
assembled water carriers (21712 he used a verb in the first
person plural, “we will bring forth for you,” the plural obvi-
ously referring to Moses himself and to Aaron.'® Thus, he
struck the rock twice, once for Aaron and once for himself. If
only Moses had said X33 “He will bring forth” instead of
N3] “we will bring forth,” Yahweh’s presence and power
would have been fully acknowledged."”

Arden (1957: 52) was correct in stating, “It isn’t a question
of God splitting hairs with Moses and meeting out punish-
ment capriciously.”® As stated in Num 20:12, Yahweh’s pro-
nouncement against Moses and Aaron is quite specific:

"2 ERINTND
SR 2w b
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You [Moses and Aaron] did not bring about faith in me,
to sanctify mein the eyes of the sons of Israel.

Ordinarily the Hiph“il of J!laR means simply “to believe, to
have faith,” not “to cause one to have faith, to make one
believe.” Jepsen (1974: 299) noted though the difficulty in
properly interpreting this verb.

The whole discussion about the meaning of the hiphil of
*mn, the purpose of which is to clarify first of all whether
the hiphil here is to be understood as a causative, a de-
clarative, or an internal transitive, cannot be resolved.
First we must learn how the word was used; then perhaps
we will be in a position to determine the category in
which the hiphil form Ae°emin belongs.

The verb J12R in Num 20:12 is clearly an exception to the
rule—if the rule is that 2R in the Hiph*il can never be a
causative. The phrase Y2 nmr_:xn'x‘v, “you did not bring
about faith in me,” is elliptical. The full phrase would have
been “you did not cause the sons of Israel to have faith in
me.” (Another way to explain it is that “sons of Israel” at the
end of the verse does double duty and goes with both verbs in
the verse.)

The failure of Moses and Aaron to obey the command of
Yahweh to prepare water channels in anticipation of a great
miracle was their sin of omission. It was counter-productive
for deepening the faith of their fellow Israelites. Their taking
all the credit for producing the miraculous water from the
rock was their sin of commission. Hubris had subverted
humility, with very negative results. Weary Israelites had
quenched their thirst at Meribah (Num 20:11); but by the time
they set out from Mount Hor they were as faithless as ever,



56 MOSES SAID “PLEASE! BEHOLD!”

complaining anew to God and to Moses, “Why have you
brought us up out of Egypt to die in the wildemess? For there
is no food and no water, and we loathe this worthless food”
(Num 21:5).

Milgrom (1974: 448—456) provided an excellent critique of
ten different rabbinic interpretations of Num 20:1-13. Even
though nothing in rabbinic exegesis about Moses’ sin and
punishment supports the emendations and translations pre-
sented above, Milgrom’s comments (452) about the punish-
ment of Moses and Aaron provide a fitting conclusion here.

In the face of the magnitude of this sin, all prior incidents
of Moses’ petulance and doubt pale. Here in a direct
addressto his people, Moses ascribes miraculous powers
to himself and Aaron. Indeed, by broadcasting one word
—notsi°, “we shall bring forth”—Moses and Aaron
might be interpreted as having put themselves forth as
God. Considering that Moses’ generation had hardly
been weaned from the bondage of Egypt, his error was
neither slight nor pardonable. Israel had to be released
from more than chains; it still had to be purged of its
pagan background. In being redeemed from Pharaoh, it
had yet to be bound to its God.

NOTES

1. Vilnay (1978:341), as cited by Seely (1992), called attention to
a tradition which related the name Rephidim to the stem 727

“meaning ‘to relax, weaken, dishearten’ because ‘Israel cast off the
commandments of the Torah’ and because of this an enemy
(Amalek) rose up against them.” However, were that the
derivation, the name should have been Repha’im, rather than

Rephidim. A more likely derivation of the Rephidim is 71B7, a
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cognate of the Arabic M\ ) (rafada) “he gave a gift, he assisted,
aided,” with special attention given to the A3 y (ruffida) and 'j.,\.‘) )
(raffadi®) of form 2, meaning, respectively, “[such a one] was
made lord, or chief; and was made great, or magnified, or
honored,” and “they made [such a one] a lord, or chief, made him
great or magnified him” (Lane 1867: 1119). If this is the derivation
of Rephidim, then Numbers 17:1 to 18:7, provide an excellent
commentary, especially 18:6-7,

“Behold, I have taken your brethren the Levites from
among the people of Israel; they are a gift to you, given to
the LorD, to do the service of the tent of meeting. . . . I
give your priesthood as a gift, and any one else who comes
near shall be put to death.”

2. See Childs 1974: 305-309, who concluded his comments by
calling attention to Psalm 95:8—11, “Harden not your hearts, as at
Meribah, as on the day at Massah in the wilderness, when your
fathers tested me, and put me to the proof, though they had seen
my work. For forty years I loathed that generation and said, ‘ They
are a people who err in heart, and they do not regard my ways.’
Therefore I swore in my anger that they should not enter my rest.”

3. The Septuagint reading here is very close to the MT.
AoBe Ty paBdov kol ékkAncloaoov THY ouvaywymy
ol kel Aopwr O adeddpoc oou
kol AwAnowte TPOG THY TETpay Evavtl adtdy
kol SwoeL to Ldate adTHC
kol €Eoloete adTolc VOwP €k ThC METPOG
Kol TOTLELTE TNV CLUVAYWYNV Kol T KTHYN adT@y
kol €EekkAnolaoer Mwuofic kol Aapwy
TNV OUVOYWYNY GTEVaVTL THG TETPEC
Kol €lmer TPoO¢ ahToUC GKOVONTE OV OL GmeLBelc
un €k Thg métpoag TadTng EEnfoper DULY Vdwp
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Take thy rod, and call the assembly,
thou and Aaron thy brother,

and speak ye to the rock before them,

and it shall give forth its waters;
and ye shall bring forth for them water out of the rock,
and give drink to the congregation and their cattle.
And Moses and Aaron assembled
the congregation before the rock,
and said to them, Hear me, ye disobedient ones;
must we bring you water out of this rock?

4. This solution also required reading (or emending) '7& “to” as
55_.7 “at” and paraphrased DTj’J_’S__Jb “to their eyes” as “in their
presence.”

5. Compare Ashley (1993: 383—-384) who argued that Moses’
penalty was due to his disobedience or his anger and self-
centeredness, stating simply, “. . . inexact obedience on the part of
leaders (and others) is the same as disobedience.”

6. The name T'Tﬁj 27 “Deborah,” however, is best derived from
the Hittite-Luwian ¢/dapara “ruler, governor.” The word 027
appears in Arabic, Aramaic, Hebrew, Syriac, and Ugaritic—all
meaning “to rule, to govern, to manage the affairs (of a province,
not just a flock), a leader” (Lane 1872: 844b; Gordon 1965:
383-384, no 641; J. Payne Smith 1903: 82-83; R. Payne Smith
1897—1901: 815a; Jastrow 1903: 279, 731). Thus 719127 means
“Lady-governor, Ladyship,” much like 779% “Princess” and mobn

“Queen.” For a full discussion and bibliography see McDaniel
1983: 108—-125; 2003: 73-81.

7. The verb 727, stem 5, could well be a denominative, and like
5&5@7 “to ask, to make a request,” a Hiph ‘il form of the verb is not
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required for 727 to mean “make a streamlet” or “to irrigate.”
Thus, there is no need to emend the consonantal text from the Qal
QN2 to a Hiph<il N2,

8. Other examples where 1°Y and 130 were confused include (D)
Psa 73:7, where 'V “their eye” was read as MW “their
iniquity” by the Septuagint translators who rendered it as 1
@bk i adt@v; and (2) Zech 5:6, where R1'Y “their eye” was
also read as DJjS_{ “their iniquity” by the Septuagint translators
who again rendered it as | adiklo aOTAV. For many other
examples of the scribes’ confusing the ® and the 3, see Delitzsch

1923: 103-105, §103*°.

9. This phrase was variously paraphrased as (1) apyvplov
dokLov éumopoLg “silver approved of merchants” in the Septua-
gint, (2) “silver, according to the weights current among the
merchants” in the RSV, and (3) “silver, commercial standard” in
the NAS.

10. For a fuller discussion of ]3¥ “to help, to aid, to rescue,” see
McDaniel 1983: 70-86 and 2000: 53—-60, 109-110.

11. The Arabic cognates of 117, listed by Lane (1867: 1194—
1196), are as follows:

. 9. (rawiya), “he drank enough to quench his thirst”;

. s (riyy“") “the state of having drunk enough to quench
the thirst”;

. 9 ) ) (ra®wi) “one who brings water to his family;

. J) ) (rawwd’"") “(a man) whose habitual work, or occu-

pation is the drawing of water.”



60 MOSES SAID “PLEASE! BEHOLD!”

C3]

As used in this verse 1117 is the synonym of 2XW “to draw water;
and the masculine plural participle which makes “the drawers of
water” to be men parallels the 27037 ]‘I:&W” “the young men
draw (water)” in Ruth 2:9. It is also possible that the Hebrew
091 is related to I “drop of water” and to its Arabic cognate
=) (marmar) “he made water to pass, or go upon the surface of
the ground” (Lane 1875: 2700). On a humorous note, this question
comes to mind: Could Moses have been using slang (2°)%2 instead
of ©v91) analogous to “drip” in English, saying, “Hey, please
listen, you drips!” ?

12. Note also Psalm 106:32, “They angered him at the waters of
Meribah, and it went ill with Moses on their account.”

13. Note also the variants 39TRNY and 377N in the parallel texts
of Ps 18:40 and 2 Sam 22:40. In 11QpaleoLev N7 appears for
NRTM in Lev 25:36; 22°0N1M for Q2 ARBMT in Lev 26:18; and
12N for 12XN in Lev 26:21 (Freedman and Matthews 1985:

45-46, 80). See also GKC 68"* and Delitzsch 1920: 21-22,
§lda—c.

14. See, for example, Ashley 1993: 383, n. 17.

15. Arden (1957: 52) rightly noted that

The clear implication is that the people will rejoice at the
sight of abundant water, and they will doubly and trebly
rejoice at the knowledge that their God is with them and is
showing himself by one of his happiest miracles.

All the more so if Moses, as instructed by Yahweh, had engaged
them in preparing the channels through which the waters would
flow. Arden’s next statement, however, needs to be modified in
light of Moses’ having said “Please listen, Behold!”
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It is this circumstance which Moses, in a fit of indignation,
turns into a bitter denunciation; he curses the people, and in
smiting the magicrod against therock, destroys the hallowed
moment that God had so clearly intended.”

16. Compare Arden (1957: 52) who interpreted Moses’ use of the
pronoun “we” to mean Moses and God, stating

Only Moses shows his exasperation, his famous temper, and
his astonishing egotism: “Hearnow, ye rebels; must we fetch
you water out of this rock?” Num 20: 10). Moses in his anger
takes it on himself to assume that God is exasperated too,
that the two of them, Moses and God, are one in their
response. The tone in which he addresses the people is that
of annoyance and condescension; the “we” is blasphemous.

Arden obviously ignored Moses’ use of the particle X3 when he
said R)™IDIY “Please listen!”

17. Milgrom (1974: 451) provides a brief summary of Jewish
exegetes who thought that Moses sin was in his saying 839, “we
will bring forth,” instead of X81°, “He will bring forth.”

18. As noted above, Ashley (1993: 383—-384) argued that Moses’
penalty was due to his disobedience [by striking the rock instead
of speaking to it] or his anger and self-centeredness. Cole (2000:
327-328) also considered Moses’ striking the rock instead of
speaking to it to be the sin for which he was punished. He com-
mented, “Instead of addressing the rock, he launched into a diatribe
against the complaining community. . . . Moses struck the rock not
once but twice . . . so striking the rock was in a sense a striking out
against God.” Cole also ignored the X3 particle of entreaty used by
Moses when he said X371 “Please listen!”



VI

PROBLEMS IN THE BALAAM TRADITION
OF JOSHUA 24:9-10

The “Book of the Wars of Yahweh” in Numbers 21:14-15
speaks of violence in Moab, but it is not the violence of
Israelite warriors. Rather, Yahweh was believed to have uti-
lized the violence of nature to secure Israel’s passage to

Pisgah. Following several of the suggestions of Christensen
(1974: 359-360) the short poem can be read as follows:'

The Benefactor came in a storm.
Yea, He came? to the wadis of the Arnon,
He caused the wadis to rush forth.?
He marched (in an) earthquake to destroy Ar.*
Then we easily entered the very borders of Moab!’

This non-military action is in general agreement with Deut
2:9-29, which speaks of a non-violent, commercial inter-
action with the Moabites—noted particularly in verses

* 2:9“And Yahweh said to me, ‘ Do not harass Moab or con-
tend with them in battle, for I will not give you any of their
land for a possession, because I have given Ar to the sons
of Lot for a possession.’”

+ 2:18-19 “This day you are to pass over the boundary of
Moab at Ar; and when you approach the frontier of the sons
of Ammon, do not harass them or contend with them, for I
will not give you any of the land of the sons of Ammon as
a possession, because I have given it to the sons of Lot for
a possession.”

o 2:27-29, “Let me (Israel) pass through your (the king of
Heshbon) land; I will go only by the road, I will turn aside
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neither to the right nor to the left. You shall sell me food
for money, that I may eat, and give me water for money,
that I may drink; only let me pass through on foot, as the
sons of Esau who live in Seir and the Moabites who live in
Ar did for me, until I go over the Jordan into the land which
Yahweh our God gives to us.”

These verses agree with Jephthah’s rhetorical questions in
Judges 11: 25, “Now are you any better than Balak the son of
Zippor, king of Moab? Did he ever strive against Israel, or did
he ever go to war with them?” But they disagree with (1) Josh
24:9, “Then Balak . . . king of Moab arose and fought against
Israel and sent and invited Balaam,” and with (2) the violence
against Moab anticipated by Balaam in Num 24:17,

SxawM BW oY prn 2212 777
nY™2752 IPIPY 2N PND P

a star shall come forth out of Jacob
and a comet® shall rise out of Israel;
it shall crush the forehead’ of Moab,

and break down all the sons of Sheth.®

Nehemiah (13:1-3) reworked the traditions about Balaam
and concluded that Balaam had cursed Israel (contrary to
Num 23: 8, 11, 25; 24: 89, 19), and he asserted that Moab
did not sell water to the Israelites (contrary to Deut 2:18—19,
27-29).° Deut 23:3-5, likewise, reflects a reworking of the
tradition about Balaam, stating that Balaam had in fact cursed
Israel—resulting in the call for Israel’s eternal enmity with
Moab.

Moreover, according to Num 31:16 Balaam was respon-
sible for the Israelite treachery against Yahweh (55_.7 ?;'WQ?_J5

mMM°2) at Baal-Peor, and, according to Num 25:1-3, their
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“playing the harlot'® with the daughters of Moab” (V17 5ﬂ:]
axI MO8 PITD)—even though Num 24: 25 stated
that “Balaam had returned to his place” (i.e., to Pethor, along
the Sajur River, near the Euphrates, in the land of Amaw
which at one time had been ruled over by the king of Alalakh
[Num 22:5]). For this alleged evil Balaam was killed in a
battle in which all Midianite males were killed (Num 31:7-20
and Joshua 13:22).

Balaam’s name became a pejorative in 2 Peter 2:15 (“they
have followed the way of Balaam, the son of Beor, who loved
gain from wrongdoing”), Jude 11 (“hey have rushed for profit
into Balaam’s error”), Rev 2:14 (“you have some there who
hold the teaching of Balaam, who taught Balak to put a
stumbling block before the sons of Israel”), and Pirqe Aboth
5:22 (“If he has an evil eye, and a boastful soul and a haughty
spirit, he is of the disciples of Balaam the wicked. The dis-
ciples of Balaam the wicked inherit Gehenna and go down to
the pit of destruction”), associating Balaam with Baalzebub.

An ambiguity in the text in Josh 24:9-10, no doubt, con-
tributed to Balaam’s deprecation in Israelite, Jewish, and
Christian traditions. The ambiguity came from the xb, which
could be either the negative particle X5 “not” or the emphatic
particle N‘? “surely, indeed.”"" With these two definitions of

X in focﬁs, and by carefully identifying the antecedents of
the suffixes and the subject of the verb 5721 in Josh 24:10,
the text of 24:9—10 can be read and translated as follows:

XL BOP TR on TeT2 Po2 Py
792712 opha% xopn nhun
pp52% piawh neax 85 oo H5ph
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37 o2oN DEX) o2ON T2 70

Then Balak the son of Zippor, king of Moab, arose
and warred against Israel,
and he sent and called Balaam the son of Beor
to curse you [Israelites].
I [Yahweh] was indeed willing to listen to Balaam,
and he [Balaam] blessed you greatly.
I delivered you out of his [Balak’s] hand."

This interpretation resonates well with Num 22:18, N
TO8 I IR 935 DO “Tam notable to go beyond
the word of Yahweh my God,” and the following notices:

* Yahweh had declared X377 172 °2 QUITNNR NN X5
“you shall not curse the people [of Israel] for he is blessed”
(Num 22:12),

» Balaam had promised, “I will bring back word to you as
Yahweh speaks to me,” and

* in Num 23:11 Balak charged Balaam with having blessed
the Israelites (573 N272 737)) instead of cursing them
as he had requested and for which he was willing to pay
dearly.

Balaam acknowledged that Yahweh was his God (Num
22:18) and that he hears the utterances of God (24:4) and
“knows the knowledge of the Most High” (24:16). The
Israelites acknowledged that he was in dialogue with Yahweh
and had passed the test of obedience to Yahweh given by the
angel of Yahweh who had “sataned” him (Num 22: 20-35).
The prophet Micah (6:4) recognized him favorably.
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Josh 24:10 appears to be find its echo in Deut 23:6,
pp52-5x phuh OO MY AR
1:1:‘7 nSSpnR 1o -p-x%x mm 9EIm
T?"?S T 2N 03

Yahweh your God would not hearken to Balaam;
but Yahweh your God turned the curse
into a blessing for you,
because Yahweh your God loved you.

Although the rule is that things equal to the same thing are
equal to each other, there are exceptions when it comes to
Hebrew homographs. For example, the 71N WYNRTT “the man
Moses” of Exo 11:3 is not the equivalent of the 71U WRT
in Num. 12:3, which should be read as ‘TWD W‘N'I , meaning

“Moses was made to despair.”"* For contextual reasons—
such as God’s turning a curse into a blessing—the negative

N5 must be retained in Deut 23:6. Thus, the mﬁ’ 'TD& x‘m
of 23:6 is not an echo of the *n*:x x%w in Josh 24 10

Once Balaam was killed in battle by the Israelites whom he
had actually blessed, it became necessary for some Israelites
to legitimate the killing of a fellow Yahwist. Simply by
changing one vowel in the Balaam tradition—the shift from
x‘; “indeed” to NS “not”—it was possible to make Yahweh
say, “I was not willing to listen to Balaam,” implying that
something was radically wrong with Balaam.'* Once it could
be claimed that Yahweh was indeed dissatisfied with Balaam,
apologists—pastand present—were free to deprecate Balaam
as a sinner deserving death. Thus, Balaam’s transformation
from a “prophet for Yahweh” to an infidel was accomplished
by just one vowel change."
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TEXTUAL VARIANTS IN NUMBERS 24:7

Balaam’s blessing of Israel in Num 24:5-9 includes a very
enigmatic phrase in 24:7 which has been translated in radical-
ly different ways in the Septuagint, the Vulgate, the Peshitta,
and the Targum of Onkelos. In the following citations of the

verse in the MT and the versions, it will become obvious that
(1) the first word of the MT, ‘9T’ was read as the verb "7?]

“to flow” or the verb (7TN “to go” (with the elision of the N

here as in Jer 2:36, where “7Tﬁ appears for "?I&D ), and (2)
the second word, @2 “water” must have been read as 13 or
NN “aman” (a singular noun as in the names of Methushael
“man of God” and Methuselah “man of the sword™) in the
Vorlage of the Septuagint and the Peshitta.'®

NUM 24:7 MT
0727 O WA NPT omor
INo5n RpIM 1350 R 0o

KJV
He shall pour the water out of his buckets,
and his seed shall be in many waters,
and his king shall be higher than Agag,
and his kingdom shall be exalted

NEW JPS TRANSLATION

Their boughs'’ drip with moisture,
Their roots have abundant water.
Their king shall rise above Agag.
Their kingdom shall be exalted.'®
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LXX
b ’ bl bl ~ ’ b ~
eEedevoeTal GvOpwTog €k To0 OTéPUATOC ®DTOD
kol kKupLevoel é0vdy TOALDY
\ € ’ N 4 b ~
kel VPwOnoeter N 'wy PacLrielo avToD
kol avEndnoetat 1 Paoitielo avtod

THOMSON’S LXX
There shall come a man from his seed,
And he shall rule over many nations;
And the kingdom greater than Gog shall be raised up,
And his kingdom shall be enlarged.

PESHITTA
noLa ™ r{i_::\ foYaT-
@ Kans matia
Al A\ ¢ > msthdua
mdaal> midhda

A man shall rise up from his sons
and his offspring by many waters;

he shall be exalted more than Agag the king,
and his kingdom shall be exalted.

VULGATE
fluet aqua de situla eius
et semen illius erit in aquas multas
tolletur propter Agag rex eius
et auferetur regnum illius.

DOUAY RHEIMS
Water shall flow out of his bucket,
and his seed shall be in many waters.
For Agag his king shall be removed,
and his kingdom shall be taken away.
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TARGUM ONKELOS
e X2IMT R25D 3
TR0 PRBYD BIDYN
mmooe Serny mobn xR Nipnm
A king, who will become greater than his sons,
shall grow great and he shall rule many nations;

and he will become more powerful than Agag his king;
and his kingdom will be exalted.

The third word of the MT, 1:‘??{3, is probably the most
enigmatic of all the words in this verse. As pointed in the MT
it is a dual form with a 3ms suffix of ‘51 “bucket” (the cog-
nate of the Arabic }b (dalw) “bucket” [Lane 1867: 908—909]

and the Persian 4> (diil), which Golius [1669: 280] defined

as “ Urna haustoria. Vas ligneum lacti continendo idoneum :
aut quo aqua domi servatur & ex quo petitur”). But, of all the
version cited above, only the Vulgate with its situla eius “his

bucket” approximates the MT 1:5? “his two buckets.” It is

also noteworthy that the Vulgate’s et semen illius erit in
aquas multas, “and his seed shall be in many waters,”

matches perfectly the MT 2727 22 Y.

In contrast to the Vulgate’s approxiinatioh of the MT, the
Septuagint had a different Vorlage. The Greek éfeievoetal
Grlpwmoc €k tod omépuatoc avtod, “there shall come a
man out of his seed,” reflects a Hebrew text which read "7?"
AT 72 N2, This suggests that the third and fourth words
of the MT, 10N 1:‘7??3 , became transposed in the Hebrew
Vorlage of the-S-eptu'agint. If so, the kol kvpLevoeL €OVHY
moAL&v, “and he shall rule over many nations,” corresponds
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tothe MT 0727 BM22 .. .1:‘??{3, which must have appeared
in the Hebrew Vorlage of the translators as DYaR2 PRt
027." At first glance the translation of 1"9"!?3 by kvpLedw

“to rule over” seems unlikely, for the ‘7'1 Would seem to be
restricted to the verbs ‘15'1 “to draw (water)” or ‘757 “to
hang, be low, to langulsh” and the nouns 57/ ‘15'1/ ﬂ57
“door,” "7'! “bucket,” ﬂ‘57 “branch,” or the adjectlve ‘77

“poor, weak.” But the hollow verb 917 needs to be restored
in the lexicons of Biblical Hebrew. It is the cognate of the
Arabic 55/ 1> (diil/ ddla) which in form IV means “to give
someone ascendency or superiority, to make victorious, to
grant victory, to let someone triumph”—with the noun & )5
(dawlat"") meaning “a turn or change of fortune from bad to
good, a change to predominance, mastery, or victory” (Lane
1867: 934-935). Castell (1669: 674) defined this cognate as
“fortunce mutatio, conversio temporis, ac fortunce : pec
infelicitate, prosperitas : aut prim. in pugna, victoria.” In
post-classical times the Arabic noun came to signify “a
monarchy, a dynasty, or an empire” (Wehr 1979: 348-349).
The Septuagint translators were obviously aware of this rare
Hebrew stem when they translated the 59 of MT 1"9"!?3 by
kupLelw.?

One other variant in the Septuagint of Num 24:7 requires
comment. It is the reading of Gog for Agag. The Greek phrase
VYwdnoetal ) 'wy, “he shall be raised up (more) than Gog,”
should probably he read—with the reduplication of the n
which was lost by haplography—as 0 yw8noetatL | Rywy (or
i }’II‘QI‘), “he shall be raised up (more) than Agog.” The
variation would shift from the different names Gog and Agag
to simply a different spelling of the one name: Agag or Egog.



PROBLEMS IN THE BALAAM TRADITION 71

Although Gray (1903: 365) rightly concluded with refer-
ence to Num 24:7 that the “MT. must be corrupt,” he was
wrong in his conclusion that “ & is unfortunately paraphrastic

. and its evidence in consequence less certain with regard
to the original.” Gray’s conjecture that the “&v6pwmog is pro-
bably a paraphrase for water and oméppatog for bucket” is
less than convincing.?!

The Hebrew Vorlage used by the Septuagint translators can
be reconstructed as

0'37 oMK DI W 1 e O
IND5n RpIM 1350 R 0o

A man from his (Jacob’s) seed shall go forth,
and he (Jacob) shall become superior
by means of many tribes;
and his (Israel’s) king shall be higher than Agag,
and his (Israel’s) kingdom shall be exalted.

This reconstruction, with support from the Peshitta, is far
more likely to reflect the original Hebrew text than Cheyne’s

emendation (1899: 401) of the MT 1"9"!?3 oaT ‘9?’ to
oo omRd M “Let people tremble at his might,”
which was adopted by Gray (1903: 360). As reconstructed
here, 24:7 expresses the same idea as that found in 23:10a,
“Who can count the dust of Jacob, and the number of the
fourth of Israel?” The “reversal of fortune” which is ex-
pressed by Sy appears in 24:20, “Amalek was the first of the
nations, but in the end he shall come to destruction.” Adopt-
ion of the reconstructed Vorlage given above makes gratui-
tous all attempts to wrench some meaning from the MT with
its “water flows from his two buckets” and “his seed is in
many waters.”
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The Peshitta followed the Septuagint in reading D2 /301
“man” in lieu of the MT Q%2 “water.” But the MT 1:‘9':!?3
“from his two buckets” became ,mara > “from his sons”
in Syriac. Once the prepositional 13 and the possessive suffix
I of the MT 157 were removed, the remaining 57 was
obviously inverted (or read from left to right) to become '15’
“child, boy, son.” The balance of 24:7 in the Peshitta follows
the MT quite closely, with all of its ambiguity.

The Septuagint translators were not the only ones aware of
the rare Hebrew root D17 “to reverse one’s fortune, to be-
come prosperous, to rule over, etc.” The translators of Tar-
gum Onkelos were seemingly aware of the multiple meanings

of =1, which would account for the following five Aramaic
translations of this one Hebrew word:

* (1) 3D “he will become great,” which reflects the idea of

“good fortune, prosperity, and superiority coming to some-
one”;

* (2)R22N “he shall grow great,” which also reflects the

idea of “the transition of wealth, blessing, and good to
someone’;

* (3) &TD‘??_D “the king,” which mirrors the idea of “monar-

chy, mastery, and becoming victorious”;

. @ m"?fL:??] “he will rule,” which also mirrors the idea of
“monarchy and mastery”’; and

* (5) the ‘Tﬁl;?; “from his sons” matched the Peshitta in
translating the MT 19511 as though the text were PO,

Although Onkelos has these five different interpretations of
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the MT 1’57?3, it has nothing for the MT 10711 . ... oo,
But in the second half of 24:7 the Targum reflects the MT
perfectly.

The unusual use of N’/ in the singular and the use of

the hapax legomenon ‘71'1 can be explained by Balaam’s
speaking in a dialect which did not conform completely to the
lexical options of the Judean Hebrew dialect.”* The fact that
the translators of the Septuagint and Targum Onkelos recog-
nized Balaam’s dialectal Hebrew highlights the limitations of
later lexicographers, translators, and exegetes who did not re-
cognize dialectal Hebrew.

THE STAR AND COMET IN NUMBERS 24:17

Milgrom (1989: 207-208), in his commentary on Numbers
mentioned that Alexander Yannai (103—76 B.C.E.) had

imprinted a star on some of his coins to symbolize that
he was the conquering star that rose from Jacob. In
ancient Near Eastern mythology, the gods Resheph,
Nergal, and Apollo direct shooting stars or comets to
destroy their enemies.

He indicated that 3;73 can also mean a “host,” like its Ara-
bic cognate S S (kawkab"") “star, multitude, host [of an
army].” (Lane [1885: 2623] noted that this Arabic quadri-
literal stem ““is an arabicized word, from the Hebrew ZgﬁD;
and that ignorance of its being so caused the Arabs to dispute
respecting its formation [whether the 5 (1) or the J (2) was the
anomalous fourth radical].) Lane’s definitions include “con-
stellation, chief, lord, prince,” as well as “mass, bulk [of an
army].”
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Milgrom concluded that ¥2W “scepter, ruler, tribe” can
also mean “comet, meteor,” based on the Akkadian cognate
Sibtu and Talmudic Aramaic, reflecting the same suggestion
made by Staerk (1922: 28, 65) and Gemser (1924: 301), who
are cited in KBS (1994: vol. 4: 1389). Staerk stated, “Der
Apokalyptiker hat Num 24 |, nicht 92 im Sinne von th2W
‘Szepter’ gelesen, wie noch immer viele Exegeten, sondern =
12U (Y2Y) “Stern, Komet’, und so muf iibersetz werden.”
In full agreement Gemser concluded “. . . glaube ich, daB
Staerk im allgemeinen Recht hat, und dafl man speziell in
Num 27, dieses Wort nicht als ‘Stab’ , sondern als ‘Komet’
aufzufassen hat.” Milgrom reinforced his argument by a cita-
tion from a stela of Thutmose III (1504—1450 B.C.E.), “where
the god Amen-Re proclaimed: I let them see your majesty as
a shooting star, that scatters fire as it sheds its flame.”

The passage from the Babylonian Talmud which Gemser
quoted (in German) and Milgrom referred to is Berakot 58°.
It reads as follows:

DRMW TMRT BT RIS ONMYW MR TP R
RUTIMT "5aws Ny 5w b
W RpT 57 »awT Naoom 125
(Goldschmidt 1933: 216)

What are zIKIN? Samuel said: A comet. Samuel also said:
I am familiar with the paths of heaven
as with the streets of Neharde‘a,
with the exception of the comet about which I am ignorant.
(Simon and Epstein 1948: 361)

Rabbi Samuel’s knowledge that 1" “comets” meant
YW R2DD reflects his excellent knowledge of Aramaic/
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Hebrew vocabulary; and lexicographers since Rabbi Samuel
have had no problem with P*1. (Jastrow [1903: 395] defined
it as “sparks, burming arrows, meteors, shooting stars [or
comet]”; and Payne Smith [1903: 115] has “shooting star” for
the Syriac a. [zigad°’)).

But the 9%2% in Rabbi Samuel’s answer was a different
matter. As recognized by Staerk, Gemser, and Milgrom, this
B2V is not the W2V meaning “scepter, ruler, tribe,” nor is it
related to Sabatu, a Babylonian loanword, for the eleventh
month of the Jewish calendar. Rather it is the cognate of the
Arabic b (sabit/sabat) and iblws (sibdtat/ sibdtat), all
meaning “lank, loose, long hair” (Lane 1872: 1294; Wehr
1979: 458; Hava 1915: 306-307). Thus, Rabbi Samuel’s
Y2WT N2DD meant literally “a star having long hair,”
similar to the well attested use in Arabic of <> 4> e (naj-
mu dii danab) “a star having a tail.” (Levy [1924: 496] cited

the Arabic b (sabit/sabat) but gave no definition for it—
although he noted for tH2WT R22D “der Planet Schebit.
Raschi erkliirt das W. vom vorg WAW: der Stern, dessen
Schweif wei ein Stab herabhdngt.”)

Support for interpreting Y23WT R2DD as “a star having
long hair” comes from the analogous origin of the English
word “comet.” It is derived from the Greek kojin /kofntmng
—defined by Liddell and Scott (1966: 975) as (a) “hair/long
hair,” (b) foliage, and (c) the luminous tail of a comet.” The
American Heritage Dictionary (2000 CD Version, s. v.)
includes the following notice.

This figurative name [comet] is recorded first in the works

of Aristotle, in which he uses kome, the Greek word for

“hair of the head,” to mean “luminous tail of a comet.”
Aristotle then uses the derived word komtes, “wearing long
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hair,” as a noun meaning “comet.” The Greek word was
adopted into Latin as cometes, which was refashioned in
Late Latin and given the form cometa, furnishing Old
English with cometa, the earliest English ancestor of our
word comet.

Thus, Rabbi Samuel’s explanation that 12T “comets”
means N2V RIADD “a star having lank hair” finds its
parallel in the Greek/English ko{intnc/comet “a star having

long hair.” Consequently, another definition of tH3W—along
with its cognate L (sabit/sabat) “long loose hair’—needs
to be restored to the lexicons of Biblical Hebrew and post-
biblical Aramaic.

As for the nominal parallelism of “star” and “scepter”
Levine (2000: 190, 199-201), like Staerk, Gemser, and Mil-

grom (cited above), referred to Berakot 58" and recognized
that

Some commentators have taken their cue from kokab
“star,” and sought a parallel meaning for sebet, “the
name of a star,” referring to a meteor or shooting star
that leaves a “tail” in its wake, having the appearance of
a staff or scepter (Babylonian Talmud, Berakot 58°;
Levy 1V, 496, s.v. Sebit), extending the usual meaning
of the Hebrew sebet.

But as already noted, it is not a matter of an “extended mean-
ing” of AW “staff” becoming also AW “comet.” It was a
matter of homographs: two completely different stems—one
(“long, lank [hair]”) having an Arabic cognate and the other
(“scepter”) having no Arabic cognate, but having the Akka-
dian cognate sibtu and the Egyptian cognate Sa-ba-t (cited by
Albright, 1934: 39).
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Levine translated the second couplet of Num 24: 17 as, “A
‘star’ marches forth from Jacob; a meteor rises from Israel.”
By placing quotation marks around the word “star,” Levine
highlighted his conclusion that the celestial imagery of the
“star” was an applied metaphor, “a way of referring to a hero,
or victorious king.” For him MT DPSJZTJ DQﬁD 727 could
mean, “A ‘star’ exercises sovereignty in Israel.” Likewise, he
suggested that EDW “meteor,” had a “figurative connotation
of ‘sovereign, head,” namely, one who bears a scepter,” and
that "7&??27’?3 D:W 221 could mean “A sovereign rises to

power from Israel” or “A ‘star’ exercises sovereignty in
Israel”—as proposed by some interpreters on the basis of the
Ugaritic cognate drkt “dominion.” However, Levine retained
the traditional meaning of 577 “to tread, to march forth” but

opted to follow Rabbi Samuel’s definition and read EDW as
“meteor.” Levine’s conclusion is especially noteworthy. He
stated

It is likely, however, that we have multilayered mean-
ings, and that two dimensions of metaphor are ex-
pressed in this verse. Underlying the applied metaphor
is celestial imagery. . . . Although the translation given
here remains faithful to this celestial imagery, the
applied metaphor should be acknowledged as essential
for understanding the full thrust of the verse. (Italics
added.)”
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NOTES

1. Levine (2000: 93) rejected Chistensen’s emendations as ex-
cessive and his interpretation for its being forced “into an inter-
pretative mold.” Levine conjectured, “One wonders if Waheb . ..
might not, after all, be symbolic or allegorical. . . [which] could be
taken to mean ‘gift, grant,””” acknowledging at the same time that
“as a typonym, Waheb remains unidentified.” Levine argued,
“Generally, Numbers 21 does not speak of theophany, or the acts
of YHWH, but of the Israelite advance,” therefore, for Levine, this
poetic fragment from the “Chronicles of the Wars of YHWH”
should be interpreted simply as a topographic note to fit its prose
context. He read the MT X and XY as prepositions (and added

a third PX) and translated

At Waheb in Suphah, and at the wadis;
[At] the Arnon and the cataract of the wadis.
Where it bends to the settlement of Ar,
and leans toward the boundary of Moab.

2. Christensen is correct in identifying the MT DR with DR “to
come,” but he is incorrect in deleting the i of 09137, The words
have been misdivided. The T goes with the preceding 5N as the
vowel letter 6 (see Cross and Freedman 1952: 57). This [ is the

infinitive absolute having the force of a finite verb (see GKC 75"
and 113y, McDaniel 1968b: 208-210).

3. Christensen emended MT TWR) to read TMWR “he marched
through.” But the emendation is unnecessary. The noun TW
“torrent” may also occur in Isa 13:6, X121 >0 TWD “(the day of
Yahweh) shall come like a raging torrent.” Another possibility is
the Amorite and South Arabic cognate asad/asd “warrior” and the
denominative verb, “to fight” (see Huffmon, 1965: 169; P. D.
Miller, 1973: 79).
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4. Christensen is correct in reading MT TR as the verb “to march

forth.” But his proposal to delete the word is unnecessary since the
verb TUNR need not be emended to WX, nor does the text have a

redundant use of WK “to march forth.” The MT 701 is better read

as an adverbial accusative, either the participle “quaking” or the
noun “(earth) quake,” from the biliteral base 0, with probable

by-forms 11, LW, 1702, like stems 7T and 71 (GKC? 77, Dahood,
1968: 368). Here the Hiph©il ﬁ:lil?'? “to destroy” reflects the elision
of the 1T (GKC 539), like the "2W7 in Amos 8:4.

5. Christensen follows a traditional reading of this line. The
proposal here calls for reading JYWI as the energic Qal lcpl

imperfect of 10, a cognate of Arabic & o0 “to enter easily” (Lane
1872: 1468b, 1469a, especially noticing the quotation 3 C“’
lee Oy L P JXN “Enter the land while thou findest a place

of entrance”). For the vocalization of the energic, see Gordon
1965: 11; Dahood 1965: 21; 1970: 377-378; McDaniel 1968b:
205-206; and Blommerde 1969: 15. The 5isan emphatic '?, and

this occurrence should be added to the list cited by Dahood 1965:
22;1970: 406—407; McDaniel 1968b: 206—208; and Blommerde
1969: 31. D is possibly attested in Ezek 23:23, where MT T2
D3P I, traditionally read as place names, “Pekod, and Shoa and
Koa,” could better be read: D3P 10W” TP “attacking (see Isa
26:14) they will easily enter the plain,” reading an infinitive ab-
solute 7D, used with the yqtl of 110, followed by the adverbial

accusative Y3, which is related to Arabic ﬁl’ “an even place, a
depressed plain” (Lane 1893: 2994).

6. See below, pages 74—77.

7. The versions took the MT ")X2 “corners” in a metaphorical
sense meaning “leaders.” The Septuagint reads kal avaotrioeTaL
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avbpwrog €€ TopomA kal Bpadoel tovg apymyovs Mwap, “a
man shall spring out of Israel and shall crush the princes of Moab.”
Similarily, the Vulgate has et consurget virga de Israhel et per-
cutiet duces Moab “and the scepter/rod of Israel shall rise up and
strike the leaders of Moab.” The Peshitta’s arcama 11
(ganbura® démo’ab) and the Targum’s 2R 11 2727 also inter-
preted it as “leaders.”

8. Here Seth equals the Aramean Shutu/Suti, the Swtw mentioned
in the Execration texts. (See Albright, 1944:207-233.) This cannot
be the Seth of Gen 4:25 or Luke 3:38. Note that Targum Onkelos
reads KWJ‘Z'{ 72 “sons of man” for the MT gl *32. This con-
flict may be a reference to Saul’s war with Moab (I Sam 14: 47) or
David’s conquest of Moab (II Sam 8:2).

9. This revisionism by Nehemiah supported the “divorce of the
Gentiles” sponsored by Ezra (Ezra 9:10—-10:44).

10. As is obvious from Num 25:2, “they [the Moabites] invited the
people [of Israel] to the sacrifices of their gods, and the people [of
Israel] ate and bowed down to their [Moabite] gods,” the sin of
Israel had more to do with idolatry than harlotry. The Hebrew i13%
may be the verb “to fornicate,” but it is also a homograph for the
verb “to commit idolatry,” as evidenced by the Arabic cognate ) )
(zin) “an idol, and anything taken as a deity and worshiped beside
God, . . . aplace in which idols are collected and set up” (Lane,
1867: 1273).

11. The emphatic Ni? is the cognate of Ugaritic / (Gordon, 1965:

76,425 [#1339]) and the Arabic ) (la) “verily” (Lane 1893:3006).
See also note 5, above.
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12. Woudstra (1981: 348) identified Balaam as the antecedent of
the 3ms suffix of the ﬁ'!:?; “from his hand” in Josh 24:10. Howard

(1998: 431) agreed that God had delivered Israel from Balaam,
stating,* Strictly speaking, Balaam was only passing on Balak’s
request of him, but the context suggests fairly strongly that Ba-
laam’s inclinations were in accord with Balak’s desires.” However,
Boling (1982: 536) rightly identified Balak as the antecedent of the

suffix on ﬁ'!:?; .

13. See Chapter 7, “Moses was Made to Despair,” in my book,
Clarifying Baffling Biblical Passages, available on the internet at
http://daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/.

14. Howard (1998: 431, note 65) stated, “When God said that he
was not willing to listen to Balaam (v. 10) he was referring to
Balaam’s implicit request that God should put a curse on Israel.”

15. Levine (2000: 240) recognized that

One can only speculate on the motivation for the denigration
of a seer who was so highly praised by Micah and celebrated
in the Torah tradition of the Balaam Pericope. This trend
probably had something to do with the changing attitude to-
ward the Midianites in particular, or toward the Transjor-
danian people, in general; . . . There is also the matter of the
changing attitudes toward the Transjordanian Israelites,
themselves, in biblical literature.”

16. For the confusion of the 12 and the [, see Delitzsch, 1920: 118
§129°.

17. Reading Wjﬁ’b? or Dijﬁ"?j for the MT 1:5??3 , the New
JPS translaion shifts from a water motifto arborial imagery, which
is followed by Levine’s paraphrase (2000: 189), “Water drips from
his boughs; his seed grows near plentiful water.” Levine’s com-
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mentary on “The Balaam Pericope” covers 103 pages (plus 34
pages on the Deir °Alla Inscription), but only 11 lines are given to
the enigmatic first stitch of this verse, with no mention of any of
the variants in the versions.

18. The NIV, NIB, and NLT also gratuitously render the four
singular suffixes referring to Jacob/Israel as plurals, e.g., “Water
will flow from their buckets; their seed will have abundant water.
Their king will be greater than Agag; their kingdom will be ex-
alted.”

19. On the confusion of 7 and 1, see Delitzsch, 1920: 120 §132°¢
and 132°. On the absence of an X, see GKC § 19* 68"* and note
the variants YJITRNY and M37TNY in the parallel texts of Ps 18:40
and 2 Sam 22:40. In 11QpaleoLev (Freedman and Matthews 1985:
45-46, 80) DM appears for XM in Lev 25:36, Q2NN for

DOYORYM in Lev 26:18, and 12N for 12XN in Lev 26:21. See
also Delitzsch 1920: 21-22, §14° <. The masculine plural 3N
(rather than I‘ﬁ?;ﬁ?f) appears also in Psa 117:1.

20. Compare Levine’s statement (2000: 193), made with reference
to identifying 1) W “opened” (Num24:3,16) with the rareR Y of
Talmudic Aramaic and Rabbinic Hebrew,

... it is sound method to factor in a rare verb, and at that,
one known only from late Hebrew, in attempting to fathom
the meaning of Early Hebrew poetry. This is because the
diction of the Balaam poem is so unusual that one would ex-
pect to find in them exceptional vocabulary, including hapax
legomena.

21. Compare Ashley (1993:493) who concurred with Gray that the
Septuagint is of little help in restoring what is patently a corrupt
Hebrew text.
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22.Seenote 19, above. One Jewish tradition states that the Hebrew
spoken by Balaam’s ass was better than the Hebrew spoken by
Balaam himself. For text and bibliography, see Ginzberg, 1968,
Vol. 3: 365 and Vol. 6: 128, note 746.

23. My only disagreement with Levine’s exegesis is his translating
the ’W?; 2770 of Judg 5:21 as “my body marches powerfully,”
used in support of his conclusion that the verb TW"T need not be
identified with the Ugaritic cognate drkt “dominion.” When W2J
means “body” (asinLev21:11,Num 6:6, and Hag2:13) it generél.—
ly refers to a “dead body” (i.e., N2 WDJ ). For an entirely different

interpretation of Judges 5:21, see McDaniel 1983: 230-231 or
http://daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/Deborah.pdf (194).


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/6Chapter.pdf

VI
THE PRAYER OF JABEZ

INTRODUCTION

Sara Japhet (1993: 110) noted concerning the now popular
“Prayer of Jabez”' in I Chron 4:9-10, that

The language of the prayer is difficult, a fact which is not
brought out by the translation. The details are too tech-
nical for a full discussion here [i.e., in ~er commentary]
but the point should be noted.

In this study many of the technical details alluded to by Japhet
are fully noted in order to recover the original meaning of
Jabez’s prayer. There are only thirty-five words in the Hebrew
text of I Chron 4:9-10, including the name “Jabez” which
occurs three times. Six other words appear twice; thus, the
number of different words is but twenty-seven. Because the
name “Israel” is a compound, there are actually twenty-eight
Hebrew lexemes in these verses; and lexicographers have
already recognized that twenty-four of these lexemes have
Arabic cognates. A by-product of this study is an increase in
the number of known Arabic cognates to the Hebrew lexemes
in the Jabez pericope from twenty-four to twenty-six. In addi-
tion, corrections to the interpretation of three other Hebrew
words are proposed in light of alternative cognates.
Modifying the derivation and interpretation of five of the
twenty-eight Hebrew lexemes in these verses has support
from interpretations found in the Aramaic Targum of Chron-
icles. But, at the same time, the alternative translations pro-
posed in this study radically reshape the brief Jabez tradition
from that found in the Targum, Talmud, and contemporary
Christian exegesis. The differences between the Hebrew text
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in of I Chron 4:9-10 and the Greek, Syriac, and Latin ver-
sions are quite conspicuous and require an explanation. My
translation of the “Prayer of Jabez” follows the citation of the
Hebrew text, versions, and the Targum—all of which is intro-
ductory to the critical exegesis presented here.

I Chronicles 4:9-10
PARR 733) PaV M
;233 mY D Y PV MY RPN
xS Bmw* TORG pav XPM
21237k 02 502N TI2DN

gokdy *n‘a:‘a MU POYY WY 7T
wa R NN n*'w‘vx X2

New Revised Standard Version

Jabez was honored more than his brothers;

and his mother named him Jabez, saying,
“Because I bore him in pain.”

Jabez called on the God of Israel, saying,

“Oh that you would bless me and enlarge my border,
and that your hand might be with me,
and that you would keep me from hurt and harm!”
And God granted what he asked.

Septuagint
kol v IyaPne évdofog vmep Tovg adeAdpolc adTod
kol M untne ékaieoev 10 drope adtod Iyefne
Aéyovoa €tekov W¢ yaPng
kol émekaréonto IyaPng tov Oeov Iopomk léywv
éav €0A0YQDV €VAoynong pe kel TANOUYYC T OpLi OV
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kel 4 1) Xelp 00U peT’ €uol
Kol TOLTMOELG YV@OLY TOD Pn) TameLV@onl e
Kol émyayer 0 Bed¢ TavTte 0on JTHONTO

Thomson’s Septuagint

Igabes indeed was the most honourable of his brethren;
Now his mother had called his name Igabes, saying,
I have brought him forth Os-gabes [with sorrow].?

And Igabes called on the God of Israel and said,
If thou wilt bless me with blessings, and enlarge my borders,
let Thy hand be with me,
and give me knowledge that I may not debase myself
Accordingly God gave him all that he asked.

Peshitta
m=»¢ Asa ymasard Ay . (aou» 1 Kama
<.t uxetzu AAta> ., Ly Mm>ax Ki0a
MmI.r¢ amdha uxr‘nc\.uc)\ ~<\wia
)v)c)u_x <Ay <xao 3 U\oisua
m\ dure At <> u\e Adua

Lamsa’s Peshitta (modified)

And one of them was dear to his father and to his mother,
so they called his name My Eye. And they said to him,
The Lord shall surely bless you and enlarge your terri-
tory, and his hand shall be with you and shall deliver you
from evil, that it may not have power over you, and he
shall grant you that which you request of him.

Vulgate

Fuit autem labes inclitus prae fratribus suis et mater
eius vocavit nomen illius labes dicens quia peperi eum in
dolore invocavit vero labes Deum Israhel dicens si
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benedicens benedixeris mihi et dilataveris terminos meos
et fuerit manus tua mecum et feceris me a malitia non
opprimi et praestitit Deus quae precatus est.

Douay Rheims

And Jabes was more honourable than any of his brethren,
and his mother called his name Jabes, saying: Because |
bore him with sorrow. And Jabes called upon the God of
Israel, saying: If blessing thou wilt bless me, and wilt en-
large my borders, and thy hand be with me, and thou
save me from being oppressed by evil. And God granted
him the things he prayed for.

Targum’
[RPMIRD 2] p° [‘m*my NI7] YA mm
NAUB2 DR PaU° M0 DIp AR MIAR R
b SxwrT 8RS pap om cna
RSN MIMA MY 0N RM23 MISTAN RONA R
X231 5 Taym R Spuna]) ny T nm
[N X3 e )57 553 1 mnsa
(NRYT MM M TR
Jabez, who was Othniel, was more honored and expert in
the Law than his brothers; his mother had called his
name Jabez, “for,” she said, “I gave birth fo him in pain.”
Jabez prayed to the God of Israel saying: “O that you
might indeed bless me with sons,” and extend my terri-
tory with disciples! O that your hand might be with me in
debate, and that you might provide me with companions

like myself, so that the evil inclination may not provoke
me. And the Lord brought about what he had asked for.
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McDaniel

And Jabez was more afflicted than his brethren:
and his mother called his name Jabez (“Preemie”), saying,
“I indeed gave birth in sudden unexpected haste.”
And Jabez called on the God of Israel, saying,

“Ah, Please! would that
you truly bless me,
and increase my people,
and your hand be with me,
and that you keep (me) from sickness,
to bring to naught my sorrow.”
And God granted him that which he requested.

THE DERIVATION OF “JABEZ”

The claim by Zuck (2002: 114) that the name Jabez is
meaningless is erroneous—though he may well be citing one
Hebrew lexicon (BDB: 716) which stated that the meaning of
Jabez’s name was now “unknown.” But Zuck is correct in
disagreeing with Wilkinson’s statement (2000: 20): “In
Hebrew the word Jabez means ‘pain.” A literal rendering
could read, ‘he causes (or will cause) pain.””*

Everyone, however, is an agreement that the meaning of
the Hebrew root Y21, which appears in Jabez’s name, has
been very problematic. Many commentators, not finding the
root Y3V in their Hebrew lexicons, assumed that "3 was
(via a transposition of the 2 and ¥) a variant of 28 “sorrow,
pain, labor.” A wordplay seemed obvious once the initial as-
severative D “indeed,” spoken by Jabez’s mother, was read
as the conjunction 2 “because.”” This assumption was,
unfortunately, widely circulated as a fact.®
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The translation of the name 1"21? in the Peshitta of Num
4:9 as yus (‘ayny) “My Eye”—rather than being translit-
erated as e (ya‘bes) as in 1Chron 2:55—appears also
in the Arabic text of Brian Walton’s London Polyglot (1657:
III: 637), which has e (‘aynay) “My Eye.” It is obvious that
the translators of the Syriac and Arabic texts did not consider
the stem "2V to be meaningless nor a wordplay with 23U
“sorrow, pain” which appears twice in these two verses.’

Jastrow (1903: 1038) cited the use of the Aramaic "2V
(with X¥2R as a variant) in the Targum of Num 31:22 and

Ezek 27:12 for the Hebrew (7"'13 “tin”; and Levy (1924: 609)
cited the Aramaic 13D “erblas&en, to blanche, to turn pale.”
But neither of these definitions fits the context of I Chron4:9;
nor does the Ugaritic ‘bs “weapon” (Gordon 1965: 453;
Driver 1971: 142). The definition cited in KBS (778) is more
helpful for it links Hebrew 121 with the Arabic cognate be
(‘abada) “to hasten,” which appears in the Genesis Apocry-
phon spelled as ¥2Y (Fitzmyer 1966: 54, 113) and is related
to the Old Aramaic P2Y “hdte, aussitot, haste, immediately”
(Jean and Hoftijzer 1965: 202).

But the most helpful information for derivation of the 2V
of “Jabez” comes from the Lexicon Heptaglotton of Edmund
Castell (1669:2644). He cited the Arabic _p.s (‘abisa) which
was omitted from the later Arabic lexicons of Lane (1883),
Hava (1915), Dozy (1927), and Wehr (1979). Castell defined
_p« (‘abisa) as
1. Lippitudine valde laboravit (“to be sick with very sore

eyes”);

2. Quod fluit ex oculis (“what flows from the eyes”);
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3. Cum vir plorare vult, sed occulus lachrymas denegat.
(“when a man wistfully begs but the tear drops do not
come”);

4. Adventus repentinus (“a sudden, unexpected appearance”).

With definitions 1, 2, and 3 in focus, the Syriac and Arabic
translations of "2V as “My Eye” become explicable though
not defensible. But it is the fourth definition which really fits
the context of I Chron 4: 9-10. When the rare }"3J, meaning
“sudden appearance” and “haste,” appears in a birth narrative,
it most likely refers to a premature birth of a child. Therefore,
the name “Jabez” would, in colloquial speech, actually mean
“Speedy” or “Preemie”—an appropriate name for a premature
baby.® According to the Septuagint, what Jabez’s mother said
was simply étekov w¢ yapng, “I have born very quickly.”
Therefore, perhaps with a chuckle, she called him “Gabes”/
“Jabez,” i.e., “Speedy/Preemie.” This interpretation has a
ring of authenticity; whereas the alleged wordplay with "23°
“Jabez” and 28Y “sorrow”—which has no support from the
versions—may reflect a late pseudo-correction in the Hebrew
text once the meaning of the rare (dialectal) "33 “a sudden,
unexpected appearance” was lost. My translation, given a-
bove, follows the yafng (= 72V) of the Septuagint.

On the other hand, if the MT 231 is retained as the most
authoritative text, there is good reason to anticipate that a
mother, having had a sudden premature delivery would use
the multilayered word 231 “labor, worry, pain, hardship,
sorrow” when speaking about such a life threatening experi-
ence.” Just as the name Jacob means “Heel,” and Naomi
named her sons Chilon “Diseased” and Mahlon “Sickly,”
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there is little reason to be suspicious about Jabez’s mother
naming him “Speedy” or “Preemie.”' But, far from being a
pejorative, '3 “Preemie” or “Speedy” could well have
been a name of endearment, as well as a statement of fact."

JABEZ: HONORED OR AFFLICTED?

If Y212 means “Preemie,” then there are good reasons to
challenge the traditions and translations which interpret the
MT 2231, a Niph‘al (passive) participle, to mean “honored
or honorable.” Premature infants always—and many times
their mothers also—must fight for their very lives and are
constantly in great difficulty and distress, a burden to them-
selves and to others. Consequently, Jabez, as a preemie,
would have experience greater affliction and distress than his
siblings (assuming they went full term), and he would have
been a burden to his mother. Thus, the MT 1"IR12 7223 in
this context would surely mean “he had been more afflicted
than his brothers” rather than his having been more “honored”
or more “honorable” than his brothers.

The lexeme 722 “heavy, weighty” permitted polarized
meanings, with the nouns "ﬁl? “honor, glory” and N732
“heaviness, difficulty.” The verb 732, in all its various
forms, could mean either “to be honored” or “to be burden-
some.”"? In contrast, the Syriac and Arabic cognates of 732
did not permit such polarized meanings. The Syriac x=na
(kabed) meant only “to move to wrath, to be angry” (Payne
Smith 1903: 203); and the Arabic noun J.S (kabad) always
meant “difficulty, distress, affliction, trouble,” with the verb
LS (kdbada) meaning “he endured, struggled or contended
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with (difficulties).” Lane (1885: 2584) cited as an example
Sura 90: 4 of the Qur°an, “Verily, we have created man in
difficulty (A8 3 [f7 kabadin])."”

Knoopers (2003: 339), aware of the polarized meanings of
=122 noted,

It is also possible to translate ‘Jabez was heavier than his

brothers.” If one follows the latter interpretation, the in-
troduction to the tale explains why the birth of Jabez

caused his mother so much suffering.
This interpretation well accounts for why Jabez’s mother used
the term 231 “pain, labor” (4:9); but it does not explain why
Jabez used 28D with reference to himself (4:10)." Knoopers,
following exegetical tradition, noted that 38 “plays on the
name of Jabez,” but he makes no reference to the meaning of
Jabez’s name itself. But the meaning of the name Jabez is the
key for understanding why there was 28Y “pain, labor” in the
first place. Had Jabez been a big heavy (732) baby who
caused pain for his mother, he could have been named some-
thing like Ithchabed (227NN ) “Fatty/Hefty,”" rather than

7'21? “Speedy/Preemie.” Given the real meaning of Jabez’s
name, as proposed here, it is much more likely that he was
underweight at birth.

Traditions about Jabez in Talmudic literature indicate that
in time Jabez became highly honored; but the 722 in I Chron
4:10, which compared him with his brothers, almost certainly
spoke of his health problems as a child due to his premature
birth. Jabez’s being afflicted in infancy preceded his being
honored in maturity. Thus, a disability from birth may lie
behind his request to be delivered from his Y71 “sickness™
and 23 “pain.”*’
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FIRST WORD IN JABEZ’S PRAYER
The problem with the first word spoken by Jabez in his
prayer is summarized by Japhet (1993: 110), who stated
The prayer’s opening *im (‘if *) is the most common con-
ditional lexeme and could imply an oath or a vow: ‘if
... then’. However, no apodosis follows. It is therefore
an implied vow, or a case of the word °im serving as a
wish: ‘Oh that . . .” (so RSV). For this last usage Geseni-
us cites four more instances, but only two of these (Ps.
139.19; Prov. 24.11) seem convincing (Gesenius §151¢).
Actually, the optative particle BN is the cognate of the Arabic
* ) Caymu) and f' (°ami) appearing in the expression 4lJ] Y )
(Caymu °lallahi) “1 swear by God.” This expressoin is a vari-
ation of ) .| Caymunu *lallahi). Along with the biblical
examples of the optative @R cited by Gesenius, these Arabic
phrases provide additional commentary on Jabez’s first word.
The Arabic -, (yumina) in form V means “he looked for a
blessing,” being a synonym of ib.u” (tabarraka) (=773) “he
looked for a blessing, he was blessed.”'” The MT J7270OX
N2730, “4h, Please! Would that you truly bless me,” is a
perfect match with the Arabic cognates ™ } Caymu) and ib.ﬁ
(tabarraka),i.e., having the particle @ initiate an entreaty or
oath, which is then followed by the plea for a blessing (72).

JABEZ REQUESTED PEOPLE, NOT PROPERTY

Atfirst glance Jabez’s request, ”5’!35{'17{( N°27M “would
that you increase/enlarge my territory/border,” appears to
have gone unanswered—despite the closing statement that
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“God granted what he requested.” The only mention of a
“territory” bearing Jabez’s name is in I Chron 2:55,

]/‘;S:Jj [’;!@7’"] 13!@7" D’j;b mﬂ‘;@m
DN DNYRY 0NN
PIBM DW2T DRI R
:2277M2 "N
The families of theT scribes that dwelt at Jabez:
the Tirathites, the Shimeathites, and the Sucathites.

These are the Kenites who came from Hammath,
the father of the house of Rechab.

Wherever the town or village of Jabez was located'® it cer-
tainly could not have been large or enlarged. Consequently,
interpreters have taken the ‘(?-'DZ! “my border/territory” to be
symbolic or a metaphor, as Wilkinson (2000: 30) stated
From the context and the results of Jabez’s prayer, we
can see that there was more to his request than a simple
desire for more real estate. He wanted more influence,

more responsibility, and more opportunity to make a
mark for the God of Israel.

A clue to the precise meaning of the ‘(?-'DZ{ spoken by Jabez
comes from the Targum, which reads,

O that you might indeed bless me with sons (X*22), and
extend my territory with disciples! (RY7™M2 ‘711:) O that
your hand might be with me in debate, and that you
might provide me with companions (R 12 like myself.

Along with the Y210 “my borders,” the Targum delineated
sons, disciples, and companions. A similar expansion of
Jabez’s request appears in the Talmud (7Teruma 16a) where
Jabez prayed for an increase of borders, pupils, and friends.
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In light of these expanded definitions of LNZJT ,1tis obvious
that the Targum translators and some of the rabbis who con-
tributed to the Talmud were aware of a word 933 which was

the cognate to the ArabicJ.q (jibill / jubull), J-:-*’ (jabil) “a

company of men, a great company of men.”"” According to
Lane (1875: 376) the feminine d.> (jibillat) signified the

same as 4o (Pummat) “a nation or people.””® Thus, a very
reasonable conclusion is that Jabez prayed for an increase of
his people (2723), not his property (9133).”

Support for this conclusion comes from the mention of
the town/village of Jabez in I Chron 2:55, cited above. This
verse needs to be read as an integral component of the Jabez
pericope.” I Chron 4:9—-10, which interrupts the genealogical
listing there, should probably be moved to follow I Chron
2:55, as the last verse of that chapter. Jabez prayed for a
community of kindred souls, and God answered his prayer by
creating in his hometown—which was named after him—a
community of Kenite scribal families. And according to Jew-
ish traditions, these quasi-Israelite” scribes, along with Jabez,
became honored for their devotion to Torah and its transmis-
sion. Knoppers (2003: 315) noted that “recent studies have
made progress in understanding the importance of households
and larger kinship groups in economic matters.” I Chron 4:9
highlights the importance Jabez gave to kinfolk, family, and

community in religious matters. If Jabez’s use of (WDJT had
any overtone of “real estate” it was really secondary.

A HINT OF JABEZ’S DIALECT

Curtis (1910: 108) noted well that the Y713 D’WITJW of
Jabez’s fourth request “is difficult to translate.” The verb
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1Y “to do, to make” is translated a hundred different ways

in the KJV, forty-three times by the verb “to keep,” which is
the verb of choice for English translations here. The Vulgate
has feceris “to do”’; but the Septuagint has the noun yv@oLv

“knowledge,” indicating a Vorlage with an erroneous 13712
for the MT 1D7M. It is the MT U1 which is ambiguous.

If the MYIM is a noun with a preformative 13, it could be

* (1) 797 “pasture,”

* (2) Y712 “one causing evil” (a feminine participle),

* (3) 1Y “female friend” (like V712 “a male friend”),
* (4) 7Y “place of friendship.”

Ifthe initial 12 is the preposition “from,” then 717 could be
« (5) 1Y /Y7 “shepherd/shepherdess,”
* (6) Y7 “female companion,”
* (7) Y7 “desire” (an Aramaic loanword),
* (8) Y7 “evil, misery, distress” (from the stem D17).
The Targum’s reading, “that you might provide me with

companions like myself, so that the evil inclination may not
provoke me,” is not a free paraphrase but a doublet for the

MT UM, The Targum’s R¥I2M “companions” is related
to optiZ)nTs (3) and (4) above, with 2071 “friends, com-
panions” having been read for the MT i18713. The Targum’s
N2 X8 “evil inclination” clearly reflects option (8).
But none of these obvious meanings would require the
anomalous dagesh in the initial 23 of Y72, found even in
the Leningrad and Aleppo codices. The dagesh doubles the 12,
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as if YN were to be read as YN, with one 1 for the
preposition “from” and the second 12 being the first letter of
the stem—not simply a nominal prefix on the stem 1D7. If
so, the root 71 would be a variant of 712 “to be sick,”
which is the cognate of Aramaic U712, Syriac &t (mera®),
and Arabic .. (marida)—all meaning “to be sick” (KBS :
637).

Jabez’s use of 1Y instead of ¥ may well reflect his
Kenite dialect. Thus, this ninth definition must be added to
the eight interpretations of Y712 noted above. It is possible,
given the ambiguity of TV, to make Jabez pray for deliver-
ance from (a) a troublesome woman, or (b) a female friend, or
(c) desires in general, or (d) just evil in general. But his link-
ing the UM with *231 “my suffering, pain” is sufficient
reason for reading 1Y) as “sickness.” In so speaking, he
provided the reader with another hint of his native dialect.
(The first hint being his use of X “Ah! Please!”—analogous
to the ~ | Paymu] and ‘J [’ami] in Arabic, noted above.)

SEVERAL SCRIBAL ERRORS

The NKJ, surprisingly, has “that [ may not cause pain” for
the MT 238D 0925 —as if the suffixed infinitive Y28
were the Hiph“il jussive 2"BUR. The KJV has “that it may
not grieve me,” and it remains preferable, along with those
translations which make the * suffix of 231 possessive or

objective. More problematic, though, are the translations of
the Peshitta and Vulgate. The Syriac has s AR TTR AT
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(dela® nestalat bak) “that it may not have power over you.”
But Syriac \\x (= Y “to rule” = oUals “Sultan”) cannot
be a translation of 28Y; but it can be a translation of QXY “to
be strong, to protect.” Thus, in the Vorlage used by the Syriac
translators a 2 was misread or written as a 0.*

The Vulgate translated the Y231 ’ﬂ535 as non opprimi
“not to be oppressed,” which became in the Douay Rheims
“from being oppressed.” But opprimo cannot be a translation
of 28D but it can be a translation of I8V “to press, squeeze,
restrain, retain.” Thus, in the Vorlage used by the Latin trans-
lators a 2 was misread or written as a 7.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The general consensus among modern commentators that
the name Y217 (Jabez) is a variant of 23 “sorrow, pain”
does not have the support of the versions. In the Peshitta, the
23V spoken by Jabez’s mother was translated as ,1s “My
Eye,” but the 33Y spoken by Jabez himself was translated as
\Adwes “overpower.” In the Vulgate, the A8V spoken by
Jabez’s mother became dolore “pain,” but the 231 spoken by
Jabez became opprimi “oppression.” Similarlj/,.in the Tar-
gum, the 231 of Jabez’s mother became RV “pain, grief,”
but from Jabez’s lips it became 3727 “it may provoke me.”
According to the transliteration used in the Septuagint,
Jabez’s mother did not say 231 “pain,” but 72 (= yepnc)
—a word which was not meaningless to her or to the author

of the Jabez vignette. But the 231 spoken by Jabez became
tameLvdont “to humiliate.”
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Thanks primarily to the lexicon of Edmund Castell, the
meaning of the Septuagint’s yefing and the Hebrew "2 has
survived.” The meaning of Jabez’s name and the source of
his mother’s sorrow comes from the fact that he was born pre-
maturely. A disability from birth may well account for the
sickness and sorrow Jabez prayed about in his maturity.

As interpreted in this study, Jabez was no land-grabber or
nascent imperialist who coveted someone else’s pasture land.
The increase he desired was for D’b’;i “a great company of
people,” not D“?H:;J “borders” or “territory.” He was an out-
sider praying to become an insider; and what he sought for
himself he sought for his extended family and clan. Accord-
ing to I Chron 2:55 and 4:10, God answered Jabez’s prayer,
and as a result Jabez got a small town named after him where
alot of people from other clans congregated to perpetuate and
propagate the Torah.

Along with D“?’;; “people,” two other words were re-
defined in light of alternative cognates, namely, 722 “to be

afflicted” and 701 (= N8N “sickness.” The two Hebrew
lexemes with Arabic cognates that need to be recognized in
any new Hebrew lexicon are (1) @R “Ah! Please!” the cog-
nate ofpgj /(J (Caymu /*ami), and (2) "3V the cognate ofu%c
(‘abisa) “an unexpected sudden appearance.”

With twenty-six of the twenty-eight Hebrew lexemes in the
Jabez pericope having Arabic cognates, the argument can
well be made that Jabez and his mother spoke in a southern
(desert) dialect which differed from the dialect of Judah and
Jerusalem, which would not likely have such a high ratio of
words with Arabic cognates.

It is important to note that Jabez prayed to the “God of
Israel,” not to “Yahweh, my God.” He was not from the
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family of Jacob nor of the household of Israel. Consequently,
in the popular theology articulated, for example, in Deut 32:9,

Inom San 2pwr My mim pom oo

“Indeed, Yahweh’s portion is his people Jacob,
Jacob is his allotted heritage,”*

Jabez and his kinfolk were not a part of the blessed people of
Yahweh. As a non-Israelite, though, Jabez prayed emphatic-
ally (1) that Yahweh would bless him (as though he were an
Israelite), (2) that Yahweh would increase his family and clan
(as Yahweh had promised his ancestors, Abraham and
Ishmael), and (3) that the hand of Yahweh would be with him
as it was with the Israelites coming out of Egypt (Deut 4:34,
“by a mighty hand and an outstretched arm . . . as Yahweh
your God did for you in Egypt”). Jabez was pleading to be
included in the household of faith, a part of the blessed people
of'the covenant. And as noted, according to I Chron 4:10, God
answered Jabez’s prayer; and as a result Jabez and his people
became quasi-Israelites with a town of their own and the
freedom to embrace the Torah and copy the sacred texts. With
Jabez and his kinfolk the covenant God made with Abraham,
“In thee shall all the families of the earth be blessed” (Gen
12:3), was partially realized.

But Jabez’s sickness threatened his personal status as a
quasi-Israelite. In Deuteronimic theology (Deut 28:20-22)
sickness was a curse from God for violating the covenant.
Jabez’s sickness threatened his acceptance and participation
in Israel’s household of faith. In the Torah sickness was
viewed as a punishment for sin. Death and destruction were
the prescriptions written for sick sinners. This threat of death
or expulsion from the blessed people of Yahweh was the
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source of his 231’ /33Y, his suffering, anxiety, and worry”
—not the physical pain and discomfort of the illness itself.
Lastly, Jabez’s nameless mother needs to be rehabilitated
from being viewed as a nasty woman, who placed a curse of
suffering and pain on her helpless newborn when she named
him Jabez, fo a lovely lady with a sense of humor even when
giving birth prematurely. Commentators need to remember
that, according to the Septuagint text, Jabez’s mother never
spoke of her pain or sorrow. What she said was simply € tekov
w¢ yaPne, “Ihave born very quickly.” My translation on page
90 follows the yapngc (= ¥21) of the Septuagint, coupled with
the definitions of this "2 which survive in Castell’s lexicon
of 1669 and the definition cited in the KBS lexicon of 1994.

APPENDX

JABEZ IN RABBINIC TEXTS

Babylonian Talmud: Temurah 16a

A Tanna taught: Othniel is the same as Jabez. He was called
Othinel because God answered him, and Jabez because he
counselled and fostered Torah in Israel. An what was his real
name? Judah the brother of Simeon. And whence do we
derive that God answered him — Since it says: And Jabez
called on the God of Israel saying, Oh that thou woudst bless
me and enlarge my border, and that thine hand might be with
me, and that thou wouldst keep me from evil that it may not
drive me! And God granted him that which he requested. ‘Oh
that thou wouldst bless me indeed’ with Torah; ‘and enlarge
my border’ with pupils; ‘that thine hand might be with me’,
that my studies may not be forgotten from my heart; ‘and that
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that my studies may not be forgotten from my heart; ‘and that
thou wouldst keep me from evil’, that I may meet friends like
myself; ‘that it may not grieve me’, that the evil inclination
may not have power over me so as to prevent me from
studying: If thou doest so it is well, but if not, I shall go with
‘grief” to the grave. Immediately, ‘God granted that which he
requested.’ . .. This is the teaching of R. Nathan. R. Judah the
Prince says: ‘If thou woudst bless me indeed’, by multiplying
and increasing; ‘and enlarge my border’, with sons and
daughters. (Soncino Edition, 110-112)

Babylonian Talmud: Yoma 80a

The minimum required for penalties is fixed by laws [com-
municated] to Moses on Sinai. It was also taught thus: The
minimum required for penalties are fixed by laws [com-
municated] to Moses on Sinai. Others say: The Court of Jabez
fixed them . ... They were forgotten and then they [the Court
of Jabez] commanded them anew. (Soncino Edition 390-391)

Babylonian Talmud: Sanhedrein 106a

Jethro, who fled — his descendants were privileged to sit in
the Hall of Hewn Stones, as it is written, And the families of
the scribes which dwell at Jabez, the Tirathites, the Shemea-
thites, and Suchathites. These are the Kenites that came of
Hemath, the father of the house of Rechab; whilst elsewhere
it is written, And the children of the Kenite, Moses’ father in
law, went up out of the city of palm trees. Jethro, who fled,
merited that his descendants should sit in the Chamber of
Hewn Stone, as it is said: And the families of scribes which
dwelt at Jabez; the Tirathites, the Shimeathites, the Suca-
thites. These are the Kenites that came of Hammath, the
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father of the house of Rechab; and it is written: And the
children of the Kenite, Moses’ father-in-law etc. (Soncino
Edition)
Tosephtha Aboth of R. Nathan
Chapter V, Mishnah A

Said R. Jehudah: At the time when it became known that the
Temple would be built on the boundaries of Judah and
Benjamin, they had improved and separated the suburb of
Jericho. And who ate its products all these years? The chil-
dren of the Kenite, the father-in-law of Moses, as it is written
[Numb. x. 32]: “It shall be, that the same goodness which the
Lord may do unto us will we do unto thee.” However, when
the Temple was built, they vacated. And whence do we know
that they were sustained by charity? They said: “When the
Lord will reveal His Shekhina, He will reward Jethro and his
children, as it is written [ibid. 29]: For the Lord hath spoken
(to bring) good upon Israel.” Said R. Simeon: They were
prominent men and were proprietors of houses, fields, and
vineyards. However, because of the work of the Lord they left
everything and went away, as it is written [I Chron. iv. 23]:
“There were the potters, and those that dwelt in plantations,”
etc. They dwelt with the king in his work. And where did they
then go? To Jabez, to study the Torah, and thus have become
a people of the Omnipotent. Jabez was a very good and
righteous man: he was a truthful man and pious, and occupied
himself with the study of the Law; therefore the pious went to
a pious.
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NOTES

1. Bruce Wilkinson’s small devotional bestseller, The Prayer of
Jabez: Breaking through to the Blessed Life (Sisters, Oregon:
Multnomah Publishers, 2000) has sold over nine million copies in
four years and has spun off multiple by-products. Reviews of this
popular book have been mixed. This study does not focus on
Wilkinson’s book. A few reviews of Wilkinson’s book are cited in
the bibliography, including those of Clapp, Heath, Schultz, Zaleski,
and Zuck.

2. The bracketed [with sorrow] is Thomson’s interpretation of the
w¢ yopng, which is meaningless in Greek, but an adequate
transliteration of 1'21?, for the Y was commonly used to trans-

literate the . The intensifying ¢ is the translation of the Hebrew
2. The important thing to note is thatyofn¢ transliterates the stem
73V, not 8V — suggesting that the Hebrew Vorlage used by the
Septuagint translators had Y21 rather than 231 “sorrow, pain.”
The meaning of '3V was apparently unknown to the translators,
therefore they simply transliterated the word, similar to the
transliteration of the enigmatic 1?35;'!, PI"ATR, and TN in
Judges 5:22-23 (see McDaniel 2000: 25-26, 199-201).

3. For the Aramaic text see Sperber (1968, Vol. IV), and for the
English translation see Mclvor (1994).

4. If Y27 is parsed as a Hiph‘il, it would have to be a jussive
form expressing a wish, “would that he cause pain.” But the a
vowel of the preformative? probably reflects the influence of the
Y, which is almost always preceded by an a vowel.

5. Note that the Targum translated 2 as @17 “lo, behold.”
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6. Another possible Arabic cognate of the Hebrew 23Y is —vac
(‘asaba) “he bound, he drew (people) together,” which in form V
means “they leagued, or collected themselves together,” with
—waxd) Ctta‘assubu) used in a religious context meaning a
“zealot.” The feminine nouns of this stem are (1) 4uac (‘usbat) “a
company of men who league together to defend one another . . . a
company of devotees” and (2) Luas (‘asabat) “a man’s people, or
party, who league together for defense.” The adjective Wt
(‘asabi) indicates “one who aids his people or party . . . or one
zealous in the cause of a party” (Lane 1874: 2058-2059).
However, an 38) with any of these meanings would not fit the

context of I Chron 4:9-10.

7. Advocates for a wordplay involving 73V and 33Y need to
consider also (1) the Arabic uaﬂ.s (gafasa) “he came suddenly, or
unexpectedly” (Lane 1877:2275; Hava 530), which would involve
not only the transposition of the 2 and ¥, but the interchange of 2
and B as well; and (2) the Arabic —uac (‘adaba) “itrendered (him)
weak or infirm: deprived him of the power of motion”; waxl]
(Cal‘ud™) “a state of the privation of the power of motion, and un-
soundness, and lameness”; (gaze (ma‘dib™) “weak, infirm,
crippled, or deprived of the power of motion, by disease, or by a
protracted disease” (Lane 1874: 2071). The first of these two
cognates suggests a premature birth, and the second one suggests
a birth defect which could have done permanent damage. See the
next section for a more direct indication of Jabez’s premature birth.

8. Compare Clapp and Wright (2002: 31) who proffered the name
“Ouch!” for Jabez because, in their opinion, there was a wordplay
with 38Y, and Jabez must have been a “heavy” (77122) baby at
birth who caused his mother great pain.
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9. See above, note 7. KBS II: 864 cited the Ethiopic cognate
‘as(a)ba “to be in a bad way, to be in difficulties, to be in need.”
For the trauma that a premature delivery can still cause consider
the following death statistics for premature births in the USA in
2003, compiled from the National Vital Statistics Report, the
National Center for Health Statistics, and the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (The bw in the chart below is the
abbreviation for birthweight.):

856.8 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw under 500g

313.0 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw between 500-999¢g
59.4 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw between 1,000-1,499g
246.9 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw under 1,500g

27.6 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw between 1,500-1,999g
11.4 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw between 2,000-2,499¢g
59.4 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw under 2,500¢g

2.5 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw over 2,500¢g

4.5 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw between 2,500-2,999¢g
2.3 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw between 3,000-3,499¢g
1.7 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw between 3,500-3,999¢g
1.6 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw over 4,000g)

1.5 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw between 4,000-4,499¢g
2.0 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw between 4,500-4,999¢g
6.5 deaths per 1,000 live births with bw over 5,000g.

Disorders related to prematurity and low birth weight caused 15.7%
of deaths less than 1 year old in USA 1999.

Disorders related to prematurity and low birth weight caused 23.1%
of deaths for neonates in USA 1999.

(See www.wrongdiagnosis.com/p/premature birth/deaths.htm .)

10. The * prefix of the name 217 is better read as preterite prefix
rather than the prefix for the imperfect. For the preterite prefixed
forms, see Moscati, 1964: 131-134.

11. Compare Curtis’s (1910: 107) statement, “His mother had
given him a name of ill omen [“He causeth pain”], but he prayed
that its significance might not be fulfilled and God granted his
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request.” This claim that the name Jabez was an ill omen has been
reiterated by many, including Williamson (1982: 59), Tuell (2001:
28),and Heath (2002: 11) who concluded, “his name is represented
as a kind of curse placed on him by his mother . . . a negative
spiritual force is released upon Jabez in his mother’s naming him
... he was born under a curse.”

12. See BDB 457-459; Jastrow 1903: 606-607, and KBS II:
455-456.

13. Compare the Syriac ta. (vigar) with its polarized meanings
(1) “to be heavy, oppressed, oppressive” and (2) to be honored,
honorable, venerated” (Payne Smith 1903: 196— 197).

14. Clapp and Wright (2002: 31), though had an answer to this
question. They conjectured that “Jabez’s corpulent affliction
continues into adulthood, meaning he needs increased amounts of
food (an so more arable property) to sustain his girth and, in his
anxious and hungry eyes, his very life.”

15. This artificial 7327N°R  (with the Aramaic NN instead of the
Hebrew W?) is simply an attempt at a wordplay with the well-
known Ichabod ("ﬁ:?"&) of I Sam 4:21.

16. See above, note 7. Jabez’s 333.7, could mean he was infirm
“weak, crippled, or deprived of the power of motion, by disease, or
by a protracted disease.”

17.Lane 1863:138; 1893:3064; Wehr 1979: 48,1299; Hava 1915:
904. For the Arabic 41 ™ ) (Caymu °lallahi) note also Castell 1669:

100 and 1615, “juramentum per Deinomen”; and “ 1272, felicitas

. prosperitus Benedictio : rerum copia, oppulentia . . . felix,
prosper, fortunatas, 2, adjuravit, ad ajuramentum adegit eum
petiitve ab eo ut juraret.”
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18. Knoppers (2003: 316) succinctly stated, “The precise location
of this town is unknown.”

19. Castell (1669: 474) also citedJ.,,y (jibill), meaning “hominum
turba, multos, copiosus.”

20. See BDB 52 and Jastrow 1903: 26-27 for MR “people,
nation, government, gentile.” For the Arabic L) (Cummat) “a
nation, people, race, tribe, distinct body, community, family,
kinfolk,” see Lane (1863: 90) and the Qur°an, Sura 2: 213 [or 209
in some translations], “mankind were one community.”

21. For the confusion of the 1 and the ¥, see Delitzsch, 1920:
103-105, §103* .

22. Compare Myers (1965: 28) who simply conjectured, “This
little pericope [4:9-10] is theological in meaning though it may
have been intended as a comment on ii 55 where Jabez is a place
name. . . This is a case of prayer without a vow, which may have
fallen out.”

23. According to Judges 1:16 and 4:11, the Kenites/Qenites are
the descendants of Hobab, the father-in-law of Moses, and are
thereby distant relatives of the Israelites. See Knoopers (2003:
315-317) for a detailed discussion on I Chron 2:55. For the possi-
bility that the Song of Deborah was written by Jael, the Kenite
heroine, in a Kenite dialect see McDaniel, The Song of Deborah:
Poetry in Dialect, 208-209, 247251, available online at http://
daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/Deborah.pdf (especially pp.
248-251).

24. For many other examples of the confusion of 2 and 1, see
Delitzsch, 1920: 113-114, §114* .
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25. Castell’s lexicon was not widely available in the past, and,
therefore, seldom consulted. A crossreference in KBS to Castell’s
definitions would have been helpful. The two folio volumes of
Castell’s Lexicon Heptaglotten are now available online at
http://daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/.

26. The name Jacob should be read with what precedes it and what
follows it. Compare the “Israel : Jacob” in the Septuagint text of
this verse,

Kol €yevndn weplc kuplov Awog adtod Iekwp
oyotviope kinpovoptag adtod Iopani
And his people Jacob became the portion of the Lord,
Israel was the line of his inheritance.
These words are echoed in Psa 135:4,
700 Sxwr M 45 M2 2pyrs
For Yahweh has chosen Jacob for himself,
Israel as his own possession.



VIII
A PSALM BY A BLIND POET

Psalm 19:1-6

The heavens are telling the glory of God;
and the firmament proclaims God’s handiwork.
Day by day ‘speech’ pours forth,
and night after night ‘knowledge’ is made known.
There is no (human) speech, nor are there (human) words
without the sounds from the skies heard in the background.
The ‘voice’ of the firmament goes out through all the earth,
and the ‘words’ from space go to the end of the world.'

Verily, in the skies the scorching sun shines!
He comes out like a fire-carrier from his canopy,
and, like a champion,’ runs his course with joy.
His start is from the end of the heavens;
and his finish-line’ is the heavens’ (other) end.
And nothing is hid from his heat.
(McDaniel)

C. S. Lewis (1958: 63), commenting on this psalms, stated

I take this to be the greatest poem in the Psalter and one of the
greatest lyrics in the world. First he thinks of the sky; how,
day after day, the pageantry we see there shows us the splen-
dor of the Creator. Then he thinks of the sun, the bridal
joyousness of its rising, the unimaginable speed of its daily
voyage from east to west. Finally of its heat; . . . the cloudless
blinding, tyrannous rays hammering the hills searching for
every cranny. The key phrase on which the whole poem de-
pends is “there is nothing hid from the heat thereof.”

Weiser (1962: 198), who compared the authors of Psalm 8
and Psalm 19, was of a similar opinion, stating
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The author of the latter is undoubtedly the greater artist. His
insight, the result of great concentration, combines with his
powerful metaphorical language to raise him to a status of a
great poet who has stimulated the creative work of such emi-
nent men as Goethe, Haydn, and Beethoven.

By way of contrast, Briggs (1906: 165), while acknowledg-
ing that the author of Psalm 19:1-6 (MT 19:2—7) “was a true
poet,” considered 19:4 (MT) to be a prosaic gloss, stating,

The numerous attempts to get an appropriate meaning out of
the verse have all failed to give satisfaction; as indeed they
are all awkward and entirely out of place in a Ps. of such
wonderful simplicity, terseness, and graphic power.

Although Lewis wrote of the pageantry of the psalm and
Weiser wrote of the poet’s profound vision “to express in lyri-
cal language the sentiments which the beauty of Nature has
evoked in him” and how “the poet’s vision vivifies the inani-
mate things of nature,” (italics mine) the psalm lacks any hint
of a visual experience of the psalmist. Mays (1995: 96) recog-
nized this and commented, “It is all very mysterious and
marvelous. The visible becomes vocal. Seeing is experienced
as hearing.” Similarly, Terrien (2003: 210) noted, “The ear
dominated the eye.”

In the absence of any hint of visual experiences—such as
references to sunlight, a golden sun, a silver moon, crimson
sunsets, blue skies, billowing clouds, or the star studded heav-
ens, it is reasonable to assume that the poet who composed
Psa 19:1-6 was blind. But, though blind, the psalmist was not
deaf. When extolling the firmament and the heavens, the
poet’s auditory experience was quite pronounced, with =11
and Y7201 appearing in 1:2 (MT), WQR coming in 1:4 and
1:5, and 0*727, V1AW, and 099> found in 1:5. Although
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M9 “wind” and QY7 “thunder” do not appear in these
verses, the 51? in 1:5 is most likely a synonym of BV —Ilike
the “thunder” appearing in twelve verses in the KJV for LDWP

In addition to the heavens, the firmament, the day, and the
night being personified, the rumbling thunder and the howling
winds from heaven were considered by this psalmist to be a
language all of its own by which the glory of God was con-
tinually communicated to the people on earth. On the wind-
swept hill or plain where the psalmist lived, no one could
ignore or escape the continuous sound of the wind, day by day
and night after night. It was a fact of life for the psalmist—
perhaps more apparent to a blind poet—that all human speech
is accompanied by these ‘wind instruments’: the howling in
the firmament, the winds whispering from the heavens, and
the rumblings of the stormy skies. For the blind psalmist, the
aerial currents of sounds and scents spoke volumes in their
own unique dialects.*

Commentators gifted with sight have failed to appreciate
the voice of this poet who, though living in darkness, extolled
the grandeur of the of the heavens based upon auditory, olfac-
tory, and thermal sensations. The poet’s paean of praise was
not a product of the imagination, but an expression of per-
sonal experience. In a more prosaic paraphrase the poet was
making the point that there is no human speech, nor are there
any human words articulated anywhere in the world without
the concurrent ethereal sounds and scents in the background
which make one aware of the glory of God.” The shift from
the poet’s focus on aural and auditory sensations to thermal
sensations is made after 19:4a (MT 19:5a).
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Psa 19:5b—-7 (MT)
onz STNTY Unyd
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In the heavens he has set a tent for the sun
which comes out like a bridegroom from his wedding canopy,
and like a strong man runs its course with joy.
Its rising is from the end of the heavens, and its circuit to the end
of them; and nothing is hid from its heat.
(NRS)
&v 1) NAlw €0eto TO oKNVWUX KUTOU
Kol DTOC WG VUUBLOG EKTOPELOEVOg €K TaoToD adToD
ayoeAlLaoetal WG ylyog dpopely 060V adtod
am’ dkpov Tob oLparod M €odog adTod
kol TO Kotowtnue adTtod €wg dkpou tod odparod
kel OUK €0TLY O¢ amokpuPnoetal thy Bépuny adtod
In the sun he has set his tabernacle;
and he comes forth as a bridegroom out of his chamber:
he will exult as a giant to run his course.
His going forth is from the extremity of heaven,
and his circuit to the other end of heaven:
and no one shall be hidden from his heat.

The MT 0712 5[18'!:27 WDW‘? has been misunderstood in
tradition and by contemporary commentators. The Septuagint
(cited above) and the Vulgate (in sole posuit tabernaculum
suum) reflect a Vorlage reading SR ow WAY3, with the

MT 2112 conspicuously missing. Several commentators, in-
cluding Weiser (1969: 199), needlessly emended the 2712 to
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02 so as to read “(God) set a tent for the sun in the sea.”
Dahood (1966: 122) opted to translate the 2772 “in them” as
“from/after these” with the force of the conjunction “then.”

However, the 2772 “in them” (i.e., the firmament and the
heavens) should be retained as original, and the 5 of wn W‘?
should be read as the emphatic b« ‘indeed, verily,” much like
the & in Lam 4: 3, where 1TD&5 means “was indeed cruel.”®
Moreover, the MT D@ “he set” needs to be repointed as D@
“scorching” and read as the cognate of Arabic pyoa (samiim)
“a hot violent wind” (Lane 1972: 1420). Wehr (1979: 499)
defined it as a hot sandstorm known as a simoom, which has
become a loanword in English.” Instead of reading the MT
518 as 57& “tent” it should be read as DITX “shining,” the
Hzph"zlofwhlch occurs in Job 25:5, 77770 7 ‘7"'1&’ x%w
“if even the moon does not shine” (NKJ) Thus, the MT of
19:5b, 072 5'1& D!D WDW5 “for the sun he set his taber-
nacle in them can be read as ei12a 57& DW WDW5 “Verily,
the scorching sun is shining in them, ie., in the heavens.

The poet’s seeming use of 1T “bridegroom” as a meta-
phor for the sun was given sexual connotations by Terrien
(2003: 211) who stated

. the sun, a lively athlete, spends each night under the
shelter of a tent Yahweh has set up for the rest and erotic play
of his champion (v. 5¢). The sexual aspect of Near Eastern
myths is here reduced to a comparison with a young bride-
groom who jumps, alert, from his nuptial couch. Nothing will
escape his ardors.

However, if 1A in 19:6 (MT) really means “bridegroom,”
it appears much more likely that the poet chose 71T because
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of its aural proximity to 0T “to snatch up (fire, coals)” and
mRn2 “a fire-holder.” The MT 1AM could be repointed as
10 (scriptio defectiva for 117) “a fire-carrier,” in which
case the original 1077 would be to MR what 1IR3 “pride” is
to XA, what J1217 “noise” is to 11217, and what J1T1T “vision”
is to ﬂm.g Removing the simile of the “bridegroom” from
19:6 (MT) and restoring the “fire-carrier” motif is supported
by 19:7b, MM NI "R, “and nothing is hidden from
his heat,” i.e., “from the heat of the sun.”'® As might be ex-
pected, a blind psalmist would more likely speak about solar
heat than about sunlight.

The removal of the “bridegroom” from this verse requires
also the removal of any “wedding canopy” (NRS) or “nuptial
couch” (Terrien). The T2 “canopy, chamber” is a cognate
of Arabic _a>/ > (haffa / hafif) “to circuit, to surround,
to enclose” and “to make (rustling) sounds (from running
feet), or the whizzing sounds of wind” (Lane 1865: 597-598;
Wehr 1979: 219). With these nuances of 121 in focus, the
transition was easily made to the TRIPR “circuit” of the sun
and a (noisy) running athlete. The psalmist made an associa-
tion between solar heat and rustling winds, and experienced
both as declarations of the glory of God.

Weiser (1962: 199) thought that the psalmist had reworked
“with remarkable freedom and ease” (1) an “ancient mythical
idea of the abode which the Sun-god has built for himself,”
(2) the “widespread mythological idea that the Sun-god rests
during the night in the sea, lying in the arms of his beloved,”
and (3) a mythological “image of the champion who delights
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in contest.” However, philology rather than mythology pro-
vides the better clues for recovering the original meaning of
the poem. Replacing the “bridegroom” and “warrior” with a
“fire-carrier” and a ““star runner” (no pun intended), removes
erotic nuances and military overtones.

The poet’s lexicon for the communications coming from
the skies included 2R “speech” (vss. 3, 4), NV “knowl-
edge” (v. 3),2%127 “words” (v. 4), 51‘7 “sound” (v. 4), P
“voice” (v.5) and 2751 utterances (v.5). These six synonyms
are matched by six synonyms for the communications re-
ceived directly from Yahweh, spelled out in 19:8—10, which
are 17N “law,” MY “testimony,” TIPR “precept,” ITIBR
“commandment,” TR “word” (for MT N7 “fear”), and
BEWN “judgment.”

The statement in 19:8b (English text), “the commandment
of Yahweh is pure, enlightening the eyes,” was unlikely to
have been made by a blind person. If 19:1-6 was written by
a blind person, as proposed in this study, 19:7-14 was indeed
a separate poem, as argued by a number of commentators like
Briggs (1906: 162), who stated,

Ps. 19 is composed of two originally separate poems: (A)
a morning hymn, praising the glory of "El in the heavens
(v.>7°"), the glorious movements of the sun (v.>*7); (B) a
didactic poem, describing the excellence of the Law
(v.>'"), with a petition for absolution, restraint from sin,
and acceptance in worship (v."*"%).

Weiser’s concluding remark (1962: 200) on 19:1-6 is es-
pecially noteworthy if these verses were composed by a blind
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psalmist, “The comprehensiveness of the poet’s belief in God
thus enables him to grasp the true meaning and significance
of those phenomena [in the heavens and the firmament] to
which anxious and prejudiced minds turn a blind eye.”

NOTES

1. This is not to suggest that the psalmist knew about solar winds
or anticipated radio astronomy.

2. Following here the NJB and the NIB. Note also the NAB which
translated 9321 as “athlete.”

3. For this meaning of #3? /23, compare Job 1:5,
TRURD R BPR 2
Kol WG AV oLveTeAéodnooy al Muépal TOL TOTOL
and when the days of the feast had run their course.

4. The following brief report from ABCNews.com about the visit
of Pope John Paul I to the Jordan River on March 22, 2000 illus-
trates the point:

A windswept crowd of thousands listened to the pope recite
a reading and deliver prepared remarks during the brief
ceremony. “On the banks of the River Jordan, you [God]
raised up John the Baptist, a voice crying in the wilderness
... to prepare the way of the Lord, to herald the coming of
Jesus,” the pope said, his soft voice all but drowned out by
the strong gusts of wind.

5. The MT B2 “their line” (KJV) or “their voice, sound” (Sep-
tuagint, Vulgate) or “their chord = music” (BDB 876) is probably
adouble entendre involving (1) 1112 stemIL, “to call, to proclaim,”
as advocated by Barth (1893: 29, followed by Dahood 1965:
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121-122), and (2) M}, stem III, the cognate of Arabic s/ 398

(qawiya/ quwwat) “to be strong, strength, power, might, force”
(Lane 1893:2997). The Septuagint’s $0Gyyog “voice” reflects the
meaning of stem II. The widely recognized DU"'_??; “their words”
can be added to the above list of auditory terms in this passage.

6. See McDaniel 1968: 206-207;2000: 11, 20, 156, 181-182,211;
2003: 95-96, 129-130; 144, 148, 203, 224, 230, 324, and 332.

7. The "V stem D?;fg' would be analogous to 212/ which has the
lengthened adjective 211 and the shorter B, both meaning
“complete, sound” (BDB 1070). The 2 “scorching” is to D1MY
whatQR is to 210,

8. This 5118 would be a by-form of ‘7T1ﬂ, stem I, “to shine” (BDB
14, KBS I: 19, citing Driver AJSL 52: 161.

9. See GKC 85" for nouns with a | affixed. For scriptio defectiva
of nouns in this class, note @377 in Joel 4:14, M7 in Ezek
29:19, and ];7"1 inI Sam 13:21 and mJ:TTI in Ecc 2:11.

10. The universal and timeless heat of the sun cannot be convin-
cingly likened to the episodic and sporadic heat of erotic passion
found in myth or in reality.



IX
NOTES ON PSALMS 70 AND 40

Psalm 70:1

oS 7% e’
nbrgms n*‘r‘ax
alklal *mmb mm

NAS
For the choir director.
A Psalm of David; for a memorial.
O God, hasten to deliver me;
O LORD, hasten to my help!
LXX
elg 10 Télog T6) Aauld el dvapvnoLy
elc 10 ool pe kKvpLov
0 0eo¢ €l TN Pondetav Lov TPOOYEC
For the end, to David, for a remembrance.
That the Lord may save me,
O God, draw nigh to my help.

McDaniel

For bass voices,' for the king,” for a memorial.’
Remember, O God, to deliver me
O Yahweh, hasten to save me.

Following the superscription, Psalm 70:1 begins now with
the vocative D"f%& “0 God,” followed by the sequential
infinitive ‘35’3'15 “to deliver me.” The original finite verb
which began the verse survives in the 1‘37'15 “to hold in
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memory” of the superscription. This 772177 was mistakenly
read as the Hiph‘il infinitive—hence its being given
secondarily the preposition 5 and made the final word of the
superscription.

However, this 77217 was a Hiph‘il imperative and was ori-
ginally the first word of the psalm itself: “Remember, O God,
to save me . . . .”* On the other hand, if the infinitive i)
was always a part of the superscription, the text would have
included the infinitive and the imperative: 972771 272717 (‘?),”
with the imperative 7°2717 having dropped out by haplogra-
phy. Thus, there is no need to assume that the imperative 737
“be pleased,” found in Psa 40:14, was ever a part of Psa 70:1.°
A typical 3 + 3 bi-colon can be restored simply by borrowing
the 92177 from the superscription or restoring its double.

Psalm 40:14-17

Psalm 70 is quoted in its entirety in Psa 40:14—17, although
it is not an entirely exact quotation, there being twelve vari-
ations in the texts of the two psalms. Four words in Psa 40:
14—17 are not found in Psalm 70, namely, the 137 “be

pleased” in 40:14, the 71" “together” in 40:15; the nmao‘a
“to snatch it away” in 40:15; and the “7 “to me” in 40: 16 The
other eight variations® between the psalms are
MT Psalm 40: MT Psalm 70
vi4 Mmoo vl oyow
v.16 1w v. 4 129
v.17  mm v.5 ooy
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v.17900mn w5 Tnpn
v.18 MW v.5 Dybw
v. 185 3um  v.6 o
v.18 MMy v.6 MWW
v.18  OR w6 mm

There was no plagiarism involved in the use of Psalm 70 by
the author of Psalm 40. The poet clearly identified his source,

stating:
e by 213 920Nz
in the scroll of scripture it was written about me.

Unfortunately, this citation introducing the quotation became
detached from the quotation itself, which at one time must
have immediately followed the statement of source. Somehow
the phrase ’?STJ bighoigisle n‘:):_lr_:;n ended up as 40:8b, and the
quotation from Psalm 70 ended up as the last five verses of
Psalm 40.

Rearranging Psalm 40

Once the psalm, now called Psalm 40, was incorporated
into the W@Q'ﬂ?lf: “scroll of scripture” which included what

is now called Psalm 70, the discrepancies between the origi-
nal Psalm 70 and its duplicate in Psalm 40 became em-
barrassingly conspicuous. The problem was solved not by
harmonizing the texts of Psalms 40 and 70 but by rearranging
the verses of Psalm 40 so as to obscure the direct quotation
and eliminateits proper citation. The rearrangement was quite
successful, for commentators have attempted to identify the
W@Q'ﬂ?lf: “scroll of scripture” with the Torah of Moses, or

the Deuteronomic Code, or the heavenly record book of hu-
man deeds, mentioned in Psa 56:8, 87:6, and 139:16. The fact
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that it referenced a scroll of “published” psalms from which
the current psalmist quoted has to date gone unrecognized.'

Originally, Psalm 40 was likely to have had the following
sequence of verses (with the words requiring additional com-
ment being marked in bold italics):

40:7b. In the scroll of scripture it is written about me:

40:13-17. Let them be put to shame and confusion al-
together who seek to snatch away my life; let them be
turned back and brought to dishonor who desire my hurt!
Let them be appalled because of their shame who say to
me, “Aha, Aha!” But may all who seek thee rejoice and
be glad in thee; may those who love your salvation say
continually, “Great is Yahweh!” As for me, [ am poor
and needy; but the Lord takes thought for me. You are
my help and my deliverer; do not tarry, O my God!

40:11-12. Do not thou, O LORD, withhold thy mercy from
me, let thy steadfast love and thy faithfulness ever preserve
me! For evils have encompassed me without number; my
iniquities have overtaken me, till I cannot see; they are more
than the hairs of my head; my heart fails me.

40:1-6. I waited patiently for Yahweh; he inclined to me
and heard my cry. He drew me up from the burial plot, out
of the miry bog, and set my feet upon a rock, making my
steps secure.

He put a new song in my mouth, a song of praise to our God.
Many will see and fear, and put their trustin Yahweh. Bless-
ed is the man who makes Yahweh his trust, who does not
turn to skeptics or misleading myth.

You have multiplied, O Yahweh my God, your wondrous
deeds and your thoughts toward us; none can compare with
thee! Were I to proclaim and tell of them, they would be
more than can be numbered. Sacrifice and offering you do
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not desire. You freed me of my faults. Burnt offering and
sin offering you have not required.

40:7a. Whereupon I said: “Behold, I have confessed

40:8-10. I delight to do your will, O my God; your
law has been internalized.”"' 1 have told the glad news
of deliverance in the great congregation. Lo, I have not
restrained my lips, as you know, O Yahweh. [ have not
hid your saving help within my heart. I have spoken of
your faithfulness and your salvation; I have not con-
cealed your steadfast love and your faithfulness from
the great congregation.

Psa 40:2a (MT 40:3a)
1T ohen IRY Tian W5ym

RSV
He drew me up from the desolate pit,
out of the miry bog
LXX
Kol aunyayér pe €k AOKKOUL ToAXLTWPLOC
kol amo mAoD LAvog
And he brought me up out of a pit of misery,
and from miry clay.

McDaniel
He drew me up from the burial plot,
out of the miry bog.

Contextually, the ]3RW 9712 appears to be a reference to the
grave. As suggested in BDB (981) the phrase can mean “pit
of roaring (of waters?),” which would fit well the context of

II Sam 22:5-20 (Psa 18:4—19), which speaks of “the waves of
death,” “the torrents of perdition,” “a gathering of water,”
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“the channels of the sea,” and “many waters.” But the only
hint of moisture in Psalm 40 is the “miry bog,” which, as in
Psa 69:2, suggests one’s silently sinking into soggy soil.'> The
1Y in Psa 40:2a is actually the cognate of Arabic g4
(tawaya) “he remained, stayed, dwelt, or abode . . . he was
slain and remained where he was, or he remained in his grave
... he died,” with the passive ¢4 (fuwiya) meaning “he was
buried.” The noun g4t (magwan) means “a place where one
stays, dwells, or abides, an abode or a dwelling,”(Lane 1863:
365-366; Wehr 1979: 131). In terms of dynamic equivalence,
13U would mean “the final resting place” and the JINY 912
would be equal to “grave site” or “burial plot,” with the 912
perhaps being read as 72 “field, uncultivated ground.”

This cognate also provides the derivation for the .‘T:&W in
Isa 24:12—as understood by the Septuagint translators. The
Hebrew and Greek for 24:12 are

WYRZ NG Y TPR W)
Desolation is left in the city,
the gates are battered into ruins (RSV),

\ ’ ’ b4
Kol KoTodeLdpONooVToL TOAELS €pPMUOL
Kol 0lKOL €YKOTaAEAELUUEVOL aTOAODYTOL

and cities shall be left desolate,
and houses being left shall fall to ruin.

Hatch and Redpath (1897: 138, 366, 980) identified the
évkatarereLppévol “ones being left” with the MT .‘T:&W and
the amorodvtet “fall to ruin” with the MT N2?. According to
this analysis, the MT QYU “gate” has no equivalent in the
Greek translation. They did not identify the olkol of Isa 24:
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12 (marked with a ) with any Hebrew stem. However, the
oiko reflects the MT 1*RU (perhaps read as the plural "R
[scriptio defectiva] in the Vorlage). This IRU/N*RY, like
the |WRW of Psa 40:2, is a cognate of the Arabic_g 45 (tawaya)
“he dwelt, or abode,” and ¢4 (matwan) “a place where one
stays, dwells, or abides, an abode or a dwelling,” i.e., the
otkoc of the Greek translation."

Although the Septuagint translators of Psa 40:2 translated
1IN as tedartmoplec “misery, distress” (as though it were
from the root RIW—Ilike the IRWRY AR “distress and
misery” in Job 30:3—rather than from the root 110 / INW),
the fact that the Septuagint translators rendered 'T’&W in [sa
24:12 as otlkoc is sufficient reason to add 'T'IED stem III, the
cognate of ¢4 (fawaya), to the lexicon of Blbhcal Hebrew,
and to recognize that the ]WU of 40:2 was derived from it.

Psa 40:4b (MT 40:5b)
12 W D3RO MRS

RSV
who does not turn to the proud,

to those who go astray after false gods!
LXX

kel oUk €véprefer eic pataldtnrec'

kol poviog Yevdelg
and has not regarded vanities and false frenzies
McDaniel
who does not turn to skeptics nor misleading myth
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While most translators and commentators have interpreted
the %2717 of 40:4 as “proud, arrogant, boisterous” (BDB
923; KBS 3: 1193), Dahood (1965: 243) paraphrased @217
as “pagan idols.” He argued

The usual derivation of »*habim from rahab, “to be arro-

gant,” is supported by analogous zedim, a term for pagan

deities in Ps xix 14 deriving from zyd, “to act stormily, ar-
rogantly.” Hence the mythical sea monster Rahab is “the

Arrogant One.” Note too that LXX translates »*habim by

mataiotetas which elsewhere reproduces Hebrew words for

“idols, gods.”

But this argument in weakened by two facts. First, the 277
in Psa 19:14 was translated in the LXX as aALotplwv “stran-
gers, foreigners” (as though 2% were 277), not by poto-
Lotntag “vanities.” Secondly, BT was used elsewhere to
modify D’W;& “men” (as the “godless men”’in Jer 43:2) and
used with WX “man” as the subject (as in Exo 21:14, “a man
acts presumptuously to slay his neighbor”). Thus, Psa 19:14
is not a convincing analogy for building the case that 32717
means “pagan idols.” Moreover, LaTaL0tng was used to trans-
late 537 5:'! M7, P, and mw but never the words for
idols, like 23, 5?30 NBBDD and 5& 1

Gunkel and many others identified the T 217 with Rahab,
the sea monster mentioned in Pss 87:4 (Poaf); 89:10 (MT 89:
11) (Omepndavov “proud ones”); Job 9:13 and 26:12 (k1tn/
kfitog “sea monster”); Isa 30:7 (uatelee “vain®); and Isa 51:9
(which lacks a corresponding word in the Greek).

The patarétnteg “vanities” in the Septuagint and the
rhaa.io (serigita’) “vanity, nothingness” in the Syriac of
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Psa 40:4 suggested for Briggs (1906: 358; BDB 923) and
others a Vorlage with 92371/2¥5377 for the MT 02717, But
the translation of both 2717 and 217 in Isa 30:7 as notoLe/
petele “vain” and as <haostw/a.tw (serig/serigiita’)
“vanity,” supports the integrity of the MT 22717 in 40:4.

In light of the Arabic — /) (raib/raba) “it made me to
doubt, to be suspicious, to be skeptical,”—  (rayb) “disquiet,
a disturbance, or agitation of the mind . . . an evil opinion,”
and g‘_,lb,c (murtab) “a sceptic in matters of religion,” (Lane
1867: 1197-1198), one can postulate the Hebrew root 27,
stem II, and its by-form 2717, which would be the cognate of
Arabic —a)/4a)l (rahiba/*arhab) “he feared, he frightened”
(BDB 923; KBS 3: 1192), as in the phrase &l o)} (J (lam
‘urhab bika) “[lit. I was not frightened by thee]; meaning, I
did not see in thee what induced in me doubt, or suspicion, or
evil opinion” (Lane (1867: 1168).'¢

Consequently, the MT 22717 has four possible meanings:
(1) proud, boisterous, frightening (2) the “Rahabeans,” i.e.,
devotees of the mythical sea monster Rahab who was also

known as Leviathan and Lotan, (3) “vain, useless, worthless,”
as understood by the Greek and Syriac translators who took

217 to be a synonym of 5271, and (4) “doubtful, suspicious,
skeptical.” Given the positive references to those who trust
(M2/M2R) in 40:3-4, a negative reference to skeptics and
doubters (2°2177) in 40:5 would be contextually appropriate.

The MT *tptp is generally translated as “those who turn
aside” or “go astray” or “lapse into,” and is derived from 0,
a by-form of ﬂtgip/ Y “to swerve, to fall away” (BDB 962;
KBS 4:1439). But the Septuagint translators interpreted it
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differently.'” The poviag of 40:4 (39:4) is marked with a t in
Hatch and Redpath (1897: 895), as though there were no
corresponding word for it in the MT (like the 712 rpipr_: [=
uavlog] appearing twice in Hos 9:7-8). But the 20U /RWOY “to
become demented” and the n*mw*mw/ x*ww “madman
fool” (as cited in Jastrow 1531, 1553) isa good match for the
Septuagint’s paviog Yevdelc “false frenzies.”'®

However, the MT 212 is singular and the *rpfg is a plural
construct (or an Aramaic singularabsolute) without a preposi-
tion, meaning literally “ones avoiding a lie.” Thus, “false
frenzies” (LXX), “lying follies” (DRA), “such as turn to
lies”(KJV, ASV, NKJ) and “those who lapse into falsehood”
(NAS, NAU)—which add the preposition “to” or “into”—
are not literal translations.

Given the well attested confusion of ¥ and 7 ( Delitzsch
1920: 111 §109%), the *rpty in 40:4 may have been originally
the WY “scribe, official, a writ, a document”(BDB 1009;
Jastrow 1555; KBS 4: 1441, 1475). The Syriac cognate car-
ries nuances of “talking foolishly, to lose one’s senses,” as
well as a promissory note, bond, or deed (Payne Smith 574).
The Arabic cognate is JL..J (satara) “he composed lies, false-
hoods”and ,laws /3 shaul (satr/°ustiirat) “lies, or falsehoods;
or fictions, or stories having no foundation or no right ten-
dency or tenour . . .[such as we commonly term legends] . . .
written stories or their written lies” (Lane 1872: 1357—1358).
Wehr (1979: 477) included the terms “fable, saga, myth,” as
well as “legend.”

Thus, instead of paraphrasing 212 *tpip (which literally
can mean only “those avoiding a lie”” or “the fools of a lie””) to
“those who go astray after false gods,” the restored 212 7 IDW
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means quite literally a “lying legend” or “misleading myth”
(written or oral). This interpretation shifts the focus away
from what was at best an allusion to idols to an explicit
reference to the myths which challenged the traditions of
Israelite monotheism. It was not about what skilled artisans
crafted with their hands, but about what poets composed and
mythologists wrote: empty words, vain thoughts, false fables
—all of them 212 WWB “a written lie” compared to the
thoughts, wonders and law of Yahweh (40:5, 8).

Psa 40:6 (MT 40:7; LXX 39:6)
n¥DMRS MY Mol
"> PD DU
:noNY NS g -r‘aw
Sacrifice and offering you desired not.
Ears you dug for me.

Burnt offering and sin offering you did not require.
Greek Texts of Psa 39:7 (MT 40:7)
Buolar kol Tpoodopar ovk NOEANCHC
Sacrifice and offering you desired not.
oQue 8¢ KaTNPTLoOW oL (B ABS)
But a body you restored for me
Wt 6¢ Eokafeg pot (Aquila)

But ears you covered/protected for me
DT 8¢ kateokeVaowg pol (Symmachus)
But ears you prepared for me

Wt ketnpTlow pot (Theodotian)
But ears you restored to me
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OAOKO VT Kol Tepl auapTlog oVK TTnoog
Burnt-offering and sacrifice for sin you required not

Syriac Texts of Psa 40:6b (40:7b)"’

S\ duoh o7 F1\2 (Syro-Hex.)
pagra’ den teqant liy

then you restored the body for me

D hias o7 r&ar< (Syro-Hex. Margin)
‘edna® den hepart liy
then you dug the ear for me

A\ dLaay 1 < (Peshitta)

‘edna’ den neqabt liy
then you pierced the ear for me

As is obvious from these translations the ’5 02 2T
“ears you bored for me” has been very problematic. At first
glance it appears that the three major Greek codices, reading
o®pe 8¢ katnptlow poi “but a body you restored for me”
(later quoted in Heb 10:5, see below) had a quite different
Vorlage. Hatch and Redpath (1897: 1330) marked the cwpa
of this verse with a T to indicate that there was no corres-
ponding word for it in the Hebrew text. The variants in the
Syriac tradition correspond to those in the Greek text, re-
inforcing the impression that "? N2 DTN had been cor-
rupted in the Vorlagen used by some Greek and Syriac trans-
lators.

Briggs (1906: 358) cited a number of proposed emenda-
tions, like reading @8Y “bone, body, self” for 2YITR “ears,”
and offered his own emendation of > %72 X “then had I
the covenant.” His assertions that “® translates as if it rd.
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DJ;ﬁD (sic) and had supplied the obj.” and “78 mistook . . . TR
for JTR” are, in my opinion, mistaken. Although his recogni-
tion that “7 mistook 2 for O was correct, the original spell-
ing of the MT P72 “you dug” was not N"72 “covenant” but
the Pi‘el n‘ﬂ: “you set free” (discussed below on page 133).

Dahood (1966: 246), by (1) reading 1172 “you cut, you
circumcised” for MT N*I2 “you bored” and by (2) appealing
to theQJTR 7513] “thelr un01rcumc1sed ear”inJer 6:10, para-
phrased the “? N2 DTN as “so you made my ear recep-
tive” (to divine inspiration). However, had the psalmist in-
tended to say “you circumcised ears for me,” the noun ‘T%WSJ
“foreskin” and/or the verb 51?3 used for the circumcising of
the foreskin of the heart (Deut 10:16), as well as the foreskin
of the flesh (Gen 17:11), would surely have been used.*

In light of the occasional confusion of 2 and 2,*' I would
emend the MT D°72 “you dug” to 172 and derived it from
1173, stem III,** the cognate of

* Aramaic "M2/X72 to get well, recover, to be strong or
stout”; *72R “to make well”; and *72/X*72 “healthy,
strong, stout” (Jastrow 192; KBS 1: 154) and

* Arabicsy (baraha) “his body returned to a healthy state, or
his health of body returned to him, or his bodily condition
became good, after having been altered by disease.”

* Arabic nouns ff,i (Cabrahu) and g Jle (bdriy) meaning
respectively “having the body in a healthy state” and

“recovering from disease, sickness or malady” (Lane 1863:
179, 196; Castell 1669: 431 rendered it “convaluit™).
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Consequently, the c@dpa 6¢ katnptiow pot, “but a body
yourestored for me,” in &* " and the ,\ dund 3 1\,
“then you restored the body for me,” in the Syro-Hexapla
would be very literal translations of the restored 0?72, with-
out a separate word like 17713 or @31 or 732 for the odya.

The lack of any word in these Greek and Syriac trans-
lations for the MT B3R is due to a confusion in the respec-
tive Vorlagen of (1)at and 7, (2)a” andJ, and (3) a] and
D,” which resulted in the D™ being read as 1IN (=
1"IN), a by-form of 1"7U “yet, as yet, still,”** which was
translated into Greek as &¢ and into Syriac as (. (den) “but,
for, then.”

Given the implicit reference to healing in 40:2, “he drew
me up from the the burial pit,” a reference to restored health
in 40:6 would be contextually very appropriate. But the
immediate context of the *> M2 BN in 40:6 deals with
the sacrifices and offerings, suggesting that this difficult
phrase has more to do with sin than with sickness. (The
translations of the & A49° > and of the Peshitta, cited above, are
obviously corrections to the MT.)

If the MT 0°72 RIR was originally 172 R, as [
propose, the B TR is not likely to mean “ears.” The initial R
of @3\ could be a prosthetic X (GKC 19™, 85°) prefixed to
the noun J7 or 17, much like the variants (1) ¥377 and 177N
“arm”; (2) 727 and 772X “memorial /remembrance”; (3) PT
and PTR “fetter, manacle”; (4) 212 and 212X “deceptive, lie”;
and (5) *171 and *IIR “Zerahite/ Ezrahite.”
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The noun It or I°7 (or 17X or 1"TR) would be the cognate of
Arabic 15 (ddn) and o2 (din) “a vice, fault, defect, or the
like” (Lane 1867: 976, 989, 991; Castell 1669: 697, 700—
701).% In the psalmist’ quotation from the “scroll of scrip-
ture” reference was made to the no7 “harm, trouble” others
wanted to inflict (Psa 70:2; 40:14), but the psalmist also con-
fessed that he had more than enough mSJj of his own mak-
ing: “my iniquities have overtaken me, till I cannot see; they
are more than the hairs of my head; my heart fails me”
(40:12). These iniquities are apparently what the psalmist had
in mind when 07/2°)TR was used as a synonym for NJ7.

The*> M 2 BN in Psa40:6b is the psalmist’ assertion
that he was free of the B%TX “vices/faults” which plagued
him. Once P72 is emended to 072, the verb 772, dis-
cussed above on page 131, comes back into focus. Not only
can it mean “(God) restored him to convalescence, ” but, like
its Arabic cognatej)g (bara’a), it could also mean “he was, or
became clear or free,” and a causative Pi‘el "2 (like the
Arabic form IV) would mean “(God) made one guiltless . . .
free from the fault, defect, imperfection, blemish, or vice.”
The noun 773, like the cognate < ¢ 5y (bariy®), would signify
“clear of evil qualities or dispositions; shunning what is vain
and false . . . pure in heart from associating any with God,” as
well as signifying “sound in body and intellect.”?

Moreover, the psalmist was made guiltless and became free
of faults and vices by the sheer grace of God. Perhaps the
clearest statements in the psalm are those in 6a and 6¢c (MT 7a
and 7¢):



134 NOTES ON PSALMS 70 AND 40

PYENND AN nat
Buolav kol Tpoodopar ok NOEANCC
Sacrifice and offering you desired not
RoRY XD M now
OAOKaUTWUO Kol Tepl auapTlog oUk TTnoag

Burnt-offering and sacrifice for sin you required not.
The psalmist was not making a forensic repudiation of the
sacrificial cult”’” but was sharing a personal experience. He
had been near death, but was healed; he was overwhelmed by
his iniquities, but was made guiltless, pure, and free. All of
this without a sacrifice or an offering having been made.
God’s help (7171Y) and deliverance ( wbg) had been free for
the asking. But once healing and forgiveness was received the
psalmist responded with a pledge to declare “the glad news of
deliverance in the great congregation.”

The pledge lies hidden in 40:7a (MT 8a) in the phrase
MR PR TR “then I'said, ‘behold Icame.””** While
the MT "R 2 has been derived from the common verb X312
“to come,” it is better derived in this context from X33, stem
11, which is the cognate of Arabic |y / <l (bawa’a/bd*a) “he
returned . . . he made himself answerable, responsible, or
accountable for it [sin] by an inseparable obligation, . . . he
acknowledged it or confessed it.”” In prayer one says cg]
OS2 éz\:l | Cabit’u *ilayka bini‘matika) “1 acknowledge, or
confess, to thee thy favour [towards me, as imposing an ob-
ligation upon me]” (Lane 1863: 270-271; Castell 1669: 299
translated it “reversus fuit . . . confessus fuit”). The first part
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of this prayer could well have been a paraphrase of the
psalmist words in 40:7a-8
... DR2TIN
"n¥e 0N YT IILY
DR TNz To7im
Behold I confessed:
“to do your will, O my God, is my desire
your Law has been internalized.”"

Psa 40:7-9 (LXX 39:7-9) and Heb 10:5-9

The quotation of the Psa 40:7-9 (MT) in Heb 10:5-9
follows the Greek text rather than the Hebrew text. But the
quotation is not an exact quotation. Several differences sug-
gest that the author of Hebrews was working from memory.
Theyare (1) the singular 6 Aokavtdpe “burnt offering” (39:7)
became the plural 6iokavtwpate (10:6); (2) the odk 109€-
Anoog “you did not desire” in 39:7 became o0k €080kno®g
“you did not find pleasure in” (10:5); (3) the o0 moLficaL 10
BEANULE cov O Beog pov €BouAndnr “to do your will, O my
God, I desire” (39:8b) became simply o0 moLfoeL 6 Be0g TO
BéAnua oov “to do, O God, your will” (10:7); and (4) the
At “ears” of GA99% (39:7)—like the 1< (Cedna’) “ear”
of the Peshitta and in the margin of the Syro-Hexapla—
became odpo “body” as in the &**5.

Jobes (1991: 387-396) argued that these variations were
the “intentional and creative rhetorical product of the author”
of the epistle and that they
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were not already in the Greek translation of the OT in the
first century. If this is true, the appearance of oGua in Ps
40,7 in all extant Greek manuscripts implies that Christian
scribes ‘corrected’ the text of Ps 40 in subsequent manu-
scripts to agree with the quotation by the author of Hebrews
(388).

Jobes based her argument on “the principles of first-century

rhetoric” which, according to the Institutio Oratoria of Quin-

tillian, included, among other options, the use of paronoma-

sia.’! She noted

With each variation the author [of Hebrews] has achieved a
phonetic assonance between the variant and another element
in the quotation. This phonetic assonance functions to de-
note linguistic highlighting, or marked prominence, for that
pairing (390).”?

But the question as to why the author of Hebrews restricted
his use of good Quintillian rhetorical devices to just the “pho-
netic manipulation” of six quotations from the Septuagint is
not addressed. One would expect the entire epistle to abound
with euphony, homoeoteleuton, cadence, paronomasia, and
parison if that were the author’s rhetorical style.

Moreover, if, as Jobes argued, Christian scribes ‘corrected’
all extant Greek texts of Psa 40:7, how did they miss the (3 tia
in &4992 and why was this Psalm 40 singled out for correc-
tion and the many, many other variants, like those in Matt
4:16 and Isa 9:2,* not corrected? Lastly, why would Christian
scribes be indifferent to the variants between the Psalm 40
(LXX 39:14-18) and its quotation of Psalm 70 (LXX 69:
2-6)?

Four of the five questions posited by Jobes in the first para-
graph of her study require a “yes” answer: (1) the variations
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under review were present in the Greek Vorlage use by the
author of the Hebrews; (2) the Hebrew Vorlage used by the
Septuagint translators (7*72 17IR) did differ from the MT
(N> 2WR); (3) the LXX variant owpd, instead of dtie (=
2°31X), definitely served the author’s Christological argument
in a way the Hebrew text could not; and (4) the abbreviated
statement in 10:7, “I have come to do your will,” did serve the
author’s soteriological assertion that “by which will (v
BeAnuatL) we have been sanctified through the offering of the
body of Jesus Christ once for all (€pamag) (10:7).

Jobes’ question about the variants being evidence of the
author’s lapse of memory requires a “no” answer. The vari-
ations in Heb10:5 and Psa 39:6 (LXX) definitely do not
reflect a lapse of memory. Rather, the variants reflect the
author’s freedom to paraphrase with all the rights and
privileges of a Targumist—which is not surprising given the
fact that this Epistle IT1po¢ ‘Eppatoug was, in the words of
Buchanan (1976: xix, xxi), a “homiletical midrash based on
Ps 110.” The epistle received the title IIpo¢ ‘Eppatovg be-
cause of its midrashic literary style and content. Buchanan
well noted

Midrashic composers were resourceful apologists with a-
mazing skill in manipulating words, phrases, and passages to
suit their own need in ways that were far removed from the
original meaning of the text.
The author of Hebrews (whoever he was) and the original
community of Christians to whom he wrote (whoever they
were)** were obiviously more attuned to the rhetoric of the
Targumim and Midrashim than to the canons of Quintillian
elocution.
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SUMMARY

As rearranged in this study Psalm 40 was balanced by a
lengthy quotation used as the introduction and a second,
shorter quotation which provided the psalm’s conclusion. The
introductory quotation was from the “scroll of scripture”
which contained what is now Psalm 70 in the canonical
Psalter. The “poor and needy” author of Psalm 40 identified
with the words penned by an earlier “poor and needy” psal-
mist and made those words the prelude of his own psalm.

Between the introductory borrowed quotation (five verses)
and the psalmist’s own concluding personal public confes-
sions of his faith and God’s faithfulness (three verses) was the
main body of the psalm (eight verses). One verse introduced
the two quotations: “In the scroll of scripture it is written
about me” (7b) preceded the introduction, and “Whereupon
I'said: ‘Behold, I have confessed’” (7b) preceded the closing
quotation.

The eight verses making up the main body of the psalm
include eight elements in this order: (1) a plea for Yahweh’s
mercy, (2) a confession of sin followed by a patient wait for
God’s help, (3) God’s deliverance of the psalmist from a
grave illness, (4) the psalmist sings the praises of God in
whom he puts his trust, (5) a blessing for those who trust
Yahweh rather than trusting scary skeptics or misleading
myths, (6) an affirmation of the incomparable goodness of
God, (7) recognition that God does not require sacrifices and
offerings, and (8) the psalmist’ recognition that he has been
freed from his sins, faults, and vices by the sheer grace of
God.

A number of Arabic cognates help to clarify ambiguities
and variant readings in the Greek, Syriac, and Hebrew texts
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of Psalms 40 and 70, as well as Heb 10:5-7 and Isa 24:12.
These cognates are (in Arabic alphabetical order)

. b: (bara’a) the cognate of X2 /7172 “to restore the body,”

found in Vorlage of the LXX (39:7) which has obpe 6¢
katnpTlow; whereas the MT (40:7) has 1172 “to dig.”

* oy (baraha) a by-form of L) (bara’a), the cognate of 172

“to make pure, guiltless, to heal the body,” found in the
restored Hebrew text of 40:7 (MT 40:8).

. 'y / cL (bawa’a/ ba°a) the cognate of X132, stem 11, “to con-
fess,” found in 40:7 (MT 40:8).

* sy (tuwiya)/ g’ (matwan)the cognate of MU/ IRY
and the noun ﬂ:&fﬁ in Isa24:12 (LXX olkog), as well as
the WY “(final) resting place” in Psa 40:2 (MT 40:3).

« 5J3/> (ddn/din) the cognate /1T (= TIR/PIN)
“vice, fault, defect” as restored from the O%TXR “ear” in
40:6 (MT 40:7).

* —uy/ ol ) (raib/rdba) “to doubt, to be suspicious, to be
skeptical,” —v y (rayb) “disquiet, a disturbance, or agita-
tion of the mind . . . an evil opinion,” the cognate of the
0°277 in 40:4 “sceptics (in matters of religion).”

. J.i:..g (satara) the cognate WY “a writer, a writer of lies,
legends” and W?D!D myths” in 40:4 (MT 40:5) when the
MT 8 is restored to W or WU,

The working Hebrew vocabulary of the Septuagint transla-
tors included 172 “to heal the body” and ﬂ:&fﬁ “resting
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place, home,” two words which have have gone unrecognized
in the current lexicons of Biblical Hebrew. Had this 772 sur-
vived in post-biblical Hebrew—as its cognate survived in
Arabic—there would have been no need for all the specula-
tion of how Hebrew 0%3™R (= &tio = ears) ended up in the
Septuagint as oope “body.” Other words still needing to be
added to the Hebrew lexicons include X2 “to confess,” ]ﬁ&@'

“(burial) place,” T “vice,” and 2777 “skeptic.”

Ambiguities in handwriting contributed to a number of
variants, like the DTN being read as ™R (= &¢ = then) and
the confusion of 3 and O, 2 and 1, " and 1, etc. The ambi-
guity of homographs like "W, X312, TR, and 217 also

contributed to a number of poor translations.
NOTES

1. Dalglish (1962: 237-238) noted “. . . the phrase 5325: appears
to indicate that the lutes and lyres were to lead the voices of the
singers” and cited the following exhortation in Egyptian to school-
boys, dating from the Nineteenth Dynasty:

You have been taught to sing to the pipe and to chant to the
w(3)r-flute, to intone to the lyre (knnr), and to sing to the
nezekh (ntl) [=131].

Dalglish concluded:

The phrase 73] ‘7 may then be translated “for the director of
strings” or, if we adopt Ewald’s suggestion [1881: 340] that
it should be regarded as a neuter formation, we may translate
the phrase “for string rendition.”

The Syriac as o (nesah) “to celebrate, to triumph” when used of
the voice meant “clear, sonorous” (Payne Smith 1903: 348), a
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definition which would also fit well the Egyptian exhortation cited
above. This cognate is the basis for my translation.

2. See Dalglish (1962: 239), who cited (1) Dossin (1938: 110), “le
terme dawidum semble avoir désigné le ‘chef supréme’, une sorte
de ‘grand cheikh’ de tribu, le maitre d’un pays ou d’une ville”’; and
(2) Engnell (1943: 176) “. . . the term '11_'15 which will be in-

terpreted as a technical term meaning ‘for the king’. . . . it is used,
as a matter of fact, in the O. T. simply as a title of the reigning
king, as can be seen in a lot of text passages” [like Hos 3:5; Jer
33:26; and Ezek 37:24-25].

3. Note the 7"2TX “memorial offering” in Lev2:2,9, 16;5:12; 6:8;
24:7; Num 5:26. The 2217 in Psa 70:1 could well be a variant
spelling of 1 2TR

4. For variations of'this imperative addressed to God, compare Jdg
16:28 and Psalm 106:4 (*3727); Neh 13: 14, 22, 31 (’5 m3%);
and Job 10:9 (R37321).

5. The RSV, NRS, NJB added “be pleased”; the NLT added just
“please”; whereas the KJV and NKJ added “make haste”; the

NAS, NIB and NAU added just “hasten.” The NAB gratuitously
added “graciously.”

6. For variants within the manuscripts of each psalm, see the notes
in BHS.

7. For the confusion 2 and 13 see Delitzsch 1920: 113114 §114**.
8. For the confusion ¥ and P see Delitzsch 1920: 114 §116* 117.

9. No examples of a confusion of 2 and i were cited by Delitzsch.
The MT ngﬂ’ became in ® 39:18 ppovtiel “consider.” The MT
ﬂ@ﬁﬂ—which was rendered in ®®° 39:14 as mpdoyec “give
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heed” and in &* as omeloov “hasten”—was translated in GB' 5
in 69:1 as omedoov and in G5 as BEAnoov “be pleased.”

10. See Briggs 1906: 355 and Anderson 1972: 318. Other occur-
rences of ﬁ;@'h?:}; include Jer 36:2, 4 and Ezek 2:9.

11.MT *Pn N2 “within my bowels.” See note 30.

12. Note Psa 31:17-18, 94:17, 114:17, and Isa 47:5, all of which
speak of the silence in Sheol.

13. The MT 79 W was obviously read as the equivalent of IR “to
remain”(= €ykotadelnw). Like TINY and MUY “to gaze” (BDB
981, 1043), INW and YW could be by-forms, although it is more
likely that a W and XY variation simply reflects an aural error
once the ¥ was softened into a glottal stop.

14. Note Ecc 1:2, potol0tng LetelotTwy “vanity of vanities.”

15. See Hatch and Redpath 1897:899.In Zech 11:17, 5’5& I bk
“my worthless shepherd” became ol TOLL&LVOVTEG TO WATOLO
“the worthless shepherds” in the Septuagint. But the “idol shep-
herd” of the KJV here notwithstanding, the 5 '7& ooy 9, like the

"D W9 (mowwévog dmeipou “unskilled shepherd”) of 11:15,
was not an idol or a god but an earthly monarch.

16. Note also Wehr (1979: 420) who cited forms Il and IV meaning
“to terrorize”; syl (irhdb) terrorism”; and LSgl_as ) (Cirhdbi)
“terrorist.”

17. The Peshitta has ~AN\gx <\\sass (mamléla® dagal) “lying
speech,” apparently reading 2% or 72¥ for MT 0.

18. None of the other possibile derivations (including W “turn
aside”; O “to go, to rove /row about”; YW “scourage, whip”;
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I “treat with despite”; or MW “acacia, tree and wood”) corres-
pond to the Greek povieg.

19. Field 1964: 151.

20. A person with a722W N7 “severed penis” could not enter
the assembly (Deut 23:1), suggesting that the verbs 53 and na2
were not fully interchangeable.

21. See Delitzsch 1920: 110 §107*.

22.71712 “to eat” is stem I ; 112 “to bind” is stem II, which is the
base of N*M2 “covenant.” Hebrew and Aramaic "M2/X92/772
can also mean “to perforate, to hollow out,” not to mention X2
“to create”(see Jastrow 192).

23. For the confusion of (1) T and 7 (like the TR /MR variants
in I Chron 24:6), (2) ¥ and 3 (like the D*2212/0°MB1 Qere/
Kethibin Pro 3:15); and (3) ] and Q (like the }71132 /212 variant
in II Sam 19:41), see Delitzsch 1920: 111-112 §110a; 116-119
§120°, 128% and 131.

24. See Jastrow 16, 1044 and BDB 725, noting also the 1373 by-
form.

25. Its synonyms are —s> (dib), @2 (dim), and ‘b}ob (dumiim)
which Castell defined as 1> (din) “culpa, labes, ignominiosus,”

—sD (dib) “macula, vitium,” and (,,1'3 (dim) “vitium, vituperium.”

26. Compare Castell (1669: 425—426) who rendered it “liberavit,
absolvit, . . . justificavit . . . convaluit a morbo, sanatus fuit.”

27. For statements repudiating sacrifice note I Sam 15:22; Psa 50:
7—15 (with the initial X5 of vs. 8 being read as the emphatic N? “I

do indeed reprove you . . .”); Psa 51:16—17; Psa 69:30-33; .Isa
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1:11-17; 66:1-4; Jer 7:21-23; Hosea 6:6; 8:13; Amos 5:21-25;
and Micah 6:6-8.

28. The Qal perfect’NXR2 “I came” has been translated as a present
tense “I come” (KJV, RSV, NKJV, NAS, NAU), “I am coming”
(NJB). This translates well the present indicative fkw of the Sep-
tuagint and Heb 10:5, but not the MT. The NRS has simply “I am.”

29. BDB (97) noted this cognate but limited the Arabic definition
to the one word “return”; and KBS (1: 112) cited only “to return.”

30. MT "Y1 N2 means literally, “in the midst of my bowels.”
It was used figureatively for the seat of emotions.

31. Tertium est genus figurarum quod aut similitudine aliqua
vocum aut paribus aut contrariis convertit in se aures et animos
excitat. Hinc est paronomasia quae dicitur adnominatio. Book 9:
3: 66. See http://www.thelatinlibrary.com/quintilian.html.

32. The careful reader of Jobes study will note the variant she
introduced on page 395 line 17, “to do you (sic) will,” my God, I
desire,” apparently as a rhetorical devise to highlight the corres-
ponding assonance of the ou of the English you and the ov of the
Greek oou. To interpret this variant simply as a typographical error
for an intended “your” would preclude proper appreciation of the
author’s deliberate use of a rhetorical device which would enhance
the reader’s memory of her argument.

33. Matt4:16 Isa 9:2
\ € 4 € \ € ’
A0OG O KoBMLevoC 0 AXOC O TOPEVOWEVOC
&V oKOTEL &V oKOTEL
~ o ’ b4 ~ ’
b eLdev peya, LoeTe GOG pey
Kal TOLG KaBnuévoLg oL kotolkoDvTeg
v xwpy v xwpy
\ ~ / \ ~ /
Kol oKLl Bovetou Kol oKLl Bovetou

PRAC avéteLrer adTolC. PO Aaprer €’ LUAC


http://www.thelatinlibrary.com/quintilian.institutio.html
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The people who sat

in darkness

have seen a great light,
And upon those who sat
in the land

and shadow of death
Light has dawned.

34. See Moffat 1924: xiv—xvil.

O people walking

in darkness,

behold a great light

you that dwell

in the land

and shadow of death

a light shall shine upon you.
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PSALM 109
A WOMAN’S LAMENT

Psalm 109:4b, 28, 31

The proper interpretation of Psalm 109 as a whole is depen-
dent upon the correct understanding of the TT‘?QD RYinv.
4. As pointed in the MT, these two words are the conjunction
+ pronoun subject and a noun predicate, meaning “I (am) a
prayer.” Because this literal meaning is senseless, it has been
paraphrased as

* ¢yw &¢ mpooeuyounv “but I continue to pray” (Septuagint),
* ego autem orabam ‘“but | pray” (Vulgate),

* womas duam ) o> arda “but I have prayed for them”
(Peshitta),

* “but I give myself unto prayer” (KJV),

* “but [ am a man of prayer” (NIV, NIB),

+ “even while I make prayer for them” (NRS),

» “and all I can do is pray!” (NJB),

* “even me. My prayer . ..” (Dahood (1970: 97).

But the 79BR in this verse is not the same as the H?Dﬁ

found in 109:7, which is the noun “prayer” from the stem
S50 (BDB 813; Jastrow 1182-1183). The initial 1 of the

M5B in 109:4 is not a noun prefix but the first letter of the
stem 559 “to be unseemly, to be indecent.” Thus, this H?Bﬂ
“prayer” should be pointed as (1) H?QD “impropriety, inde-
cency,” the abstract of which is m‘apm “obscenity, triviality,
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frivolity” (Castell 1669: 3932; BDB 1074; Jastrow 1903:
1686—1687), or as (2) ﬂ?;h, a feminine singular participle
(GKC 84a®), meaning “an indecent/obscene (woman).”

The noun '15511 appears in Jer 23:13 ]sz W2
'15511 DR, Wthh the Septuagint appropriately translated
as kal év tolc mpodnTale Lapapeloc €ldov dvounuete,
“and in the prophets of Samaria I have seen lawless deeds.”
This Hebrew 559 is the cognate of the Syriac \a\y (7épal)
“defiled, corrupt” (Payne Smith 1957: 180);' and the by-form

5oty appearsinJob 13:4, W?W "59?5 migh) n‘vwm “Butall

of you are forgers of lies, 2 and in Psa 119:69, “95.7 159(5
oyt WPW “the godless besmear me with lies” (RSV) 3

When the problematic 75917 YINXI “and [ prayer” is read as
'15511 *3X1 “and I (am) an obscene (woman),” the various
pieces of the psalm fall into order. The female psalmist
laments the deceitful mouths, lying tongues, words of hate,
and verbal attacks which besmirch her. This besmirchment
was summed up in the phrase ﬂ?;h "IN, “that I (am) inde-
cent.” The mention of the psalmist’s love being rejected by
(male) liars and attackers, who return hate for love, provides
a hint of a failed family or romantic relationship which
resulted in the men of the male’s family (which accounts for
the plural masculine verbs) verbally attacking a dismissed
concubine or a divorced secondary or tertiary wife. As aresult
of being jilted and threatened with trumped up charges that
could bring death, the lady invokes a string of curses against
her former lover, master, or husband (which accounts for the
singular “him” and “his” in the twenty-some curses invoked
in verses 6—19). The masculine plurals which reemerge in
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109:20 again focus on the (male) family members of the man
who jilted or divorced her.
As permitted in Deut 24:1, a man could give a woman a bill

of divorce (M2 780) if he was not satisfied with her or
found something obscene (727 N17Y) about her. A charge
of obscenity was something other than adultery, for the latter
crime carried an immediate death penalty (Lev 20:10), and
there would have been no time to compose a lament or write
out curses. Although 927 NI and 7T “lewdness”(Lev
18:17) are not found in this psalm, the same issue appears
with the use of ﬂ?@h “obscene, lewd (woman)”—which is

the label the psalmist feels she now bears thanks to the false
testimony of a hateful man and his conspiratorial fellows.

The ancient Israelite divorce hinted at in this psalm was
certainly not amicable. As noted, retaliation for the false
charges brought against her, the woman invokes at least
twenty curses against the nameless male. From the curses in-
voked the reader learns that the man being cursed was married
and had children. (This did not preclude his having other
women in his life according to his pleasure—as long as they
were single.) He had property, but at the same time had un-
paid debts. He is alleged to have been stingy and given to
cursing a great deal. The woman invoking God’s blessing
upon herself—all the while invoking curses of death against
her former male mate and his people—claimed to be poor,
needy, depressed, and dishonored by the false charges of her
being an indecent obscene woman. While begging to be saved
the psalmist expressed her confidence in God’s defending the
poor and needy, stating in the Septuagint of 108:31, ot
TaPEOTN €k deEL@V TévnTog T0D 0D0oUL €K TOV KOTHOLM-
kovtwy thy Yuynv pov, “For He stood at the right hand of
the poor, to save me from them who pursue my soul.”
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Two problems with this interpretation of the Psalm 109
which need to be addressed are (1) the reference in v. 28 to
the psalmist as 771217 “your servant” (a masculine noun)
translated as 6 8¢ 800A6¢ oov, and (2) the MT WD “his
soul” inv. 31 (a masculine suffix). These would indeed make
the psalmist a man if they were in the original psalm. In the
Septuagint (108:31) the MT WBJ was translated as tnv
Yuxfy wou, which reflects the gender neutral ’WQ; “my
soul,” which may well be the original reading.*

Moreover, v. 28 has three problems of its own: (1) the MT
W2 MP “they arose and were put to shame” is not re-
flected in the Peshitta; (2) the Septuagint read ol émaviotae-
vouevol poi, reflecting a Vorlage with “?STJ MpP forthe MT
M2 and (3) as is evident by looking at the text in BHS, the
poetic line is overly long. In the Septuagint Vorlage of nine
words, v. 28 would scan as a2 + 2 + 3 + 2 line; and the eight
words in the MT could be scannedasa3 +4 lineora2 +2+
2 +2 line. Most other lines have five to seven words and scan
as2+2or3+2or3+3.

Thus, based upon the extended line length and the fact that
the singular 172 ¥ interrupts the series of five plural impreca-
tives in vv. 27 29, the MT HDW’ 771207 “and may your
servant rejoice” in v. 28 can be isolated as a later addition to
the original 2 + 2 + 2 colon. The phrase may well be a
misplaced insertion from the margin, which should have been
inserted in the text after Psa 108:6 (MT), so as to read there,
“That thy beloved may be delivered, give help by thy right
hand, and answer me! And let thy servant rejoice!”

The minor adjustments to the MT of Psalm 109 proposed
here are, in inverse order, (1) to move ﬂ@f@?f 71287 to
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follow Psa 108:6, (2) to follow the Septuagint’s Tiv Yuyxnv
nou and read the gender neutral ‘WDJ “my soul” for the MT

WD) “his soul”; and (3) to repomt 'T‘?Dﬂ “prayer” as the
feminine participle 77 B “(awoman) bemg indecent.” These

modest changes compare favorably with the rather radical
interpretation of Briggs (1907: 364—365), who considered
Psalm 109 to be a composite—with vv.2a, 3b—5a, 19-20, 25,
28-29 being glosses and vv. 6—15 being an independent
imprecatory psalm which was later inserted into the text at the
end of the first strophe (composed of vv. 1b, 2b, 3a, 5b,
16-18, and 21-27).

The interpretation presented above that Psalm 109 was
composed by a woman stands also in sharp contrast to that of
Weiser (1962: 690) who stated

This psalm is an individual lament, prayed by a man
who, if we understand the psalm aright, is accused of
being guilty of the death of a poor man (v. 16), presum-
ably by means of magically effective curses (vv. 17ff.).

The curses (which, in my opinion, were invoked by a cast-
away concubine or a divorced wife against her former mate,
his fellows, and his family) were, according to Weiser, in-
voked against the psalmist himself by his adversaries— thus,
the psalmist recited them by way of review but did not invoke
them. Weiser argued unconvincingly, “The change from the
plural in vv. 1-5 and 20 ff. to the singular in vv. 619 is
satisfactorily accounted for only if vv. 619 are interpreted as
a quotation of the imprecations directed against the psalmist.”
But as Anderson (1972: 758) noted in his criticism of similar
statements made by Kraus (1960: 747), “in view of the
current belief in the inherent power of the spoken word, it is
questionable whether one would venture to repeat such curses
originally directed against oneself.”
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Psalm 109:23

The interpretation presented above also stands in sharp con-
trast to that of Dahood (1970: 99) who identified the psalmist
as an aged man and stated

A perplexing Hebrew text makes it difficult to identify
with certainty the dramatis personae and the sequence of
action in this lament of an individual. . . . In vss. 6-19.
the psalmist directs a series of dreadful imprecations
against the venal judge (see vs. 31) who, instead of
throwing out the case as preposterous, agrees to hear the
case.

Dahood rendered 109:23, *A7Y33 "N32) INIIZ-58D
TT:W?_{;, as “Like a shadow indeed have I tapered, and am
passing away. | have lost my youth, truly I have aged,” which,

for contrast, should be compared with the NKJ, “I am gone
like a shadow which lengthens; I am shaken off like a locust.”
The Arabic cognate of ‘[‘_7:! (stem II) can mean either (1) “he
perished, came to nought, passed away, died” or (2) “he
became in a bad, or corrupt state, marred, or spoiled, or went
away,” with form 10 of cla (halaka) indicating “he became
distressed, trouble, or fatigued” (Lane 1893: 3044). It is ob-
vious that the psalmist was still alive while reciting the lament
and its curses; therefore, the MT ’ﬁD‘?ﬂJ (a Niph‘al perfect)
cannot mean “I died”—nor should it be paraphrased as an
imperfect meaning “I am passing away.” It can mean, how-
ever, “I became fatigued, worn out,” i.e, “like a fading sha-
dow I became worn out,” which does justice to the perfect
tense of the ’ﬂD?TTJ and the context wherein the psalmist
had become weary of the false allegations and lies.
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Dahood’s proposal to read the MT 2R3 N0 “as |
have lost my youth, truly I have aged,” is possible but not at
all probable. The psalm is a lament, and although in con-
temporary western culture becoming old is something to
lament, in Eastern and Near Eastern cultures advanced age
engendered esteem and respect, and age was evidence of
God’s blessing, as stated in Prov 3:2, “For length of days, and
long life, and peace, shall they [the laws] add to thee,” and
Exod 20:12, “that thy days may be long upon the land which
the Yahweh thy God giveth thee.” Therefore, it remains pre-
ferable to keep the M2 as “locust,” although the Y17V
may be derived from V1, stem I, the cognate of the Arabic

Ly (na‘ara) “he uttered a noise, he called out, he cried out”
(Lane 1983: 2815; BDB 654; Jastrow 921-922). The noise
made by locusts was proverbial; and in a lament it should not
be surprising to have a reference to the outcry or constant
crying of the one raising the lament.’

Psalm 109:4a, 6, 20, and 29

Psa109:4a reads’J_ﬁJtQi@?'_' "NATNRTNNN, and a literal trans-
lation would be “instead of my love they sataned me.” It has
been customary in English to transliterate the noun ]{Q@ as
Satan, even when it comes with the definite article -7, pre-
cluding the noun from being a name (as has happened to the
noun in Job 1:6-2:7). But the verb ]r_mg (found in Psa 38:21;
71:13; 109:4, 20, 29; and Zech 3:1) was never borrowed into
English as the loanword “to satan.” The verb ]@@ in Psa 109
was translated into English by the verbs
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* to be an adversary (KJV, WEB),

« to accuse (NTV, NIB, NAU, RSV, NRS, NKJ, RWB, NLT
[in vv. 20, 29]),

* to detract (DRA, following the Vulgate’s detrahebant),

» to oppose (YLT in v. 4, but accusers in vv, 20, 29),

* to denounce (NJB in v. 4, but accusers in vv, 20, 29),

* to try to destroy (NLT in v. 4, but accusers in vv. 20, 29),

* to calumniate (for the Septuagint’s évLafairiw).

By contrast, the noun {80 in Psa 109:6, became Satan in
the KJV, WEB, and RWB; but in the NIV, NIB, NAU, RSV,
NRS, NKJ, RWB, NLT U was translated as “an accuser.”

The Septuagint translated it as 6Laforog, and the Vulgate has
diabulus, which became “the devil” in the DRA.

Briggs (1907: 366) translated Psa 109:4 as “For my love
they are mine adversaries while I am in prayer,” and the MT
of 109:6, MDY TR WY VY 1OV PR, as
“Appoint a wicked one over him, and let an adversary stand
at his right hand.” By contrast, Dahood (1970: 97) translated
the two verses as (1) “in return for my love, they slander me,
even me. My prayer they. . .” and (2) “Appoint the Evil One
against him, and let Satan stand at his right hand.” But
Dahood interpreteded the plural participles Y32/ WY in
vv. 20 and 29 as being ordinary human “slanderers.” For
Dahood the Satan in Psalm 109 was the same supra-human
celestial prosecutor who appears in [ Chron 21:1, Zech 3:1-2,
and Job 1-2. He concluded,

These descriptions warrant, then, the interpretation of the
Evil One and Satan as one personage who will serve as
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the prosecutor at the trial of the psalmist’s adversary be-
fore the divine judge after death.

Missing from Dahood’s interpretation is any reference to
the verb ]r_mg in Num 22:22, 32, where the angel of Yahweh

went forth “to satan” (]@@5) Balaam who was on his way to

meet Balak, the king of Moab. This was a celestial satan who
encountered Balaam long before he died, not the celestial
Satan who, according to later intertestamental traditions,
prosecutes after death. Moreover, Balaam’s satan was doing
God’s will; he was not an evil one. The automatic equation of
a satan with the Evil One obscures the role of a satan as a
prosecuting attorney—human or celestial—seeking to estab-
lish truth and justice for the good of all. Consequently,
Dahood’s statement, “If this analysis proves correct, the
widely held view that the designation of Satan as the Evil One
is a development of the intertestamental period will need to be
reexamined,” can readily be dismissed. Nothing in Psalm 109
suggests, let alone requires, aSatan who judges after death.

Psalm 109:31
fuipy pEun DD IPIN P D
For he stands at the right hand of the needy,
to save from the ones judging his soul.
0TL Topéotn €k 6eELdY TéVNTOC
700 00Kl €K TOV KATASLWKOVTWOY THY Yuxi|y Kov

For he stood® at the right hand of the poor,
to save from the ones pursuing my soul.

Briggs (1907: 373), after noting the variant reading in the
versions of 2YRWN for the MT ’@QWD, proposed emend-
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ing the ‘E;WD to YILOWN “adversaries.” However, there is no
way that the Septuagint’s katadLwkw “to pursue closely” can
be a translation of either E@@' “to judge” or ]@@7 “to satan.””
Anderson (1972: 767) suggested that the Septuagint translated
"WDJ 0277, butit s hard to see how the MT YDWR could
be misread as 2277 . Dahood (1970: 110) speculated that
the MT YBWM should be repointed as YWOWA with the
suffix being used for the third person. He translated “to save
his life from his judge.” But his argument is less than con-
vincing. The Septuagint, properly understood, provides the

best clue for the correct interpretation of 109:31, and it should
be followed—in preference to the MT—without reservation.

The MT “ABWM “from the ones judging” was read by the
Septuagint translators as the Saph©el participle of the stem
B, the cognate of Arabic ks (fid) and = (fid) “to
die,” as in the expressions 4w = (fdd at nafsuhu) and
duis Zuols (fddat nafsuhu), meaning “his soul departed.”®
The MBWMA when pointed as OWR and coupled with WD
becomes a perfect match with the Arabic co gnate in form I.V’,
dwis Jasl Cafad tu nafsahu) “1 made his soul to depart”
(Lane 1877: 2472-2474). The initial 1 of the repointed
DU should probably be pointed as 13, with the 12 doing
double duty as (1) the prefix of the causative participle, and
(2) the prefixed preposition 12 /12 “from.”’

CONCLUSION

Psalm 109 provides another example of the fact that in Bib-
lical Hebrew things equal to the same thing may not be equal
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to each other. The case in point is the M5B in 109:4 is not
the same as the 19D in 109:7. The latter is TT‘?QD “prayer,”
but the former is ﬂ‘?@h “an indecent/obscene (woman).” [t
is this feminine participle which identifies the psalmist as a
woman. The psalmist’s reference to rejected love corroborates
this identification. This psalmist has been besmirched by
accusers who have labeled her as an indecent, obscene lady,
an accusation which could prove to be deadly.”

The woman presents God with a number of request for her-
self: “Be not silent!” (v. 1), “Deal on my behalf ” (v. 21),
“Help me, Save me!” (v. 26), and then ends her psalm with a
doxology (vv.30-31). Seven of the thirty-one verses (vv. 3—5
and 22-25) are biographical, and leading this list is the fact
that men have returned hate for her love. Because fourteen of
the thirty-one verses are curses invoked against one man, it
can be assumed that he was her former mate when she was a
concubine or one of his wives. In short, she wanted him dead;
but not just him—her imprecations were against his ancestors
and his posterity as well. In vv. 20, 28, and 29 the curses are
directed at other male accusers, apparently her former mate’s
fellow conspirators.

The psalmist confessed to being unloved, poor, needy, de-
pressed, weak, gaunt, and, above all, innocent of the charge of
being an indecent lady. Though the psalmist never said so, it
is obvious that she was also a learned poet and outspokenly
independent. Proof of her innocence and that God answered
her prayer—if not her imprecations—comes from the fact
that her lament was included in the canonical psalter.

Although the Septuagint translators missed the true mean-
ing of the m5BN in 109:4, they were right on target with their
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understanding of the rare idiom B0 ABWN in 109:31. But
appreciation for their correct translation of this expression
would not have been possible without the contributions of
Arabic lexicographers who kept alive the knowledge of the

Semitic lexeme Y8, as well as the Hebrew grammarians who
kept alive the knowledge of the ancient Saph‘el form.

NOTES

1. On the interchange of N and B, note the by-forms MUY and
YR “to go astray,” T and 01T “to seize,” and L)@P and J_I_e
(gatala) “to kill.”

2. Here the Septuagint reads, Djelc &€ €o0te latpol &SLkoL,
“but you are bad physicians,” apparently reading the ‘501 as
*‘wn, which appears in Jer 30:13 ‘[EJ ™R n?:;n (= latpeldne
“treated /healed”) and 46:11 ‘[EJ "R HLT?STJD (= WdéreLa) “there
is no healing for you.”

3. The Septuagint émAnOUYON “it has been multiplied” seems to be
a paraphrase, for this is the only text in which TAn6UveLv (which
translated fourteen different Hebrew words in one hundred fifty
different verses) was used to translate Som.

4. For the confusion of the 1 and the 7, see Delitzsch, 1920:
103-105, § 103*°, See pp. 154-155 for a discussion of the
Septuagint’s having the preferred reading and interpretation of Psa
109:31.

5. If the nuances of Hebrew TV match those of the Arabic J_’u
(na‘ara), even the psalmist’s cries could be held against her, for
the noun BJQL: (na‘irat) applied to a woman signified “a clamorous
and foul, or immodest woman” (Lane 1893: 2815).
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6. There was apparently a haplogrphy of the ¥ in the Vorlage of the
Septuagint, which must have read 1Y %2 for the MT 72773,

7. KatadLwkw appears only here as an odd translation of DY,

Liddell and Scott (19: 889) noted its use in Mark 1:36. Anderson
(1972: 767) opted for the RSV which reads, “For he stands at the
right hand of the needy, to save him from those who condemn him
to death.”

8. The Saph‘el form is rare in Hebrew but occurs frequently in
Syriac (see GKC §55") and is the regular causative form in
Ugaritic (Gordon, 1965: 83, §9.38, 9.48 and the chart on p. 155).
Ordinarily, the Arabic b (z) became a ¥ in Hebrew and a ¥ in
Aramaic and Syriac, whereas the g (d) became a ¥ in Hebrew
and an Y in Aramaic and Syriac. The Saph<e! form itself, when
coupled with the cognate b (z) becoming a ¥, suggests that the
psalmist spoke a northern dialect of Hebrew which retained some
influence of surrounding dialects.

9. Compare the initial 3 of U7 in I Chron 4:10, found in the
Leningrad and Aleppo codices. The dagesh doubles the 1, as if
YA were to be read as MY, with one 1 for the preposition
“from” and the second 1 being the first letter of the stem. See
above, pp. 95-97, for a full discussion on this MT 1271.



XI
THE ROYAL LADY OF PROVERBS 31

Prov 31:1 MT
MR IR REn Ton Sxmb 127
The words of king Lemuel,
the prophecy that his mother taught him.(KJV)

The words of Lemuel, king of Massa,
which his mother taught him. (RSV)

LXX Prov 24:69=MT 31:1
ol éuol AdyoL elpnutaL UTO Oeol
BroLAEWE XPMUOTLOWOG OV émaldevoer 1M untnpe avtod
My words have been spoken by God,
the oracle of a king whom his mother instructed.

The name Lemuel (5&;-‘!?3‘7/5?_;?3‘?) calls to mind the
Arabic phrase )} J (lammaallahu) “God rectified, restored
someone to good condition, reunited (people)”(Lane 1893:
3013; Wehr 1979: 1029). Given the well attested interchange
of D"V and 71" verbs (GKC 77¢) one can posit the Hebrew
cognate 115 /7115 which would account for the 1 in 5&1?35
rather than DTJ5 which would have called for the name

5815 (like the ‘agiazj of Num 34:23) or XY (like the
DX of Jer 31:38). The DX of Prov 31:4 is most likely
to have been the original vocalization since an original VTJ'?
would have contracted (lamaw > lamé) to ﬁn&», not m?.
Whereas the N@?;U of Prov30:1 is best read as the cognate
of Arabic L& (nasa’a, form IV) “he created, produced, origi-
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nated” and g (munst) “author, originator” (Lane 1893:

2791; Wehr 1979: 1131),' in Prov 31:1 the X is best read
as a proper noun related to the Ishmaelite xfgr_: mentioned in
Gen 25:14 and I Chron 1:30. Consequently, the RSV and
NAB translations, “Lemuel, king of Massa” are preferred to
other translations which opted for X “oracle.”

Despite what is stated in 31:1, the words which follow in
31:2-9 are not the words of Lemuel, but of his mother. The
phrase X1 "[5?3 581?3? 727 would better introduce ver-
ses 10-31, which could well be Lemuel’s words of praise for
his mother, permitting the text of 31:28 to be paraphrased
“Her son arose and called her blessed.” The appropriate intro-
duction to the mother’s instructions to Lemuel in 31:2-9
should be restored as MR IMIPIWR SXMSS £

“words to Lemuel by which his mother instructed him.”>

Prov 31:2 MT (LXX Prov 24:70)
772 AR BT MaTn

What, my son? What, son of my womb?
What, son of my vows?

TL TéKVOV TNpnoeLg
TL pnoeLg Beod
TPWTOYEVEC 00l AEYw ULLE
Tl Tékvov Eufic KOLALKG TL TEKVOV éURdV €DV
What, O child, will you observe?
What are the dictates of God?

My firstborn, I am speaking to you, O son,
What is it, son of my womb? What is it, son of my vows?
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McDaniel Translation
Prosper, my son! Flourish, son of my womb!
Thrive, son of my vows!*

Behind the threefold interrogative 17, . .71, . .71
“What. .. what. . . what?” of the MT stand three imperatives
from the stem 713, the cognate of Arabic gei/ L (namy/
nama °) “to grow, increase, expand, prosper, flourish, thrive”
(Lane 1893: 3038; Wehr 1979: 1174—1175). Like the verbs
R, 1103, and WA, which drop the initial  in the imperative,
the imperative 113] became simply 11, a homophone and
homograph of the interrogative 113. The verb 123 is found in
the proper name 581?33: (Napouna) and the gentilic "?SHDQU
(6 Napouni) in I Chron 4:24 and Num 12:26.> Otherwise,
M12] may never have been used in the standard Judean dialect
of Hebrew. The use of M2 “son” by Lemuel’s mother, instead
of 12, is indisputable evidence that she was speaking in a
dialect. Thus, it is not surprising to encounter a number of
rare words on the lips of Lemuel and his mother which were
not normally used in the Jerusalem/Judean dialect.’

The Septuagint (24:70 = 31:2) has an expanded text which
includes (1) TnpnoeLc “you will keep,” (2) prioerg Beod “the
dictates of God,” and Tpwtoyevéc ool A€yw vie “my first-
born, to you I am speaking, O son,” suggesting that the
927 in the Vorlage was also read as 7271 which could
account for the prjoerc and the Aéyw.” The tnproeLc is either
a doublet of the ti prioeig (tipnoeig >npnoeLc) or a doub-
let of the O™ “vow” which was read as ] “to keep.” The
TpwToyevéc ool can be a doublet of the 992 read as 122
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“my firstborn,” originating from a dittography of the 2 which
was in turn misread as a 2 so that the ™22 became "M23.

Prov 31:3 MT (LXX 24:71)
PSP PIRD TR TN B o
Give not your strength to women,
your ways to those who destroy kings.
un 8¢3¢ yuvalél oov mAobTOV
kol TOV oov vobv kal Plov elg VotepofouAiav
Give not thy wealth to women,
nor thy mind and living to deliberation after the fact.

McDaniel Translation
Give not your wealth to women
nor your acquisitions to (women) who deceive kings.

The Septuagint reads mioltoc “wealth” for Hebrew ‘7’_0 in
ten other texts,® and remains the best understanding of this
verse and in 31:29. Interpretations which associate 5’_13 here
with the physical strength required for sexual activity seem to
have King Solomon and his harem in mind rather than King
Lemuel and his mother.” Once the focus on ‘77[! took on
sexual overtones, it became necessary to emend T'277 to
T°277 “your thighs” (BHS note) for a implicit sexual parallel
to go with an implicit sexual 5’_!3.

Defining ‘[5’?‘1 as “your wealth” and J°277 as “your ac-
quisitions” recovers the anticipated parallelism. The Hebrew
777 is the cognate of Arabic 0| ) y> (darak) “the attainment, or
acquisition of an object of want, and the seeking the attain-
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ment or the acquisition thereof ”” (Lane 1867: 874). Lemuel’s
mother is advising her son not to be overly generous with his
possessions and acquisitions, i.e., do not squander the royal
estate on untrustworthy women.

The idea of some women being untrustworthy lies hidden
in the MT mnr;‘;. The initial  is the preposition affixed to
the feminine plural participle P71, from the stem M7,
which is the cognate of Arabic =l>. (mahhdh) that Lane
(1885:2691) defined as “one who pleases, or contents, thee
with his words, but who does, or performs nothing; an habit-
ual liar; one who lies to thee even respecting the place whence
he comes.” Hava (1915: 709) defined CL?:a (mahhah) simply
as “liar, deceiver.” The MMM is a contracted form of MMM,
like the feminine singular participle ﬂ.‘;'ﬁ in Prov 25:19,
which is a contraction of 1¥Y7 (GKC 67°)." The advice of
Lemuel’s mother was essentially “Son, beware of female
flatterers who do lip service only!”

The Septuagint’s voiv “mind, thought, reason” is an alter-
native translation of ‘7’_0 which was read as though it were
the cognate of Arabic J.>/J> (hyl/hdla) “he thought, fan-
cied, imagined” and the noun “thought, opinion, surmise,
mental image” (Lane 1865: 833—836; Wehr 1979: 309-310).
The Blov “life” is a variant translation of the N7 of nrnS
which was read as P 89 and then inverted to 8% MM (=
Blov elc (ZﬁD‘? ).t

The Votepo of VotepoPouviiav “deliberation after the fact”
(Liddell and Scott 1940: 1906) comes from (1) a variant read-
ing of 5o as SO (= botepéw) “to lack,” and (2) the
BouvAlav is an alternative rendering of the ]’D?D when
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derived from "['??3 “counsel, advice” (BDB 576; Jastrow 760,
971). Coming together they amount to the idea of “second
guessing.”
Prov 31:8
Ao0 w202 PTON EeNG pene
Open your mouth for the dumb,
for the rights of all who are left desolate. (RSV)
GroLye o0V 0TOUe A0Yw B0l kal kplve TAvTag LYLWG
Open your mouth to the word of God,
and judge all fairly.

The Septuagint’s 16yw 6ecod “to the word of God” trans-
lates what now stands in the MT as ‘7& D‘?S%, as though the
Vorlage read 5K 5535, with the stem 253 being the cog-
nate of Arabic plf(kaldm) “saying, words”, used in a similar
expression, ML e =5 (fataha famahu bi*lkaldm) “he
opened his mouth to say something” (Lane 1893: 3003; Wehr
1979:981). The UyLi¢ “fairly” reflects a variant in which the
"2 was read as "2 (= 2 + 'R) “without” and the ﬂ15ﬂ
was reads as a cognate the Arabic

o _a> (hulf) “the breach, or non-fulfilment, of a promise
. .. disagreement, difference, dissension in opinions”;

o« > (hilf) “one who perseveres in opposition or conten-
tion”;

o &> (hulfat) “a vice, a fault, or an imperfection; badness,
corruptness, vitiousness, or dishonesty”;

o > (°ahlafu) “contrariousness, hard in disposition, as
though going with a leaning to one side; and [simply]
leaning to one side.”
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Ben Yehudah (1920: 114) proposed to read 5& “to” as the
imperative 525 “hasten,” a cognate of Arabic J? (°all) (Hava
1915: 11). He also proposed to read ﬂﬁﬂ as the cognate of
Arabic (> (haraf/ harif) “unfortunate,” which Lane (1865:

726) defined as “corrupt, unsound, disordered in intellect in
consequence of old age, dotage.” But these proposals were of
no help in understanding the Septuagint.

A number of other interpretations have been proposed for

the ﬂﬁ%ﬂ"_l_; of 31:8. McKane summarized the following:

* children of abandonment, i.e., orphans

+ those subject to the vicissitudes of fortune

* those likely to perish standing on the edge of a precipice
* sons of impotence

* sons of disease

* those with a bodily infirmity

 those who were stupid, foolish, of defective intellect

« adversaries, i.e., legal opponents

« those who are the victims of circumstance'?

Scholars have been looking for a definition of ’-]15!'! which
would balance the D‘?&B “for a mute” in the first part of the
line and the J1"2XY "V “poor and needy” in 31:9. However,
the ﬂ15ﬂ "2 needs to be recognized as the equivalent of
"2 "2 “sons of the covenant,” which would be a reference

to the allies, confederates, and tribal affiliates of the kingdom
of Massa who would look to their king as their adjudicator.
One Arabic cognate of ’-]5!'! is _al> (halif) meaning “the
act of confederating, or making a compact or confederacy, to
aid, or assist; and making an agreement . . . the object was to
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aid the wronged, and for making close the ties of the relation-
ship” (Lane 1865: 627; Wehr 235)."* The Arabic translation
of "2 frequently used _il> (halif), as in Jud 9:46 where
the MT iakmlol 58 M2 appears in the London Polyglott of
1667 as lgded o) ooy (bayti il liyatahalafii®) “ut ibi
conjurarent conspirarentque,”’ 1.e., the place where they made
an alliance and were united.'"* The cognates of this _id=>

(halif) are (1) ﬂ"?ﬂ “covenant, friendship, brotherhood,

league” and (2) ’-T%U “a sincere friend who swears to his
companion that he will not act unfaithfully with him.”"

Lemuel’s mother advised her son not to open his mouth to
wine and strong drink, lest it interfere with his ability to prop-
erly adjudicate for the rich and for the poor. Lemuel’s need to
adjudicate on behalf of the poor is clearly stated in 31:9,
TP Y T PTETRIY TPRTND “open your mouth,
judge rightly and adjudicate (for) the oppressed and the poor.”
A reference to Lemuel’s need to adjudicate on behalf of the
rich lies hidden in 31:5, ’JSJ";;'5; 17, where the ") needs
to be vocalized as *)'° and identified as the cognate of the
Arabic ¢ (ganiya) “he was free from want . . . he became
rich, wealthy,” and the nouns ‘¢ (ginan) and <Lié (gana’)
“wealth, affluence, riches” (Lane 1877:2301-2304; Wehr
1979: 803)."

Contrary to the pointing in the MT, this 1 is certainly at-
tested in I Chron 22:14, where David declared Y3 73M
ﬂ]ﬂj‘ﬂ‘;% "N13°277 “Behold, with my riches Thave provided
for the temple of Yahweh!” Myers (1965: 152) interpreted the
hundred thousand talents of gold and million talents of silver
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David donated to be 3,775 tons of gold and 37,750 tons of
silver, which he estimated to be worth 4.25 billion dollars.
Despite the paupertatula “poverty” in the Vulgate and the
Ttwyelav “poverty” in the Septuagint, the MT MY “my
poverty” needs to be read as "3 “my wealth.” Similarly, the
’J_KJ"_J; of Prov 31:5 can be repointed as *JV™*12 meaning
“the sons of wealth,” i.e., the rich.'® If Lemuel listened to his
mother he soberly and rightly judged the poor (]1’;25), the
needy (*31), and the wealthy ("3V)."

Just as Arabic cognates helped to clarify the meanings of
’-]15!'! *22 “sons of the covenant, allies” and *JV™12 “sons of
wealth, the rich,” another Arabic cognate, JI/d) /) Cal/
°tlat °il) “family, relatives, kith-and-kin, consanguinity”
(Lane 1863: 75, 127-128; Wehr 1979: 27, 44), helps to clari-
fy the original meaning of the MT D%R “dumb” in 31:8. Al-
though, as noted above (page 164), the Septuagint apparently
read 253 “word” for the & 5&; the BN remains the preferred
reading. However, it should be read as scriptio defectiva for
25N and vocalized as D’5§ or D"?S, the plural of 525 /ﬂ‘?x
“family, kith-and-kin,” like its cognates. Just as the Arabic )
Cill) is a synonym of _il> (hilf), the QDR /25N is the
synonymn of the ﬂﬁ%ﬂ"]: in Prov 31:8.20

Although noted in Castell’s 1669 lexicon (58, 115) and
defined as “populus, asseclae, affines, familia, domestici,” the
cognate JI/dy) (= 5§ / ﬂ‘?&) has dropped out of subsequent
lexicons. Although rarely found in the literature, it probably
appears in the name 5&’5& (EAwnA/AXwnA) in I Chron 11:
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46—47, meaning the same as the DI;"?& (EAwaf) in II Sam
11:3 and the 58’7;33_.7 (ApwnA) in I Chron 3:5. They all mean
“God is my kinsman” and are much like the names 5?_{15]7
(Payouni) “God is my kinsman,” i171R, and 772X “Yahweh
is my brother/father.” According to these interprétations of
’-]1511, WY, and m%x, Lemuel’s mother instructed her son to
judge the poor (]1'2R), the needy (*3Y), the rich (*JV™22), all
tribal allies and confederates (m%ﬂ *32), and his own kith-
and-kin (D’5§ / D"?x). Her advice covered all social classes,

as well as the needs of the royal family and the affairs of
state.

Prov 31:10-31
gl
the woman of power

The transition from the words of a wise woman (31:1-9) to
words about a wise woman (31:10-31) is highlighted by the
use of an acrostic form which controls the logical flow of
ideas in the poem. As noted above, vv.1-9 are not the words
of Lemuel, but vv.10-31 could well be the words which fol-
lowed the introductory phrase xfgr_: ‘[5?3 581?3‘? 727 “the
words of Lemuel, king of Massa.” The king of Massa may
have been like the king of Moab, who (according to IT Kings
3:4) was a sheep master on a grand scale, suggesting that
royal households were centers of home industries, com-
mercial adventures, and charities—all requiring good mana-
gerial skills. Even a king could wax poetic over his mother
who had been throughout life an 5’_[?'1'1@7?5 “a woman of
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power,” or, as the Septuagint has it, a yovaike avdpelav “a
manly woman.”?'

English translators have rendered 57[! by a number of ad-
jectives or adjectival phrases, including: capable, truly capa-
ble, excellent, good, noble, valiant, virtuous, virtuous and
capable, and worthy. Missing from most of these translations
is the recognition of 57[! was also a term for being intellec-
tually gifted. This meaning is found in two of three Arabic

cognates (as found in Lane 1865: 675-677, 688, 834—835):
(D) Jg/ I /> (hyl/hal/ hawl) “strength, power, might.”

(2) Jy> (huwwal) “knowing, skillful, or intelligent, in
turning affairs over, or about in the mind, considering what
may be the results and so managing them,” i.e., a strategist.

(3) L=/ I (hyl/hal) “aliberal, bountiful, generous person
... one who keeps a thing, and manages, orders, or regu-
lates well . . . [used of] a king who manages, orders, or
regulates his subjects,” i.e., an administrator.

In light of 31:17 (“she girds her loins with strength and
makes her arms strong”) and 31:25 (“she is clothed with
strength and dignity””) thiSwoman’s physical strength cannot
be minimized. Cognate (1), above, reinforces this quality of
her character. But in light of cognates (2) and (3) the intel-
lectual, managerial, and charitable qualities of the woman
cannot be ignored. The word 57!] carries multiple levels of
meaning which requires some sort of paraphrase in order to
be literally accurate—such as, “Who can find a rich generous
and dynamic smart woman gifted with administrative skills?”
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Prov 31:11b
"o 85 Hhwn
“He will not lack a son.”

1 TOLAUTT KEADY OKUAWY OUK QTOopnoeL
Such a one shall stand in no need of fine spoils.

Despite McKane’s dismissal of Driver’s proposal to read
the 55U of 31:11 as the cognate of Arabic Jw (salil) “a
child or male offspring,” and 4L (salilar) “daughter” (Lane
1872:1397; Wehr 489), Driver was certainly correct. McKane
(1970: 667) argued that Driver’s interpretation

weakens the force of v.11b, where, in agreement with the

general tendency of the poem, a reference to the wife’s skill

as a domestic economist rather than her fertility is desider-
ated.

McKane also rejected Thomas’ proposals (1965: 277) to (1)
identify the 55 in 31:11 with the Arabic cognate 43 tallat)
“wool” and (2) add T-TTB “for her”—to accommodate the
feminine 1 tolatn—so that the text reads, “Wool is not
lacking to her.”** McKane concluded, “Iretain the MT, recog-
nizing that §alal is difficult.”

But there is no need to follow McKane and make it a matter
of either fertility or domestic economy. In 31:28 it is clearly
stated that this BTU'D WN was amother: “Her children rise up,
and call her blessed.” But she was not just a mother, she was
in fact the mother of a son, a 5"7@7 The cultural priorities in
the kingdom of Massa and in the royal household of Lemuel
were the same as those shared down to this day in Near
Eastern and Far Eastern communities in which a woman is
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expected to provide a son for her husband. This fact is well
illustrated by the felicitous greeting in Arabic extended to
those getting married. It is the word b (rafd) which means
not only (1) “he effected a reconciliation, or made peace
between them,” and (2) “he married, or took a wife,” but also
(3) “may the marriage be with close union (<, [rifd un]),
constancy and the begetting of sons not daughters” (Lane
1867:1117-1118,1129). Wehr (1979:403) rendered this feli-
citation to newlyweds as “live in harmony and beget sons!” If
Prov 31:10-31 are the words of Lemuel, then Lemuel himself
would be the son his mother delivered to her husband, for
which she now receives his praise.

Prov 31:12
o 55 DY i mnn;
She benefited him well,
not badly, all the days of her life.
évepyel yap t¢ avdpl ayado movta Tov Blov
For she employs all her living for her husband’s good.

Like the Septuagint and the Vulgate, English translations
treat the perfect verb mn%r;: as if it were an imperfect,
making the translation either a present or future tense. Of the
thirty-eight verbs in 31:10-31, only six are in the imperfect
tense (A7 [11], X2/ [15], 7227 [18], RN [21], B;xh
[27], and ‘7‘?Uﬁﬂ [30]),** and one is in the imperative (10
[31]). Even the imperfect verbs may indicate past time for
actions which continued over a period of time (GKC 107°°).
The thirty-one verbs in the perfect or waw-consecutive
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definitely support the argument made in this study that the
poet had in mind a particular woman from his past, rather
than an imaginary model women for all times in the future.

The MT SJT&51 (= YRS “and not bad” became ¢
avdpL “to the husbaind,” in the Septuagint, reflecting a Vor-
lage with WJ&'?, with (1) a confusion ofa® and a®, (2) acon-
fusion of an ¥ and a ¥, and (3) the loss of the conjunctive 1.
Delitzsch (1920: 111 §109*and 119 §131) has cited other ex-
amples of such confusion.

Prov 31:14
ARMS NIR PR Mo APIRD AMT
She was like the ships of the merchant;
she brings her food from afar.
évéveto Woel vadc éumopevopnérn Lokpodey
ouvayel 8¢ altn/exvtng tov Blov/mAovtov

She is like a ship trading from a distance,
so she procures her livelihood/riches.

Codex Vaticanus and Sinaiticus' have attn tov Blov “her
livelihood” for the MT TT?QH% “her food,” but Codex Alexan-
drinus and Sinaiticus > have exvtng Tov mAouvtov “herriches.”
The former reflects a Vorlage with 115 or 119 215 for the
MT FrS. Reading the Sofmmbasa preposition is sug-
gested by the ‘[’DWIJ 35 2?71 “nourishment for your servant-
girls” (NRS, NKJ) in Prov 27:27. In light of Ecc 5:9, where
]mj “wealth” appears in parallel with 992 “silver,” the
mAovtov in Alexandrinus and Sinaiticus? probably reflects a
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Vorlage reading 131 15 “for her wealth” for the MT [Tam®
“her bread.”

The comparison with a merchant’s fleet was interpreted by
McKane (1970: 667) to mean “that she explores and exploits
the further possibilities of producing wealth on the basis of
the husbandry of her household.” However, when the com-
parison is overlooked, the statement clearly claims that she
imported food for her household, suggesting that there was
sufficient wealth in the royal household to buy international
gourmet food.

31:15
n712 T2 opm
TRII? P A% 0 nm
She arose while it was still night
and gave quality food to her household,
and daily rations to her maidens
Kel GvioToTaL €K VUKT@V
kel €dwker Ppwpate T6) Olkw Kol €pyw Talg
BepaTalvog
And she arose by night, and gave food to her household,
and tasks to her maidens.

The paired words P and )7 appear also in Prov 30:8,
P Dﬂ‘? 27787 “feed me with the food that is my por-
tion” (NAS).” Both words are very problematic. The 57,
meaning “to tear, rend, pluck” appears in Gen 37:33 where
Jacob cried, fO1" 57 77 “Joseph has surely been torn to
pieces.” 5|7 is a word more suited for the food of a lion, the
king of the jungle, than for Lemuel, the king of Massa.
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In the MT 31:15, 70 is without a doubt the cognate of
Arabic _a Jlo (tarif) “athing that is good [and recent or new
or fresh] . . . [or pleasing to the eye] of fruits and other
things”; and da :).Io (tarifat) “anything new, recent, or fresh

.. anything choice” (Lane 1874: 1845; KBS II: 380). Arabic
also attests the by-form 4 4_9 (turfat) “good feeding . . . good,
sweet, or pleasant food” (Lane 1863: 304). In light of the
interchange of the ¥ and the N in words like MU “to err”
and TY1 “to err,” and Hebrew 5@? but Arabic -5 (gatal)
“to kill,” there may well have been 78 /571 by-forms in
Hebrew meaning “fresh quality food.”

The P11 has more to do with something inscribed than
something ingested. Only secondarily does it have to do with
food allowances and rations, as in Gen 47:22, "N¥ 153&1
8P “and they ate their portion.” This ambiguity accounts for
the Septuagint’s épya “work,” the “task” in the NAS, RSV
and NRS, the “plan the day’s work” in the NLT—in contrast
to the “portions” in the KJV, NKJ, NAS, and NIV.

Prov 31:21
2u mErRS RIND
oy wa? Ao v
She does not fear for her family when it snows
for all of them are doubly clothed. (Scott)

bl ’ ~ b b4 e 3 \ bl ~
oL PpovTL(eL TAOV €V OlKkw O avnp oUTHC
Otav mou xpovi(n TavTeg
vop ol Tap’ adTfc évdLdlokovtal
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Her husband is not anxious about those at home
when he tarries somewhere
for all those with her are clothed.

The variants in the Septuagint reflect (1) a misreading of
the RN as XM, (2) a misreading of MT J‘?W “snow” as
‘7;!&7 “consort, spouse,” and (3) a doublet for the MT 7172
which became (a) év olkw and (b) xpovi(n, “he would de-
lay”—which was evidently a secondary misreading of the
N2 as 77122 McKane’s refusal to repoint the MT 23U
“scarlets ” as D?g@ “double” (followingthe Vulgate’s duplici-
bus and the Septuagints diooag [31:22] and Driver’s sugges-
tion [1947:11]) are puzzling. Multi-red colors don’t give
warmth against snow and the cold, but layered clothing does.
The quality of the clothing is not an issue since the double
layers of clothing could all be top quality. Quantity does not
preclude quality.

Prov 31:23
PIRIPTEY 3R AGYD CUEE VT
Her husband was known in the gates,
when he sits among the elders of the land. (RSV)
TepLlPAentog 8¢ yivetal év miAnLS O avnp adTHC
nvike &v kablom év ouvedplo
LETO TWV YEPOVTWY KATOLKWV TAC YAC
Her husband is admired round about in the gates,
when he sits in council
with the elder inhabitants of the land

The Septuagint interpreted the MT I2W2 “with his sit-
ting” as v ke dv kaBlon év ouvvedplw “whenever he sits in
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a sanhedrin/council.” In Exo 18:14, 2@: is the term for
Moses’ sitting to judge the people, and in Mal 3:3 for the
messenger of Yahweh who was to judge and purify the sons
of Levi. Kings “held court” by “sitting at the gate,” as in |
Kings 22:10, which speaks of Ahab and Jehoshaphat “sitting
(2°2W") on their thrones, arrayed in their robes, at the thresh-
ing floor at the entrance of the gate of Samaria” (NAS). Thus,
the royal lady’s husband does not go to the city gates to
lounge about or to shop, but to sit in judgement in a senate
(ovvedp lw) of the tribal elders.”” Thanks to the sterling char-
acter of the BTU'DW}S, her charities and beautiful household,
the prestige of her husband when in public and when in court
was greatly enhanced.

Prov 31:24
Mp1sh MmN M 9nm nnRy 19
she made and sold a linen garment to the merchant.
oLdovag émolnoer
kol amédoto TepLlWpate ¢ tolc XavavaloLg
She made fine linens,
and sold girdles to the Canaanites.

The Septuagint did not translate the MT 173N3 “she gave,”

and the 39332 was simply transliterated into the plural Xove.-
vatolg “Canaanites.” But, as noted in BDB (489) and Jastrow
(650), "3V32 was a proper noun which also carried the mean-
ing of “merchant, trader.”*® The Syro-Phoenician woman
(Zupodorvikioon in Mark 7:26) who asked Jesus to heal her
daughter was identified in Matt 15:22 as yuvn Xavavele. In
the Shem Tob Hebrew Gospel of Matthew (Howard 1995:



THE ROYAL LADY OF PROVERBS 31 177

74-75) she is identified as NI¥TNRMA N2 NIDID AONR
1912 “a Canaanite woman who came from the lands of the

East.” But if she was “from the East” she was not a
“Canaanite” because Canaan was the name given to land
west of the Jordan. So the “Syro-Phoenician” woman may
reallyhave been a “merchant lady from the East,” whose busi-
ness, though, may well have taken her to Syro-Phonecia. Like
the Septuagint translators before him, Mark may have

misunderstood the N'YID “merchant” in his Hebrew source

and simply updated the old name “Canaan” to the contem-
porary name of “Syro-Phoenicia.”

Prov 31:30a
=7 53m Py
Charm is deceitful and beauty is fleeting. (Scott)
Pevdelc apéokeLol
kel pdtatov kdAioc yuvetkoc™
False are desires-to-please
and vain the beauty of a woman.
McDaniel Translation
Infidelity is deceitful, and beauty is fleeting.

The stem 37T “to be gracious” appears in such names as
‘7&];1‘! “God is gracious” and 1117237 “Yahweh is gracious”
the latter of which became ‘Iwavvng in Greek and John in
English. Hebrew 1317 is the cognate of Arabic > (hann) “he
was merciful, compassionate, he became affected with a
yearning, longing, desire,” and -l> (handn) “mercy, pity,
compassion” (Lane 1865: 652—654; Wehr 1979: 244). There-
fore, it is quite surprising to have this quality labeled as a
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WPW “a lie.” Some commentators, like McKane (1970:670),
avoided the issue altogether, while others, like Scott (1965:
186), followed the Septuagint (apéokeial “a desire to
please”) and resorted to paraphrase, coming up with “charm,”
“fair looks,” or “favor.” A few translations have followed the
Vulgate’s gratia with “grace” or “gracefulness” (DBY, ASV).

In the immediate context of this verse, the MT 717 is
better derived from 1M, which was cited by Castell (1669:
1166) as the cognate of Arabic ., 35/ > (hwn / hdn) meaning
“decepit, nec fidua, perfidus, fraudavit.” Lane (1865: 826—
827) cited .= (hdna) as meaning “he was disloyal, false,
unfaithful, or he acted unfaithfully, perfidiously” and noted
the intensive epithets -,al> (4a°in) “unfaithful, disloyal,
false” and L5 (hd°inat) “very unfaithful . . . a surreptitious
look at a thing at which it is not allowable to look, or the
looking with a look that induces suspicion or evil opinion.”
This was the verb used in the Arabic translation of Num 5:12
and 27 in the London Polyglott of 1667, which deal with mar-
ital infidelity.” Thus, the Hebrew 111/ “infidelity” is the
word of choice for 30:31a, and it has nothing to do with
1M/ “grace, compassion,” aside from the fact that they
became confusing homographs in Hebrew.

It is difficult to relate the Septuagint’s adpéokerat “desires
to please” with either 177 “unfaithful” or J3M “graciousness.”
It is much more likely that yrevdelc apéokerat “false desires-
to-please” is a doublet reflecting the MT PU “a lie” and a
variant which was read as 72U /72U “comeliness, beauty,
seemly, to be pleasing.” In Theodotian’s translation of Dan
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3:32, 4:24, and 6:1, apéokev “to please” was used to trans-
late the Aramaic DU,

The yuvr) yap ouvetn edAoyeltol “for a wise woman is
blessed” in 31:30 comes from variant readings of the MT
bl .‘T@R. The evAoyettar reflects a double reading of
TOR (= yorn) as WX (= edroyeltar)—thanks to a con-
fusion of a T and a ™ (see Delitzsch 1920: 114, §116° for
examples). The ouvvetr) reflects a double reading of NN
(= $o6pov) and as NV (= ovverrn)—thanks to the con-
fusion of a =1 and a 7 (see Delitzsch 1920: 105-107, §104*
for examples), plus the aural confusion of the X and V.

Prov 31:31
T BpEs Moo
And let her works praise her in the gates.
kel oiveloBw év miAnLlg O dvnp alThg
And let her husband be praised in the gates.

The R n;x?r; 1Y “he was industrious” in I Kings
11:28 was translated in the Septuagint as avnp €pywv €éotiv,
rendering the Hebrew participle QY “one making” by the
noun gvmp “man, husband.” A similar liberty with the text
oceurs here in 31:31. By dropping the suffix [T of 1551
and the 12 nominal prefix of WY, the resulting WY was
read as a suffixed participle, much like the QY (with no
suffix) in I Kings 11:28. In this way the 10D “her works”
became (mis)read as 1YWY “her doer,” which was the basis
for the Greek 0 avnp «Otfic “her husband,” thereby making
the husband the one who received the public praise. Thus, the
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Septuagint interpreted 31:31 in light of its translation of 31:
23, where the well admired husband of the royal lady sits in
the sanhedrin (ka®lon év ouvedplw).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The two literary units of Proverbs 31 are 31:1-9, which are
a mother’s advice to her son, Lemuel (‘7&1?35 5 D]’W:ﬁ)
and 31:10-31, which are Lemuel’s words of praise (*73%
5&1?3 5) about his mother. Lemuel himself had nothing to say
in 31:1-9, “the words of Lemuel”—assuming he said
something—can only be the words of 31:10-31.

The royal lady was very anxious and emphatic that her son
prosper. She was also very protective of the royal assets, ad-
monishing her son not to squander his wealth and acquisitions
on female flatterers and liars who would give him only lip
service. Soberness, she admonished, was a requirement of the
crown. The king needed to adjudicate intelligently for both
rich and poor, and for both the royal family and the tribal
clans and confederates.

Although the 5"_!3'1'1@}5 has been traditionally interpreted
as “virtuous woman” (KJV) or “a good wife” (RSV) or “an
excellent wife” (NAS), the fociin 31:11-31 are not limited to
the lady’s virtuousness or to her relationship to her spouse.
While a husband is mentioned in verse 11,12, 23, 28, chil-
dren, maidens, and the whole household are mentioned in
verses 15, 21,27, 28. The words praising the D"™NUN could
have been written by a husband, son, or daughter.

In light of the introduction, “the words of Lemuel” (31:1),
there is a compelling reason to conclude that Lemuel said
something. If not 31:1-9, why not 31:10-31? If so, then
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Lemuel appreciated the way his mother treated his father, the
way she treated him and everyone else in the household. The
author was speaking out of experience— which explains why
thirty-one of the thirty-eight verbs in 31:10-31 are in the per-
fect tense or are waw consecutive imperfects with the force of
a perfect. Even the imperfect verbs can refer to the past re-
flecting what could, would, should or used to be done.*® The
author was not fantasizing about an ideal woman in the future
but was giving a eulogy about a family member—not his
wife, but his mother.

As the text now stands, the wisdom of Lemuel’s mother,
expressed as admonitions to her son in 31:1-9, are but a
prelude to his eulogy of her in 31:10-31. The two units could
well be reversed, with the prelude transformed into a post-
lude, illustrating the mother’s wisdom which had been
extolled already in the eulogy itself. The point is that Proverbs
31 is a literary unit, with Lemuel being the speaker in 31:
10-31 and his mother being the speaker in 31:1-9.

Once it is recognized that the 57[!'11@78 was aroyal lady,

the interpreter of this poem can readily appreciate her access
to power, wealth, and leisure which gave her the freedom

 to engage in entrepreneurial activities (13, 16, 18, 19, 24)
* to have an expensive and comfortable wardrobe (21, 22)

* to enjoy a physical fitness routine (17)

* to enjoy gourmet foods and international cuisine (14, 15)
* to contribute generously to charity (20)

* to have maids (probably to care for the children) (15)

But not all of the royal lady’s fine qualities and strengths
were dependant upon withdrawals from the royal treasury.
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Her astute managerial and business skills contributed to the
income of the royal household. She had an air of dignity, a
good sense of humor, transparent wisdom, practical skills,
and a kind spirit (25-26). She was not lacking in religious
commitment. She may have been the one who named the son
Lemuel/Lemoel, meaning “God made things right.” There
was a Torah of kindness which provided her with wisdom
(26), and she stood in awe of Yahweh (30).

However, Gous (1996: 38) noticed

The erotic is usually included in Ancient Near Eastern songs

about women, and may even play an important role in them’'

... Here there is no suggestion of it. . . . Moreover, there is

mention of children but no mention of child-rearing, This

makes one wonder: Why ignore aspects like this?
The answer could well be that Lemuel’s eulogy was occa-
sioned by the death of his mother, and any reference to the
erotic at such a time would not be expected. In a eulogy given
by a son the matter of child-rearing was addressed indirectly,
but effectively, by references to (1) the household in 31:15,
21,27,(2) “hersons” in 31:28, and (3) the “many daughters”
in 31:29. Nothing in the 31:10-31 precludes the poem’s hav-
ing been composed in memory of the ‘7‘_U'h(§7§_€.32

As Arabic cognates provided clues for unraveling the am-
biguities of Prov 30:1-5, which was written in a non Judean
dialect of Hebrew,” Arabic cognates have also provided
clarity in the interpretation of Prov 31:1-31, also written in a
non-Judean dialect which used 72 and ‘7’5@ for “son” rather
than 2. The old words from the Massa dialect which need to

be added to the new lexicons of Biblical Hebrew include:
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58 family, kith-and-kin (30:8)
777 acquisitions (30:3)
177 infidelity, faithlessness (30:30)
bem thought, imagination (30:10)
bam liberal, generous (30:10)
bam manager, managerial skill (30:10)
bam intelligent (30:10)
’-]5!'! ally, confederate, covenant bond (30:8)
AL good, fresh food (30:15)
5> word (30:8)
o rectify, restore, unite (30:1)
mmn flatterer, liar (30:3)
M) prosper, thrive (30:2)
WY riches, wealth (30:5)
558 son (30:11)

Fifty-three other Hebrew words in Proverbs 31 have already
been identified in current Hebrew lexicons as having Arabic
cognates. In my opinion there are actually sixty-eight words
with Arabic cognates that appear in chapter 31.**

By contrast, Wolters (1985: 577-587) argued for identify-
ing just one word, the ﬁ:aﬁB of 31:27, as a wordplay on the
Greek word codla, and on this basis concluded (1) “that
everything in the Valiant Woman’s sphere of action embodies
wisdom. . . . She personifies wisdom in both word and deed”;
(2) “that the song was probably composed sometime after
Alexander’s conquest, presumably in the third century B.C.”;
and (3) that “the author and the intended audience must have
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belonged to a sophisticated and highly literate milieu” for the
wordplay to have been understood. However, the Septuagint
translators were not sophisticated enough to understand the
alleged wordplay! They rendered MD“?U D8 as oteyval
dratpLpat “the ways-of-life were kept under cover/secret™’
as though B8 were a passive of M2Y, stem I, “to cover,
to overlay.” Moreover, Kennicott (1780: 477) cited the variant
perfect form 712X in manuscripts 30, 139,207, 224 and 264.

In my opinion, the editors who incorporated this poem into
the corpus of Israelite wisdom literature, as well as those who
read it early on, were sophisticated enough to understand the
non-Judean dialect of Hebrew used by Lemuel and his
mother— be they historical or fictional characters. But in time
knowledge of many words in the Massa dialect were for-
gotten. Many differences in the Septuagint can be clarified
only by the recovery of Hebrew lexemes through an appeal to
Arabic cognates. Many modern scholars have tried unsuc-
cessfully to interpret these difficult texts using only the
vocabulary of Judean Hebrew which has survived in rabbinic
recollection and literature.

Instead of being read as a hymn about wisdom incarnate,
Prov 31:10-31is best read as a eulogy by a son about his
mother. If it was composed after the death of Lemuel’s
mother, the hyperbole can be appreciated as an expression of
Lemuel’s grief. Lemuel’s exceptional mother may provide a
paradigm for hyperactive royal ladies who are immune to
sleep deprivation and are energized by entrepreneurial success
which permits them to contribute to the royal treasury, as well
as to withdraw funds from it. But mothers of kings were not
role models for the public to emulate, but simply to
appreciate. Lemuel’s royal mother, as Lemuel saw it, was in
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a class all to herself. Perhaps with his aunts and sisters in
mind and in earshot, Lemuel eulogized, “Many daughters
have done brilliantly, but you, [Mother], surpassed them all”
(31:29).

ADDENDA

Frequent appeals to Arabic cognates have been made to
clarify the ambiguities in Prov 30:1-5 (see note 32) and in
this study of Prov 31:1-31. A few more examples are noted
here to emphasize the benefits of looking at Arabic cognates
in order to understand some of the Septuagintal variants and
problematic words in the MT. These examples deal with
Prov 30:31, which speaks of “three things that are stately in
their stride, four that move with stately bearing.” The “mighty
lion which never retreats” was the first strident figure,
mentioned in 30: 30, after which appear

W DN P
Ny m:‘:x -[Bm

.. . the strutting cock, the he-goat,
and a king striding before his people. (RSV)
The Septuagint has a expanded text reading
KoL GAEKTWP EUTEPLTATOV OnAelale edjuyoc
Kol TPEYog MYoUperog aimoAlou
kol Booldele dnunyop@dv év €0vel
and a rooster strutting about boldly among the hens,

and the goat leading the herd;
and a king demagoguing before a people.

The MT 22012 27171 has been translated as “greyhound”

(KJV, ASV, NKJ ), “war horse” (BBE), gallus succinctus
“cock girded” (Vulgate, DRA), “vigorous cock” (NJB), and
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“strutting cock/rooster” (RSV, NRS, NIV, NIB, etc.). The
MT 977 can be related to Tt “strength, valor, belt, gar-
ments” and 177 “to be quick” or “to harness.” When used with
[=hblglm “loins,” the combination suggested something fast in
the hindquarters (like a greyhound) and/or something fast and
girded (like a war-horse or a gladiator) (Jastrow 412; BDB
267, 608).

But 717! also means a “starling” or a bird used for food
(Jastrow 412; Lane 1867: 1223). Thus the “rooster” and the
“hens”appeared in the translations. The MT Q112 was taken
to mean “strutting,” which would be the cognate of Arabic
s (tanaya), form V, meaning “he affected an inclining of
his body . . . from side to side and walked with an elegant and
proud and self conceited gait” (Lane 1863: 357). Ordinarily,
the Arabic ¢ became a § in Hebrew and a ¢ in Aramaic, but as
noted above, Proverbs 30 and 31 are in a dialect and mixed
forms can be anticipated. Thus, the Septuagint Vorlage had
B3N DI “strutting roosters” for the MT BN AT
“girded loins.” The aAéktwp “cock” and the ebyuyog “bold”
are a doublet for the @77, The OnAielaic “females, hens” and
the 1 yoUpevog atmoArlov “leading the herd” have no corres-
pondents in the MT.

The real crux of 30:31 has been the DHP%S in the phrase
MY DPOR TOMI. Scott (1965: 182) confessed that his
translation, “the king whom no man dare resist,” was only a
guess and conjectured, following Toy (1899), “Possibly the
fourth of those which stride proudly (vs. 29) is another animal
whose name is unknown or unrecognizable in the text as it
stands.” McKane (1970) has provided a convenient summary
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of a number of emendations and translations, including

- MYa P ‘7&3 “who like a god stands among his people”
(Ringgren 1947);

- MWy o7p 598 “a leader preceding his people” (Bewer
1948: 61);

. D‘IP'5§€ / DP'&‘? MY “against whom there is no rising up,
i.e., a king who is irresistible” (Driver 1951: 94, citing
Hitzig);

. ﬁ?DSJ"?!S 0P “standing over, i.e., at the head of his people”
(Driver, 1951: 94, citing Toy, Jdger, and Ewald; and
followed by McKane 1979: 664);

* “the mountain goat (ﬁpx) standing up in front of his
people” (Roth 1965: 20).

The consonantal MT can be retained if the D?P'?& is
divided to read 2P 5% and the BN is recognized as the cog-
nate of the Arabic J| (°@la) “he (a prince or commander, or
a king) ruled, or governed, his subjects; presided over their
affairs, as commander or governor; and did so well.” The
noun IU} (*iydlaf) means “government, rule,” and in form II
JT (’ala) signifies “the discovering, detecting, revealing,
developing, or disclosing, or the explaining, expounding, or
interpreting, that to which a thing is, or may be reduced, or
that which it comes, or may come to be”’( Lane 1863: 126).
This was certainly the meaning the Septuagint translator had

in mind when they translated 58 as dnunyopwv “dema-
goguing, orating” with all the body language that goes with it.
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The @2 of QP 5X is the cognate of Arabic ‘a}’é (gqawm)
“a people, or body of persons composing a community . .. a
company or body . . . of men, [properly] without women: or
of men and women together; for the e 45 (qawm) of every man
is his party, and his kinfolk, or tribe, sometimes including
women as followers . ..” (Lane 1893: 2996). The consonantal
MT, as re-divided, 1Y Q1P 5 '15?3'!, means “and a king
governing/demagoguing a tribe of his people.” A very similar
phrase appears in Arabic, namely, 4o 33_’ Jbse 5o (hit mi’yal
ligawmihi) “he is ruler, governor of his people” (Lane 1863:
128). The JL 4 (mii°ydl) is but a variant prefixed form of JT
(°dla) which equals 5&, and the psd (gawm) equals 2. In
Hebrew the aw diphthong of gawm would have contract to 6
so that DI should be read as @I. The MY “his people”
could well be a gloss on the rare (in Judean Hebrew) noun
DﬁP “people,” and if so would reinforce this proposed deriva-
tion.

Thus, the problems in these biblical texts turn out to be
more problems with the lexicons of Biblical Hebrew than
with the versions or the MT. Lexicons have yet to include
many lexemes which were known by the Septuagint trans-
lators—and survive in Arabic cognates—but were unknown
in rabbinic literature. With all the precautions noted by
Kaltner (1996) in mind, the recovery of a number of Hebrew
lexemes in this study by a careful appeal to the variants in the
Septuagint and Arabic lexicons may contribute to even better
lexicons of Biblical Hebrew.
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NOTES

1. The Septuagint’s kal defapevoc abrolg reflects a reading of
X3 as in Deu 33:3, 07271 XYY (= kol €d¢éEato GTO TGOV
A0ywr odtod “and he received from his words™) and Gen 50:17,
o R XD AP (= kel viv déful thY ddikiow “now
pleésé pardon the tranégression”). In Arabic the oy of the cognate
of XW) remains unassimilated. See McDaniel, “Surely There Is a
God: Proverbs 30:1-5,” pagel28, in Clarifying Baffling Biblical
Passages, available online at http://dani€l .eastern.edu/seminary/
tmcdaniel/CBBP.pdf.

2. The Septuagint’s ol €uol AdyoL elpnutal reflects a Vorlage
which was read as 53 15@; *227 “my words were spoken (by)
God,” with the inversion of the 5 and 1 of YX1MS and the inver-
ted word order of ‘['7?3 and the RWmn.

3. Note Scott’s (1965: 183) emendation and translation, “Words
[of advice] to a king acting foolishly.” This required reading

5&]‘? (from ‘7?5: “to be foolish”) for the MT ‘7?51?3‘?.

4. The use of three synonyms rather than a threefold repetition of
“prosper” is an accommodation here to English style.

5.In Gen 46:10 and Exo 6:15 the name appears as 581?Jj (TepinA/
Tepouni), providing another example of the confusion of ¥ and 3,
as well as ¥ and Y. For other examples of such confusion see
Delitzsch 1920: 103-105, §103*°and 111-112, §110°.

6. Compare Ben Yehudah’s suggestion (1920: 114) that “the con-
text demands some such significance as ‘Listen!” ‘Take heed!’
Such a meaning of L (ma) exists in Arabic.” This suggestion was
followed by McKane (1970: 408). But the numerous definitions of
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L (ma) cited in Lane (1893: 3016), Hava (1915: 705), and Wehr
(1979: 1042) do not include such a definition.

7. For the confusion of ©1/7 and 11, see Delitzsch 1920: 114 §116.

8. See the Greek texts of Job 20:15; 20:18; 21:7; 31:25; Psa 48:10
(MT 49:11); 61:11 (MT 62:11); 72:12 (MT 73:12); 75:6 (MT
76:6); Prov 13:22; and 31:29. Note also BDB 299, definition 3, for
other references.

9. Solomon’s harem of 3,000 women was more social than sexual.
It was a form of welfare for the wealthy. Many of the prospective
grooms for upper class Israelite maidens had lost their lives in
King David’s imperial adventures. Since there were not enough
royal officers to go around, available maidens were compensated
witharoyal “wedding” of sorts. Most maidens in Solomon’shharem
were probably childless neglected virgins as long as they lived.

10. See McKane (1970: 409) for other interpretations which relate
mm_zb to theroot 1M1 “to wipe out, destroy, exterminate” and the

]’:??:3 to ‘[‘??3 “counsel, advice” (BDB 576; Jastrow 760, 791).

11. Note the @11 which was translated as lov in Prov 4:10. For
other examples of the confusion of a® and 7 and a N and 17, see
Delitzsch 103-105, §103**, 107-108, §105*".

12. Note also Driver’s (1951: 194) summary of interpretations. The
meanings of the Arabic cognates _al> (halafa) and > (halafa)
required over 1,500 lines of text in Lane’s lexicon (1865: 627—628
and 792-799, providing the interpreter with many varied options.

13. A second cognate of ’-']LDH is > (halafa)—not to be con-
fused with _id> (halafa)—meaning “he came after, followed,
succeeded,” with the noun &> (halif) “successor, follower,
caliph” (Lane 1865: 792—799). This cognate was cited in BDB
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(322) and provided the basis for translating the ’-']15!'[ )32 as “those
who are passing away.” See McDaniel, “I Have Not Cometo Bring
the End,” pp. 305-306, in Clarifying Baffling Biblical Passages,
online at http://daniel .eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/CBBP.pdf

14. The feminine 4> (hilfat)is also attested. According to Simon
(1793: 564, citing Schultens), _al> (halafa) is the cognate of the
ni9 %M in Psa 55:19-20,
DYTON IRTY RDY NG nipth N
A2 Son rnbua » nby
There were no oaths of allegiance from them,*
and they did not fear God.

He stretched forth his hands in retribution;
they (plural with LXX) had profaned his covenant.

*See GKC 103" for reading M5 asa plural, and UT 425, #1337,
for reading 5 “from.”

15. Although KBS (321) cited f]'?ﬂ stem I, the cognate of Arabic
> (halaf)) “sharp, high coarse grass, a writing reed,” the _>
(halafa) meaning “to swear an oath, to establish a brotherhood, to
unite in a covenant” and the noun _al> (hilf) “confederacy,
league, covenant” are not mentioned in KBS, even though these
cognates were cited in earlier lexicons, like those of Castell (1669:
1255-1260) and Simon (1793: 564). The name Alphaeus in Matt
10:3 (TakwBoc 6 tod ‘AAdaiov) appears in Hebrew as ’5‘?!], in
Syriac as ,a\w (halpay), and in the Arabic as JJJ:- (halft). 1t can
be derived from this stem (Jastrow 457).

16. This "3V “rich” is not to be confused with 13 “poor” or 3V
“poor.” Given the frequent interchange of * and 1 in Hebrew roots,
the graphic similarity of ¥ and 1 in certain scripts, and the coales-
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cence in Hebrew of the gayin (&) with the ‘ayin (&), its is not sur-
prising that ) and 1) were so easily confused that *J3 dropped
out of usage and became lost to lexicographers. Once the shift was
made from the clarity of oral literature to the ambiguities of a writ-
ten literature which used a consonant-only orthography, the plague
of homographs resulted in the demise of many words from the
active vocabulary.

17. The Arabic cognate of M1 “to sing” is & (ganaya). It has
been recognized in the lexicons of Biblical Hebrew, along with sic
(‘anawa) “to be humble, submissive,” the cognate of 13V “poor,
meek.” The name of the Levitical singer *3¥ (LXX Qui), men-
tioned in I Chron 15:18, 20 and the Qere of Neh 12:9, was prob-
ably a Pu‘al perfect (‘unnay > ‘unné) meaning either “he was af-
flicted” or “he was enriched.” An afflicted Levite was unlikely to
have been appointed to the royal court or cult; whereas one who
“was freed from want” would have well qualified for such a posi-
tion. Thus, the lexeme ’JTSTJ “to be rich” was no doubt in use at that
time.

18. Most translations have avoided making David into a billion
dollar “pauper” by paraphrasing Y2 as

* “in my trouble” (KJV, RWB, WEB),

* “I have taken much trouble” (NKJ),

» “I have taken great pains” (NIV, NIB),

* “with great pains” (RSV, NRS, NAU, NAYS),

* “in my/mine affliction” (ASV, BBE, DBY),

* “I have worked hard” (NLT).
The *2)Y 2 was translated literally in the NJB as “poor as am” and
in the DRA as “in my poverty.” Curtiss (1910: 259) argued uncon-
vincingly, “possibly in Gn 31** and certainly in Dt 267, ¥ means
oppressive toil. . . . The parallel "112 502 [“with all my power”] in
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29* favours by my hard (or painful) labor.” In BDB (777) 1302
was paraphrased as “in spite of my frustration.”

19. The words "3V “poor” and "3V “rich” would not have been
confused in speech where their difference in sound would be a bit
analogous to the English words ‘a knee’ and “an eye.”

20. Lane’s definition of }} (°il/) reads in part, “Anything which has
a quality requiring it to be regarded as sacred, or inviolable . . .
relationship; or nearness with respectto kindred . . . A compact, or
covenant; or one by which a person becomes responsible for the
safety, or safekeeping of a person or thing, . . . a confederacy, or
league; syn. _al> (%ilf), a covenant between two parties by which
either is bound to protect the other.” This cognate is also the key
for properly understanding Jesus’ questions to Peter in John 21:
15-17. (See http://daniel .eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/CBBP
.pdf and view Chapter 33, pp. 360-363).

21. Liddell and Scott (1940: 128) defined avdpele as “manliness,
manly spirit” and the opposite of deLAto “timidity, cowardice.”

22. Although Szlos (2000: 102) noted the suggestions of Waltke
(1999) and Clifford (1999), Driver’s proposal went unnoticed.
Szlos concluded that “Military imagery is this poem comprises
55 ‘booty’ inv. 11, Som ‘power’ in v. 10 and 29, 1Y ‘might’ in
v. 25, and 2% ‘loins,” TV ‘might,” MYIAT ‘arms’ and V1R “to
strengthen’ in v.17.” For Szlos the military language, coupled with
metaphors of body parts and commercial vocabulary, depicted a
“woman of valor.”

23. There is nothing in MT for the 1} ToLhTn “such a (woman)”
nor the ke A v, which turns the “spoils” into “good spoils.”

24. Five of the six imperfect verbs could express modality when
speaking of past events, such as, “he would not lack” (11), “she
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used to bring” (15), “it would not go out” (18), “she would not be
afraid” (21); “she wouldnot eat” (27); and “she should be praised”
(30) (see GKC §107" ). The brief but important article by Joiion
(1922: 349-352) has, unfortunately, been ignored. Joiion called
attention to the fact that the Pehitta and the Targum generally
translated in the past tense. He noted further

D’autres traits indiquent que ce personnage n’est plus
vivant, L’éloge que font les fils et le mari (vv. 28-29) ne
peut guere s’adresser a une femme encore vivante. Les
mots du v. 25 elle a souri au dernier jour semblent bien
devoir s’entendre de la mort; de méme, au v. 12, les mots
tous les jours de sa vie supposent qu’elle a terminé ses
jours.

25. Compare also Gen 47:22; Ezek 16:27; and Job 23:12.

26. On the confusion of N and 7, see Delitzsch 1920: 108109
§105°.

27. Compare Gous (1996: 35) who stated, . . . paying no attention
to charm and beauty, and probably also not to child-rearing or
erotic aspects, and leaving her husband nothing to do but to sit in
the city gate praising her and being praised because of her”
(italics mine).

28. In the Baltimore dialect of English used in my childhood, the
name Arab (pronounced EH-raab) was used for the hucksters
selling fruit and vegetables from their horse-drawn carts. The name
“Canaanite” obviously had such a double meaning in Biblical
times. A shift in accentuation in old Hebrew may have distin-

guished the J¥32 “Canaanite” from the "1 J:} * “merchant.”

29. The yuvr) yap ovvetn edroyeltal “for a wise woman is blessed”
comes from variant readings of the MT NX7Y AWXR. The
evroyettal reflects a double reading of MWNR as yuvn and as
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evAoyeltal (=WNR)— thanks to a confusion of a /T and a 7 (see
Delitzsch 1920: 114, §116° for other examples). The ouvvetn
reflects a double reading of MR (= poPov) and as NPT (=
ouvvetn )—thanks to the confusion of a 1 and a 7 (see Delitzsch
1920: 105-107, §104** for examples). There was also the aural
confusion of the X and the J.

30. Compare Jotlion 1922: 349-352. See note 23.

31. Gous cited Wolters 1988: 451; Gottlicb 1991: 284, 287; Bren-
ner 1993: 129; and Bellis 1994: 196-197.

32. See the quotation of Joiion in note 23.

33. See McDaniel, “Surely There Is a God: Proverbs 30:1-5,” in
Clarifying Baffling Biblical Passages, available on the internet at
http://daniel .eastern.edu/tmcdaniel/cbbp-chapter15.pdf.

34, In a separate study of Jeremiah 31, twenty-eight of thirty-three
Hebrew lexemes in that chapter having Arabic cognates have
already been cited in standard Hebrew lexicons. See McDaniel,
Clarifying Baffling Biblical Passages, 159, 178—180, available at
http://daniel .eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/cbbp-chapter19.pdf.

35. See Liddell and Scott 1636, s.v. oteyroc and otéyw B, 111
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XII
THE “STRANGER WOMEN” OF PROVERBS

In Prov 2:1-11 71220 “wisdom,” 113131 “understanding,”
1372 “discernment,” NV “knowledge,” .‘T:Wﬁﬁ “erudition,”
and 7T “prudence” are listed as the antidotes

« against the 7 “evil,” N12DIN “perversities,” D WY “dis-
tortions,” and D‘ﬁ‘?]z “deviations” coming from those men
who walk in the ways of darkness (2:12—15), and

+ against deceitful and seductive women (ﬂﬁ'ﬁ) who, though
smart, are disgusting and blameworthy (m’ﬁ_;a ), having

forsaken their companions and having forgotten the cove-
nant of God. The houses of such women sink down to
death; and their paths lead to the shades from which none
return or regain the paths of life (2:16-19).

The feminine nouns 17T and 1717721] appearing in Proverbs
require careful attention. Whereas the masculine nouns?7 and
721 are translated as “stranger” or “foreigner”—without sex-
ual connotations—the feminine 17T and 1772) are given
very definite sexual nuances in many translations. A review
of'the following texts from Proverbs will demonstrate this dif-
ference (the key words are in bold).

Proverbs 2:16
L YN TR
TR IR M

To deliver you from the immoral woman,
From the seductress who flatters with her words. (NKJ)
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Saving you from the wife of another,
from the adulteress with her smooth words. (NAB)
700 pokpay o€ Tolfioet amo 0800 €DBelog
Kol GAAOTPLOV TAC SLkalog YYWUNG
to remove you far from the straight way,
and to estrange you from a righteous purpose.

Proverbs 5:3
m1 mRR mebn np) 03
mIM R Pom

For the lips of a strange woman drop honey,
And smoother than oil {is} her mouth. (YLT)

The lips of an adulteress drip with honey,

and her mouth is smoother than oil. (NAB)

LEAL YOp QTOOTO(EL ATO YELAEWV YUVOLKOG TOPVNC
N TPOC Kalpov ALTalvel o0V dapuyyw
for honey drops from the lips of a harlot woman,
who for a season pleases your palate.

Proverbs 5:10
21 M3 IR NS 0N wawTR
Lest aliens be filled with your wealth,

And your labors go to the house of a foreigner. (NKJ)

Tvo un mTAnoddoLy aAidTtpLol ofic Loyvog
ol 6¢ ool TOvoL eig olkoug aALOTPLWY €LoéABWaLY

Lest strangers be filled with thy strength,
and thy labors come into the houses of strangers.

Proverbs 7:5
TPOMT TIRN DM T TN TR

That they may keep you from an adulteress,
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From the foreigner who flatters with her words. (NAS)
That they may keep you from the immoral woman,
From the seductress who flatters with her words. (NKJ)
That they may keep you from another’s wife,
from the adulteress with her smooth words. (NAB)
o oe Tnpnon amd yuvalkog AAAOTPLAG Kol TOVNPEC
éav o€ AdyoLg TOTg TPOC YapLy EuBaintal
that she may keep you from the strange and wicked one,
if she should assail you with flattering words.

Proverbs 11:15

I 277D pITIM

M2 OWPn NI
He is in a bad way who becomes surety for a stranger,

but he who hates giving pledges is safe.
TOVNPOGC KAKOTOLEL OTaY OULPUELEN SLkolw
nLoel 8¢ fyov aodarelog
A bad man does harm wherever he meets a just man:
and he hates the sound of safety.

Proverbs 14:10
Wy A YT 2%
Rl Tl algialim
The heart knows its own bitterness,
and no stranger shares its joy.

kapdile avdpog alodnTikn Avmnpa YuyTm «OTol

O0tar 8¢ eVdppalvnTal ovk €mipelyvuvtal UPpeL
the heart of a man is perceptive his soul is sorrowful;
and when he rejoices, he has no fellowship with pride.
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Prov 20:16
3972 IR
TRIT (7723 £7793 T
Take the garment of one who is surety for a stranger,
And hold it as a pledge when it is for a seductress. (NKJ)

Proverbs 22:14

ou ['5@7]'%5‘, MM oW MY R PRy M

The mouth of the adulteress is a deep pit;
he with whom the LoRD is angry will fall into it. (NAB)
BOBpoc PabUC 0TOUK TaPAVOLOU

0 6¢ pLomBelg VO Kuplov éumedeltal €l wVTOV

The mouth of a transgressor is a deep pit;
and he that is hated of the Lord shall fall into it.

Proverbs 23:33
ﬂﬁ'ﬁ R 1D
niSenn 127 927
Thy eyes shall behold strange women,
and thy heart shall utter perverse things. (DRA)
ol 0pOuApol oov Otow LdwoLy arrotpiov
70 OTOUK OOV TOTE AMATIOEL OKOALK

Whenever thine eyes shall behold a strange woman,
then thy mouth shall speak perverse things.

Proverbs 27:2
TORUONY 7123 TR T 5T
Let another praise thee, and not your own mouth,
A stranger, and not your own lips.
EYKWULOLETW 0€ 0 TEAXG Kol U1 TO 00V OTOMW
QGAAOTPLOC Kol WM TO 00 yelAn
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Let your neighbor, and not your own mouth, praise you;

a stranger, and not your own lips.

Proverbs 27:13

MPaT 51 T T 27D AR
Take his garment when a stranger has been surety,

and for a strange woman pledge it.

aderod TO atiov adtod mapfiAfer yap UPBPLOTNG

00TLC TO GAAOTPLO AUUaLVETOL

Take away the garment for a scorner has passed by

whoever lays waste another’s goods.

These English translations of M7 include (1) “strange,
stranger, foreigner, alien,” and (2) “seductress, immoral
woman, adulteress, harlot, another’s wife.” The translations
of M2 (1) include “stranger, strange woman, foreigner,”
and (2) “seductress, adulteress, and immoral woman.”

In the Septuagint there is a much wider range of meanings
for 777, including

2:16
5:3
5:10
7:5
11:15
14:10
22:14
23:33
27:2
27:13

€V0elag “straight” (a different Vorlage ?)
Yuvaikog mopvng “harlot”

aArOTpLoL “‘stranger, another”

arrotplog “stranger, another”

dikalw “righteous man” (a different Vorlage ?)
UBpeL “pride”

Tapavolov “transgressor”

arrotplov “strange woman”

mérag “neighbor”

UBpLoTng “scorner”
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The MT 17721 was rendered a bit more consistently as

2:16  8iwkaleg “righteous” (a different Vorlage ?)
5:10 aAAoTplwy “stranger, another”

7:5 movnpag “wicked”

27:2 aAAOTpLOG “stranger, another”

27:13  aAAOTpLa “stranger, another”

The plural N1"2) 0°W, which does not appear in Proverbs,
isregularly translated as yuvatkeg airotplog “foreign wom-

en”—like the masculine singular 77 and *723—without any
sexual connotations. Fair questions fo consider are “Whyhave
the feminine singular 77T and 17721 been translated as “im-

moral woman, adulteress, harlot” rather than simply as “stran-
ger, foreign (woman)?” and “Do these translations reflect a
chauvinist bias?”

THE DERIVATION OF 71 / ‘-ﬁl
The lexicons recognize three independent stems for 737,

» Stem I “to be strange” from the perspective of the person,
the family, or the land, with the Arabic cognate s ;/ Ol
(zyr/zdra) “to honor as a visitor or guest,” and JSU (za’ir)
“visitor”; and the Akkadian cognate za/e’iru “hostile”
(BDB 288; KBS I: 279; CAD XXI: 97-99).

« Stem II “to be loathsome,” with the Arabic cognate ,I>
(ddra) “to distain, to be adverse” (BDB 288; KBS I: 267).

 Stem III “to press down and out,” with the Arabic cognate
) (zayyara) “to twist” (BDB 288; KBS I: 267).

Missing from the lexical notices is any reference to the
Arabic ) j (zir) “a lie, falsehood, untruth, what is false or



202 THE “STRANGE WOMEN” OF PROVERBS

vain,” as in the phrases <S5 j (zawwar kalamhu) “he em-
bellished his speech with lies” and LIS ) 5) (zawwar *al-
kadiba) “he embellished the lie” (Lane 1867: 1268). Castell’s
definition (1669: 1034) included “Mentitus fuit, adornavit
falsum quid, adulteravit; Testimonium irritum reddidit, men-
dacci arguit.” Also missing is any notice of 5 j (zéir) “judg-
ment, intellect, intelligence,” which is especially significant
in view of the fact that in Proverbs this 77T “intelligent lady”
competes with 121 “Lady Wisdom” for the attention and
obedience of the “sons” being instructed.

Although JSU (za@’ir) “visitor” was cited in the lexicons, the
notices have been too brief to be of any benefit for clarifying
the use of 17T in Proverbs. A closer look reveals that - ;
(zir) means “a visitor of women, a man who loves to
discourse with women, and to sit with them and to mix with
them, so called because of his frequent visits to them; or who
mixes with them in vain things . . . with or without evil.”

A woman was also called a - j (zir), as in the expression
& 15 3l Cimra’at zir rijal) “a woman who loves to in-
teract with a man” (Lane 1867: 1269). Wehr (1979: 449)
defined 2 j (zir) as “a ladies’” man, a philanderer” (= ¢LAo-
yUvaiog “lover of women”). Thus, a 7171/777 (for the MT
1) would be the equivalent of the Greek ¢iiavdproe/
dLAMvwp “a lover of men.” The feminine = (zir) differed
from the e (maryam) because the latter term meant “a
woman who loves the discourses of men but does not act viti-
ously or immorally, or commit adultery or fornication” (Lane
1867: 1204).

Thus, the Hebrew 177, like its Arabic cognate, had layers
of meaning which mayrequire a paraphrase to do justice to all
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of the shades of meaning. Although some translate 777 ﬂ@'x
as “another’s wife”—as if the text read 77 n@}f—the ex-
pression actually means “an intelligent but deceptive female
who loved to lie fo men and to lie with men.” She need not
have been a stranger or foreigner; nor did she have to be
married. Although the term 17177 ﬂ@& may have contributed
to post-exilic Jewish xenophobia, it was probably a case of
coincidental homographs which permitted 177 to be con-

sistently interpreted as “stranger” while the other meanings,
which survived in Arabic, became lost in post-exilic Hebrew.

THE DERIVATION OF "723/71772]

The lexicons recognize the following two stems for 723,
which could possibly be related to each other,

» Stem I “to regard, to recognize,” with the Arabic cognate
55 (nakara) “to be shrewd” (BDB 648, 1125).

» Stem II “foreign, alien,” with the denominative verb “to act
or treat as foreign,” with the Arabic cognate JL (nakara)
“to be bad, evil” and the Akkadian cognate nakaru “to be
hostile, to be at war, to become estranged” (BDB 648; KBS
699-700; CAD XI: 165; and GKC 86" for the noun form).

A check of the Arabic lexicons shows that JL (nakira)
meant “it was disapproved, or bad, or evil, abominable, or
foul, or disallowed” ; and the noun JKM (munkar) was used in
epithets for “any action disapproved, or disallowed, by sound
intellect, or deemed or declared thereby, to be bad, evil, hate-
ful, foul, abominable, ....” (Lane 1893: 2848-2851). Wehr
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(1979:1170-1171) cited SS| (°ankar) “vile, reprehensible,
abominable, disgusting” and JLJ, (munkar) ‘“disowned,
disavowed, disapproved, forbidden.”

Missing from the lexical notices is any reference to the
Arabic JL (nakir and nakur) “possessing cunning; or intelli-
gence mixed with cunning and forecast . . and [simply] intel-
ligent, or skillful and knowing, and so applied to a woman”
(Lane 1893: 2850). The opposite meaning of “ignorance” can
also be expressed by the feminine noun S)L (nakarat), as in
the expression concerning a male, BJL &3 (fihi nakarat) “in

him is ignorance.” The cognate JS (nakur) “intelligence,
knowing” is as significant for the interpretation of 17721] as
is )9 (zuir) “intellect, intelligence” for the interpretation of
7T “intelligent lady.” Thus informed by cognates, it appears
that the 77723, while smart, was not good. She could be like
the serpent in the garden of Eden, whose 237D “prudence”
turned out to be nothing more than shrewdness and cunning.
The 17723 “lady of intellect” also competed with MR220

“Lady Wisdom” for the attention and obedience of the “sons”
being instructed.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

According to Proverbs the choices facing Israelite young
men were either to follow Lady Wisdom or to follow the
man-loving “Ladies of Intellect” (PN171) and the “Ladies with
Intelligence” (m’WDJ) who have only sex on their minds and
seduction in their speech Such a licentious, lacivious, pro-
miscuous, wanton lady could be a foreigner' (but need not be
for 11" and 11T have other meanings), or a harlot * (called
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a M in 7:10), or an hierodule’ (both sacrifice and vows are
mentioned in 7:14), or an adulteress (a husband is mentioned
in 7:19).* In good Lucianic style all of these possible roles
could be combined, making the lady a married foreign
hierodule who got paid for her extramarital affairs with
Israelite youth in her devotion to Aphrodite or Ishtar or
Astarte. However, it seems wisest to permit the instructions
to reference any number of different women with various
social, marital, geographical, and religious affiliations.

McKane (1970: 311-341) provided a helpful summary of
the debate over the cultic interpretation of Proverbs 5 and 7.
Without entering the debate, I simply note that these chapters
in Proverbs do not deal with a fertility cult! There is far too
much death associated with the "2 and 777 for any
sexual contact to have been focused on fertility. The
following verses illustrate how frequently the (sexual) contact
with the MY72) and 17T were associated with dying, death,
and Sheol.

* 5:5 “her feet go down to death; her steps follow the path to
Sheol”; the Septuagint reads, “For the feet of folly lead
those who deal with her down to the grave with death . . .”;

* 5:9 “lest you give your vigor to others and your years to the
merciless”;

* 5:10 “lest strangers take their fill of your strength, and your
labors go to the house of an alien”;

* 5:14 “I was at the point of utter ruin in the assembled con-
gregation”;

» 7:22 “all at once he follows her, as an ox goes to the
slaughter”;
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7:23 “he does not know that it will cost him his life”;

7:26 “For many are the victims she has cast down, And
numerous are all her slain”;

» 7:27 “Her house is the way to Sheol, going down to the
chambers of death”;

* 0:18 “But he does not know that the dead are there, that her
guests are in the depths of Sheol.”

McKane suggested (1970: 341) that

. . . the mythology of the Canaanite god Mot [Death] ex-
ercises some influence on the construction of this figure of
the woman as a way of death. To be led away by desire for
her is to take the road to Sheol and to arrive at a point of no
return. This is a deviation from the way oflife which does not
admit of subsequent correction; it is a commitment to death
and there is no way back to a safe road (v. 25).

The appeal to myth in the ancient world produced answers to
question about life and death which today are answered by
medical science and competent pathologists. When promis-
cuous sexual activity, such as that addressed in the father’s
instruction to his sons, is identified with death and Sheol, it
suggests epidemics of sexually transmitted diseases which in
the past were as deadly as AIDS is in the present. To avert
possible premature death, Lady Wisdom required abstinence
from promiscuity, whereas Dame Folly permitted passionate
liaisons with the N1 /M177, “the lying ladies wanting to be
laid,” and the m*j;;, “the shrewd strange or estranged for-

bidden females.” Whereas Lady Wisdom would sustain life
through covenantal relationships, Dame Folly would fell the
foolish through indiscriminate sexual activity.
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The association of death and Sheol with the 1923 in these
scattered texts in Proverbs may have been the source for the
names given to two angels who, according to Islamic tradi-
tions, interrogate in the grave the newly dead. The angels are
Munkar (= 0231) and Nakir (= M2)), and their function is to
prop the deceased upright in the grave and ask “Who is your
Lord? Who is your Prophet? What is your Book?” Depending
upon the answer given the deceased enters Paradise or is cast
into hell.” These names are not in the Qur°an but in tradition.
Wensinck, writing on “Munkar wa-Nakir” in the Encyclope-
dia of Islam (7: 576—577) stated, “The origin of the names is
uncertain, the meaning ‘disliked’ seems doubtful. . . . Ap-
parently these names do not belong to any old stock of
tradition.”

But it seems most unlikely that the association of the 17722

in Proverbs with death and Sheol and the association of
Munkar and Nakir with death and hell is just coincidence. If
there is a connection, it would support my argument that
¥923/7122 had multiple levels of meaning and “stranger
woman’ need not be interpreted as a metaphor for an adul-
tress. Likewise, 7T /7171 had multiple layers of meaning, from
“foreign” to “philanderer,” from “false” to “intelligent.”
While some scholars have explained the “stranger ladies” in
Proverbs by looking at the cult, greater success has come by
looking at the cognates.

NOTES

1. Maxim 9 of the Wisdom of Ani, cited by Ringgren (1947: 135)
explicitly warns against the foreign woman. It reads

Beware of the woman from abroad
whom nobody knows in the town . . .
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A woman whose husband is far away,

says every day to you:

“I am beautiful” when she has no witnesses . . .
This is a crime worthy of death.

2.Ringgren (1947: 136—137) cited the following Akkadian parallel

Do not take a harlot, whose husbands are multidudinous,
an Ishtar priestess who has been devoted to a god,

a hierodule whose speech is abundant.

In thine adversity she will not lift thee up,

in thy conflict she will be ridiculing thee.

Reverence and humility are not with her.

If she comes into the house, lead her therefrom;

upon the track of a stranger let her attention be turned.

This was first published in Proceedings of the Society of Biblical
Archaeology (1916) 38: 105ff.

3. See above, note 2, where reference is made to both the harlot
and the hierodule.

4. Ringgren (1947: 135) cited the following lines from the /nstruc-
tions of Ptahhotep:

.. . beware of approaching the women . . .
A thousand men have been led aside from their good,
a man is but mocked by their glistening limbs . . .
death is the penalty for enjoying it

In Pritchard’s ANET (1955: 413), Wilson provided the following
translation of a larger segment of this text which makes it quite
clear that concern was about sexual contact with a woman in the
household, not a foreign woman.

If thou desirest to make friendship last in a home to which
thou hast access as master [variant: ‘as a son’], as a
brother, or as a friend, into any place where thou mightest
enter, beware of approaching the women. It does not go
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well with the place where that is done. The face has no
alertness by splitting it [variant translation: ‘he who has a
wandering eye for the women cannot be keen’]. A thou-
sand men may be distracted from their (own) advantage.
One is made a fool by limbs of fayence, as she stands
(there), become (all) carnelian. A mere trifle, the likeness
of a dream—and one attains death through knowing her.
... Do not do it—it is really an abomination—and thou
shall be free from sickness of heart everyday As for him
who escapes from gluttony for it, all affairs will prosper
with him .. ..

5. When the Muslim responds correctly he will be shown the place
reserved for him in Hell and then informed that Allah has ex-
changed it for a place in Paradise. An infidel, lacking the correct
answers, will be hit with iron instruments between his ears and
then shown what could have been his place in Paradise—after
which he is thrown into Hell.



XIII

SEVEN PROBLEMS IN
ISAIAH 8:1-15

INTRODUCTION

The seven problems for translators and exegetes of Isaiah

8:1-15 include four lexical difficulties, one scribal error of
confusing a 77 and a 7, and two cases of words and verses
which have ‘migrated’ from their original position in the text.
The two phrases in Isa 8:1-15 which must be restored to their
former places are

The MT ﬁﬂ:i??_ij']m 1"377PR “with Rezin and the son
of Remaliah” in 8:6, which must be restored to 8:4, so that
the text reads, «. . . the wealth of Damascus and the spoil of
Samaria—along with Rezin and the son of Remaliah—will
be carried away before the king of Assyria.”

Verses 14—15, “And he will become a sanctuary (?) and a
stone of offense and a rock of stumbling to both houses of
Israel . . . ,” must be restored to the end of 8:8, with the

subject of the verb 12717 being the king of Assyria who is
mentioned in 8:7 (see below).”

The four words in Isa 8:1-15 which are problematic are the

the WIWM “rejoicing” in 8:6, the 1°"DID “its wings” in 8:8, the
W7 “be terrified” in 8:9, and the WP “sanctuary” in 8:14.
However, by looking at Arabic cognates of these four words
contextually appropriate definitions and translations become
available, requiring only the emendation of the one = to a ™
in 8:14.
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A PREFERRED READING
FROM THE SEPTUAGINT

The second of these three words, the 1°232 “its wings” in
8:8, appears to reference the breadth of the flooding of the
Euphrates. However, it appears in the Septuagint as Topep-
BoAr, meaning “a fortified camp, barracks, an enclosure.”
The relevant line from 8:8 reads,

TWIMT NOB RS M MM
and it will become the stretchings of its wings
the filling of the breath of your land
kol €otal 1) moperBoAn adtod Wote TANPRONL
10 TAATOG THC YWpag oovu,
and his camp shall thus fill the breadth of thy land.

Hatch and Redpath (1954:1068) did not identify the MT
1"D1D as the text behind this Greek translation. Commenta-
tors, such as Gray (1912:148), Clements (1980: 97) and Blen-
kinsopp (2000: 241), ignored the Septuagint translation of the
verse. However, the Greek translators were obviously aware
of a meaning of F]32 in Biblical Hebrew which was lost in
post-Biblical times— though its cognate survived in Arabic.’
The Arabic verb S (kanafa) “to guard, to protect, to pro-
vide with an enclosure” and the noun S (kanaf’) “shelter,
fold, protection, wing, aegis” (Lane 1893: 3004; Wehr, 1979:
988; Castell 1669: 1760 [cinxit, custodivit, protexit, circum-
texif]) correspond perfectly with the Greek Tapepfoin “a
fortified enclosure, camp.” In light of this Arabic cognate, the
Septuagint provides the best interpretation of the 1¥932 in 8:8.
Thus, the paraphrase of 1"BJD as “its branches” (Blenkinsopp
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2000: 240), when speaking of the river rather than the king,
is unnecessary; and the objection of Clements (1980) that
The sudden transition to the imagery of a bird with out-
stretched wings is awkward and unanticipated, with most
modern commentators it should be regarded as a later
addition . . .
cannot be sustained.” Moreover, Irvine’s (1990: 193) inter-
pretation that “The words to Immanuel depict Yahweh as a
great bird . . . [and] the temple iconography is probably the
source of Isaiah’s metaphor” can be readily dismissed since
he had to reach back thirty-one words in the Hebrew text
skipping over the masculine nouns 7773 and 7(7?3 —to reach
the ’;'725 for the antecedent of the suffix of 1"232 “its/his
wings.” ' '
FROM “REJOICING” TO BEING
“BARELY VISIBLE”

By appealing to the Arabic cognates of the three other prob-
lematic Hebrew words in Isa 8:1-15, clarification becomes

immediately available. Consider next the W in Isa 8:6,

which has been variously translated as

» “rejoice” (KJV, NKJ, NIV, NIB, NLT, YLT, WEB, RWB,
and the Syriac < (hada®) being the basis for Lamsa’s
“rejoice”).

* “melt in fear” (RSV, NRS)

* “tremble” (NJB)

» “to take up” (DRA, Vulgate adsumptsit)

 “desires to have . . . a king over you” (LXX BouieoBaL
Exewv ... PaoLAée €p’ VUGDY).
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Fullerton (1924) and Sweeney (1993) have provided sum-
maries of the varied scholarly interpretations of this Wi
(which is followed by the direct object sign R or the preposi-
tion “with”), beginning with Kimhi and Gesenius who read it
as a construct noun or a verbal noun with the force of a finite
verb, meaning “they [many in Judah] will rejoice with them
[Rezin and ben Remaliah].” However, a number of scholars
opted to emend the MT WL “and rejoicing” to D101 “and
dissolving, melting, fading away,” or “gently,” including
Hitzig (1833), Bredenkamp (1887), Procksh (1930), Wild-
berger (1972), Schoors (1972), Clements (1980), and Kaiser
(1983). Honeyman (1944) emended the 212121 to 1WA (from
YN “to draw up”), to convey the idea that Judah’s water
bucket “drew up” the dangerous kings Rezin and Pekah. A
number of other commentators dismissed WIWMY as a gloss,
including Schroeder (1912), Fullerton (1924), and Dietrich
(1976). But Irvine (1990: 187) cautioned, “Without textual
evidence to the contrary, however, the Masoretic text should
be retained and the historical background understood accor-
dingly.”

Auret (1990: 112—-113) and Sweeney (1993: 46-52) like-
wise rejected all proposed emendations and claims about
glosses. In order to accommodate the MT @01 “rejoicing,”
Auret argued for a change of assumptions about the historical
setting, shifting it from the time of the Syro-Ephraimite war
(735 B.C.E.)—when no Judean would have rejoiced with
Pekah or Rezin—to the time of Tiglath-Pileser III (732
B.C.E.). Auret stated,

With the overrunning of Aram and the Northern King-
dom by the invading troops of Tiglath-Pileser III, it
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requires no major feat of the imagination to picture the

satisfaction and joy of Ahaz and his court. . .,
permitting his translation of 8:6 to become

Because these people rejected the calm waters of Shiloah

and rejoice in (implicit: the face [sic] of the destruction

of' ) Rezin and the son of Remaliah . . ..
Thus, Auret emended only the context, but not the text.
Instead of rejoicing with Rezin and Pekah, the Judeans ad-
dressed in 8:6 actually rejoiced with the destruction of the two
kings, a fait accompli.®

By contrast, Sweeney rightly argued that the MT W0
“rejoicing,” lies behind the R UANR “they preferred / de-
lighted in,” found in Targum Jonathan. But with less success,
he argued that the Septuagint’s BoUAeoBaL €xeLy . . . froLAén
éd’ DUy, “desires to have . . . a king over you,” corresponds
to a verbal understanding of MT W1 as “delight in” or
“choose.” But to the contrary, the Greek €yeLv . . . BruoLAén
reflects the identification of the MT WM with the Hebrew
stem W which was the cognate of the Arabic g / wlw
(saws/sas) “he ruled, he governed, he became head, chief,
commander” (Lane 1872: 1465; Wehr 1979: 514), providing
another example of the Septuagint translators’ knowledge of
rare words in Biblical Hebrew which became lost in post-
Biblical and rabbinic Hebrew. Moreover, the Bo0AcoBxL “to
desire” was probably atranslation of the MT PR, which must
have appeared in the Vorlage of the Septuagint with full spell-
ing as NN\ and was read as the construct of 1IN “desire.

Similar to Auret’s changing the historical context of Isa
8:6 to a time when the people of Judah could be expected to
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rejoice over the demise of Rezin and Pekah, Sweeney opted
to interpreted Isa 8:6 in the light of Isa 66:10—14, which also
speaks of overflowing streams and of people rejoicing (1A
and 10°W ), coupled with the use of MY with these two verbs,
like the PN WWWD in 8:6.” His conclusions (1993: 49-50)
that . . . . there is no secure alternative to the reading iim ‘$0$
in Isa. 8.6,” and “the reading [of WWWI:N] may appear awk-
ward, but it must stand,” can be sustained—but for different
reasons and with different definitions than those found in
Sweeney’s study.

The MT 20" is the Hebrew cognate of the Arabic adjec-
tive _wslie / d:))[:a.o (musawis | musawis) which Lane (1872:
1618) defined as “water hardly to be seen, by reason of its
remoteness [ from the surface of the ground] or its paucity and
the depth to which it has sunk.”® The vocalization of the MT

LI needs to be repointed as WL or V1WA and read in
conjunction with the four words which precede it rather than
the four word which follow it, so that the entire phrase reads
as LMY BRS 02500 mbw M, “the waters of Shiloah

that ﬂow gently and are barely visible,” with the “barely”
focusing on the paucity of the water and the “visible” focus-
ing on its partial invisibility.’

It is well known that (1) some sections of the aqueduct
from the Spring of Gihon to the Pool of Siloam were covered
with slabs, while other parts of the channel were underground
due to higher rock levels; and (2) the water which gushed
from the Spring of Gihon was sometimes scarce, but always
sporadic (gushing out of the spring only twice a day at the end
of the dry season, but four to five time a day after a rainy

season). The MT W1, like its Arabic cognate, referenced
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both the paucity of the water and its being scarcely visible at
certainplaces and at certain times. Another hint of the Shiloah
aqueduct’s being partially covered appears when it recognized
that RS “gently” (i.e., 5 plus BR) is a homograph of the
stem w:s‘; “to cover” (which in Modern Hebrew also means

“to speak softly, gently”). The imagery of the “gently flowing
and barely visible waters of Shiloah” presents quite a contrast
to the imagery of the conspicuously surging and overflowing
Euphrates.

THE AMBIGUITY OF 19 IN ISAIAH 8:9

The identification of the stem of MT Y7 has proven to be
quite controversial. While no one has read it as the imperative
of (1) U7 “be bad!” or (2) NY7, (stem I) “be shepherds!”
or (3) MY (stem III) “be desirous!” three other stems were
recognized in the various translations and commentaries,
namely,

« NY7 (stem II) “to associate with” (the Vulgate’s con-
gregamini, followed by KJV, NRS, WEB, RWB, DRA,

YLT)"

« D7 “to break” (NKJ, RSV, NAV)
« U1 “to shout” (NIV, NIB)."

The Septuagint’s yvidte “know ye” reflects a Vorlage with
7 for the MT V7, and has been followed by Gray (1912:

149), Kaiser (1972: 115), and Blenkinsopp (2000: 239). But
contextually it does not appear to have been the original
Hebrew reading. In contrast, the Syriac text reads asa (zii %)

“quake, quiver, totter, tremble” (Payne Smith 1903:113),
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which obviously does not reflect any of the six definitions
cited in the paragraph above. A seventh definition must be
added to the list to accommodate the reading of the Peshitta,
namely 17 (stem II) “to be frightened, to tremble with fear.”
It is the cognate of the widely attested Arabic €50 / &I y(rac
/rd¢) “he was frightened, it affected his heart [r °] with fear,
fright,” and the nouns &) o/ de4 y(raw*/raw‘at) “fright, fear”
(Castell 1669: 3552, territ, timor, timuit; Lane 1867:1187—
1189; Wehr 1979: 426). This seventh definition of 19 “to
tremble with fear” is the perfect parallel for the imperative
AT “be dismayed, scared, terrified” which follows. It is ob-
vious that the Syriac translator knew of this rare Hebrew word
which became lost in rabbinic Hebrew but survives as a cog-
nate in Arabic.

Unfortunately, the Peshitta text of 8:9 was ignored by Gray,
Kaiser, Clements, Irvine, Blenkinsopp, and others, but was
recognized by Wildberger (1991: 349) only to be dismissed
because it “does not establish a parallel to ™R (gird
yourselves) and 113 8D (forge a plan).” Wildberger was
apparently unaware of the Arabic cognate cited above; but
with that cognate now in focus, his conclusion is unaccep-
table.

The Vulgate translated the repeated 17X DiT in 8:9b in two
different ways. The first one became confértdmini “strengthen
yourselves” and the second one became accingite vos “gird /
prepare yourselves.” This reflects the same semantic range of
9N in Hebrew as that found in Arabic, where )i (Cazara)
means (1) “he aided, assisted, helped, strengthened him” and
(2) “he clad, covered, girded him” (Lane 1863: 52-53; Wehr
1979: 17). The Targum’s repeated 1220X “to strength one’s
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self” reflects the fact that the Biblical 7TX had a semantic
range comparable to that of its Arabic cognate, but the tar-
gumist opted to use the more common verb 7 21.

FROM “SANCTUARY” TO “OPPRESSOR”

A number of emendations have already been proposed for
the MT WTPDL’ in Isa 8:14. Gray (1912: 151) left the word
untranslated and commented, “Not improbably W'TP?DB isa
corruption of WP1 nb [‘for a snare’], which was itself erron-

eously substituted from the following distich for the term
which stood in the original text.” Driver (1955:82) emended

the text to 7‘&7?@ “cause of difficulty”’; and Clements (1980:
99), noting that “sanctuary sounds strange in a verse which
affirms the threatening aspect of Yahweh’s purpose towards
Judah,” likewise opted for "WPM, reading it as the hiph'il
participle meaning “one who conspires against.” Blenkinsopp
(2000: 241) also thought that sanctuary “makes no sense in
the context” and agreed with Clements and others, but opted
for the pi ‘el participle TWR? “co-conspirator.” '

Irvine (1990:203), unimpressed with the emendations of
others, offered his own. For the MT 733 J28?Y WTpn5
“for a sanctuary, and for a stone of offense,” he divided the
words as 7)) 1IN $UTPMS, which, with the 117771, means
“Then he [Yahweh] will become for the sake of his holy
domain a stone of offense . . . .” But isolating the firstand last
of the seven ’s in a series in this verse as alternatives for the
usual ]I_J?_D‘? “for the sake of ”’—in order to prove that “Isaiah
8:14 makes good sense as a promise of divine protection for
Zion and the Davidic house”—is less than convincing .
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As Blenkinsopp noted, the problem in 8:14 is partially one
of context. The more appropriate context for the metaphors “a
stone of offense, and a rock of stumbling . . . a trap and a
snare to the inhabitants of Jerusalem” is at the end of Isa &:8,
where the metaphors would apply to the king of Assyria who
is mentioned in 8:7. But, in this restored context, a reference
to the king of Assyria being a “sanctuary” for both house of
Israel and for the inhabitants of Jerusalem makes no sense.
Therefore, an emendation of the MT W77?35 to W77D5
(i.e., changing the 77 to a 0 and reading a thh 1l part1c1ple
rather than a noun) is required. The Hebrew WWP is the cog-
nate of the Arabic & JS “karata” “it oppressed, it afflicted, it
grieved [him]” (Lane 1885: 2604; Wehr 1979: 959-960,
where 35,|S [kdritar] “disaster, catastrophe, torrential rains”
is also noted)." Thus, the king of Assyria—not Yahweh—
will become the “oppressor” (literally, “the grief-maker”) as
well as his becoming ““a stone of offense, and a rock of stumb-
ling, . . . a trap and a snare to the inhabitants of Jerusalem.”
The biblical book of Lamentations, though it is from a later
period, illustrates well the grief generated by Israel’s op-
pressors.

CONCLUSION

Other minor problems can be identified in these fifteen
verses, like the MT WWP “conspiracy” in 8:12 being twice
translated in the Septuagint as ok Anpov “hard,” indicating
that its Vorlage read ITUP rather than WP."* But the major
problems have been addressed and Arabic cognates have
facilitated the recovery of rare Hebrew words—some of
which were known to the Greek, Latin, and Syriac translators
but subsequently became lost in post-Biblical Hebrew. These
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rare words can now be restored to the lexicons of Biblical
Hebrew.

The relocation of the phrase “with Rezin and the son of
Remaliah” may have been an early editorial change, since, as
stated in the restored version of Isa 8:4, Isaiah said that Rezin
and Pekah would be carried away before the king of Assyria.
Butaccording to 2 Kings 16:9, Rezin was killed in Damascus;
and according to 2 Kings 15:30, Pekah was killed by Hoshea,
a fellow Israelite. Neither king was literally “carried away
before the king of Assyria.” Thus, their names were retained
in the text but moved out of the Maher-shalal-hash-baz pre-
diction passage.

Once the original !D'TP?_J “oppressor, grief-maker” was
misread as the noun W'-TTP?_J “sanctuary,” a pseudo-correction
was made which involved moving the words associated with
the !UWT i1 to be in proximity to the verse containing the verb
WW"IPH This transposition was done quite early for the
Qumran scrolls and the versions reflect the same placement
of these verses as that found in the MT."* Unwittingly, this led
to the subject of the verb 117711 becoming Yahweh, rather than
remaining the king of Assyria. Thus, simple misreading of
one 7 as a 7 led to a pseudo-correction, and it in turn has led
to a wide variety of pseudo-interpretations about Isaiah’s
understanding of the nature and workings of Yahweh. The
transposition of Isa 8: 14—15 to follow 8:8, coupled with the
recovery of the rare word !D'TP?_J in Isaiah’s vocabulary, re-
defines the parameters of the discussion.

An English translation of Isa 8:1-15 is provided here for a
summary and a conclusion. My proposed readings and the
proposal of others which have been adopted are in BOLD
SMALL CAPS and transposed texts are in lower case bold font.
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Isaiah 8:1-4

Then Yahweh said to me, “Take a large tablet and write upon it
with a SOFT stylus, ‘Belonging to Maher-shalal-hash-baz.”” And
I got reliable witnesses, Uriah the priest and Zechariah the son of
Jeberechiah, to attest for me. And I went to the prophetess, and she
conceived and bore a son. Then Yahweh said to me, “Call his name
Maher-shalal-hash-baz; for before the child knows how to cry ‘My
father’ or ‘My mother,” the wealth of Damascus and the spoil of
Samaria, along with Rezin and the son of Remaliah, will be
carried away before the king of Assyria.”

8:5-8 and 8:14-15

Yahweh spoke to me again: “Because this people have refused
the waters of Shiloah that flow gently AND ARE BARELY VISIBLE,
therefore, behold, the Lord is bringing up against them the waters
of the River, mighty and many, the king of Assyria and all his
glory; and it will rise over all its channels and go over all its banks;
and it will sweep on into Judah, it will overflow and pass on,
reaching even to the neck; AND HIs [the Assyrian king’s] ouT-
SPREAD GARRISONs will fill the breadth of your land, O
Immanuel.” And he [the King of Assyria] will become AN
OPPRESSOR and a stone of offense, and a rock of stumbling to
both houses of Israel, a trap and a snare to the inhabitants of
Jerusalem. And many shall stumble thereon; they shall fall and
be broken; they shall be snared and taken.”

8:9-13 and 8:16-18

TREMBLE WITH FEAR, you peoples, and BE TERROR-
STRICKEN; give ear, all you far countries; STRENGTHEN YOUR-
SELVES and BE TERROR-STRICKEN; STRENGTHEN YOURSELVES
and BE TERROR-STRICKEN. Take counsel together, but it will
come to nought; speak a word, but it will not stand, for God is with
us. For Yahweh spoke thus to me with his strong hand upon me,
and warned me not to walk in the way of this people, saying: “Do
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not call conspiracy all that this people call conspiracy, and do not
fear what they fear, nor be in dread.” But Yahweh of hosts, him
you shall regard as holy; let him be your fear, and let him be your
dread.

NOTES

1. Instead of identifying VT:‘??_JW']D? 1"377PN as a misplaced
fragment, Fullerton (1924: 267), partially following Giesebrecht
(1888: 227), proposed deleting the phrase and the WM which
precedes it as a gloss which originated as a marginal comment.

With the removal of these five words, Fullerton argued, 8:5-8a
becomes a coherent literary unit.

2. Compare Fullerton’s proposal (1924: 289) to move 8:8b— 10 to
precede 7:10.

3. Talmage (1967: 467) suggested that the Arabic cognate .l
(Panuta) “soft, blunt” provides the clue for understanding the

phrase WU& BT inIsa 8:1 (usually translated “a man’s pen”) to

“refer to a broad nlbbed flexible pen capable of making the bold
stroke expected in the context.”

4. Even if the 3ms suffix of 1"212 referred to the river, rather than
to the king, the Arabic S (kanaf) would still be relevant be-
cause it can also mean “the right and left side” of a person or place
and would permit the translation, “and it will come to pass (sg,) the
[river’s] stretchings (pl.) to its right and its left, the filling of the
breadth of your land, O Immanuel.” This interpretation would also
mitigate against Auret’s argument ( 1990:109—110) that aredactor
has made the “wings” which would cover Judah to be those of
Immanuel (= Yahweh, not Hezekiah), “which changes the original
message of doom to one of promise.” Sweeney’s suggestion that
the reference to the “wings” of the king of Assyria carries sexual
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overtones comparable to the spreading of one’s skirt, is less than
convincing.

5. Fullerton (1924: 265-266) rejected this emendation, stating, “It
is one of those ingenious conjectures which at first sight captivate
the hard-pressed exegete but which prove in the end to be will-o-
the-wisps, leading him off into false paths.” Unfortunately, too few
commentators took Fullerton’s criticism seriously.

6. If there is any historical validity to the account in 2 Chron
28:5-15and 2 Kings 16:5-6 about Rezin’s and Pekah’s plundering
Judah and Jerusalem—killing well over one hundred twenty thou-
sand and taking two hundred thousand Judeans as prisoners to
become slaves in Samaria—it is difficult to concur with Irvine’s
speculation (1990: 191) that

On the eve of the Syrian-Israelite invasion, a large part of the
country was ready to accept a new non-Davidic leadership
that would cooperate with the Syrian and Israelite kings. . .
If (my italics) the wider Judean public outside the capital
city and its environs opposed the Davidic regime and “re-
joiced in Rezin and the son of Remaliah,” disaster would
overtake them as well.

The “if ” is a big if. Irvine invests great historical validity in the
Targums’ reading of Isa 8:6, “Because this people despised the
kingdom of the house of David . . . and are pleased with Rezin and
the son of Remaliah.” But he unfairly faults Fullerton—who
asserted, “. . . every datum in vv 7 and 8 except 8:6b indicates that
he [Isaiah] was doing his utmost to allay the popular fear of the
Syro-Ephraimitic coalition in order to prevent both court and
people from appealing to Assyria for help”— for simply assuming
“the reliability of the Kings text and so infers Isaiah’s opposition
to both Ahaz and ‘this people.”” However, Irvine’s assumptions
about the Targum of Isaiah are not as compelling as Fullerton’s
assumptions about the Hebrew text of Kings and Chronicles.
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7. Sweeney (1893: 52) also argued that the implicit sexual imagery
of Isaiah 8 and Isaiah 66 “present parallel but contrasting descrip-
tions of the circumstances that led to the punishment and the
results of the restoration”—supporting his claim that the L33
in Isa 8:6 was there already by the time of Trito-Isaiah. '

8. The identification of this Arabic cognate was first made by
Popper (1923: 348) but, aside from a footnote in Fullerton’s study
(1924: 267) it has received scant attention since then.

9. The “barely visible waters” is not a reference to Hezekiah’s
tunnel which was constructed about thirty years later (Isa 22:11; 2
Kings 20:20; 2 Chron 32:30; and Sirach 48:17).

10. Wildberger (1991: 350) noted that Aquila, Symmachus, and
Theodotian’s ovvaBplodnte “assemble” and the Targum’s
TAMPN “gather together” are based upon this stem.

11. Wildberger (1991: 350) noted that this is the preferred reading
of Schmidt (1930: 7) and Sabe (1964: 132).

12. The problems with the W'TTP?D “sanctuary” in 8:14 led Blenkin-
sopp (2000: 241) also to emend unnecessarily the MT 1Y TTP1
“you shall regard as holy” in 8:13 to ﬁ’WP@ “with him you shall
conspire.”

13. In light of the Arabic variants ng (garatani) and &"’35
(karatant) “it grieved me” (Lane 1885: 2509, 2604), coupled with
the frequent interchange of 3 and P in Hebrew (e.g., 7271 and
Pi??’ "[;j and P‘?j), there is no need to emend further the
WWP@ to WWD?_D The Arabic & (¢) routinely becomes a U in
Hebrew.
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14. For other examples of the confusion of the 7 and the 7, see
Delitzsch, 1920: 114, § 116,

15. According to Weimert (2004) Jesus’ statement about the
temple stones being cast down (Matt 24: 1-3, Mark 13:1-2, and
Luke 21:5-9) was based upon Isa 8:14 as found in the MT and the
versions.



X1V

TWO UNRECOGNIZED WORDS
IN ISAIAH 53:9a AND EZEKIEL 43:7b

The seven Hebrew words in Isa 53:9a have presented a
number of problems for interpreters. The following text and
its varied translations speak for themselves.

Masoretic Text
TR UYTORY TP DWYTTIR 10
Septuagint
kol 660w toLg Tovnpolg avtli thg Tadfc avtod
kKol ToUC mAovolouc avtl tod Bovatou ovTtod

And I will give the wicked for his burial,
and the rich for his death (Brenton’s Septuagint, 1851)"

Vulgate
et dabit impios pro sepultura et divitem pro morte sua’

The different English translations include

* And he shall give the ungodly for his burial, and the rich
for his death (Douay Rheims),

* And he made his grave with the wicked, and with the rich
in his death (KJV, WEB, RWB),

* And they made his grave with the wicked, and with a rich
man in his death (ASV, RSV),

* And they made His grave with the wicked — But with the
rich at His death (NKJ),

» He was assigned a grave with the wicked, and with the rich
in his death (NIV, NIB),
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+ A grave was assigned him among the wicked and a burial
place with evildoers (NAB),

 His grave was assigned with wicked men, Yet He was with
a rich man in His death (NAS, NAU),

* Theymade his grave with the wicked and his tomb with the
rich (NRS),

» He was given a grave with the wicked, and his tomb is with
the rich (NJB),

* And it appointeth with the wicked his grave, And with the
rich {are} his high places (YLT),

* But he was buried like a criminal; he was put in a rich
man’s grave (NLT),

» He made his grave with the wicked, and with the rich in his
death, (Lamsa).

The 3ms waw-consecutive J171 “he gave” became dcdow I
will give” in the Septuagint, as though the Hebrew verb were
a lcs waw-consecutive. The ASV, RSV, NKJ, and NRS trans-
lated this verb as a 3mpl waw-consecutive® “they made,” as
though 03 “to give” were a synonym of TT(QITJ “to make”
(like the English “give a burial” and “make a grave”). Seven
translations (NIV, NIB, NAB, NAS, NAU, NJB, NLT)
rendered the active 171 “he gave” as the passive “was given,”
or “was assigned,” or paraphrased it as “was buried.”

The second and fifth word, N, was read as the preposition
“with” in all of the English translations, aside from the Douay
Rheims which translated the Vulgate. The Vulgate and the
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Septuagint, though, read the X as the sign of the direct ob-
ject. The third word, @*DW") “wicked (ones),” and the fourth
word, 17 22 “his grave,” have not been problematic—but the
initial avti in the Septuagint and the initial pro in the Vulgate
have no corresponding preposition in the MT.

The sixth word, W‘WSTJ “rich,” has led to much speculation
since it is not a fitting parallel for the preceding D’H@j
“wicked ones.” Several scholars, cited in BDB (799), pro-
posed emending the DWW to D WYL “transgressors” and
then changing the 7"UY to DWW “wicked (ones),” thereby
restoring parallel synonyms.’ More recently John McKenzie
(1968: 130) emended the MT YWY “rich” to 7 YWY “evil-
doers” in order to get an appropriate parallel for the QD @ﬁ
“wicked.” The emendation was followed by the NAB in 1970.

But the real problem with the MT W‘WSTJ is not with the
consonants but with its etymology and vocalization. The un-
pointed Hebrew WY could be the cognate of five different
Arabic words, including

* _y&e (‘asr) “ten” (BDB 796; Lane 5: 2050-2052).

¢ e (‘asir) and 3yudc (‘asirat) “a relation, a friend, a
man’s kinfolk” (Lane 5: 2053).°

. J.f; (gatara) “to abound with herbage or with goods”
and 5.1‘; (g atrat) “abundance of the goods, convenient-
ces, or comforts of life” (BDB 799; Lane 6: 2230).

¢ s (‘usr) and 3yl (‘usrat) “poverty, littleness of

possessions, of property, of wealth, or of power”(Lane
5:2043).
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- e (gutru) and ‘b,f.(: (gatrd’u) “the low, base, vile,
ignoble, mean, sordid, or the refuse, or rabble, of man-
kind” (Lane 6: 2230). Castell (1669: 2949) included the
definitions, “injuria, molestia, . . . tyrannus, iracundus,
truculentus, . .. Homo improbus, impudicus, scelestus”
(abuse, trouble, tyrannical, angry, ferocious, morally
unsound, shameless, infamous).’”

Tradition and translators have, partly for theological rea-
sons, taken the W‘WSTJ of Isa 53:9 to be the cognate of 3¢
(g atrat) “rich”; and some have cited this verse as a prediction
of Jesus’ being buried in the tomb of the rich Joseph of Ari-
mathaea. However, the contextually desiderated parallel for
the D’SJ@T “wicked (ones)” is obviously the last in the list,
ie. J_:_c (éutru) “vile, ignoble.” In light of the u vowel of
this cognate the MT W‘WSJ can be repointed as W‘WSJ orasa
segolate WY, with the removed as a later scribal addition
once the word was misunderstood as the widely used word for
the “rich” rather than the rare word used for the “vile.”

The fourth cognate cited above, ywe (‘usr) “the poor” or
“the powerless,” should also be kept in focus. The prophet
may well have intended a double entendre constructed with
rare words for “the poor” and “the lowly.” No honor would be
bestowed on those buried in a potter’s field or a cemetery for
sinners.

The last word of 53:9a, 1"1722 can be vocalized as 1‘13?3;
“his high place” (which in context would mean “his burial
mound”) or 1‘13?3;3 (with the MT) meaning “in his death”
(BDB 119 and 560).°
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A similar ambiguity with the P22 occurs in Ezek 43:7,
which reads

WP oW ORI T kDY X5
onina o7vo%n vI91 oM omohm Rn

KJV

and my holy name, shall the house of Israel no more defile,
neither they, nor their kings, by their whoredom,
nor by the carcases of their kings in their high places.

NAS and NAU

And the house of Israel will not again defile My holy
name, neither they nor their kings, by their harlotry and by
the corpses of their kings when they die.

McDaniel

And the house of Israel will not again defile My holy name,
neither they nor their kings, by their harlotry and by
the corpses of their child-sacrifices at their high places

The last word in the MT, DDVJ;, was translated in the
Septuagintas év uéow avTv “intheir midst,” evidently hav-
ing a Vorlage with @232 for the MT QN122. The Vulgate
has in exelsis, which is reflected not only in the Douay
Rheims and KJV, but also inthe ASV, NKJ, NIV, NIB, NAB,
WEB, and YLT—all having “their high places.” But the NRS
has “at their deaths,” like the NAS and NAU which have

“when they die,” as if the text were Dljﬁ?ﬁ.‘;l. The RSV and
the NJB have nothing for the DDVJ;, evidently viewing the

B2 as a variant dittography of the MT BRN2 “in their
placing” which begins the next verse.
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The clue for deciding whether to read 21 m 2 as “theirhigh
places” or “in their dying” is found in a proper understanding
ofthe second 0 ZT‘;‘??_J in Ezek 43:7b. The first occurrence of
D'T‘D‘?D in the verse certainly means “their kings,” but the
second D'T‘D‘?D needs to be repointed as D'T‘D‘?D a sego-
late plural meaning “their child-sacrifices’ —Wthh accounts
for the reference to all of the dead bodies. The noun "[‘7?3

“child-sacrifice” is well attested, although traditionally it was
treated as the name of the deity mentioned in I Kings 11:7,
“Then Solomon built a high place for Chemosh the abomina-

tion of Moab, and for Molech (ﬂ??ﬂ) the abomination of the
Ammonites.” But in I Kings 11:5, the Ammonite Molech
appears as DYDY YPW DD‘?D “Milcom the abomination
of the Ammonites.” This difference suggests that the "['7?3 of
11:7 is simply a misspelling of the DDBTJ of 11:5, 11:33, I
Kings 23:13, as well as the DD5D (Mekxou) in Jer 49:1, 4,

and Zeph 1:5—all of which the NIV and NIB transliterated as
Molech. (Noteworthy also is the DDBD of I Sam 12:30 and

I Chron 20:2, where the Septuaglnt has the doublet MeAyor
100 Baoiréwe adtdv, “Melchol their king.”)

In light of Otto Eissfeldt’s study in 1935, in which he con-
vincingly argued that "[‘7?3 was not a divine name but a tech-
nical term for a child-sacrifice, the reference to “Molech” in
the seven verses cited next should be read as the noun mean-
ing “a molk-sacrifice” or “a child-sacrifice” rather than the
name “Molech” appearing in the translations. The pointing of

the preposition in the following texts as b (= 5 + )
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reflects the scribal recognition that "[‘??3 was acommon noun,

not a proper name:

Lev18:21 7915 72pa% 1pnxS qumY, “Youshall
not give any of your children to devote them by fire to
Molech” (i.e, “for a molk-offering” or “for child-sacrifice”).

Lev 20:2, MY i kb wym 1 R “who
gives any of his children to Molech shall be put to death.”
Lev 203, TR PN N0 1wt 2R 103w
“he has given one of his children to Molech, defiling my

sanctuary and profaning my holy name.”

Lev 20:4, INR A7 *n525 9515 wam Ana
“when he gives one of his children to Molech, and do not
put him to death.”

Lev 20:5, 720 "Iy NIk 1y 0915 “all
who follow them in prostituting themselves to Molech.”
I Kings 23:10, !D}S; m;:'nm 1];'112:; U W’:I_{Ui?
"[‘7?3‘_7 “that a man make a son or a daughter pass through
fire for Molech.”

Jer 32:35, 79R5 DNN2TARY DTNATMR awab

“to make their sons and their daughters pass through fire
for Molech.”

Other texts which speak of child-sacrifice, without using the
technical term ‘15?3, include Psa 106:37-38; Isa 57:5-9; Jer
7:31-32; Ezek 16:20-21; 23:36-39; and Mic 6:7."°
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CONCLUSION

Once the second D'T‘D‘?D of Ezek 47:3 is repointed as
= '1’3573 “their child- sacr1ﬁces ” there is no need to repoint

the MT DDVJ; “their high places” as DDVJ; “when they
die” or “at their dying.” A reference in the same half-verse to
“high places,” where sacrifices were made, and the technical
term for a “child-sacrifice” seems contextually quite natural.
However, the last word of Isa 53:9a, 1"112 “in his dying”
needs to be repointed as W‘D?JT-: “his (buriai) mound”—the
perfect parallel to ﬁ:}i? “his grave.”

The two words which have to date gone unrecognized by
most translators and interpreters are (1) the "['7?3 “child-
sacrifice” in Ezek 47:3, where it provides paronomasis with
"[‘7?3 “king,” and (2) the WY /WY “vile, ignoble, base” in
Isa 53:9a, which, for theological reasons, has been identified
as the well attested WY “rich.”"' Therefore, for philological
reasons, the translation of the NAB for Isa 53:9a is preferable:
“A grave was assigned him among the wicked and a burial
place with evildoers”—recognizing that the MT Qal 1771 can

be read as the passive Hoph‘al 11171 and that the Hebrew has

the plural “wicked (ones)” followed by the singular “vile.”
Repointing some vowels in the MT is necessary, but no emen-
dation of the consonants is required.

The correct translation of Ezek 47:3, as proposed above, is
“And the house of Israel will not again defile my holy name,
neither they nor their kings, by their harlotry and by the dead
bodies of their child-sacrifices at their high places.” The
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vocable WY /WY “vile, ignoble, base™ needs to be added
to adjectives listed in the lexicons of Biblical Hebrew.

NOTES

1. James McDonough (private communication, 2004) translated the
Greek somewhat more literally as, “And I will give away the
wicked men instead of that man’s burial and [I will give away] the
rich men instead of that man’s death.”

2. McDonough noted also that the antecedent of the Vulgate’s sua
could be “the rich man” or the the subject of the verb: “And &e
shall give away impious men for burial and [he shall give away]
the rich man for his death.”

3. The Dead Sea Isaiah Scroll (IQIs*) has a plural verb. The line
reads M2 oYY oM M2p BYIWI DR UM, Differences
from the MT include (1) the plural verb, (2) the plural 27 "QY
“riches”/“vile ones,” (3) the preposition QY [the 2 being over-
written by a indistinguishable correction] for the second N\, and
(4) 1212, which can mean “his (burial) mound” but cannot mean
“with his dead /death.” The Q" of the 270V is blurred but the
letters are clearly in the text.

4. Whybray (1975: 178) commented,

That the burial place of rich men and criminals should be
identical is highly improbable, and makes the lines
meaningless. Of the emendations which have been proposed,
‘osé ra‘,"doers of evil’ and $ ““irim, ‘demons’, are the most
plausible, but the text may be correct: it has been suggested
that ‘asir here is unconnected with ‘asi» meaning ‘rich’, but
related to an Arabic word meaning ‘refuse, rabble’.
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5. Albright (1956: 246), in light of Lev 17:7, “they shall no more
slay their sacrifices for satyrs,” emended the 7"0Y to 27°YW and

translated, “His grave was put with the wicked. And his funery
installation with the demons” (with the plural “demons” reflecting

the plural 2¥70Y in DSIs*).

6. This cognate probably contributed to the later tradition that
Joseph of Arimathaea, “a rich man” (1’147'3;7 D7IR), was also a

“kinsman”’ (TWITJ) of Joseph, Mary and Jesus.

7. See Reider, 111-130, especially page 118.

8. Westermann (1969: 266) translated the synonyms as “male-
factors and miscreants.”

9. In light of the MM12 in 1QIs* where the medial 1 reflects the
vowel shift from a to 6, Albright (1956: 244-246) proposed the
emendation of MT 1123 “in his deaths” to M2 “his burial
mound.” Reider (1952: 118) proposed emending the MT 1’1]?3;

to I M2 “the house of his death,” meaning in this context “his
tomb.”

10. See below Chapter XVI, “Deceived or Deceiving Prophets,”
for a full discussion of Ezekiel 14:9 and 20:25-27.

11. In light of the following four Gospel statements about Joseph
of Arimathaea, it is very difficult to associate him or his tomb with
the wicked and their graves, or to make Isa 53:9 a prophecy about
Jesus’s burial in Joseph’s tomb:

* “there came a rich man of Arimathaea, named Joseph, who
also himself was Jesus’ disciple. . . ” (Matt 27:57).

e “Joseph of Arimathea, a respected member of the council, who
was also looking for the kingdom of God.. . ..” (Mark 15:43).



236 ISAIAH 53:9a AND EZEKIEL 43:7b

*  “Behold there was a man named Joseph, who was a councillor,
a good and righteous man, who had not consented . . .” (Luke
23:50).

*  “And after this Joseph of Arimathaea, being a disciple of
Jesus, but secretly . ..” (John 19:38).



XV
JEREMIAH WAS NOT DECEIVED

JEREMIAH 20:7a
2 IRIT PENY I oS

Septuagint
ATUTNONC e KUPLE Kol HTaTHOnY
ékpatnoag kol Réuracdnc
Vulgate
seduxisti me Domine et seductus sum
sum fortior me fuisti et invaluisti factus.
NIV
O LORD, you deceived; me, and I was deceived you
overpowered me and prevailed.

McDaniel Translation

You told me, O Yahweh, of the fiat

and I was informed of the decree.
You made me articulate
and intrusted (me).

The Meaning of T2

Failure to recognize that the N2 in Jer 20:7 was not the
denominative of *NB/*NB “simple/simplicity,” meaning in
the Pi‘el “to deceive or to seduce” (BDB 834; KBS 3: 984),
but a cognate of the Arabic -3 (fatawa) “he notified the
decision of the law,” has created serious problems for com-
mentators." The Septuagint’s use of dmataw “to deceive,
cheat, mislead” and Vulgate’s use of seduco “to lead astray,
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to seduce” have been followed by many subsequent trans-
lators and interpreters. As a consequence, commentators from
Calvin to Clines have been hard pressed to save Jeremiah
from the charge of blasphemy.

Calvin [1509-1564], in defense of Jeremiah, argued uncon-
vincingly,

But there is no doubt that his language is ironical, when he

says that he was deceived. He assumes the character of his

enemies, who boasted that he presumptuously prophesied of

calamity and ruin of the city, as no such thing would take

place. ..’

Clines and Gunn (1978: 21-23) followed Calvin’s trans-
lator John Owen [1616-1683] (though not mentioned)® and
argued that iTDR in this text actually meant God “tried to per-

suade” Jeremiah to become a prophet. They stated

“It appears likely that pitta does not describe an act carried
through to a successful conclusion, but an attempted act. That
is, it seems to be more like our verbs “urge”, “advise”, “at-

tempt”, than like “convince”, “induce”, “compel”.4

LT

But it is difficult to recognize any such tentativeness in Jer
15, 500 D‘1J5 R™2) RUTPT oI RSN 07029,
“before you come forth from the womb I [Yahweh] sanctified
you [Jermiah], I appointed you a prophet to the nations.”
Persuasion, therefore, seems not to have been a part of the
process of Jeremiah’s appointment as a prophet by Yahweh.

Holladay (1986: 552), on the other hand, appealed to the
words of Micah ben Imlah (I Kings 22:21ff.)

TRUIIOD B2 Y O M REN TN
..7IPBR RN
TN TRRIOD B2 Y 0T M
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And he said I will go out and be a lying spirit
in the mouth of all his prophets.
And he [Yahweh] said, ‘You shall deceive’ . . .
Yahweh put a lying spirit in the mouth
of all these prophets of yours.

According to Holladay (1986: 552-553),

Jrm interpreted the contrast between the prophets of his own
day who proclaimed good news and his own proclamation of
bad news in the same way: Yahweh had “deceived” this
people and Jerusalem . .. . Jrm questions the effectiveness
of Yahweh’s word and accuses Yahweh of misleading him
... the implication is that Yahweh has broken his own torah
in his treatment of Jrm. . . . Verse 7a thus embodies an out-
burst that is deeply rebellious, not to say blasphemous: Jrm
understands Yahweh as brute force, as deceptive, beyond any
conventional norm.

Jeremiah’s words in 15:16,0° 21OR 1122 5 mon en
“Verily, you are to me like a deceitful brook,” could be a vari-
ant of the charge in 20:7 that Yahweh had deceived him. But
the Septuagint reads yLvopévn éyevndn pot w¢ Vdwp Yeu-
de¢, “it indeed became to me as deceitful water,” with an (im-
personal) third person rather than the second person addressed
to Yahweh. The Vorlage could have been 77 D17 or M7
17 for the MT 710 17, Similarly, the Vulgate has facta
est mihi quasi mendacium aquarum “it became to me as of
deceitful waters,” reflecting the same Vorlage as the Septu-
agint, while the Syriac agrees with the MT. No doubt, Jere-
miah felt deceived, but the question remains as to whether or
not Jeremiah believed Yahweh had deceived him.’

In light of ITPR appearing in Exod 22:15 for sexual seduc-

tion and P17 being used in Deut 22:25 in reference to forcing
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a woman sexually, McKane (1986: 470) simply concluded,

.. the right conclusion is that v. 7a employs the language of
seduction and violation. Jeremiah feels a deep sense of be-
trayal in view of his sorrowful experiences as a prophet and
the bitterness of the outcome of his acquiescence. Yahweh
overpowered him, crushed his resistance and compelled him
to be a prophet, and he has found the office a bed of nails.

But once the Arabic cognate 45 (fatawa) becomes the key
for interpreting Jer 20:7, Jeremiah appears as a bewildered
prophet, but not a quasi-blasphemous one. The verb 43
(fatawa) in form IV means “he notified the decision of the
law, . . . made known, or explained to him, [what he required
to know, and in particularly what was the decision of the law,
in, or respecting,] the case.” The noun 45 (fatwa ) means
“the giving of an answer, or areply, stating the decision of the
law respecting a particular case . . . an answer, or a reply, to
a question relating to a dubious judicial decision”; and the
related noun 2 (mufti) means “a jurisconsult who notifies
the decisions of the law, in, or respecting, cases submitted to
him for guidance of the U_.al_e (gadr), who is the “magistrate”
issuing a L= (gdd °a), which is a “decree; ordinance; sen-
tence, or judicial decision” (Lane 1877: 2336-2337; 1893:
2990; Wehr 1979: 815, 904). The lexeme 102 is attested in
the name 5&1115 the father of the prophet Joel (Joel 1:1),
which could mean “young man of God,” or “tempted by God”
(see KBS 3: 985), or “God announced (the verdict/decree).”

Thanks to the fatwa of Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini is-
sued on February 14, 1989, calling for the death of Salman
Rushdie upon the publication of hisnovel Satanic Verses, and
the subsequent declaration by Ayatollah Ali Khamenei on
December 26, 1990, that the fatwa was irrevocable, the word
fatwa and its association with death became known world-
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wide.® Furthermore, the farwa signed by Sheikh Usamah Bin-
Muhammad Bin-Ladin on February 23, 1998, urging a jihad
against Americans, made the Arabic fatwa a household word
in America after September 11, 2001. At onetime 7DD (=
fatwal fatwah) was a recognized term in Biblical Hebrew.’

The case in point for Jer 20:7 had to do with Yahweh’s
decision to implement the penalty clauses contained in the
Torah—summarized in Deut 28:15—-68. The covenant called
for Israel’s recognition of Yahweh as God alone, requiring
total obedience to his will. Failure of Judah and Jerusalem to
fulfill the covenant stipulations would result in their death and
destruction—just as Ehpraim and Samaria had been destroyed
for violating the same covenant.

Jeremiah had been informed—to borrow the Arabic term—
of the divine fatwa, and had been called as a prophet to
announce the divine decree, especially the fact that the fatwa
/ fiat was revocable!® Repentance by Judah and Jerusalem and
the renewal of covenantal obligations to Yahweh would make
null and void Yahweh’s death sentence for them.

Jeremiah acknowledged earlier TUTR] NYTIN mm
“Yahweh made known to me, and I knew” (11:18), which has
essentially the same meaning as the N2R) 7177 D02
(20:7), except the NN includes in itself the object of what

became known—the fiat, the decree, the sanction—without
a separate word as the direct object.’
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The Meaning of P11

In a similar manner, failure to recognize that the P17 in Jer
20:7 is not the verb meaning “to be strong, to strengthen,” but
the cognate of the Arabic (31> (hadaqa) “he became skilled,
learned,” led to highly improbable interpretations of this
verse. For example, Clines and Gunn (1976: 395, 397) con-
cluded,

In v. 7f. Yahweh is cast in the role of the traditional “enemy”
of the psalmist. Jeremiah’s complaint, “Thou art stronger
(Pt1) than 1/ and thou hast prevailed ('73 v)”, exemplifies the
classical theme of the powerful persecutor that one meets,
e.g.inPs3510...orPs 134f. . .. But Yahweh, to whom the
psalmist in his weakness conventionally appeals against the
powerful persecutor, has ironically become in Jeremiah’s
experience the very one who has ruthlessly used his strength
against frailty.

It is precisely because in the prophet’s own experience
Yahweh is an oppressive and irresistible God, who is stronger
than his victim, prevails over him and commits violence and
outrage against him (v. 7f.), that he may be called on in turn
to become the irresistible divine oppressor of the prophet’s
human oppressors (v. 11).

Holladay (1986: 553), on the other hand conjectured,

It is conceivable that this verb [NIDP 1], like those in the first
colon, can carry sexual connotations: P11 qal does in 2 Sam
13:14 (3L P17, “and he was stronger than she),” and the
hip®il of P does in Deut 22:25 [22W1 WX 7272 1T
MDY], a law analogous to that in Exod 22:15 [T'TijD_j":W:
n?m; WIN]....the probability is strong that the verb “yoﬁ

are stronger than I” continues the semantic field of sexual
violence with which the verse began.
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Thus, Holladay was in agreement with McKane (1986: 470),
Baumgartner (1917: 64), and Rudolph (cited by McKane) that
“Yahweh’s deception of Jeremiah is like the seduction of an
innocent girl . . . the right conclusion is that v. 7a employs the
language of seduction and violation.”

But once P11 is identified as the cognate of (3> (hadaqa)
“he made him skilful” (form IT) and 3>l> (hddig) “a man
chaste or eloquent, of tongue, perspicuous in language . . .
skilled, or skillful, and thoroughly learned, . . . skillful in his
art, or habitual work or occupation” (Lane 1865: 536; Castell
1669: 1123), a contextually more appropriate interpretation
becomes obvious.

Initially, Jeremiah lacked confidence in becoming a pro-
phet, saying, “I do not know how to speak for [ am a youth”
(1:5)."° At which point, “Yahweh then put forth his hand and
touched my mouth; and Yahweh said to me, “Behold, I have
put my words in your mouth” (1:9). Gifted with God’s words,
Jeremiah became P11, i.e., “eloquent, articulate, masterful in
speech,” and he would later affirm, “your words became to
me a joy and the delight of my heart; for I am called by your
name, OYahweh, God of hosts” (15:16) and “I stood before
you [O, God,] and spoke well (72180) concerning them to
turn away your wrath from them”(18:20)."" Thus, the MT
"IDPIT in 20:7 can be translated “you made me eloquent” or
“you made me quite articulate,” an idea which is reinforced
by Yahweh’s promising Jeremiah 1710 B3 “you will be-
come as my mouth” (15:19). N '

The Meaning of ‘7;: and PUT

Moreover, the failure of translators and commentators to
recognize that the 5;m] in Jer 20:7 is not from the verb 5:_):
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“to be able, to prevail” has contributed to some of the con-
trived interpretations. The 5;1!1] in 20:7 is the cognate of the
Arabic JS , (wakala) “he left him to his opinion, judgment,”
and in form II, “he appointed him, or intrusted him, as his
commissioned agent, or deputy,” and in form V “he relied
upon him and confided in him” (Lane 1893: 3059; Wehr
1979: 1283-1284; and Castell 1669: 938 “commisit, commen-
davit . . . fretus, fisus fuit”).

The appointment of Jeremiah was announced in 1:10, “to-
day I appoint you over nations and over kingdoms”'* and
1:18. “I for my part have made you today a fortified city, an
iron pillar, and a bronze wall, against the whole land—
against the kings of Judah, its princes, its priests, and the
people of the land.” Jeremiah’s being taken into the confi-
dence of Yahweh is found in 11:18, 3V¥7371 M Ay
“Yahweh made known to me, and [ knew” and 20:7, 2 )0 B
NBRY 1M, as interpreted above, “You told me, O Yahweh,
of the sanction and I was informed of the decree.”

McKane (1986: 471-472) provided a helpful summary of
the interpretations of 20:8a (“For whenever I speak, [ have to
howl and proclaim ‘violence and ruin!’”’) found in the ver-
sions and in Rashi and Kimchi."* There is general agreement
in these sources that the “violence and destruction” is part of
Jeremiah’s prophetic message. But McKane argued,

The view that v. 8a is a reference to the prophecies of doom
uttered by Jeremiah should berejected. . . . PYTR must mean
something like ‘I cry out for help’, and if this is so O
RIPR T cannot be an allusion to prophecies of doom. It
too like PUTR must refer to an expression of inner des-
peration and extremity. . . He is saying that his speech has
been reduced to a continuous cry for help (37X 12 D
PYIR), to an explosive verbal expression of inner despera-
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tion (RIPXR WY OMM), and that it is his obedience to his
prophetic calling which has reduced him to this condition.

But PY3 is an interchangeable by-form of PUT, and PUX
is well attested as a part of the doom prophecies, such as Jer
25:36 “A shriek (NPY3 L7ﬁP) from the shepherds . .. for Yah-
weh lays waste their pasture,” and Jer 48:3-5, “Hark! a cry
(Mpos ‘ﬁp) from Horonaim, desolation and great destruc-
tion . . . the have heard the cry of destruction.”

Therefore, contra McKane, the RIPR 'Tfﬂ'l o PUIR of
20:8 must be recognized as part of the prophecy of impending
death and destruction. Holladay (1986: 554) listed the follow-
ing interpretations given for the “violence” and “destruction”
in 20:8.

* it proclaims the coming punishment on the nation
* it denounces the people’s sins of violence and destruction
« itrefers to the violence done to Jeremiah by his opponents

+ it is a complaint by Jeremiah for Yahweh’s violence to
him.

Contrary to Holladay’s assertion, “Given the general den-
sity of the imagery in the passage, all four possibilities may
compete for the hearer’s attention,” the first in this list is
surely the correct one. The impending violence and destruc-
tion announced in Yahweh’s fatwa or fiat are spelled out in a
number of prior passages, including 6:8, 6:12, 8:3, 9:11,
13:14, 14:11, 15:3, 15:8-9, 16:18, 17:27 and 19:8-9, not to
mention the texts that come after 20:8, like 21:3—-10 and 22:
5-7, “But if you will not heed these words, I swear by myself,
the oracle of Yaweh, that this house shall become a deso-
lation. . . . I will prepare destroyers against you, each with his
weapons.” Consequently, Jer 20:8a is best understood as
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meaning “Yea, whenever I declare (the fatwa), I cry out
“Violence!” I shout ‘Destruction!””"

Jeremiah’s Bewilderment and Anger

Jeremiah’s proclamation of impending violence produced
hostility, not repentance. Jeremiah anticipated appreciation
from those who heard his warnings. But prophets, priests, and
people who had absolutized the inviolability of Jerusalem (see
note 4), took Jeremiah to be a liar and a traitor who needed to
be silenced. Thus, according to Jer 18:18, “they said, ‘Come,
let us make plots against Jeremiah, for the law shall not perish
from the priest, nor counsel from the wise, nor the word from
the prophet. Come, let us smite him with the tongue, and let
us not heed any of his words.””

Jeremiah resented this response, complaining “I have be-
come a laughingstock all day long; everyone mocks me. . . .
For the word of Yahweh has become for me a reproach and
derision all day long” (Jer 20:7b, 8b). His decision to cease
announcing the fatwa (Jer 20:9) put him into a terrible bind:
“then in my heart it becomes like a burning fire shut up in my
bones, and I am wearied with holding it in, and I cannot (i.e.,
I cannot hold in the fatwa).”

This confession of his weariness and inability to remain
silent should be followed by the statement in 20:10c, which
in the MT reads D53 i by @R 59, meaning
literally “every man of my peace watching my side/ my stum-
bling.” But the MT needs to be repointed and translated as
’SJL?B ’WDW ’DW‘?W tm:x L?D “An incurable weariness is
my recompense; my bezng on guard is my undoing." The
derivations supporting this translation are

* The WNN should have been read as wux rather than me
and given the same meaning as that found in Jer 15: 18,
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RDIT IR TTYQ'HJ&S N2127 “my wound is incurable,
refusing to be healed.” This singular TN 55 is not the
same as the plural "IN O3 in 38:22.1

The MT 93 is the cognate of the Arabic JS (kalla) “he be-
came fatigued, tired, weary, incapacitated” and IS (kalil)
“weak, faint,” as in the expression JS LJ (lisdn kalil)
“a dull tongue, lacking sharpness” (Lane 1893: 3002)."”

The MT D 53, translated variously as “side” or “stumble,”
or by some synonym of the latter, is not the cognate of the

Arabic cl.a (dil°) “rib” or “side,” nor the cognate of CLL:
(dala‘a) “to limp”; but it is the cognate of cl.ai Casla®)
and : ledo (sulay @) “hard, distressing, calamitous. . . any

notorious affair or event . . . of great magnitude or mo-
ment, to accomplish which, or to perform which, one finds
not the way . . .. an evil, abominable, or unseemly, action
or saying, such as is apparent, manifest, or unconcealed, or
a calamity, or misfortune, hard to be borne” (Lane 1872:
1717)."® 1t is used here as a variant for 5;1& N5 “T am

not able.”

Jeremiah’s bewilderment turned to anger after hearing the

“defamation of many” (2°27 N2%), whereby he recognized

that everyone—aside from the Babylonians—was surrounded

by terror (272012 Wﬁ.‘@). Jerusalem was surrounded by Baby-

lonian terrorists and Jeremiah was himself surrounded by
Judean terrorists. Despite the many translations of N2 as
“whispering,”" Jeremiah’s enemies were vocal and vicious,
shouting 137231 1727 “Overpower him! Let us overpower

him

',’
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Elsewhere 723 (used in the Hiphil) means “to announce,
tell, proclaim,” but not “denounce.” In a context of hostility,
such as that found in Jer 20:10, the Arabic J> (najada)
provides the clue for the interpretation of this particular722.
It means, among other things, “he overcame, conquered, sub-
dued, overpowered, prevailed over, or surpassed” (Lane 1893:
2766). The Septuagint translators certainly understood the 123
here in this way for they rendered 137°13) 1% as émiovotn-
Te kel EmovoTdper adte “Attack! Let us attack him!”2

The N2 in Jer 20:10 is the well used verb “to entice,” not
the rare TTDD in 20:7, related to a fatwa. Were Jeremiah’s
enemies able to entice him, they could prevail (5:’) against
him and take their full revenge. Jeremiah’s response to their
hostility was at first tit for tat, his response being, “Let those
be put to shame who persecute me, but let me not be put to
shame; let them be dismayed, but let me not be dismayed.”
But then—mid sentence—the level of violence escalated
from “smiting with the tongue” to “smiting with the sword.”
Jeremiah ended this sentence with the petition “Bring upon
them the day of evil; destroy them with double destruction!”
He went on to plead with God, “let the fatwa begin,” ex-
pressed in these words:

Therefore deliver up their children to famine; give them over
to the power of the sword, let their wives become childless
and widowed. May their men meet death by pestilence, their
youths be slain by the sword in battle. May a cry be heard
fromtheir houses, when thou bringest the marauder suddenly
upon them! . . .Yet, thou, O Yahweh, knowest all their
plotting to slay me. Forgive not their iniquity, nor blot out
their sin from thy sight. Let them be overthrown before thee;
deal with them in the time of thine anger. (RSV 18:21-23)



JEREMIAH 20:7-18 249

It is difficult to know whether Jeremiah’s bewilderment
abated once his anger was expressed. On the one hand, he was
confident that Yahweh was with him as an awesome warrior
who would make his enemies stumble (20:11-12). But, as the
text now stands, after his affirmation of confidence Jeremiah
proceeded with (a) a prayer for vengeance (in 20:12, which is
essentially a repeat of 11:20 and 18:21), (b) a one verse dox-
ology acknowledging Yahweh’s salvation of the poor (20:13),
and (c) a five verse lament (20:14—18), cursing the day he was
born (reminiscent of 15:10).*' Jeremiah’s mood swings in
eleven verses went from

* humility in his acknowledgment of Yahweh’s informing
him and entrusting him to announce the divine fiat

* humiliation when his warnings were met with derision

* frustration that he could not keep his mouth shut

* fearbecause there was terror and adversaries on every side
* confidence that Yahweh was with him and would save him
» anger expressed in a call for divine vengeance

* jubilation that Yahweh delivered the needy from evil doers

e depression and despair that he was even born.

The doxology would fit better at the end of 38:12, where
Jeremiah might well have praised God after the Ethiopian
Ebed Melek saved him from certain death in the muck of
Malchiah’s cistern. The lament might well have been com-
posed while he was imprisoned in the cistern before Ebed
Melek and some of the king’s bodyguards rescued him.*

This lament could have been uttered by any number of
Jewish exiles in Babylon, especially by King Zedekiah after
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“the king of Babylon slew the sons of Zedekiah at Riblah
before his eyes; and the king of Bablyon slew all the nobles
of Judah” (Jer 39:6) . . .. “He put out the eyes of Zedekiah
and bound him in fetters to take him Babylon and put him
into prison until the day of his death” (52:11).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Holladay (1986: 558) wrote that in Jer 20:7—13 Jeremiah
conveyed a sense of his being “existentially trapped” and that

Initially he [Jeremiah] expresses his bitter accusation to Yah-
weh that Yahweh has deceived him, seduced him, tricked
him; in blasphemous daring this accusation is unmatched in
the Bible. . . . an accusation of deception presses God into a
diabolic frame which is unique.

However, recognition of several rare Hebrew words clears
Jeremiah of any and all charges or hints of blasphemy.

The Hebrew MDD is a homograph of two totally unrelated
verbs. TNB, stem I, means “to deceive” and NNB, stem I, is
the cognate of 45 (fatawa) “to make known a judicial decree,

fiat, or fatwa.” Once Jeremiah became informed of God’s in-
tent to enforce fully the covenantal curses, he became a doom-
sayer. The good news that God would relent if Judeans would
repent—which was at the core of his message—was not
heard nor heeded. Bewildered by the hostility his warnings
generated, Jeremiah bemoaned the terror from fellow Judeans
which surrounded him and the terror from the Babylonians
which surrounded his fellow Judeans. But down to the very
end of his life Jeremiah was faithful in the proclamation of
the fateful farwa: “Repent and Yahweh will relent! Continued
disobedience will bring destruction and death!”
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The cognate 3> (hadaga) “eloquent, perspicuous” clari-
fies the second meaning of P117. Far from implying something
analogous to an overpowering sexual seduction of Jeremiah
by Yahweh, the P17 in Jer 20:7 means Yahweh had gifted
Jeremiah with language skills befitting someone entrusted to
be the “mouth” of God. Jeremiah’s vocabulary was so excep-
tionally erudite it has confounded translators and interpreters
down to this day. Only thorough philological inquiry, making
use of comparative Semitic lexicography, can some of the rare
words used by Jeremiah be recovered.

Just as TN, like P17, is a homograph of two unrelated

stems, soO also is 53‘ It is a homograph for (1) the verb “
prevail”in20:11, and (2) the cognate of _JS 5 (wakala) “to ap-
point, to entrust” in 20:7. Other homographs which have con-
tributed to mistranslations and contrived interpretations are
(1) 55=53 “all” or ‘73 (kal,notkol) “weariness,” (2) WINR
= (LHJN “man” or WWJ& “incurable,” (3) DYow = DW%W
“peace” or DW‘?W “recompense 7 (4) pou = SJ‘?B “side” or
SJ‘?B “stumbling” or SJ‘?TB, the cognate of cLa‘ (Casla‘) “undo-
ing, inability, misfortune,” and (5) 723 = 723 “to tell” or the
cognate of > (najada) “to overpower, prevail over.”

Of the seventeen words lurking behind these eight homo-
graphs, five have yet to be recognized in current Hebrew lexi-
cons, although the cognates were cited in Castell’s lexicon of
1669. 1t is ironic that the prophet who was gifted with elo-
quence and became the “mouth of God” has had some of his
rare words so misconstrued that he is charged by his inter-
preters and translators with blasphemy, and Yahweh is even
charged with being diabolic in the seduction of his servant.

But Jeremiah was bewildered and pained, not by Yahweh, but
by his fellow Judeans.



252 JEREMIAH WAS NOT DECEIVED

NOTES

1. KBS 3: 984 cites the Arabic ¢ fata (ftw/y) “youthful, young”
but does not cite ¢4 fatway “the giving of an answer or stating
the decision of the law” (Lane 1877: 2336—2337). The N2 of Jer

20:7 was translated as “to let oneself be deceived” or “to let oneself
be taken as a fool.”

2. Calvin stated further (28), “He [Jeremiah] afterwards adds, Thou
hast constrained me. By saying that he had been deceived, he
meant this,—‘O God, if [ am an imposter, thou hast made me so;
if I have deceived, thou hast led me; for I derive from thee all that
I have; it hence follows, that thou art in fault, and less excusable
than [ am, if there be anything wrong in me.’

3. John Owen, added a footnote at this point in Calvin’s commen-
tary on Jeremiah, stating

I find none agreeing with Calvin in his view of this verse;

nor many with our versions in rendering the first verb “de-

ceived.” So is the Septuagint, but the Vulgate, Syriac, and

Targum have “enticed.” In other parts it is rendered in our

versions “enticed,” “allured,” and “persuaded.” Blayney has
“allured,” but Gataker and Lowth prefer “persuaded; . . ..

I would render the verse,—Thou didst persuade me, O

Jehovah, and I was persuaded; Thou didst constrain me, and

didst prevail: I am become a derision every day; the whole

of it [the city] are jeering me.”

4. For a summary of the interpretations of other commentators see

McKane 1986: 467—475 and Holladay 1986: 548-559; Lubdbom
1999: 851-874.

5. Jeremiah was aware of much deceit coming in the name of
Yahweh from fellow prophets and priests, as in

* 4:10 “I said, ‘Ah, Lord Yahweh, how sadly you deceived this
people and Jerusalem when you used to say, “You will have
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peace,” whereas the sword is now at our throats!”” (NJB)

e 7:4-8 “Do not trust in these deceptive words: ‘This is the tem-
ple of Yahweh, the temple of Yahweh, the temple of Yah-
weh’ . . . Behold you trust in deceptive words to no avail.”

* 6:14, 8:11 “everyone deals falsely . . .saying ‘Peace, peace,’
when there is no peace.” (RSV)

Jeremiah was apparently referring to the false security provided by
those who took these words of Isaiah as absolutes:

Therefore thus says Yahweh concerning the king of Assyria:
‘He shall not come into this city, or shoot an arrow there, or
come before it with a shield, or cast up a siege mound
against it. By the way that he came, by the same he shall
return, and he shall not come into this city,” says Yahweh.
For I will defend this city to save it, for my own sake and for
the sake of my servant David (Isa 37:33).

6. In 1998, the Iranian government revoked its support of the
bounty for anyone who would kill Rushdie, but religious hard-
liners have continued their threats against him.

7. On the relationship of 1" /"5 and 7"5 stems see GKC 75°.
8. See, for example, Jer 3:11-18, 4:1-4, 7:5-7, and 17:24-27.

9. Compare the translations of the ASV “you persuaded me,” NKJ
“you induced me,” NRS “you enticed me”—which softened
Jeremiah’s words—to the NAB “you duped me,” NJB “you
seduced me, and the KJV, DRA, RSV, NIV, NIB, NAS and NAU,
all of which have “you deceived me.”

10. The MT 9Y3 could well mean “servant,” in which case, by
reading the 5% as an emphatic particle rather than the negative,
God’s reply, *2I8 913 9RA-5X, would mean, “You well said
‘I am a servant,” for you shall go to all to whom I send you, and
whatever I command you, you shall speak.”
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11. Reading the 123t “well” as an adverbial accusative rather than
as “good,” the direct object of 727

12. The kingdom and nations may have included Ephraim and
Judah only. Compare Ezek 37:21-22.

13. For the MT PUTR T27TX 713772 “Whenever I speak,  must
cry out,” the Septuagint reads tL KPR AOYW HOU YEALOOW
“For [ will laugh with my bitter speech.” The mikp® reflects a mis-
reading of MT 71 “whenever” as 771 “bitter,” reflecting the
confusion ofa ¥ and 7, as well as a 7 and 7 (see Delitzsch 1920:
105-107 §104*°and 111 §109*" for other examples). Although
Hatch and Redpath (1897: 235) marked yeAaoop with a + indi-
cating that it lacked a corresponding word in the MT, yeAaoopo
reflects a confusion of PYT “to cry out” with Pr3 “to laugh.”

14. On the use of the asseverative 2 “verily, yea,” see McDaniel
1968: 210-215.

15. Prov 21:23, W?BJ DWB?J Ny 131@51 "2 MY, “he who

guards his mouth and his tongue keeps himself out of trouble,” pro-
vides a good commentary for understanding Jeremiah’s desire to
keep his mouth shut.

16. Jer 38:22, reads TROW WX T2 1527 TIMGI, “Your
trusted friends have deceived you and prevailed against you.”

17. Hebrew 5 “all, every” is the cognate of S (kull) “all, every-
one, entirety” (Lane 1893: 3002; Wehr 1979: 977-978).

18. Compare the use of poy “adversity” in Psa35:15 (KJV,NKJ,
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ASV), which also reflects the Arabic cognate cl.ai (Casla‘) “a

calamity, or misfortune, something hard to be borne.” The Septua-
gint, which reads mavtec avdpec pilol adtod tnpnoate TNV
émivorar avtod, “All (you who are) his male friends, watch his
intentions!” reflects a different Vorlage for Y53 that has yet to be
identified.

19. See the NIV, NIB, NAS, NAV, NRS, NAB, and BDB 179.
20. See Liddell and Scott : 662, s.v. 4.

21. For a discussion of the relationship of Jer 20:14—18 and Job 3,
see McKane 1986: 482-484.

22. Compare Clines and Gunn (1976: 407) who stated,

We suggests, therefore, that the form and function of the unit
24 14.15 should be distinguished and that these verses did not
originally express the prophet’s private emotions of despair
at some personal calamity (such as disappointment in his
prophetic ministry), but was a conventional utterance of dis-
tress accompanying a judgement-speech or woe-oracle.

23. The MT D WINR D‘Eﬁw “30 men” in Jer 38:10, on the support
of one manuscript with 20N T'NQIUW “3 men,” has been reduce
from 30 to 3 in the RSV, NRS, NAB, and by Holladay (1989: 267)
who noted, “One would expect the singular WX with ‘thirty.” And
certainly the task would have demanded only the smaller number.”
But the 2*%5% may have nothing to do with the numbers 3 or 30.
Cowley (1920: 327) suggested that the well attested W’B@ did not

refer to “the third man in a chariot” but was the Hittite loanword
Sal-la-e-es used for “an important official in close attendance on
the king.” This being the case, the D‘W;N would not be “men” as
a gender marker but a marker of intimacy and familiarity (Lane
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1863: 113-114), so that 2"WIN D’WL)@ would refer to King Zede-
kiah’s “personal bodyguards.” Ebed Melek, accompanied by an
unspecified number of the king’s bodyguards, could expect com-
pliance from the officers holding Jeremiah prisoner to the king’s
orders for his release.



XVI

DECEIVING OR DECEIVED PROPHETS
EZEKIEL 14:9 AND 20:25-27

EZEKIEL 14:9
727 937 7pEYD N
NITT NI OR AR M W
PRI TOY TN DY)
ORI MY TN

And if the prophet be deceived and speak a word,
I, the LORD, have deceived that prophet,
and I will stretch out my hand against him,
and will destroy him from the midst of my people Israel.

(RSV)'

Like the two verbs "0 N2 and NEX) in Jer 20:7, the verbs
mRBY and *NNR in Ezek 14:9 have been read as a simple
repetition of N2 “to deceive.” The following quotations are
typical of traditional interpretations of Ezekiel’s reporting

God’s acknowledgment that he deliberately deceived some of
Israel’s prophets. Cooke (1936: 151) stated

Ez[ekiel] here goes deeper into the causes of false prophecy.
Not merely self-delusion (13 °), and the influence of idola-
trous clients (v.”), may lead a prophet to utter false oracles,
but the divine will itself: I Jahveh have deceived that prophet.
Such a statement is only intelligible when we remember that
ancient habits of thought overlooked secondary causes, and
attributed events direct to the action of God; see Am 3°, Is
457,
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Several decades later Eichrodt (1970: 183) concluded

The only explanation is that it [the lapse of a prophet] is a
blindness caused by God himself. . . . Deuteronomy 13.3
shows a similar outlook. It explains that if a miraculous sign
takes place, by which a prophet tries to win people’s faith
when he is leading them into idolatry, then that sign has been
broughtabout by God himself'to test [[19312] or tempt his own
people.

A few years lated Zimmerli (1978: 308, 309) asserted

That people knew of the possibility of a prophet being de-
ceived (i1ND) is shown by the narrative of the prophetic
school in 1 Kings 13. With Ezekiel it undergoes a grim
heightening in the statement that what at first appears to be an
occasion of human guilt may be a serious involvement in
divine punishment (cf. 1 Kings 22). . . . God kills in order to
save. In his judgment he is zealous for his people. The choice
of language of the sacral law brings to expression this will for
the purity of the people—and this will is a zeal full of com-
passion.

Greenberg, more recently, (1983: 253-254) concluded

For Ezekiel, the illegitimate prophet is himself a victim and
sign of God’s fury. This goes further than Deut 13:2ff., which
interprets the confirmatory signs of a subversive prophet as a
test of the people’s loyalty to YHWH; further also than I
Kings 22:20ff., in which a “lying spirit” is commissioned to
enter Ahab’s prophets in order to assure his death in battle
(we are not told that those prophets suffered any penalty,
human or divine). Our passage ascribes the error of a prophet
in responding to inquiry to divine misguidance. The obtuse-
ness of the [sraelites, including prophets, is culpable, and God
punishes it by corrupting the spring of inspiration, leading
inquirer and respondent alike to destruction.
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Greenberg found a parallel in Ezekiel 20, where “in order
to punish the guilty Israelites God gave them (misled them
with) bad and fatal laws ‘so that I might desolate them (vss.
25f).”” It is important to note that Greenberg (1983: 368-369)
did not comment on Ezek 20:30—31, which he translated as

Say, then to the house of Israel: Thus said Lord YHWH: You

defile yourselves in the manner of your fathers, you go

whoring after loathsome things; you defile yourselves by the
offer of your gifts by delivering up your sons to the fire

—vyour idolatries of all sorts—to this day; shall I then re-

spond to your inquiry, house of Israel? By my life, declares

Lord YHWH, I will not respond to your inquiry!

The repeated statement of Yahweh in Ezek 20:30, “you de-
file yourselves” (2°R1203 QAR )* and the assurance given in

Ezek 20:11 .
~ "MIPTAN 079 1PN

TP PYTHT weY T
53 M) ST O M
I [Yahweh] gave them my statutes

and showed them my ordinances,
by whose observance man shall live,

are difficult to reconcile with Ezek 20:25-26, as traditionally
translated below.
EZEKIEL 20:25-26

D2 NS ovpn 0% nn NN
by B Ny A Rl il
DRNRD 0NN RBHOX)
oM7) we o Mayn:
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Moreover I gave them statutes that were not good and
ordinances by which they could not have life.
And I defiled them through their very gifts
in making them offer by fire all their first-born,
that I might horrify them;

I did it that they might know that [ am the Yahweh

The statement in Ezek 20:25, as translated and interpreted
above, obviously contradicts the promise in Lev 18:5
TOBURTINY "OPTTAN DR
D2 ") O7RD OOR DY U

You shall therefore keep my statutes and my ordinances,
by doing which a man shall live.

The difficulties raised by these contradictory verses has
been well expressed by Block (1997: 636).

One can see how radical this notion [that Yahweh defiled his
people] is in that nowhere else inthe OT does Yahweh appear
as the subject of the verb timme® (Piel). . . . But in v. 26
Yahweh declares his intentions explicitly: so that I might
devastate them (lema’an *asimmen). Interpreted at face value,
these verses create horrifying and intolerable theological
problems. How could Yahweh, the gracious covenant God, be
portrayed as granting his people “bad” laws that would not
resultin life? Even more unconscionable, how could he defile
the nation by demanding of them their firstborn, offered up as
child sacrifices, so he could destroy them? Students of Scrip-
ture have struggled with these problems through the centuries.

But according to van der Horst (1992: 98) many centuries
went by before there was any struggling with these texts. He
noted

One looks in vain for it [a reference to Ezek 20:25-26] in all

the Jewish Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, nor does one find
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any reference or allusion to, let alone quotation of, our text in
Philo or Josephus or any of the other Jewish-Greek authors. In
the Qumran scrolls our text is never quoted or even alluded to.
In Tannaitic literature no trace of our text is to be found. It is
only in the 3" through 6™ centuries that we find rabbis discus-
sing the meaning of this passage.

The current struggle with Ezekiel’s quotations about Yah-
weh’s deceiving prophets and giving laws which would bring
certain death can be resolved once several words used by
Ezekiel become recognized in future lexicons of Biblical
Hebrew. For example, the Hebrew MNE can be read as either
the Pi‘el “to deceive, to seduce” (BDB 834; KBS 3: 984) or
as the Hebrew cognate of the Arabic 48 (fatawa) “he notified
the decision of the law . . . respecting the case, to give a for-
mal legal opinion,” including a death sentence (Lane 1877:
2336-2337; Wehr 1979: 815).

As a matter of fact, both words appear in Ezek 14:9. The
Pu‘al 027 “he will be deceived” needs to be repointed as
the Pi‘el WDD’ “he deceives” (and the MT 92" “and he
spoke” needs to be corrected to 727 “he speaks™).> With
these corrections to the MT the phrase [1RDY™2 N2
927 927 means “if the prophet deceives when he speaks a
word.” The apodosis which then follows contains a wordplay
on the MR “he deceives,” requiring the Pi‘e/ NN “I
deceive” to be repointed as the Qal "N NE “I decree/ I issue
a sentence.” Thus, Yahweh proclaimed nx nane MmN
RI77 X237, “Iam Yahweh, Ihave sentenced that prophet ”
Yahweh then explicitly spelled out the death sentence: ")
Sxay, my Jim rRTedmy POy TR “and 1 will

stretch out my hand agalnst him and destroy him from among
my people Israel.”
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Another word used by Ezekiel in 20:25 which has gone un-
recognized by commentators is the emphatic particle x%
deed.”* This X was always misread by the Masoretes as the
negative particle Nb. But for Ezekiel mpln} i) &5 mpplnl

would have been synonymous with TN D‘:WD D’PH
“exceedingly good statutes.”

Thus, the statements in Ezekiel 20 are quite consistent in af-
firming the goodness of Yahweh’s law by which life is
guaranteed. In 20:11 Ezekiel quoted Yahweh as saying, “I
gave them my statutes and showed them my ordinances, by
whose observance man shall live”’; and in 20:21 Yahweh de-
clared, “they did not observe my statutes or keep my ordi-
nances that bring life to those who observe them” (NAB).
Alsoin 20:25—when properly interpreted—Y ahweh empha-
tically affirmed, “I gave them statutes that were indeed good
and ordinances by which they could indeed have life,” with
20:26° concluding, “I did it [the giving of good laws which
give life] that they might acknowledge that [ am Yahweh.”

When x‘a “indeed” and N2 “to issue a fiat/fatwa” are

added to Ezekiel’s active Vocabulary, the problems of 20:25,
per se, disappear. But different problems emerge with 20:26,
where, seemingly, Yahweh admitted “I defiled them through
their very gifts in making them offer by fire all their first-
born, that I might horrify them.”

Thus, new contradictory statements appear. Whereas Ezek
20:13, 16, 21, and 24 speak of Israel’s rebellion and refusal to
obey God’s ordinances, 20:26 would seem to indicate that
Israel was indeed faithful in obeying Yahweh’s commands for
child sacrifice. Yet in 20: 31, Yahweh declared, “When you
offer your gifts and sacrifice your sons by fire, you defile
yourselves with all your idols to this day.” The question
becomes, “According to Ezekiel, were children sacrificed in
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Israel because Yahweh—at some time or place—required it
(according to 20:26), or was such sacrifice contrary to Yah-
weh’s will (according to 20:30-31)?°

Once it is recognized that the first nine of fifteen Hebrew
words in 20:26 (or 28 words in KJV) are out of place, the
question just raised can be dismissed. The statement in 20:26,
“and I defiled them through their very gifts in making them
offer by fire all their first-born, that I might horrify them”
(RSV), needs to be restored to the end of 20:27. There it re-
stores the direct quotation of the blasphemy spoken by the
fathers of Israel to legitimate their sacrificing of children. The
restored lines of 20: 25—27 need to be read in this sequence:

D% XS 0PN 0775 M) INDI) 25
DT MM NG CwBu
TN TN WT N R 26
DTNTI2 SNOLT Moy 2T 12527
T YT MK 7D DIEN D
DONI2R NIR DT ARE T
(g oy Tz mouns
DRIMRD oNIN RDOR[1] 26°°
om Wy Mawn2
ouy R

Moreover I gave them statutes that were indeed good
and ordinances by which they could indeed have life.
I did it that they might know that [ am Yahweh.
Therefore, son of man, speak to the house of Israel
and say to them, “Thus says the my Lord Yahweh:
‘In this again your fathers blasphemed me,
in their transgressing they transgressed against me,
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{saying}
“I defile them through their very gifts
in making them offer by fire all their first-born,
that [ might horrify them.””

CONCLUSION

The problems presented by Ezek 14:9 and 20:25-26 are
not really theological, as Blenkinsopp (1990: 89) suggested,
but scribal and lexicographical. The two minor scribal errors
were the misreading of an original 72 " “he speaks™ as 723
“and he spoke” and the misreading of an original S “they
transgressed” as Sun <a transgression.” The more significant
scribal error (or editorial decision) was the relocation of the
nine Hebrew word quotation of the blasphemy of the
“fathers” (originally belonging at the end of 20: 27 but now
found in the MT as 20:26*"), so that it became an admission
on the lips of Yahweh.

The lexicographical problems come from the omission, to
date, of T1N2 (stem II)—which is the cognate of Arabic 43
(fatawa/ fatwa) “a judicial sentence [of death]”—from the
lexicons of Biblical Hebrew. Although the emphatic x% has
been recognized in a number of biblical texts and is cited in
some current Hebrew lexicons, it has not been recognized by
past or current commentators as the significant key for inter-
preting these difficult verses, as proposed in this brief study.

NOTES

1. The KJV, ASV, NRS, and DRA read essentially the same as the
RSV. Other translations of the MT MR2? and *N°NL in Ezek 14:9a
include seduced (NJB), beguiled (NAB), enticed (NIV), induced
(NKJ), prevailed (NAU), befooled (Zimmerli 1979: 302), and
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misled (Greenberg (1983:253). The Vulgate has erraverit and
decepi for these verbs. The Septuagint translated quite literally,

kKol 0 TpodnTINg €ov TAavnOf kel AwAnon
¢y KUPLOC TeTAavNKe TOV TPOPNTNY €Kelvovkal
EKTEVD TNV Yetpd Wou ém adtov kol adavie adtov
¢k wéoou tod Acod pov Iopani.

The Greek TAavn0f . .. memAavnka could be translated by any
of the above words.

2. Compare Ezek 23:30, “you played the harlot with the nations,
and polluted yourself with their idols,” and Ezek 36:31, “Then shall
you remember your own evil ways, and your doings that were not
good, and shall loathe yourselves in your own sight for your
iniquities and for your abominations.”

3. On the frequent confusion of ¥ and 1 see Delitzsch (1920) 103—
105, §103*<.

4. The literature on the emphatic 5 and XS continues to grow. In
addition to references cited by Richardson (1966: 89), note Mc
Daniel (1968) 206-208; Bloomerde (1969) 31; Dahood (1975)
341-342); Whitley (1975) 202-204; and Huehnergard (1983)
569-593, especially 591.

5. Another example of the emphatic particle &5 “indeed” in
Ezekiel appears in 32:27, where the negative "N¥ 323 W‘ &51
D‘ba:'l nﬁ_ﬁza_ “and they shall not lie with the mighty that are
fallen,” appears as an affirmative in the Septuagint, kel €ékoLumn-
"ONoaY PET TOV YLYAVTWY TOV TEMTWKOTWY, “and they are laid
to rest with the fallen giants.” The affirmative statement in 32:28,
“So you shall be broken and lie among the uncircumcised, with
those who are slain by the sword,” supports the reading of the Sep-
tuagint and reading the NDas N‘?
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6. Texts dealing with the sacrifice or redemption of the first born
include Exo 13:1, 1115, 22:28" (MT), 34:19-20; texts speaking
against child sacrifice include Lev 18:21; Deut 12:29-31, 18: 10—
12; Jer 7:30-32, 19:4-6, 32:35; and Ezek 16:20-22; Micah 6:7.

7. Restoring MT 5:]?; to ﬁ‘?;.}?g with the Septuagint’s Topémeoov
“they transgressed.” The 1 suffix of 155.7?9 comes from the initial
1 of the preceding RPN in the reconstructed text.



XVII
NOTES ON HABAKKUK 2:1-5

Five Arabic cognates, coupled with a reordering of the ver-
ses in Hab 2:1-5, clarify the meaning of this difficult pass-
age.' A logical transition of thought can be restored by trans-
posing verses 2 and 3, along with moving three words from
2:5 to 2:15.> The Arabic cognates are

(1) ucl.’é (gds) ‘““a narrator, preacher,” a synonym of H:.l?.?

(hatib) “one who recites, exhorts, preaches from a pulpit”

and delivers an exhortation or sermon called a Lta>
(hutbat) (Lane 1885: 2528).

(2) P / uob (rud /rada) ““to train, to discipline, or sub-
due oneself (through piety)” (Lane 1867: 1186).

3) J..c (‘abala) “he cut it, or, cut it off, so as to extirpate it,”
with | 925 4.:1.& (‘abalathu “abiilu) “death separated him,
cut him off, extirpated him” being said of a man when he
has died; as well as _ 3£ é_lgls (‘abilati‘abilu) “my sepa-
rater [from my companions] is death, or shall be death
alone” (Lane 1874: 1941-1942).

(4) 458/ x5 (fahw/ fahd) “he meant or intended (by his say-
ing)” and “the meaning or saying of a speech, its intended
sense or import . . . [ knew it, or I understood it.” (Lane

1877: 2347-2348).

(5) y9» /o JL‘o (hwr | hdrah) “he threw it down, demolished
it,” and ‘Oj.&” JL» (hdra *algawma) “he slew the people”
(Lane 1893: 2906).
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The first of these five is the cognate of the V"> in Hab 2:3,
which has traditionallybeenread as "2 “end” (the Septuagint
has mépag). The second is the cognate of the Y17 in 2:2,
which has traditionally been read as ¥17 “to run” (the Sep-

tuagint has 61wkn). The third is the cognate of the 525.7,
which was in the Vorlage of the Septuagint (which has
vootelAntal “should he draw back”), differing from the MT
which has T19BY “was swollen (with a tumor or hemor-
rhoid).” The moBY is generally paraphrased as “his soul
which is lifted up” (KJV); “his soul is puffed up” (ASV); “he
that is unbelieving” (DRA, following the Vulgates’ qui
incredulus est); “a presumptuous one” (YLT); and even “he
shall fail” (RSV).?

Moreover, the MT MDY was translated by Aquila as
vwyerevopévou “slothful,” apparently from a text with Ry
“slothful” instead of the MT 115BY. The Targum and the
Peshitta evidently read oY as 1O “iniquity”’—indicating
that the second letter in this word was so poorly written, or
became so badly damaged, that it could read asa® ora 2 or
a¥oral’

In Hab 2:4 the Septuagint’s UmooteiAntat “should he draw
back’ has been dismissed by commentators who assumed that
two letters in the Vorlage were transposed, with the MT S5py
“swollen” having been read as L']‘?SJ “to cover, to enwrap, to
faint”—even though ﬂBSJ fits the context no better than SDY.

Thanks, however, to the Septuagintal OmootelAntaL, the

stem 93V and its Arabic cognate J_._c (‘abala) “he went
away, he died” comes into focus. This stem occurs in the
name of Mount Ebal (‘7;’;7 977), which was known as the
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mountain of the curse (Deut 11:29; 27:4, 11), and its name
could well have been understood as “the mountain of death”
=J | 3¢ [‘abiilu]) in light of the implicit and explicit curses
of death which were pronounced (Deuteronomy 27-28) from
Mount Ebal.’

The fourth Arabic word in the list above is the cognate of
the 1B in the verb MDY in 2:3, traditionally understood as
12 “to blow, to breathe.” The Septuagint has avateiel “it
shall shoot forth,” as if the word were MOE “to bud, sprout,”
rather than 1D. But the expressions “a vision will sprout” or
an “a vision will exhale” do not conform to normal Hebrew
idiom. The fifth word is the cognate of the 77 of the MT
917 in 2:5, usually interpreted as “haughty” (= the Septua-
gint’s aAa Wv).

With these five cognates in focus, Hab 2:2—4 can be trans-
lated as follows (with further comments in the notes).

2:1
RN Py oy
TSRO TIEINY
22T NINTG TEEN)
2 PToInToy 2R T
Let me stand upon my watch,
and station myself on the rampart;

then let me keep watch to see what He will say to me,
and what I might requite about my complaint.°®
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2:3
WIS I T *3
[MT = Twin% 191 Ty 3]
3121 N5 R0 men
57m M IR
MR XD KDY XT3
For a vision was promised’ to the protestor;®
its intent would be understood® by the preacher, '’
and it would not disappoint."

If it seem slow, wait for it.
It will surely come; it will not be postponed.'*

2:2
TR T NN
nIMS5y N2 i 29nD
H3 X992 P wnb
Then Yahweh answered me, saying:
“Write the vision! Make it plain upon tablets,
so that the one reading it may be disciplined!”"’
2:4
2 YWDy YRS nbey Mt
SANANRIRPab R Y
“ Behold!

The unrighteous soul has been cut off,"*
but the righteous lives by his faithfulness.”
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2:5
VA R Al R ER Y
[MT=m 851 9 222 98]
WD) Sinus = Naibalial'i
oy xbn nmD XM
Nl 'a*bx nONM
oMY 5:: 1*5& 73PN
Indeed," the strongman'®
demolishes'” and cannot be sated,'®
He enlarges his appetite like Sheol;
and like death, he is never satisfied.

He gathers to himself all the nations;
and collects for himself all the peoples.

When Hab 2:5 is read in this manner, it would be better to
transpose it to the end of 1:13 (or even after 1:17), making it
a part of Habakkuk’s complaints, rather than its being a part
Yahweh’s response to Habakkuk’s questions. If the MT INW*
were read as W' and the MR repointed as MIN, then
the m‘a‘r of 2:6 meant “Did not?” rather than “Shall not?”
The woes which follow in 2:6—-19 could have been uttered
over time in the past, for, according to the vision in 2:4 the
maledictions sad come true: 12 WD) 'TWW’ N5 ‘7517 “the
unrighteous soul has been cut off” (a Pucal perfect whether
the verb is a masculine, as proposed here, or a feminine with
the MT), whereas the righteous /ives (7117 a Qal imperfect).

The intent of the vision was to affirm what was expressed
elsewhere in the language of sowing and reaping, as in Pro
22:8, “he who sows injustice will reap calamity, and the rod
of his fury will fail”; Job 4:9, “those who plow iniquity and
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sow trouble reap the same; by the breath of God they perish”;
Hos 8:7, “for they have sown the wind, and they shall reap the
whirlwind”; and Hos 10:12,“sow for yourselves righteous-
ness, reap the fruit of steadfast love.”

The theological assertion made via the vision was: those
who perished at the hands of the Chaldeans, and the Chal-
deans themselves who perished later were unrighteous and got
what they deserved—death! The survivors, like Habakkuk
himself, were the righteous who received what they deserved
—life! Whereas Habakkuk (1:13) had posited two categories
—the “wicked” (who oppressed) and the “man more right-
eous than the wicked” (who was oppressed)—there were
really three categories: (1) the wicked, (2) those less wicked,
and (3) the righteous. Survivors of the Chaldean oppression
and the oppression by their fellow Judeanswere all in the third
group, thanks to their faithfulness. The wicked and those less-
wicked were cut off, regardless of the degree of the wicked-
ness. This affirmation became the basis for Paul’s assertion,
“for the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all un-
godliness and unrighteousness of men, who hold the truth in
unrighteousness” (Rom 1:18).

The vision ends at 2:20 with the admonition for all the
earth—including Habakkuk—to hush. Enough complaints!
“Yahweh in his holy temple.” Justice is being done. The
wicked had perished; the righteous live. As the text now
stands, the silence before Yahweh was broken by Habakkuk’s
prayer which was filled with praise and affirmation, without
petitions nor complaints—suggesting that Habakkuk under-
stood the content and intent of the vision: the righteous live
by faithfulness.

Centuries later, the Apostle Paul gleaned a different mean-
ing from the vision, stating in Romans 1:17 “For in it [the
gospel of Christ] the righteousness of God is revealed through
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faith for faith; as it is written, ‘He who through faith is
righteous shall live.””*° Doing what was right (= faithfulness)
became then a matter of believing what was right (=faith). An
attempt to reconcile the tension between these two interpre-
tations of Habakkuk’s vision appears in James 2:18-26,
which concluded that “faith apart from works is dead.”

NOTES

1. See William Hayes Ward, A Critical and Exegetical Commen-
tary on Habakkuk, in A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
Micah, Zephaniah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Obadiah and Joelby J. M.
Powis Smith, W. H. Ward, and J. A. Bewer; New York: Charles
Scribners, 1911, pp. 13—14 of the section on Habakkuk. Concern-
ing verse 2:4, Ward despaired, “The first member of this couplet
is corrupt past safe reconstruction,” and paraphrased it as, “The up-
right [shall rest] his soul in me; And the righteous shall live in my
faithfulness.” For summaries of subsequent studies see John
Marshall Holt, “So He May Run Who Reads,” JBL (1964) 83: 298-
302; J. A. Emerton, “The Textual and Linguistic Problem of Ha-
bakkuk II, 4-5,” JTS (1977: 27:1-18; Kenneth L. Barker and
Waylon Bailey, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, The
New American Commentary, Volume 20, Nashville: Broadman
and Holman (1999) 318-326. Emerton translated 2:2 as “Behold,
he whose personality within him is not upright will fly away (i.e.
pass away, perish), but the righteous man will live because of his
faithfulness.”

2. Wellhausen (1898) and Stade (1906), cited by Ward (1911: 19)
proposed a similar transposition of 2: 18 and 19.

3. The only possible Arabic cognates of Hebrew 521 would be
J_é_i (gafala) “he was unmindful, forgetful, neglectful” and
J_Zz_'c (gufl) “one whose beneficence is not hoped for, nor his

evilness feared; he being like the shackled thatis neglected . . . one
having no grounds of pretension to respect or honour; of whom
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one knows not what he possesses” (Lane 6: 2276; Tregelle 1875:
565). But these definitions, though very negative, do not fit the
context of Hab 2:2—4, where an antonym of “life, to live” is
anticipated.

4. The confusion and/or the interchange of the 2 and 2 is well

attested, and numerous examples have been the cited by Delitzsch
(1920: 115 §118*%).

5. Lexicographers of Biblical Hebrew have cited only the Arabic
J._.,_; (‘abala) “to be bulky, chubby, stout” (BDB 716; KBS 2:
816), with no mention of the noun J 5. (‘abiilu)“death” or the
verb &}..‘_9 (‘abala) “to hold back, to take away,” the latter of
which the Septuagint translators obviously knew. The 55&’ / '7;5.7
by-forms meaning “separation, death” need to berecognized along
with ‘7Tﬁ:/5ﬁ@ “iron” and 772 /712 “to disperse.”

6. Habakkuk’s first complaint (1:2—4) was followed with an im-
mediate answer (1:5-11). The response to his second complaint
(1:12—17) was delayed, requiring Habakkuk to be watchful since
the time set for God’s response was unknown to him. This delay
gave Habakkuk time to think through what would be his response
in his next dialogue with God.

7. Reading the MT T 2 as T 1“3, restoring a  lost by
haplography, and vocalizing the 7% as a passive participle.
Hebrew T1D? “to appoint” may have had nuances of “threat” and/
or “promise,” like its Arabic cognate Je4 (wa‘ada) “he promised”
or “he threatened” (Lane 8: 2952; BDB 416).

8. Reading here instead of the MT =D “appointed time or
place,” the Hiphil participle 92 /7701 or 7701, from MY 11
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“to exhort, to protest, to warn, to testify”” (BDB 730) or its by-form
Y7 (with the T30 /707 being like 230 /38? “to be good”).

9. The meaning of MT ’(P'? 127, “(the vision) breathes /exhales
to the end,” is, to say the least, ambiguous if not senseless. Inter-
pretations which make M8 “to breathe, to exhale” a synonym of
<711 “to hasten” or WM “to make haste” are misleading, for four
words later in the line it states clearly, “though it tarry, wait for it.”
The vision could not have sped and tarried at the same time. The
Septuagint’s avatedel “it will rise” is of no help because it simply
reflects a Vorlage with nae “to bud, sprout, shoot” for the MT
mB. (Delitzsch [1920: 111 §109*"] cited many other examples of
the confusion of a Y and a 7.)

The MT 7271 needs to be repointed as 2?1 and recognized as
the D"Y verb M8, a by-form of the "5 verb nne (see GKC 77°
for other examples of Y'Y and 11" verbs having the same mean-
ing). This 2 is the cognate of the Arabic >3 (fdha), cited above
which is a synonym of u"’ (lahana) meaning “an indication
whereby the person addressed is made to understand one’s intent”
(Lane 8: 3008). The vision would be clearly understood by
Habakkuk, without ambiguity and without deception. It is ironic
that the language used to tell about Habakkuk’s vison—which was
to have been understood perfectly—has been misunderstood ever
since it was written without a distinction between the 4 and the 4.

10. The MT ]/‘Pb “to the end” needs to be repointed to ' i? “to the
narrator/preacher,” with ]/‘P being the cognate of uo[éf (gas), noted
above, with the verb meaning “he related”or “he explained.” The

object of the verb could be an admonition, an exhortation, a
sermon, a speech, an oration, a dream, or a harangue. In Habak-

kuk’s case, as a narrator/preacher/prophet (= YP), he would
grasp the meaning and intent of the vision—whenever it
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came —and would proclaimit and explainit accurately and hon-
estly. (In modern literary Arabic a M [ (qasas) meansanovelist
or goryteller.)

11. Following the trandation in BDB 469.

12. Repointingthe MT I'Xa) asaPu‘al or Hoph®al (Jastrow 40).

13. TheMT #Wry isahomograph for two verbs, one meaning “ he
may run,” and the other meaning “he may train/discipline him-
sdf.” Many commentators (who, in the language of Habakkuk,
could be called XyXXP ~qu “story tellers intending to get it
right”) have created aword picture of (1) Judean joggers reading
highway billboards (“so that a runner may read it”) or (2) atrack
coach’ snotesfor apep rally (“so that one who readsit may run”).
The wrong #Ir is to be blamed for these mistranglations—even

though it is the only #ir currently in the Hebrew lexicons The
right #Ir hasyet to make it into the lexicons, which is the #lII
that is the cognate of QO@ /Q '@ (rad/ragda) “to train, discipline
oneself,” introduced above. The phrase£Nh(0"# mCd QO@ (rawid
nafsaka bi‘lattagway) “ di scipline thyself well by piety” provides
the clue to the meaning of #lr in thisverse

14. Thefinal h of 1P| needsto be shifted to the QyDClI, thereby
making the verb masculine (1 P[ ) and the noun definite (QyDChi.

15. Moving dgAB !yYh-yK from2:2 tothelast linein2:15, permits

the req of 2:5 to be read asadescripti on of the unrighteous person
mentioned to in 2:4a

16. Readingthe MT b6 “ man, servant” asscriptio defective for
I'ABG “ mighty man” which, given thepoalitica overtonesof the pas-
sage, isbed rendered “ strongman.”
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17. Recognizing that the 7977 of the MT 2717 is the cognate of
Arabic 2 (hayyir) “he threw down, he demolished.”

18. Following Wellhausen (cited by Ward, 1911: 14) who thought
the MT 1113° N‘ﬂ “he will not abide” should be read as 7117? N‘ﬂ
“he will not be sated ” which balances the J2 W‘ &51 “he will not
be satisfied” that follows in the next line.

19. See Delitzsch 1920: 111-112 § 110*° for other examples of the
confusion of the ¥ and 1.

20. See also Gal 3:11 and Heb 10:38-39.



XVIII

SHORT NOTES
ON OLD TESTAMENT TEXTS

A. I SAMUEL 25:22 and 11 SAMUEL 12:14

Commentators have failed to recognize that the problematic
Y2'R™PN in IT Sam 12:14 (which was relegated to a footnote
in the RSV, NRS, and NJB because it was not reflected in the
Septuagint) is not the well attested noun 2R “enemy,” but
the Hithpa‘el of the rare verb 2R (°iyyeb), the cognate of the
Arabic ;"j‘ (awwadb) “wont to repent, frequent in repenting
unto God, or turning from disobedience to obedience” (Lane

1863: 124; Castell 1669: 54). The name Job may well be
derived from this stem (BDB 33), especially in light of the

secondary form g,,lj' (Cawwab) “frequent in returning to God.”

McCarter (1984: 296) provided a helpful summary of the
traditional interpretations of this phrase in 12:14, stating

As first noted by Geiger (1857: 267), the chief witnesses
are euphemistic, and the primitive reading, °t yhwh, is
reflected only in a single Greek cursive MS (c = 376).
MT (cf. LXX, OL. Syr., Targ.) has °t °yby yhwh, “the
enemies of Yahweh.” Some of the ancient translations
(LXX, Vulg., Symmachus) did not take this as euphemis-
tic, choosing instead to render the preceding verb (ni°es
ni’asta) as a causative Pi‘el (GKC §52g), a solution
followed by the AV (“thou hast given great occasion to
the enemies of the Lord to blaspheme”) and a few
modern interpreters (Hertzberg, Goslinga); but Mulder
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(1968: 110—12) has demonstrated the impossibility of
this position in the grounds that ni°es never has such a
meaning elsewhere and that in the context it makes no
sense to think of David’s sin, which is a secret, as having
caused Yahweh’s enemies—whoever they might be—to
blaspheme. . .. Such euphemisms were not introduced to
falsify a text but rather out of respect for God and saintly
persons (Mulder 1968: 109— 10).

But the reading of the 2R\ as a euphemistic addition
in this verse falters in light of the 5,930 other occurrences of
the name Yahweh in the Hebrew Scriptures which did not
receive a euphemistic addition. Therefore, a better explana-
tion is required, and one is readily available.

The final ¥ of the MT 2R\ can be transposed to be-
come an initial 1 and the reconstructed 2'XPNY can be
pointed as 3'RPNY, a Hithpa‘el (GKC §54°) imperfect
meaning “but [ have shown myselfto be repentant.” Once this
derivation comes into focus it is obvious that the phrase does
not belong in verse 12:14, but fits perfectly in 12:13. The two
verses can be restored as follows:

NIRRT
2NORY M TR
TITOR 103 TBRT
MmN XS ARG Mapn Mo
T 7272 MM PSN) PRITD oD
:NMY N -15 -n‘aﬂ-w 127 o3

And David said to Nathan,
“I have sinned against Yahweh,
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but I have shown myself to be repentant.”
And Nathan said to David,
“Indeed, Yahweh has transferred your sin, you will not die.
But, since you have outraged Yahweh with this matter,
the child born to you will die.”

This rare word 2R (°iyyeb) ““to return, to repent”—which
is a synonym of the widely used verb 23U “to return, to re-
pent”—appears also in I Sam 25:22. In this verse the verb
carries a nuance which survived in its Arabic cognate, g.)j'
(Pawwab) “to return” and especially “fo return home to one'’s
family at night” (Lane 1863: 123—-124). As [ Sam 25:14 and
22 indicate, David’s intention—before Abigail persuaded him
not to shed blood—was to wipe out Nabal and his forces over-
night (2 2N 7Y), before he would return to camp for sleep.
The name David in I Sam 25:22 can be treated as an un-
necessary gloss identifying the Ics suffix on the noun 2R
“my returning,” although it was probably added at first as a
gloss when "2X was misunderstood—in grammatical terms
—as the nomen regens 2R “the enemies of,” which re-
quired the nomen rectum modifier. Thus, while some inter-
preters follow the Septuagint, which has simply t¢) Aavid “to

David,” and treat the MT ’;jk as a gloss, I consider the MT
2R “my returning (at night)” to be original, with the name

David being a gloss. David’s statement in I Sam 25:21-22
included these words:

;12 nAR A 25N
T 91 "I oI nppri
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PP TIYD PRATTY 9TURODN RUNTDR

And he [Nabal] returned to me evil for good.
Thus may God do, and more also,
upon my returning for the night
if I leave from all who belong to him by morning,
one who urinates at a wall.

David’s zeal was offset by Abigail’s appeal. He was ready
for God to return upon him evil for good if he failed to kill
every last man of Nabal’s forces during that very night before
he returned to his base for sleep before daybreak or by day-
break. The only “enemy” mention in these verses is the one
mentioned by name, namely, Nabal.”

B. RESTORING A 7 IN EZEKIEL 38:21
LOST BY HAPLOGRAPHY

MASORETIC TEXT
300 7035 YD PRI
TN TOND WR 29T T I ON
And I will call for a sword against him throughout all my
mountains,
oracle of my Lord Yahweh:
every man’s sword shall be against his brother.
SEPTUAGINT
Kol KaAéow €1’ adTov Tav GpoPor Aéyel kUpLOC
poyaLpo avdpwmou éml tov adeAdpor avtod €otol

And I will summon against it every fear, saith the Lord:
the sword of every man shall be against his brother.



282 SHORT NOTES ON OLD TESTAMENT TEXTS

In Exek 38:21 the MT 271 7 U'L?;(?, meaning literally
“to all of my mountains a sword,” has baffled many inter-
preters. Wevers (1969: 290) stated, “Possibly MT means,
‘And I will give the name: Sword, to all my mountains against
him’, i.e. God will summon the falling mountains to act as
swords, i.e. destroy Gog.” But this interpretation found few
followers. Eichrodt (1966: 516) translated “And I will sum-
mon every kind of terror against him, says [. . .] Yahweh,
every man’s sword will be lifted up against his brother,”
based upon the proposed emendation of the MT 277 717 to

1717, following the Septuagint’s ddpov, as noted in BHS3

Zimmerli (1983: 289) simply listed the variants in the ver-
sions, including (1) the Geniza text’s Y7 ]'171532 N29m
“a sword in all of them my mountain(s),” (2) the Vulgate’s et
convocabo adversum eum in cunctis montibus meis gladium,
“and [ will call in the sword against him in all my mountains,”
(3) the Targum’s “and I appointed him to fall by the sword on
the mountains of my people,” (4) the Septuagint (cited
above), and (5) the Latin variant, omnem timorem gladia,
which follows the Greek text in reading 77717 for the 771

Allen (1990: 201) viewed the MT 271 as an “adapted
torso” having been written for 7T under the influence of the
2777 3077737 in 38:20—which was “then made more

en51b1e by addmg the suffix.” But this interpretation is less
convincing than that of Wevers, noted above. Block (1998:
452, 458) simply stated, “The MT is difficult but not im-
possible, LXX ¢6Bov “fear,” seems to presuppose haradd
hereb for haray hereb,” concluding that “the LXX reading
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may itself reflect the translator’s uncertainty regarding the
meaning of the word [*277].”

Block’s suspicion that the Greek translators did not know
the meaning of “777 is right on target, for this word is actually
arare word in Hebrew, a hapax legomenon and only a homo-
graph of the common suffixed noun 977 “my mountain(s).”
Instead of being read as a parallel to the 211~ 53_.7 1 “and upon
my mountains” in Isa 14:25 or the @¥71773 D372 of Zech
14:5, the 077 in Ezek 38:21 needs to be repointed as 717 and
recognized as the cognate of the Arabic verb g /oyls (Awr/
hadra) “he threw it down, pulled it down, demolished it” and
the adjectives ¢ )l (hdari)/ ,~ b (hdir)/ yls (hdrin), meaning
“becoming thrown down, pulled down, pulled to pieces,
demolished” (Lane 1893: 2906-2907). The ¥ of ™M isnot a
les suffix but a part of the stem, like the * of *78 “fruit.” In
the context of all the destruction mentioned in Ezekiel 38, this
Y917 is best translated as “demolition” or “collapse.”

If this interpretation of the Y777 is correct, then the next
word, 37T “sword,” should be repointed as Zjﬁ “desola-
tion.” And, if the repointed Djﬁ "1 means “demolition,
desolation,” then the preceding word, 5; 5 “to all,” should be
emended to TT??% “for annihilation,” restoring a 77 which
was lost by haplography. This restoration of TT'?;'? in Ezek

38:21 finds support in the use of 192" in Ezek 13:13,
T BN MY o)

oD% A2 WDKK
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and there shall be a deluge of rain in my anger,
and great hailstones in wrath for annihilation.

Similarly, the mention in Ezek 38:19-20 of a “great shaking”
(51"1;1 WYT /oeopdc péyac) and the “falling to earth of all
the walls” (5151;1 YWZS(? TT?Q‘IH'%;W: ) support the interpre-
tation of Y777 as “collapse” or “demolition.”

Thus, in summary, the problematic phrase in Ezek 38:21,
271 535 oY NN “And I called against him
to all of my mountains a sword,” should be emended and re-
pointed to read 371 M1 1925 MOV MNIPY “And
against him [ have called for annihilation, demolition, desola-
tion.”

C. ZECHARIAH 2:8 (MT 2:12)
“THE APPLE OF HIS EYE”

The expression or idiom 137y P22 “the apple of his eye,”
occurring in Zech 2:8 (MT 2:12), is also found in Arabic and
Syriac. The Hebrew word for the fruit called an “apple” is
TR0, which is totally unrelated to the word 122 appearing
in Zech 2:8. The Hebrew word 1722, used in this idiom may
be derived from (1) a word for “baby, babe,” indicating the
“baby of the eye,” or (2) from X232 meaning “gate,” indicat-
ing the “gate of the eye.” o

The Greek translation of Zech 2:8 (LXX 2:12) used the
word k0pn¢ meaning “damsel, maiden, daughter,” but trans-
lated “pupil” when used with reference to the eye. The Vul-
gate has pupillam oculi eius “the pupil of his eye.” The
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English “pupil” is the diminutive of pupa “girl, doll,” so
called because of the image which is reflected in another
person’s eye— which appears like a tiny doll. (The English
word “apple” indicated in Old English and Middle English
“fruit, apple, the eyeball, or anything round.) The “apple of
the eye” meant nothing other than the “round [center] of the
eye.”

In Deut 32:10 the expression “the apple of his eye” also
appears, but a different word is used for the “apple.” There it
is Y 1MWN, the meaning of which is clarified by the same
expression in Arabic, ch” OL.J' (‘insdn °al‘ayin), which
means “the image that is seen [reflected] in the black of the
eye, what is seen in the eye, like as in a mirror, when a thing
faces it . . . the pupil or the apple of the eye, or the black of
the eye” (Lane 1863: 115). The derivation of the word 1R
could be related to the word ¥R “man,” but it is more likely
a noun related to the word WUNR “to glitter, to be dark.”

In Psalm 17:8 the expression appears as ]'J"N3 11U,
which adds the word daughter of the eye,” like the Greek
expression noted above, “the daughter of the eye.” Thus, “the
apple of the eye” can be expressed three different ways in
Hebrew, and all three were used to express affection. Jeru-
salem and Zion were considered to be the objects of God’s
affection. The translation of Zech 2:8 inthe NRSV “. .. truly,
one who touches you touches the apple of my eye,” rather than
reading “his eye,” remains preferable.



XIX

THE DERIVATION OF
NAZARETH AND NAZARENE

MATTHEW 2:23

kol EABOV KaTwknoev el¢ mOALY Aeyouévny Noalopét:
OTw¢ TANPWOT TO PNOBEV dLa TAVY TPOPNTAV
671 Nalwpalog kAnOnoeTaL.
And he went and dwelt in a city called Nazareth,
that what was spoken by the prophets might be fulfilled,
“He shall be called a Nazarene.”

NAZAPEO® / NAZARETH

The place' named Nazareth® does not appear in the Old
Testament, Josephus, Talmud Babli, Talmud Y erushalmi, nor
in Midrashic literature.” Moreover, the quotation “spoken by
the prophets” in 2:23b cannot be found in the Hebrew Bible.
Attempts to relate Nazareth® to the Nazirites have been less
than convincing, given the simple fact that Jesus was called
awinebibber (Matt 11:19; Luke 7:34), not a teetotaler.” While
much attention has been given to the question of how Nalw-
patog “Nazarene” is related to the name Naapét “Nazareth,”
little attention has been given to the derivation of the name
Nazareth.

What is known about Nazareth in the Herodian period has
been succinctly summarized by Strange (1992) who noted,
As inferred from the Herodian tombs in Nazareth, the maxi-
mum extent of the Herodian and pre-Herodian village mea-
sured about 900 x 200 m, for a total area just under 60 acres.
Since most of this was empty space in antiquity, the popu-
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lation would have been a maximum of about 480 at the

beginning of the 1st century A.D.

When the Arabic cognates of M7 come into focus, it ap-
pears that Nazareth was, in one respect, true to its name.® The
Arabic cognate of I7J is B} (nazara) “small, little in number”
(Castell 1669: 22662267, Lane 1893: 2784). Nazareth, with
a maximum of sixty acres and just eight people per acre, was
a sparsely populated small settlement. The descriptive term
for this small community, 177 “little (village),” actually

became the name N77) (Nazaret/ Nazareth), meaning “Little-
town” or “Hamlet.”’ The Arabic cognate B} (nazara) also
meant “contemptible, mean, nasty, possessed of little good or
having very little wealth” (Lane 1893: 2784). For some
Jewish folk in New Testament times the Hebrew cognate
711 apparently had similar connotations.

With this derivation and definitions in focus, Nathanael’s
question to Philip in John 1:46, 'Ex Nalapet dUvatal TL
ayebov elvar; “Can anything good come out of Nazareth?”
becomes understandable. Nathanael obviously knew of the
hamlet named I177T/N7%), and he obviously knew at least one
meaning of the town’s name.*

Another Arabic cognate of Hebrew 713 /71 is N /J.’. Y
(nadara /nadir) “to inform, to warn, to put people on guard”
[form 6], and “an informant, one who cautions.” The question
in Qur’an Sura 35:34, “Did not a warner (j.,b ) (nadir) come
to you?” is considered by expositors to be a reference to the
prophet Mohammed (Lane 1893: 2781-2782).° This defini-
tion will come into focus in the discussion below on Luke 4:
16-19, 34-35 and Isa 61:1-3.
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A third definition of M1J survives in Rabbinic Hebrew in
the exposition of Lev 25:5, where the MT reads *2307NX1
pinly o 2713 “and the grapes of your undressed vine you
shall not gather” (RSV). The Septuagint has kal MY oto-
GLATIY TOD AyLEOWKTOC 00U OVK éktpuynoelg “and you
shall not gather the grapes of your dedication.” Rashi inter-
preted the 71 of F7°1) as YIN2 TMWN “that which is
guarded in the ground,” i.e., the opposite of P21 “free (for
gleaning).” This would make M%) a by-form of the well at-
tested 18] “to guard” (Jastrow 891, 929)."

In summary, Na{apét /Nazareth could, theoretically, be
derived from different words spelled 7T meaning (1) small,
(2) mean, nasty, (3) a vow, (4) a Nazirite, (5) to inform, to
warn, and (6) to guard. The mostly likely meaning of
Na(apét /Nazareth is the first listed. Nalapét /Nazareth was
a small village or hamlet which became known as “Hamlet.”

NAZQPAIOX'" / NAZARENE 2

As six definitions came into focus in reference to Na apét
“Nazareth,” so also a number of words need to be reviewed
when considering the derivation of Na{wpatog and NaCo-
pnvdc."” As noted already, It could be a by-form of 933 “to
guard, to keep, to observe,” which is the cognate of Aramaic
) (BDB 665; Jastrow 901), Syriac \,s (netar) (Payne
Smith 337), and Arabic J.Lz) /J.lblj /J)LS (nazara/nazir/
nazur) “to look, examine, a guardian, keeper, watcher, a chief
person to whom one looks as an example” (Lane 1893: 2810—
2813)." If the name *13%) /278N “Nazarene/Christians”

was derived from T3J “to guard / be observant,” the ¥ of the
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Hebrew T3J would most likely have become a t) in Aramaic
and Syriac and a b (z) in Arabic—the possible Hebrew by-
form 77T notwithstanding. The names ’731] “Nazarene” and
D’T.‘:ﬁl “Christians” appear in Syriac as r<a% o (nasrayad),

in Arabicas (1) &5")..@ (nasrant), (2) Ob‘aj (nasran), (3)_s Gy
(nasri) or (4) b :)..al.? (ndsiriyyd), and in Persian as s fls
(ndsri). The Syriac « () instead of ), (7) and the Arabic P
(s) instead of 15 () in these names mitigates against deriving
Na{wpaiog and Nafapnvéc from I8] “to guard.”

The second word from which some scholars would derive
Nalwpatog and Nalapnrdg is 33 “sprout, shoot, branch”
the cognate of Arabic Sy (nadard) (BDB 666; Jastrow 930;

Lane 1893:2808). Davies and Allison (1988: 277-279) listed
seven reasons for making Isa 11:1, “There shall come forth a
shoot (M) from the stump of Jesse, and a branch (7383) shall
grow out of his roots,” the key for interpreting the “Nazarene”
of Matt 2:23."" The reasons led them to conjecture: (1)
“Perhaps we should speak of a secondary allusion.'® Might
our evangelist have found ‘Nazarene’ to be coincidentally
similar to more than one OT key word or text?” and (2)
“Indeed it might even be that Matthew found authorial delight
in hiding ‘bonus points’ [France’s phrase] for those willing
and able to look a little beneath the gospel’s surface.”

Davies and Allison assumed that Matthew was writing in
Greek and that “Matthew was not above scattering items in
his Greek text whose deeper meaning could only be appre-
ciated by those with a knowledge of Hebrew.” However,
Matthew, without a doubt, wrote in Hebrew and his first
readers probably had a knowledge of Hebrew superior to that
of subsequent translators, commentators, and critics."”
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Gundry (1967: 104) related the Na{wpatoc of Matt 2:23
to the M8) of Isa 11:1—alluding to the Targumic and Rab-
binic literature cited by Strack and Billerbeck (1922: 93-96)
and the Qumran Hodayoth (VI1: 15; VII: 19; VIII: 6-10)—and
concluded that the “Branch” passages

are interpreted as meaning the Messiah will come out of
obscurity and a low estate . . . . Thus Mt builds his citation
upon the I8) = lowliness motif as well as upon phonetic
similarity [with NaCapét].

However, the “Branch” passages in the Hodayoth are
paeans of praise, such as

And Thou hast sent out a sprouting as a flower that shall
bloom for ever, and the Shoot (781) may grow into the
branches of the eternal planting. And its shade shall spread
over all [the earth] [and] its top reach to the hea[vens] [and]
its roots to the Abyss, And all the rivers of Eden [shall water]
its [bou]ghs and it shall become a [mi]ghty forest, [and the
glory of] its [fo]rest shall spread over the world without end,
as far a Sheol [for ever]. .. (VI 15-17)."*

Moreover, if Na{wpatog is linked to T.ff;;, it is difficult

* to reconcile the idea of “obscurity and lowliness” with
Matthew’s account (2:1-12) of the star in the East, the
Magi, gifts of gold, frankinsence, and myrrh—not to
mention the elevated status of being of the linage of David.

* to ignore the Arabic cognate of 733 “branch” which is y.a
(nadara), noted in BDB (1907: 666) as meaning “be fresh,
bright, grow green,” but Castell (1669: 2391) defined it as
a splendore et nitore “brilliant and bright,” aurum *“gold,”
argentum “‘silver,” pulchritudo “beauty,” and bonorum
affluentia “abundant possessions.” Lane’s more detailed
definition (1893: 2808) included (1) “intense greenness,”
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(2) “bright and beautiful (faces),” (3) “(a tree) was beauti-
ful,” (4) “(life) became plentiful and pleasant, and easy,”
(5) (God) made one have a good rank or station,” and (6)
the noun & 2 (nadrat) meant “enjoyment, a plentiful and
pleasant and easy life.”

* to account for the w vowel of Na{wpalog if Nalwpatog
were a transliteration of I3J “branch, shoot.”"’

Therefore, like 783 “guard,” 983 “branch” is not the most
likely link between Na{wpaiog and Na apért.

However, the relationship of these two names can be clari-
fied by 781 once the meaning “to aid, to assist, to conquer, to
be victorious” comes into focus.*® This 731 is the cognate of
Arabicjaj (nasara), from which the Arabic word for “Chris-
tian” is derived (see above). Behind the Arabic name for
“Christian” is the Arabic cognate of 73] meaning “he aided
or assisted him, namely a person wronged, misused, or treated
unjustly or injuriously . . . aided him against his enemy, he
avenged him,” as in the expression 4lJ} o yucas (nasarahu “Allah)
“God made him to be victorious,” used with reference to the
prophet Mohammed in Sura 22:15 (“will not Allah Aelp him
in this world and the hereafter””). The nouns i (nasr) and
3y (nasarat) mean “‘aid, assistance (especially against an
enemy), victory or conquest” (Castell 1669: 2390-2391; Lane
1893: 2802; Wehr 1979: 1138; KBS 1994: 2: 718).*!

Consequently, with help from Arabic cognates and the re-
cognition that ¥ and T were frequently interchanged in He-
brew, the derivation of Na{apét (“Hamlet, Littletown”) and
Nalapnroc/Nalwpatog (“Helpers/ Victors™) can be estab-
lished with a hight degree of certainty. A Nazarene (= Chris-
tian) was more than someone who came from Nazareth or the
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follower of someone from Nazareth. Nazarenes were those
helped/saved (R*173]) from sin and the world’s injustice.
Their faith in resurrection (I Cor 15:54-57) made them
“Victors” (D’Tﬁ}:;) over sin and death. Etymologically, the
name had moral, ethical, and political overones which were
more significant than any geographical connotation.

With this derivation of Na{apnroc/Nalwpatog in mind,
the words of the demoniac in Luke 4:34, “Ah! What have you
to do with us, Jesus of Nazareth? Have you come to destroy
us? [ know who you are, the Holy One of God,” become clear.
Nazareth had become more than a name meaning “Hamlet.”
It had multiple levels of meaning—even for the demoniac!
Were “the holy one of God” from Nazareth (N771J) to help/
aid (733 /7M)) the demoniac, Jesus would have to conquer
(73)) the demonic power—which the demoniac feared would
be his own destruction and death. But Jesus proved to be
victorious (M8)) without being deadly.

With the above derivations of Na.{apnrdc/Nalwpatog and
Nal apét in mind, the account of Jesus” visit to the synagogue
in Nazareth (Luke 4:15-19 and Mark 1:24) reveals several
layers of meaning. By first reading the words of Isa 61:1-3,

the Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has anointed me

to preach good news to the poor; he has sent me to proclaim

release to the captives and recovering of sight to the blind, to

set at liberty those who are oppressed, to proclaim the ac-
ceptable year of the Lord,

and then declaring, “Today this scripture has been fulfilled in
your hearing,” Jesus announced, in so many words, that he
was a Nalwpatog—not just a former resident of Nazareth,
but the anointed “helper of those who were wronged, misused
or treated unjustly or injuriously” (borrowing Lane’s defini-
tion ofjaj [nasara] = Nalwpatog).
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A second implicit wordplay on the name of Nazareth fol-
lows when, according to Luke 4:25-27, Jesus warned his lis-
teners about a prophet’s not being welcomed in his own
hometown. Nothing in the Greek text suggests that 7T “to
warn,” discussed above, was used by Jesus. But recognition
of the multiple meanings of M73/78) suggests that with
Nazareth some things were understood without being said.

When the Hebrew words behind Naopnrocand Noalw-
patog are understood to mean “to aid, to help, to conquer, to
be victorious” (like its Arabic cognate > yoi [nasara]), rather
than meaning simply “one from Nazareth,” it is very easy to
see how the 07381) “helpers”—when interpreted as 0¥71%)
“victors”—were viewed as a threat by Roman rulers. .

AN UNRECOGNIZED BY-FORM OF NASARA

The vocables 2377 “to roar, to murmur’and 2 73 “to growl,
to groan” are related to each other in the same way that B
“to breathe” and IMB] “to breathe™ are related. These by-forms
suggest that 73] can be paired with the by-form 733. Support
for the 933/778 by-forms comes from the Septuagint. In the
Greek text I8 was rendered twenty eight times by Tétpa
“rock”; but in I Sam 2:2 the MT 738 "R “there is no rock
(like our God) ” became in the Septuagint o0k €0TLY GyLOG
“there is none /oly (besides thee),” suggesting that 713 for the
Septuagint translators was treated as a by-form of the 932
which in the B-text of Judges 13:5 and 7 was also translated
as ayLog “holy.” Moreover, the following translations of 913
are attested:
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* in Deut 32:4, 15, 18; Psal 18:32 [=1I Sam 2:32], 62:3, 63:7
and 91:5 798 was rendered by 8edc “God”;*

e in2 Sam 22:47 718 was translated as pUAaE “guardian”;”

e inPsa 17:3,19:15, 78:35, 89:44, and 94:22 718 was trans-
lated by Bon@o¢ “helper.”**

 in Hab 1:12 733 was translated mAdoow “to form, create.”
* in I Sam 718 was translated dkaLo¢ “righteous.”

The 738 which was translated as pUAcE “guardian”or Bon-
0oc “helper” can be identified as a by-form of %3 “to guard”
(= Aramaic ) or 8] “to help, to aid” (= AramaicI8)).
The 81 with either of these two definitions could also appear
as a variant %), in which case its derivation becomes obscure.

SUMMARY

Hebrew lexicons generally list five different roots for 71X,
five for 982, and one for IT3. When the various translations of
933, 712, and MY in the Septuagint are taken into account,
four additional definitions must also be dealt with, including
the 982 and M8 meaning Bondog “helper.” Of these fifteen
options for the derivation of Nalwpaloc/Nazarene and
Nolapét / Nazareth, the two which are at the top of the list
are the IT) meaning “small, few in number, nasty, mean” and
the 982 meaning “to help, to aid, to be victorious.” The name
of Nazareth (= “Littletown”) and its negative reputation (in
some circles) is to be derived from the former, and the name
Nazarene (“victor”) is derived from the latter. Matthew’s
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statement (2:23) that Jesus dwelt in a city called Nazareth to
fulfill a prophetic statement that “He shall be called a
Nazarene” was a wordplay in Hebrew. It did not involve a
pun on the names Nazareth and Nazirite.

The best commentary on Matthew’s wordplay was provided
by Jesus when he returned to the Nazareth synagogue (Luke
4:16-20) and read from Isaiah 61:1-2. The messianic refer-
ence, “Yahweh anointed me” ("R 71T MUR /€y pLoév pe)
was explicit; and Isaiah’s words defined Na{wpatoc/Naza-
rene as “victorious”—without even mentioning the name.

NOTES

1. The Greek mOALY is read here as in the A-text of Job 2:11, where
the MT P21 WR “each one from his place” became €k Tfig
tolog mOAewe mPOg adTOV “each one from his city/place,” the
equivalent of the B-text, €k Tf¢ LOLoG YWpag TPOC adTOV.

2. The name of Nazareth (Na{apét) appears in Syriac as 6\-134
(nasrat), and in Arabic as (1)5,@!.5 (ndsiratu), (2) ijbaaj (nasra-
natu), and (3) 4 ) g« (nasdriyatu). In the Persian of the London
Polyglot it appears as 505 (nasiratu) (Jastrow 889; Payne Smith
349; Lane 1893: 2803; Walton, Vol. V: 11).

3. Consequently, the name Nazareth does not appear anywhere in
the seven volumes of Ginzberg’s (1909-1938) The Legends of the
Jews.

4. The name is variously spelled: valapd in Matt 4:13; Luke 4:16;
Nolapéd in Matt 21:11; Luke 1:26, 2:4, 2:51; Nalaped in Luke
2:39; Acts 10:38; NaCapét in Matt2:23; John 1:45; and Nalapet
in Mark 1:9; John 1:46.
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5. Those who derived Nazareth and Nazarene from 713 include
McNeil (1915: 22), Mussner (1960), Schweitzer (1963), Schaeder
(1967: 883), Zuckschwerdt (1975: 69), Soares Prabhu (1976),
Brown (1977: 202-230), Allan (1983: 82), and Sanders (1985).
Mussner (1960: 285), for example, appealed to Jdg 13:7,77137°2
b oM D’T‘J"?ZS “for the child shall be a Nazarite to God,” to
interpret Mark 1:24, "Inood Noalopnvé. . . olda oe tic €i, 0
ayLoc tod OeoDd, “Jesus of Nazareth . . . I know who you are the
Holy One of God.” Mussnerrecognized in the words spoken by the
demoniac the variants in the Greek text of Judges 13:7, where the
A-text has 0tL valipalov Beod €otal TO Todaprov, “for the
child [Samson] shall be a Nazarite of God,” and the B-text has 6Tt
ayLov Beod €otal To meLdapLov, “for the child [Samson] shall be
a holy one of God,” thus equating ‘Nazarite’ and ‘holy one.’
While Mann (1986: 212) was content simply to call Mussner’s
ideas to the attention of the reader, Davies and Allison, (1988:276)
followed Mussner and others in concluding that “Mt 2.23 almost
certainly has to do with a play on the word nazir”—citing, as did
Mussner, the variants &yLov and valLpaiov in the Greek text for
the 7°12 of Judges 13:7. Davies and Allison reasoned as follows

We should probably conclude that before us is an involved
word play. ‘He will be called a Nazarene’ depends upon (a) the
equation of ‘Nazarite’ and ‘holy one of God’; (b) the substitu-
tion of ‘Nazarite’ for ‘holy’ in Isa 4.3 (cf. the LXX variants in
Judges); and (c) the substitution of ‘Nazarene’ for ‘Nazarite’.

See Gundry (1967: 98-99) and Davies and Allison (1988: 276,
283) for other summaries and bibliographies of those who view
212 “Nagzirite” as the clue to the meaning of NI Nazareth” and
N8 Nasoreth.”

6. Unfortunately, these cognates go unnoticed in the Hebrew lexi-
cons currently available.
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7. Compare Strange (19: 248) who argues, . . . the remoteness of
Nazareth would thus give it a derogatory sense of ‘backwoodsman’
particularly for the Judean whose view of Galilee in general was
not flattering.”

8. Thanks to Arabic lexicography and the recognition that Hebrew
was alive and well among the disciples of Jesus and the folk for
whom Matthew wrote his gospel, the multiple meanings of N2
can be recovered. Compare the opinion of Schaeder (1967: 878)
who asserted that “Mt., however, was trying to make himself
understood by Gk. readers. If, then, it is possible to find a ser-
viceable explanation in Gk. or LXX terms, this deserves prece-
dence.” But Schaeder, finding no serviceable explanation in Greek,
summarized his case as follows

... it may be said that the understanding of No{ wpalog as

a rendering of Aram. nasraja, derived from the name of the

city of Nazareth (Aram. nasrat), is linguistically and materi-

ally unassailable.

But Schaeder never addressed the meaning of Nazareth.

9. This definition of 773/ "1 is not cited in the Hebrew lexicons
checked by the author. One finds 773/ 7°11 “to vow, to abstain, a

Nazirite,” the cognate of Syriac ¥\a / dva < a\a (nézar/ nézirdyit),
Aramaic 1) /W’T; (BDB 634; KBS 2: 684; Jastrow 893; Payne
Smith 328; Lane 8: 2781). But Arabic does not use the term
Nagzirite. In Num 6:2, the MT 7’~TU? A" 973, “the vow of a
Nazirite to devote oneself,” appears in the Arabic text of the
London Polyglot (1657) as elud el )X (nidra naskin lata-
nassuka) “the vow of devotion to devote oneself.” Compare 973
“to vow” the cognate of Syriac ¥x1 (nedar), Aramaic 773 and
Arabic‘)JJ (nadara) (BDB 623; KBS 2: 674; Payne Smith 328;
Jastrow 879; Lane 8: 2781-2782).
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10. The interchange in Hebrew of T and ¥ is well attested, as in the
by-forms (1) PUT/PUE “to cry out,” the cognates of Arabic <)
(za‘aga) “to cry out” and =0 (sa‘aqa) “to bellow, to thunder”
and (2) 753.7/’(517 “to exult” (BDB 277, 759, 763, 858; Jastrow
408, 1083, 1085, 1294; and Lane 1867: 1231).

11. Na¢wpatog in Matt 2:23; Luke 18:37; John 19:19; Acts 6:14,
22:9; Na{wpatov in Matt 26:71; Acts 3:6,4:10, 26:9; Nal wpal-
ov in John 18:5, 18:7; Acts 2:22; and Na{wpaiwy in Acts 24:5.

12. Na{apnpé in Mark 1:24; Luke 4:34; Na{apnroc Mark 10:47;
Nolapnrod in Mark 14:67; Luke 24:19; and Na{apnrovin Mark
16:6.

13. Excluding 731 “willow, wicker” (Jastrow 930), Aramaic 732
and 783 “to chirp/a cricket,” and Syriac ¥ (nesar) “to chirp, to
twitter, squeal, chant, laud” (Jastrow 889, 930; Payne Smith 349).

14. Albright and Mann (1971: 21) thought that Jer 31:6, when
properly restored to read “There is a day when the defenders
[Hebrew nosrim] will be called on Mount Ephraim,” was the pro-
phetic text Matthew had in mind —while admitting, “Itis clear that
the verse in Matthew does not fully conform either to the LXX or
the MT [of Jer 31:6].”

15. The speculative nature of the proposals is betrayed by phrases
such as (1) “could readily have identified,” (2) “appears to have
been,” (3) “may have recalled,” (4) “Matthew could have thought,”
and (5) “may have been pronounced.” Davies and Allison also
dismissed proposals to interpret Matt 2:23 in the light of Gen
49:26,Isa 42:6, 49:6, and Jer 31:6-7.

16. For Davies and Allison the primary wordplay in Matt 2:23 was
with Nazareth and Nazir, the latter word meaning “holy” and the
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fact that “Jesus was known as ‘the holy one of God” (Mk 1.24; Lk
4.34; Jn 6.69; cf. Acts 3.14; 1 Jn 2.20; Rev 3.7).”

17. Howard (1995: 155-160) summarized the evidence from the
church fathers that Matthew wrote his Gospel in Hebrew. Note my
Clarifying Baffling Biblical Passages, Chapters 26-30, online at
http://daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/Volume Two.htm.

18. Dupont-Sommer 1961: 219.

19. The w of Nawpalog reflects the form 7183/ D‘jﬁBJz like
WP /o

20. This meaning of 7¥] appears in Isa 42:6, which reads I8N
oM Wﬁ&‘? oy h’j;'? TINRY “ 1 will aid/help you and I will
give you as a covenant to the people, as a light to the Gentiles.”

21. Given the by-forms 713 and 733, the 118 7712 in Gen 49:26
and Deut 33:6 would mean that Joseph was “the aider/helper of

his brothers” rather than his being the one “consecrated among his
brothers,” or the like.

22. Deut 32:4 reads 1‘73;75 DR 787 “the Rock, His work is
perfect,” but the Greek has 6ed¢ aAindiva to €pya adrov “God his
works are true.”

Deut32:15 reads ﬁm; W’ b 5:;1.3_‘:1_ “he scoffed at the rock of

his salvation,” but the Greek has kal &méatn ano Beod owtfipog
«0tod “and departed from God his Saviour.”

Deu 32:18 reads “Un "['1'7’ 718 “you forgot (the) rock who
begot you,” but the Greek has 8edv tOV yevvioavta oe éyka-
TéAeg “you have forgotten God who begot you.”

Psalm 18:32 reads 1]’73525 ‘D?WT 938 123 “and who is the
rock except our God.,” but the Greek has al tig 6eo¢ TATY TOD
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Beod Muav “and who is God except our God.”

Psalm 62:3 and 63:7 read ’DSTJWW'"? "8 RITTIR “For he is
my rock and my saviour,” but the Greek has kal y&p a0tO¢ 0edg
LOU Kol owtnp Kovu “For he is my God, and my saviour.”

Psa 95:1 reads NYY" ﬂE'? Y72 “let us make a joyful noise
to the rock of our salvation!” But the Greek has aAxAcEwper @
Be® T owthpL MUV “let us make a joyful noise to God our
Saviour.”

23.2 Samuel 22:47 hasM¥ *TOR 07 I PN MM
’S,’W?, “Yahweh lives; and blessed be my rock, and exalted be my
God, the rock of my salvation.” The Greek has (fj kUpLog kal
€0A0YNTOC O PUAKE LoL Kol DPwBnoetaL 0 Bedg hov 0 GpUAKE
Tfig owtnpleg wov “the Lord lives, and blessed be my guardian,
and my God shall be exalted, the guardian of my salvation.”

24. Psalm 17:3 reads in partﬁa'ﬂgqﬁ My ‘5& “My God, my
strength, in whom I will trust,” whereas the Greek has 0 0¢0¢ pov
BonBo¢ pov kal EATL® ém adtov “my God is my helper, I will
hope in him.”

Psalm 19:15 reads in part ’5_ X1 MI® M “O Yahweh, my
rock and my redeemer,” but the Greek has kUpLe Bon6é pov kel
AuTpwT pou “O Lord, my helper and my redeemer.”

Psalm 78:35 reads in part 27313 D‘U'5§"D, 1M217M “Then they
remembered that God was their rock,” but the Greek has kol
euvnabnoar 0tL 6 Bed¢ Ponbog adTGY €0ty “And they re-
membered that God was their helper.”

Psalm 89:43 [MT 89:44] reads 12977 7% 2°WN “you have
turned back the edge of his sword,” whereas the Greek reads
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améotpeiag THY Ponberar thc popdaiag adTod “you have turned
back the help of his sword.”

Psalm 94:22 reads in part 02 'HB% ‘55&1 “and my God,
for the rock of my refuge,” whereas the Greek reads kol 0 0€0¢
wou €ic Pondov “and my God for a helper.”



XX

A NOTE ON THE WIDOW’S DONATION
Mark 12:42 and Luke 21:2

Dr. Parker Thompson called my attention to the following
statement of John Gill (1810: 474, 699) with reference to the
widow’s mites in Mark 12:42 and Luke 21:2, “The Persic
version here, different from all others, instead of two mites,
renders it, two bottoms of thread, or yarn.” But John Gill
offered no suggestions which would account for the dif-
ference in the Persian translation. The Persian translation in

the London Polyglott of 1657, indeed, has OLM._l ) 4o 2; 9

(dii karihah rismdn) “two balls of thread™' for the Greek
Jemte 8Vo, the Latin duo minuta, and the Arabic has - wuds

(falsain)*—all meaning “two small coins.” The Syriac reads
iamar. amLrdY > th (térén menin di'tahin
Semiine®) “two small coins, which were one-eighth (coins).”

In light of these variants, it appears that a Syriac translation
was used by the Persian translator, who (1) interpreted the
> (menin) as “hair, string” rather than > (menin) “a
coin, a mina, a measure of weight” and (2) misread the
iasav. (§émine‘) “a farthing, a small coin” as <\, a>ax.
(Semute©) “a ball of thread, thread wound on a spindle”
(Payne Smith 1903: 281, 583).

The Persian variant is due, then, to the simple misreading
of the 1 (1) of 1asax. (Sémiine‘) as a, (¢). Perhaps the sub-
linear part of what appeared to be a ), came from the bleed-
ing of the ink from the reverse side of the manuscript. Were
this the case, it suggests that the Persian translator worked
with only one Syriac manuscript (or manuscript family in
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which the misreading was perpetuated) and did not consult or
concur with the Greek text or other translations of these two
accounts about the poor widow’s donation. Or, having de-
cided that a1 (menin) meant “hair, string,” the Persian
translator took the explanatory gloss =iasax. (Semiine”) to be
a synonym of ‘“hair/string” and corrected what he thought
was an erroneous r&iasax. (§émiine’) to &\, asax. (Semiite”).
Either way, the Persian text cannot be viewed as a more reli-
able alternative to the Greek text and the other translations.

NOTES

1. Golius’s Persian-Latin Lexicon: 302 (chorda, filum netum)
and 451 (glomus), in Castell 1669 Lexicon, Vol. L.

2. Lane 1877: 2440.

3. Gill (1810: 474) noted, “The Syriac version renders it, two
menim, that is, eighths.” But the Syriac word for “eight” is
< (temune®) (Payne Smith 1903: 615; BDB 1032). Con-
sequently, ~<iasaw. (Semiine’) would have been a Hebrew
loanword in Syriac for a “one-eighth” coin. Godet (1890: II:
255), without mentioning the Syriac, stated, “Aemtov, mite:
the smallest coin, probably the eighth part of an as, which was
worth from six to eight centimes (from a halfpenny to three-
farthings).” However, Mark 12:42 reads Aemta 600, 6§ €é0TLV
kodpavtné (the Vulgate has duo minuta quod est quadrans),
indicating that the coin was one-fourth of the as/assarius
[M®*R], which was one-sixteenth or one twenty-fourth of a
denarius. The coin which was one-eighth of the as/assarius
was the M (Jastrow 1903: 57, 1219). However, the
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terminology for coins was very fluid, with the kodpavtng
“quarter” in Matt 5:26 appearing in the Shem Tob Hebrew
Gospel of Matthew as a 178 (Howard 1995: 18-19).



XXI

THE MULTIPLE MEANINGS
OF “HOSANNA”

The exclamatory “Hosanna!” has multiple meanings. It is
first of all the polite imperative N3 77U W31, as found in Psa
118:25,8] TTI:!"b'.?.T_T I RINORD YW I RIRCO
Yahweh, please save! O Yahweh, please send prosperity!>
The initial 4o of hosanna marks it as a Hiph‘il imperative of
YU “to save” and the nna ending of hosanna reflects the
polite particle of entreaty, N3 “please,” frequently attached to
imperatives. The sa syllable in the middle of hosanna is a
contraction of the original syllables ;‘TSTJ‘W (s7¢d), with the 7
being the thematic vowel of the Hiph“il and the d vowel being
the furtive patah, augmented by a paragogic 11, to facilitate

the articulation of the . When X3 U037 was transliterated
into Greek, the iT was reflected by a smooth or rough breath-

ing mark, the ¥ (sh) became a o (s) and the ¥ was ignored,
resulting in the ‘Qoavve found in the Gospels—which was
subsequently transliterated as hosanna in English instead of
the more accurate hoshianna (for hési‘anna’) of the Hebrew.'

The synonymous parallelism of (@7: “to save” and M5 “to
prosper” in Psa 118:25 makes it quite clear that “Hosanna”
was focused on temporal, socio-economic, and socio-political
benefits rather than on eternal benefits, such as victory over
death or one’s going to heaven. The Arabic cognate &9
(wasa ‘a/wassa‘) “(God) made one’s means of subsistence
ample and abundant” adds support for this understanding of
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“Hosanna.” The Arabic expressions L,“J.c & (%m (Callahu-
ma Sa‘ ‘alayna’), “O my God, pour thy favors upon us,” and
Lo -) l.::w)i P.@Ul (Callahuma “awsi‘na® rahmataka), “O
God, make thy mercy sufficient for us,” parallel the Hebrew
N3 1YW, Noteworthy also is the related noun dx. (sa‘“ar)
which has the following meanings: “richness, wealthiness,
competence, capacity, power, ability, plentifulness, and easi-
ness of life” (Lane 1893: 3052-3053; Hava 1915: 869).

The “Hosanna!” in Matt 21:9 in the Shem Tob Hebrew
Gospel of Matthew may well mean “Please save!” The text
reads, in part, DY RIVWIT .. .o5wn wam Ry,
which Howard (1995: 102—103) translated “Hosanna, savior
of the world . . . hosanna, our savior.” Of interest is the re-

peated use of the participle I “savior” along with the re-
peated polite imperative RIVWIT (= RIVYWIT), which, when
coupled with Y 012, should certainly be read as the plea
“please save!” The a5 “the world” would be better read
as scriptio defectiva for the plural 25 “the poor,” with
the noun D being the cognate of the Arabic e /Sl (Cayl
or ‘dl) “he was, or became, poor,” _Jsle (‘@il) “poor, needy,”
and d.e (“aylaf) “poverty” (Lane 1874: 2212-2213).> There
is even the good chance that the ‘Qoavve év totg OyilotoLg
“Hosanna in the highest” (Matt 21:9) may have come from
the plea 22D DR NIV “Please save the weary,” in
which case there was a confusion of | stem [ “to be weary”
and 71" stem II “to be high, elevated.” (Compare the Arabic

& [yafa] “hill” and ity [wagafa] “ to show weariness.”
[cited in BDB 419].)°
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However, the ‘Qoavva / Hosanna in the Gospels (Matt 21:9,
15; Mark 11:9-10; and John 12:13) is clearly presented as an
expression of praise rather than a pitiful plea for help. When
the chief priests and the scribes heard the children shouting,
“Hosanna to the Son of David,” they became indignant and
asked Jesus, “Do you hear what these are saying?” Jesus
understood the children’s “Hosanna” to be a word of praise,
for he answered his critics with a quotation from Psa 8:2,
“Have you never read, ‘Out of the mouth of babes and suck-
lings thou hast brought perfect praise’?”

How and when the polite but pitiful plea X3 77U U7 be-
came transformed into an expression of exuberant praise has
been a mystery. Lohse (1974: 682) commented

The common use of RIVWY I (sic) shows that it had become
a liturgical formula. The prayer for help has also become an
expression of praise. This sense must have been acquired
already in pre-chr. Judaism, for when the temple was still
standing, i.e., prior to 70 A.D., hosanna was shouted out re-
peatedly as a fixed formula in the procession round the altar
of burnt offering. As Tabernacles itself became a feast of
praise instead of petition, the hosanna shared this movement
and the cry for help became a shout of jubilation.

The traditional interpretation is well reflected in Jastrow’s
lexicon (1903: 341) where RIDWT is equated with X"
and it, in turn, is equated with R3" W7 “Help, I pray.” This
hosanna is '

the name of parts of, or of the entire, festive wreath (Lulab)

carried in procession on the Feast of Booths . . . especially the
separate branches of the willow carried in procession on the

last day of Succoth, whence RIDUIT 017, RIVWITT KM,
the seventh day of the Feast of Booths (now called X037



308 THE MULTIPLE MEANINGS OF “HOSANNA”

m27). [Jastrow’s abbreviations in this definition have been
expanded by the writer.]

However, the XD of the Feast of Booths (Succoth) is
more likely to be the cognate of Arabic @.&) (wasi®) than the
cognate of &9 (wasi€) “to enrich, to empower,” discussed
above. Although standard lexicons cite only D" “to save,” a
second YWY, the cognate of C:"ﬁ (wasa‘a) “to mix things,”
needs to be added. The festival of Succoth, based upon Lev
23:40, requires the mixing of a piece of quality fruit with
branches from palm, willow, and myrtle trees. Although the
instruction 28V *RIYTNR RI"DWIT “please mix the bran-
ches of the trees” is not in the text of Leviticus, it would be a
very fitting, though abbreviated, targumic paraphrase.
Moreover, the Arabic cognate cf.‘o) (ws©) (= Y or possibly
VW) is also the lexeme used for: (1) &g (was®) “the

v AC

Egyptian willow,” (2) ct.wj (wasi) “a layer of palm leaves

used on aroof,” and (3) “the distinctive tent of a chiet” (Hava
1915: 871-872).” In light of these definitions ofcf.‘o) (ws)—
which are a perfect match for the RIVUIT of Succoth—
nothing is gained by insisting that ) (Wasa”/ wassa“) is the
actual cognate of RIVWIT or that the NI 7Y “please
save!” is its proper derivation.

Just as it is difficult to account for the transformation of the
pitiful plea X3 TP WIT “Please save!” into the joyful and
exuberant ‘Qoavve / Hosanna of the Gospels, it is equally
difficult to derive the jubilant ‘Qoavva /Hosanna from the

Y/ YWY having to do with the mixing of palm, myrtle and
willow branches, or having to do with booths, roofs, or tents.
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The ‘Qoavva / Hosanna of the Gospels may well be the trans-
literation of the Aramaic noun J¥i7/RXIWT which was from
the root W7, having an affixed ] analogous to the nouns
1237 “acquisition” and 1272 “offering” (GKC 85"). If so, the
noun obviously functioned as an exclamatory interjection
meaning “Hail!” or “Rejoice!” or “Cheer!” It would be the
cognate of Arabic s/ u’bl.m (hass/hass) “he was, or became,
cheerful, or joyful; one who rejoices or is glad,” as in the ex-
pression iy  ja 4 ] (Pana bihi hass bass) “1 am cheerful,
brisk, lively, or sprightly in behaviour toward him, . . . joyful,
happy” (Lane 1893: 2894-2895; Wehr 1979: 1206, Hava
1915: 828).° The “lively and sprightly” behavior suggested by
QW is mentioned in Matt 21:10, “all the city was stirred.”
Moreover, if the Aramaic WWD retained nuances attested
for the Arabic s (hass), the waving of palm branches and
the scattering of their leaves—as mentioned in Matt 21:8,

Mark 11:8, and John 12:13—would fit the non-verbal
activities associated with ‘Qoavve/Hosanna. The cognate
s (hassa) was used for wood or sticks which could be
easily broken,” and the scattering their leaves with a staff, or
stick,” as in the expression mz@l b (hassa *alhasim) “he
broke into pieces the dry herbage/stalks” (Lane 1893: 2894;
Wehr 1979: 1206).

This association of Qoavve/Hosanna with dry herbage
and stalks accounts perfectly for Mark’s statement that some
of the people “spread brushwood which they had cut in the
fields.” Mann (1986: 435) noted that Mark was the only one
who mentioned otifadag, which he translated as “brush-
wood” (which is cited in Liddell and Scott [1966: 1645] as
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bed of straw, rushes or leaves, whether strewn loose, or
stuffed into a mattress . . . straw strewn at a sacrifice.” Mann
conjectured, “This is certainly from an eyewitness account
and an example of Mark’s independence on this occasion
from his principal source in Matthew.” But to the contrary,
Mark’s reference to otipadac simply provides evidence of

Mark’s knowledge of the Hebrew/ Aramaic fL?U (or the aug-

mented | (TDZT) “straw, sticks” and associated Qoevva with that
word. He need not have been an eyewitness to have made the
association of W71 or JUIT with NI

Thus, the exclamatory Aramaic RJW7 “Hurrah! Hooray!
Cheers!” and the Hebrew polite imperative X3 P W “Help
please!” became blended—with the T of x;fg:r being trans-
formed into the I of Y W3 and the VYU of VYW being
transformed into the & of X)Wi. The blended ‘Qoavva could
have carried either meaning of “petition” or of “acclamation.”

Thus, Pope (1992) was partially on target when he argued

It was Christian misapprehension of a well-known Hebrew
term that has confused even scholars to this day. The dif-
ference between acclamation and a stark cry, “Help, please!”
is too great to be glossed over. How could such misapprehen-
sion occur? Why did not the gospel writers look to the Gk of
Ps 118:25 and some thirty other passages where the Hebrew
imperative is duly rendered by the Gk imperative soson,
“save”? The crux of the problem lies in the nonsensical cries
“hosanna to the son of David” and “/hosanna in the highest”
which indicates that the cry was not understood because of
the Semitic particle /- before the addresses “Son of David”
and “highest.”
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But, in addition to the recognition of the vocative 5 in Bib-
lical Hebrew there must also be the recognition that ‘Qoavvd
Hosanna can be the transliteration of (1) X3 7MW, (2)
RIDWIT, or (3) NIW. The Arabic cognates of these different
words provide the answer to Pope’s question, “How could
such misapprehension [of interpreting a plea and an acclama-
tion] occur?” The pronunciation of the first two was quite
similar and they could be easily confused with each other. The
first two words could not be accurately transliterated in
Greek, which lacks in speech and spelling the s/ sound of the
¥. The third word, x;tgn “Cheers!” should have been trans-
literated as ‘Acoavae but it was merged with the ‘Qoovva.

Some of Jesus’ followers begged, “Save us, O Son of
David!” and others acclaimed, “Hail to the Son of David!”
But both phrases ended up as ‘Qoavva—which became
Hosanna in English, and it has been understood to date as one
word meaning both “to plead for salvation” and “to shout in
acclamation.” Now we know better. There were really three
words:

« the RIVUT (héSa‘na’/ hoshana) used for the “mixing/
mingling” required for Succoth,
* the NJT@U (hassana®/ hassana) in the acclamation of Palm

Sunday,

« the NI MWW (h6si‘anna’/ hoshianna) in the petition of

Palm Sunday.
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NOTES

1. It was transliterated in Arabic as Lix 1¢» (hiiSa‘na) and in Syriac
as =axar< (“isana’). Noteworthy is the use of &g (yasu®) for
Jesus compared with the Quranic gwac (‘isay) for DU in
which there has been the transposition of the ® and the ¥ (i.e., the
s and the &)-

2. The ambiguous 153!72 "Ny "73] 1in Job 24:9, translated various-
ly as ' '

» “and take a pledge of the poor” (KJV, NKJ, ASV),

* “the infant of the poor is seized for a debt” (NIV, NIB),

* “the child of the poor is exacted as security” (NJB),

» “the suckling of the poor they seized” (Pope 1965: 158—160)
may well contain the noun S /5 “poor,” with the "3¥ “poor”
being a clarifying gloss. See Driver and Gray (1921: Part 1: 207
and Part 2: 167) for a summary of the interpretations of this verse.

3. Compare Pope (1992, “Hosanna” in the Anchor Bible Diction-
ary, CD Version) who interpreted the acclamation as follows:

The title “Highest” is used many times of God in both the
OT and the NT. Accordingly, thanks to ancient W Semitic
usage of vocative /-, we can finally explain how the cries
hosanna lé-ben dawid and hdoSa‘nna lé-‘elyon, “Save /help,
please, O Son of David!” and “Save/help, please, O High-
est!” came to be misunderstood.

4. Ordinarily the Arabic _ () would be a @ in Hebrew, but there
are a number of cognates where a U matches the Arabic _% (§),
including: (1) 272 “flame” and & (Sabba) “to kindle a fire, to
blaze, to flame” and 4% (Sabbat) “a blazing, flaming fire”; (2)
PN “desire, longing” and (§4& (Sawg) “desire, yearning,
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longing of the soul” and (§ 4% o> (dii Sawgin) “an admiring lover”;

and (3) ﬂjt@flj “collection” and ;2> (haSara) “to collect.”

5. Note also Castell’s (1669: 998) many definitions for ca) (ws©):

“Miscuit, . . . ornavit, . . . IV Floruit arbor, olusve . . . Flores
olerum . . . Stratum textile ex palmee foliis & caudicis fibris,
similibusve rebus siccis, quod injicitur supremis domiis tignis,
lignisve. . . Umbraculum,. . . Truncus arboris,” i.e., “He mixed/
mingled, . . . he adorned/decorated, . . . IV Tree, vegetation

blossomed. . . Blossom of vegetables . . . Woven cover from palm
leaves and wooden fibers like a dry thing which is put on the top
of house beams, timbers . .. Shelter/shade . . . tree trunk.”

6. Castell (1669: 830, 890) defined (1) _ia (hassa) as “Fuste
decussit de arbore . . . Agilis, leetus, ac lubens fuit . . . Facilis,
comis, benignus humanus fuit . . . Alacrem, leetum, lubenten red-
didit . . . VIII Lubentem, comem, & benignum, se preebuit . . , and
2) u’b‘.b (hdsa) as “Commisti fuerunt inter sese, et tumultuati
homines . .. Turba hominum,” i.e., “A stick broken off from a tree
. . . Rousing, happy and also to be cheerful . . . Courteous,
gracious, to be affable, kind . . . he responded with excitement,
cheer, happiness, . . . VIII he showed himself to be cheerful,
gracious, and kind”’; and (2) “they were confused/ mixed up among
themselves, and an uproar of people . . . disturbance/crowd of
people.



XXII
THE MEANING OF EPHRATHAH

Micah 5:1 (English 5:2)
APIS YE 07BN onSTht NN
S o T *a%x:
Sxnra S nimb Ny
DBW MM BIPN vnxmm
But you, O Bethlehem Ephrathah, who are little to be among
the clans of Judah, from you shall come forth for me one who
is to be ruler in Israel, whose origin is from of old, from the
days of antiquity.
SEPTUAGINT
kel o0 BnBieep olkog tod Edpabo dALyootog €l tod
elvo €v yLiaow Tovde €k 0od ot
¢Eedetoetal tob elval eig apyovte év 1¢) IopamA
kol ol €€0doL abtod am apyfic €€ Muepdr aldvog
And you, Bethlehem, house of Ephrathah, are few in number
to be among the thousands of Judah; out of you shall one come
forth to me, to be a ruler of Israel; and his goings forth were
from the beginning, from days of old.'
The first step in determining the etymology of the name
Ephrathah (TD7ER) and the gentilic Ephrathite ("NIER) is
to recognize the occasional interchange in Hebrew of the [
and the t. The following examples are widely recognized:
« MUR “to err, to go astray” and YD (= RIL, WD, “ID)
“to stray, to wander” (BDB 380,1073; Jastrow 542, 1683)

. ﬂ!jij “to seize, snatch away” and ’jt,"ﬂj “to seize, to rob,
to catch” (BDB 310, 369; Jastrow 450)
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- DUP “to kill,” Aramaic PP, Arabic J=5 (gatala), and
Ethiopic A4+ (gatala) “to kill” (BDB 881).

The root of MNT2N can be identified as NI, which has
been augmented with a prosthetic X and the feminine suffix
11 or the locative 17 (= ei¢).” This D™D was used for the river
Euphrates (N72) and is probably related to the Arabic &5
(furat) “sweet,” a term applied to water “that subdues thirst
by its excessive sweetness” (Lane 1877: 2358). But “sweet
water”—whether it be a clan name or a place name—does not
fit the context of Micah 5:1 or the geography of the Judean

hill country. However, with the N/t variable in focus, a very
satisfactory derivation of Ephrathah is available once (1) 172
is recognized as a variant of 872 and (2) TNIEN (or NBN
as in Gen 48:7) are treated as the equivalents of the conjec-
tured variants iTO7)ON and LN

The noun BB means “that which is singled out,” and the
verb DR means “to specify, to designate” or “to belittle.”
Related nouns are 31072 “a small portion” and TBINB/
Y2 “small change, a small coin,” which are cognates of
the Arabic b 0% (fart™") “small coin, change” (Jastrow 1903:
1219, 1224, 1225; Wehr 827; BDB 827).

Most relevant for Micah 5:2 are the Arabic cognates L,J,é
(farata) “he preceded, he was or became first, foremost,” L 05
(fart") “mastery, ascendency, prevalence, or predominance,”
and b, (fdrt"") “becoming foremost, getting priority or
precedence,” as well as Z.Iob,e (furdta) “a small mountain”

and L.’)’ (furut"") “an eminence resembling a mountain” (Lane
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1877:2375-2377). Because Bethlehem Ephrathah was situa-
ted 2,550 feet above sea level—and was 100 feet higher than
Jerusalem—NBR / RIOR could well reference its size
and elevation along a ridge—'a'nalogous to the cognates cited
here for small portions, small coins, and a small mountain.’

Moreover, the conclusion that the 172 in TN72X was a by-
form of A2 “small” receives confirmation from the very
next word in Micah 5:1, which is 9°D3 “small.” Thus, by
definition and by description Bethlehem Ephrathah was such
an insignificant village that Micah could state “you are too
little to be among the clans of Judah” (NAS) or “too small to
be among the rulers’ of Judah” (NIV, NIB).

However, as suggested by the cognates L o5 (faratal fart)
and b, (fdrit), the by-forms 2 /NIE indicated not only
the “smallness” of something, but also conveyed ideas of
mastery, ascendency, prevalence, and prominence. In Micah
5:1, the prophet capitalized on these disparate nuances of
B2 /N, Insignificant Ephrathah would become promi-
nent; small Ephrathah would become great—for a “ruler in
Israel” would come from Bethlehem.

For Micah the appointment of a DW31 “ruler” from Eph-
rathah had been predicted “from of old” (BT21), “ages ago”
@ ‘?W “12%12), when the epithet NDR /Ephrath was first given
to the father of Bethlehem (I Chron 4:4). For the prophet
Micah, little Bethlehem would fulfill at least two definitions
hidden in the epithet Ephrathah. Although Bethlehem was but
a minor village she would soon become preeminent and
foremost by providing the ruler for the restoration of “the
former dominion of the daughter of Jerusalem” (Micah 4:8).
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Micah’s expectations about the ruler coming from Beth-
lehem can be reorganized and summarized as follows:°

* from you [Bethlehem] shall come forth for me one who is
to be ruler in Israel . . . . (MT 5:1b),

« and he’ shall deliver us from the Assyrian when he comes
into our land and treads within our border (MT 5:5b),

» and he shall stand and feed his flock in the strength of
YHWH, in the majesty of the name of YHWH his God.
And they shall dwell secure, for now he shall be great to the
ends of the earth (MT 5:3).

Once these verses are united it becomes quite clear that
Micah’s prediction about the Israelite ruler coming from
Bethlehem was grounded in history, including

* the remote past when the epithet Ephrath(ah), with its dif-
ferent levels of meaning, was given to Bethlehem, and

* Micah’s own historical moment when Israel was in im-
mediate need of a ruler who could rescue the country from
Assyrian aggression and oppression.

The first words of 5:4 (MT), “And this shall be peace,”
make a fitting close to the prophecy about the coming ruler,
as well as an introduction to the prediction about the next
appointment of seven shepherds and eight princes who, in a
great reversal of power, would rule the land of Assyria with
the sword and thereby maintain the peace for Israel.

Although this latter prediction in 5:4b—5 (MT) was never
fulfilled, according to the Magi and Matthew, the former
prediction in 5:1 and 5:3 (MT) was fulfilled with the birth of
Jesus in Bethlehem. The appeal of the Magi to Micah’s
prophecy (as quoted in Matt 2:6), requires comment because
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neither the Magi nor Matthew mentiond Ephrathah. And,
surprisingly, Micah’s assertion that Bethlehem Ephrathah was
“(too) little to be among the clans of Judah,” was turned into
a negative: “you are by no means least among the rulers of
Judah.”

Matthew 2:6
Kal ob Bnoiéep, yfi Tovde,

00BUAC €doxlotn €l év Tolg Myepdoly Tovda:

¢k 00D yap €EedeloeTal TyoUperog,

00TLC TOoLhoel TOV Axov pou tov TopanA.
And you, O Bethlehem, in the land of Judah,®
are by no means least among the rulers of Judah,;
for from you shall come a ruler
who will govern my people Israel.

It is obvious that the Magi were not quoting the Septuagint.
Their use of nyovuevog “princes” for the MT ‘5‘??5, instead
of xtAtaowy “thousands,” with the Septuagint, is one example
of the independent reading of "BON as BI1OX ° As in Gen 48:
7b, where Ephrathah appears without the final 7 (as D728
instead of the ITN7EN in 48:7a), the shorter NIDR was prob-
ably in the Vorlage used by Matthew or the Magi (or by their
source). Secondarily, this NM2XR became corrupted to NODNR
“you ceased” '’ and was then translated into Greek with the
force of OBN (a particle of negation) as o0daud¢ “not at all,”
similar to the translation in the Septuagint of "X as ovdeig
“inno way.”"' Thus, the Magi’s quotation from Micah lacks
any mention of NN/ Ephrathah or the olko¢ 100 Edpa-
0 “house of Ephrathah,” found in the Septuagint.'* Seeming-
ly, then, a single scribal error in the textual tradition used by
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the Magi and Matthew—the misreading N72R as NODR—
accounts for the two significant variations in the abbreviated
quotation of Micah 5:2 (MT) in Matthew 2:26.

NOTES

1. The D‘?W and @72 in the phrase D‘?WSJ M 07PN do not
indicated any kind of pre-existence. Compare the phrases in (1)
Amos9:11,2 ?WL’ YD P NN23 “and [ will build it [the booth of
David] as in the days of old” and (2) Malachi 3:4,
B2UITM AT MR My 3w
NP £Nwsy oW D
Kl apéoel ¢ kuplw Buola Toude kol
TepovoaAny kadwe ol
MuépaL ToL aldvog
kol kaBog ta étn To éuTpooder
And the sacrifice of Judah and Jerusalem
shall be pleasing to the Lord,

according to the former days,
and according to the former years.

2. The names TNIDN, NOX, and *N)DN are cited in BDB (68)
under the root 9B, stem II, without definition.

3. The 7B in Amos 6:5, used with reference to ecstatic singing
or playing a musical instrument, would be the cognate of Arabic

L:J.é (faraa) “to speak (thoughtlessly) or act hastily” (Lane 1877:
2375).

4. Note that 7°J3 also has the by-form 7T “small.”
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5. Reading perhaps 717371° ‘515&; for the MT A7 ‘55}53:
and the Septuagint’s év yLALooLy Iouda “among the thousands of
Judah.”

6. Micah 5:2 (MT) is a misplaced verse which interrupts the
natural transition from 5:1 (MT) and 5:3 (MT). It reads as follows:
Therefore He (YHWH) shall give them (““ the heads of the
house of Jacob and the rulers of the house of Israel” [MT
3:8]) up until the time when she (the “daughter of Zion”
[4:10]) who is in travail has brought forth; then the rest of
his (Jacob’s) brethren shall return to the people of Israel.

This verse, when moved to follow 3:12, provides a second “there-
fore” clause corresponding to the “therefore” at the beginning of
3:12. The two verses when so united speak of the impending fall
of Jerusalem and exile in Babylon (alluded to also in 4:10).

7. The RSV and the NRS make the verb plural as though its ante-
cedent were the “seven shepherds and eight princes of men who
shall rule the land of Assyria with the sword,” mentioned in 5:6a.
The NAB opted for “we will be delivered.” But the versions follow
the singular in the Hebrew text, as do most English translations.
Elliger proposed in BHS to emend '7’3771: to 1]‘2‘5771: “he will
deliver us,” and this has been followed by many translators.

8. The MT...7"D¥ 7INIDN DY M'2 7NN was expanded in
the Shem Tob Hebrew Gospel of Matthew to read (with additional
words underlined ):

TRNBER AT 2and N2 NN

R o) n f b S im i b

Six of the nine Shem Tob manuscripts (ABDEFG) read the
negative "R (= 00dou®¢ ) instead of interjection 77 (= idov).
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9. See above, note 5.

10. For the confusion of the O with ™ and the ™ with O, see
Delitzsch 1920: 119-120 (§131).

11. The PIN70BN in 5:3b (MT) may have influenced the reading
of NIBR as NOEN in 5:1 (MT) in the Vorlage reflected in Matt
5:26. The use of b JL&.o (mafdritu) in Arabic for “the extremities of
a country” (Lane 1877: 2378), like the ¥IR™02R “ends of the
earth,” provides another possible explanation ofhow the stem 982
(and its by-form NR) took on negative as well as locative con-
notations like the root 99X . Were this the case, there would be no
need to appeal to a scribal error of misreading NIBN as NODN.

12. Note John 7:42,
o0y N ypudn elmer OTL
¢k 10D oTépratog Aauld kol aTo BnOAéeu
Thg KWUNg 6mov Av Aauld €pyetal 6 XpLotog;
Does not scripture say that

from the seed of David and from Bethlehem,
the village where David lived, the Christ will come ?



XXTIII
CLARIFYING MARK 3:17 AND 9:49

Mark 3:17

Greek Text
kol “Takwpovr tov 100 ZePedalov
o ’ \ ) \ ~ ’
kol Toovvny tov aderdorv tod Takwpou
kol €médnker avtolc ovouaf[ta] Boavnpyéc,
0 €0ty Yiol Bpovtfc:

Vulgate
et lacobum Zebedaei et lohannem fratrem lacobi
et inposuit eis nomina Boanerges quod est Filii tonitrui

RSV
And James the son of Zebedee and John the brother of James,
whom he surnamed Boanerges, that is, sons of thunder.

The Meaning of the Boane- Found in Boanerges
Mann (1986: 249) commented about this verse as follows:

The title Boanerges represents a so far unsolved problem.
Presumably the word should be divided as Boane-rges in the
Greek text, but while the first part of the word can be easily
understood as a rendering of the Hebrew Bene (sons of), there
is no word similar in Hebrew or Aramaic to explain the
second part as ‘thunder.” Perhaps the best suggestion is still
that of Lagrange (p. 65), that the Arabic radjas (sic)' did
mean ‘thunder’ and that the word may have passed into
common usage. . . . We can only conclude that Mark found a
complicated word and made of it what sense he could.”

By way of contrast, Parker (1983: 70—71), arguing for the
posteriority of Mark, stated, “He [Mark] knows little Hebrew
or Aramaic. True, he likes to include words from those lan-
guages. But every time he does, he gets something askew”
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(Parker’s italics). To illustrate this point, Parker cited from
Mark 3:17, “he surnamed them Boanerges, that is Sons of
Thunder” and commented,

No one knows where the author got the syllables boan
or boane: “son” is ben in Hebrew, bar in Aramaic. If the
ending -rges reflects Hebrew regesh, that means not
“thunder” but “bustle,” or else “wrath.” If it represents
ragaz or ra‘ash, both of these properly mean “tremble,”
“quake,” as in “earthquake.” Did Mark’s source perhaps
intend something like “quaking of the heavens”?

The answer to Parker’s question is an emphatic “No!”?
Taylor (1952: 231-232) had noted that Bavnpyec (with just
the o in lieu of the o) appears in MS 565 and Bavnpye(
appears in MS 700, as well as the Syriac Sinaiticus, Harclean,
and Peshitta’s readings of ,e\ ,xa (b°nai r’geshy)—all of
which equal the Hebrew “the sons of (*J2) thunder.” Taylor
thought that either the « or the o in Boavnpyéc was a later
intrusion or gloss. However, given the preponderance of
manuscripts which read Boavnpyéc, 1 argue below that
Booavn pyéc was the correct transliteration of the original
Hebrew surname and that the Boavn- element has nothing to
do literally with the Hebrew 32 “the sons of.” I also argue,
contra Parker, that the -pyéc element of Boavn pyéc has noth-
ing to do with the “quaking of the heavens.”

Jastrow (1903: 147, 870) cited Hebrew Y12 and V2 mean-
ing “to swell, burst forth, whence (of sound) to shout, re-
Joice,” and he called attention to the by-form J3] “to burst
forth, to give forth, to utter.” Given the v in the Boavnpyéc of
Mark 3:17, it is reasonable to assume that the verb Y32 had
not only the attested by-forms *J2 and ¥23J (with an initial J)

but also the by-form with a final 3, i.e., 1Y ;13—the participle
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of which would be ]STﬁB, and the plural construct of which
would be *)U13 (vocalized like the ’f;bﬁ:] in Isa 45:17). This
"33 was correctly transliterated® by Mark, or his source,

into Greek as Boavn, meaning literally “the shouters of,””
which Mark paraphrased as Yiol “the sons of.”

The Meaning of the -rges Found in Boanerges

The -pyéc of Boavnpyéc is indeed the transliteration of the
Hebrew Wa7 “thunder,” despite the reservation of many com-
mentators to concur with this identification. Because Wa"
“thunder” is not attested in the standard Hebrew lexicons
some have opted to emend the underlying Hebrew text from
W7 toT27 “excitement, raging” or to Y7 “thunder.” Taylor
(1952: 232) noted that Lagrange (1929: 65) preferred to find
the original inWa7 32. Lagrange recognized “that W7 is not
found in the sense of ‘thunder’ in Hebrew or Aramaic texts,
but he pointed out that radjas (sic) has this meaning in
Arabic, and suggests that it may have been current in popular
usage.”® Taylor noted that Torrey (1933: 298) stated also that
“thunderstorm” would perhaps be a more accurate rendering
of r‘gesh and rugsha.

Rook (1981: 94), however, dismissed the proposals of the
commentators who derived Mark’s Boavnpyéc from an origi-
nal 129 %12 “excitement” or W37 %2 “commotion.” He con-
cluded, “Taylor also suggests that the Arabic cognate radjas
(sic) means ‘thunder,” but a relationship between the word
used by Mark and an Arabic loan word is suspect.” He pro-
posed reading the y of Boavnpyéc as the transliteration of a
Hebrew Y. For Rook, Mark’s Boavnpyég came thus from a
Hebrew text having WYT 2, meaning “Sons of (the)
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quaking (heavens),” which, he asserted, creates a parallel to
Mark’s interpretation of Boavn pyéc as “the Sons of Thunder.”
Rook, however, offered no suggestion of how or why the
Hebrew 2 (= bené or b°né) was transliterated as foavn (=

boane ).

In support of recognizing the -pyéc of Boavn pyéc as being
a Semitic term for “thunder,” the following evidence comes
into focus.

* Aramaic XU “movement, noise” and NIWIM “noises”
(Jastrow 1903: 836, 1451; KBS 1189);

 Syriac =\ (rgs) “uproar” (Payne Smith 1903: 529),
which appears as ,x\# (7°gesy) in Mark 3:17.

» and the Arabic cognates _.>) (rajasa) “it thundered”
and _.>))/_wl>) (rdjis /rajjas) “thunder, or a vehement
sound” (Lane 1867: 1037; Wehr 1979: 378; Hava 1915:
242). Castell (1669: 3519) defined it as fonuit, concussum
fuit cum valido fragore, vehementiore sono.’

However, Hebrew W27, like its Arabic cognate(s), may
well have meant more than “noise” or “thunder” or “to make
a concussion with a powerful noise” (as defined by Castell).
The consonantal Arabic _,>) meant not only “it thundered,”
it was also the spelling for

* > (rajusa) “it was unclean, dirty or filthy,”

* > (rajasa) “he did a bad, an evil, an abominable, or a
foul action,”
s =) (rijs) “uncleanness, dirt, or filth . . . anything that is

disliked, or hated, for its uncleanness, dirtiness, or filthi-
ness.”
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This ambiguity with _.>) (7js) was probably true also with
the Hebrew W17. If so, Hebrew 17 *J2could have meant not
only “sons of thunder” but also “sons of filth.” For this reason
Mark 3:17 does not read Bevnpyég, (= WAT 32), which
would have been ambiguous as to whether James and John
were surnamed “Sons of Thunder” or “Sons of Filth.” Mark
rightly recorded their surname as Boavnpyéc, which rightly
transliterates W47 "3V 32 “the shouters of thunder.” However,
instead of translatin g it, Mark simply paraphrased it as Yiol
Bpovtiig, “Sons of Thunder.” Were “12 used in the construct
with @27 in a Hebrew consonantal text there would be ambi-
guity about the meaning of W17; but when the construct *J¥12
(= Boavn) “the shouters of” appears with the unvocalized
W27, the WM must certainly mean “thunder” rather than
“filth.” The verbs 32 and its by-forms "2 and V2, used
for exuberant rejoicing, would not be the verbs of choice were
the shouting of obscenities and verbal filth the subject of dis-
cussion. (By analogy, if English spelling were like Hebrew
spelling, then BS could mean “bass” (= bas) when used along
with sonorous, or the BS could mean “base” (= bas) when
used along with onerous.)

Mark 9:48/49

Greek Text
TG yap Tupl aALoBnoetal.
MSS X BL W A, etc.
+ kol maoe Buole oAl aALoBnoTeL
MSS A COL W, etc.
+ maoo yap Buola aAl aiioBrjotol
MSS D abcd, etc.
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Vulgate 9:48
omnis enim igne sallietur
et omnis victima sallietur

Douay-Rheims
For every one shall be salted with fire:
and every victim shall be salted with salt.

KJV
For every one will be salted with fire.
+ and every sacrifice with salt shall be salted.

Taylor (1952: 413) provides a helpful survey of the textual
variants and contextual problems in these verses; and Gundry
(1993: 526-528) presents a concise review of the many dif-
ferent interpretations proposed over the years for these verses
(without proffering an interpretation of his own.) A common
assumption of Taylor and Gundry—and most other com-
mentators before and after them—needs to be challenged in
order to understand properly the unity of Mark 9:42—-50. That
assumption is that the yéevvav, “Gehenna,” found in Mark
9:43, 45, and 47 refers to Hell,® rather than to the literal earth-
ly 837 "1“the Valley of Hinnom,” which was accessible
through Jerusalem’s Dung Gate (N2UNRT VW) and became
the municipal dump for corpses, carcasses, excrement, and
garbage. There the maggots thrived on the rotting entrails and
the partially cremated remains of those who were not wealthy
enough or honorable enough to be buried. The spontaneous
combustion of the methane gas generated by the offal, gar-
bage, and dung produced endless fires and hot spots ready to
reignite.’

Criminals executed by stoning for breaking the Law (such
as “anyone who causes one of these little ones to stumble”
[Mark 9:42]) were more likely to be cremated in the Valley
of Hinnom than to be buried in the tombs of their fathers. In
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Israelite and Jewish culture cremation was shunned because
the body of the deceased would become dismembered.'
Therefore, it would be better to have a watery burial whereby
one’s body would at least for a while remain intact. Thus,
Jesus’ fair warning in Mark 9:42, “It would be better for [the
offender] if a great millstone were hung around his neck and
he were thrown into the sea”—rather than being cast onto the
municipal dump beyond of the Dung Gate in the Hinnom
Valley. Many would have agreed with Jesus that a watery
burial was preferable to all the maggots, methane, and mutila-
tion awaiting the corpse at Jerusalem’s “Hinnom Mortuary.”
Taylor’s statement, “The fire of [verse 9:] 49 has nothing
to do with that of [verse 9:] 48,” is quite misleading, even
though it is quite understandable in light of the ambiguity of
Hebrew homographs and the limitations of Hebrew lexico-
graphy. What follows is a new interpretation Mark 9:49 based
upon aretroversion of the Greek mé¢ yap mupl aALodroetal
into Hebrew as 9023 non® Son "2, which can mean not
only “for everyone [who ever lived]| will be salted with fire”
but it can also mean “for everyone [deposited at the dump)]
will be dragged through the muck.” This proposal is similar
to Parker’s suggestion (1983: 71-72) that
in the first clause, the translator has perhaps confused
Hebrew malach, ‘to vanish,” with melach, ‘to salt.” The
original verses of 48—49a would then have read, *. . .
where their worm does not die, and the fire is not
quenched, for everyone shall vanish in fire.””

Homographs and Cognates of o

The first Hebrew word requiring comment is aiein) , which
must lie behind the Greek @Al “salt” and the aALo6roeta
“shall be salted.” As cited in the standard lexicons of Biblical
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Hebrew (like BDB 571), M5 had three meanings, namely

(1) I'TL?D “salt,” which is the cognate of Arabic
(milh), Syrlac ~<u\sn (melha’), Aramaic xn%rz Its
derivatives were [a] the verb n‘m ‘to salt, to season,’
[b] the noun 'Tﬂ5?3 “saltness” or “the barren salt plain
which was the habltat of'the wild ass,” and [c] the noun
Uﬁfg “a mallow plant which grows in a salt-marsh.”

(2) ﬂ‘??_ﬁ “mariner,” which is the cognate of the Akkad-
ian malahu, Arabic C}Lc (malldh), and Syriac s\

(malaha’), all meaning “sailor.”

3) ﬂ'??g “to tear away, to dissipate, to vanish” the cog-

nate of Arabic 7l (malaha) “he pulled, or drew a thing,
he drew it forth quickly, vehemently.” This aipin) ap-

pears only in Isa 51:6, XM 11'[5?33 ]WSJD D’DW 2
'15311 7423 “for the heavens w111 vanish like smoke
the earth will wear out like a garment.”"!

It is this third definition which appears in my translation of
Mark 9:49 as “for everyone [deposited at the dump] will be
dragged through the muck.”

However, om probably had other meanings in Biblical
Hebrew—meanings which were lost in later Rabbinic He-
brew and, consequently, are not found in standard Hebrew
lexicons. But those meanings may well survive in Arabic
cognates. Lane (1885:2731-2734)listed the following defini-

tions for CL’ (mlh = HBD) and CL’ (mlh, which also = HBD).
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4) CL’ (malaha) “he suckled” and milh “milk” and “the
act of sucking” (an Indo-European loanword);
(%) CL" (malaha) “he become fat”;

(6) CL’ (malaha /mallaha) “he became goodly, beauti-
ful, or pretty / he produced something goodly, beautiful
or pretty,” and @L (malih) “goodly, beautiful, pretty”;

(7) CL’ (milh) “knowledge, science, learning” or “men

of science, learned men”;

(®) CL (milh) and d>cle (milhat) “a sacred or inviolable

bond, or the like, or any compact, bond, or obligation,
which one is under obligation to respect, or honor, or
the cancelling or breaking of which renders one obnox-
ious to blame.” Lane included this explanation: “[This
meaning is derived from CL’ (milh) as signifying ‘salt;’
the eating of which with another imposes upon the two
parties a sacred mutual obligation]”

9) c:L (malih) “tasteless, insipid, applied to flesh-
meat . . . that has no taste.”

Definitions 4-6 have no Hebrew cognates. However, de-
finition (7) serves as a commenary on the aAatt in Col 4:6,
0 AGYyo¢ VM@V TavTote €V yapLti, GAatl NpTLLévoc, “Let
your speech always be gracious, seasoned with salt, so that
you may know how you ought to answer every one.” The verb
apTUW means “arrange, prepare, make ready, of things requir-
ing skill or cunning,” the culinary sense of “seasoning” is not
required (Lidell and Scott 1966: 250). If the word “season” is
retained in translation the idea expressed equals “season with
reason so that . . ..” Otherwise the idea could be expressed by
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“prepare with erudition so that . . .,” an idea similar to that
found in 2 Tim 2:5, “study to show thyself approved . ...”"
Definitions (1) and (8) serve as a commentary on Mark
9:50°, éxete v €ovtolg A kal elpnrelete év aAijiolc,
“have salt in yourselves and be at peace with one another.” "’
A similar idea which relates salt and honor appears in Ezra
4:14, “Now because we eat the salt of the palace (ﬂ%?_:
x;nbn x‘;;*n) it is not fitting for us to witness the king's
dishonor”; and in 2 Chron 13:5, “Ought you not to know that
the LORD God of Israel gave the kingship over Israel for ever
to David and his sons by a covenant of salt (ﬂ‘??; n"2)?7”
Parker (1983: 71), in his discussion of Mark 9:50 asserted
that the verse “is hardly intelligible as it stands,” and asked:
“Did the Aramaic first give the Hebrew shalom, then translate
this into Aramaic sh’lam ? And did our author or a previous
translator take this to be Latin salem [‘salt’]?” Parker seems
to be unaware that Harris (1937: 185) appealed to a Latinism
in his interpretation of this verse, noting that in idiomatic
Latin ‘salt’ equals the accusative salem (not the nominative
sal), which led him to conclude that “the writer, whoever he
was, of this verse contrasted [Latin salem] salt and [Hebrew
shalom] peace and made them correlative with one another.”
Mann (1986: 384—385), commenting on Mark 9:50, cited
Harris’s interpretation and concluded that it was “still worthy
of consideration.” But, in my opinion, the Semiticism /Arab-
ism cited in definition (8), above, provides a far more reason-
able interpretation of why &Ax kal elpnvetete “salt and
peace” were so formally linked, making automatically a
“covenant of salt” (ﬂ‘_??g N*72) into a “covenant of peace”
(M2 oi%Y).
Definitions (1) and (9) serve as a commentary on Mark
9:50a, éav &¢ TO OAag &radov yévntal €v Tivl olTO
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aptioete, “but if the salt has become insipid, how will you
season it.” The Hebrew Vorlage could have read Mol oNY
PR SRR A HB?JTT, wherein the noun 191 “salt” is
definition (1); the verb 51" “were to become insipid” is de-
finition (9); and the verb iateinle) “you will season” is defini-
tion (1[a]). The saying involved more than simple repetition
of one lexeme. A verb and noun from one lexeme (mlh) and
another verb from a second lexeme (mlh) provided paro-
nomasia enhanced by assonance. But the lexemes m/h and
mlh became homographs in Hebrew which created confusion.

Homographs and Cognates of 2

The second Hebrew word requiring comment in support of
my reconstruction of the Hebrew text behind Mark 9:49 as
av3a3 on bon D, “for everyone will be dragged through
the muck” 1s 72, stem III, meaning “dung, muck.” This 722
is the cognate of Arabic , = (ba ‘ara) “he voided dung”; =,
(ba‘r) “dung”; and , =_.» (mab‘ar) “rectum, intestines, gut”
(Lane 1863: 226-227; KBS 1: 146,). In my opinion, this rare
word appeared in the Hebrew source used by Mark, and it was
read by Mark as the more common homograph 922 “to burn,
to ignite” and the name 9V 2 “Torch /Burning” and the noun
n2Y2 “torch, fire” (BDB 128-129; Jastrow (1903) 183;
KBS 1: 145-146). Other Semitic homographs could easily be
confused with Y3, stem I “to burn” or stem I1I “dung”—Ilike
Y2 stem II “cattle” and its Arabic cognate  yer? (ba‘ir) “ass,
camel,” and Ugaritic b“r “to pillage” (UT 375: #495]), but

none of them fit the context of Mark 9:49. (Hatch and
Redpath [1897: 1242], listed eight different Hebrew words

which were translated by m0p, including TR, 77, WX, and
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mY2.) The homographs 72 “fire” and Y23*dung,” along
with the homographs oM “salt” and 1OM “to drag,” provide

the clues for reconstructing and reinterpreting the enigmatic
saying “all will be salted with fire.”

CONCLUSIONS

The rush by commentators to interpret el¢ TNy yéevvay
“into the valley of Hinnom” of Mark 9:43, 45, 47 as a meta-
phor for Hell has been counterproductive. Certainly in Mark
9, Tnv yéevvav meant literally “the valley of [the sons of]
Hinnom,” i.e., the place just beyond Jerusalem’s Dung Gate
where more that just dung was deposited. In a culture where
cremation and dismemberment were anathema the watery
burial mentioned in Mark 9:42 may have been preferable to
having one’s corpse dragged through the dung and the decay
at a dump. Jesus gave a fair warning which had overtones of
Deut 13:1-10, which spelled out the penalty for any Israelite
who caused fellow Israelites to stumble from their love and
allegiance to their God. They were to be stoned! ** In Mark 9:
42-49, Jesus threatened the same fate for anyone who “causes
one of these little ones who believe in me to stumble out of
faith in me (0¢ @v okavdaAlon €va TOV PLKPWY TOUTWV
1@V motevovtwy el éue). Therefore, instead of being
stoned and then dragged through filth, a clean watery drown-
ing could be seen as a better option for an offender."”

But the best option was to enter the Kingdom of God as a
righteous soul, even if dismembered. Jesus may have had in
mind the faithful mother and her seven tortured and dismem-
bered sons who defied Antiochus’ command to violate the
Torah by eating swine’s flesh. One son, speaking out of a
faith shared with his siblings and his mother,'® said to Antio-
chus “You accursed wretch, you dismiss us from this present
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life, but the King of the universe will raise us up to an ever-
lasting renewal of life, because we have died for His laws” (2
Macc 7:9)."7 Jesus envisioned such faith from his little ones.

Mark’s Greek text makes it possible to add at least three
lost lexemes to the Hebrew lexicons, namely (1) the J92%to
shout, to rejoice” which survives in the Boovn in the surname
Boavnpyég of Mark 3:17; (2) the W27 “thunder” which sur-
vives in the -pyéc ending of Boavnpyéc; and (3) the U2
“dung,” hidden behind the m0p “fire” in Mark 9:49. The D2
/T1MY2 which must have been in Mark’s source should have
been translated either as kompie. “dung heap, garbage pile” or
BoABLTov “dung, filth,” instead m0p “fire.”

The enigmas in Mark 9:49-50 become understandable
once it is recognized that the Greek aiio6noeta “shall be
salted” and aAl “salt” translated a Hebrew text having momn.
That original M5 in Mark’s Hebrew source—even though
it was the M1 which meant “to drag, to pull”—attracted to
itself a number of other MM sayings which contained the
aiein) meaning “salt.”'® In the oral tradition the precision in
vocalization precluded ambiguities about what was being
said; but the clarity of speech was lost when the sayings be-
came scripted into consonantal texts which inadvertently
created ambiguities due to homographs. Once 121 “to drag”
was misread as ToR “to season,” secondary misreadings were
inevitable, such as reading the rare Y2 “dung” as the more
common Y2 “torch, fire”—which produced the problematic
“for everyone will be salted with fire.” Mark’s Hebrew Vor-
lage probably read Y22 moms bon "2, meaning “for every
[offender] will be dragged through the muck,” proving Jesus’
point that “it would be better for him [the offender] if a great
millstone were hung round his neck and he were thrown into
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the sea” than to end up at the local dump. The unseen scaven-
gers in the sea were regarded more favorably than the visible
worms and the smelly smoldering offal just beyond Jeru-
salem’s Dung Gate.

NOTES

1. The quadri-literal stem _>>) (radjis), allegedly meaning
“thunder,” was also cited by Rook (1981: 94), who cited Taylor
(1954:232), who cited Lagrange (1929: 65). Mann (1986: 249), on
the other hand, cited Lagrange directly. But I have been unable to
find the quadri-literal stem _u>>) (radjis) in the lexicons of
Castell (1669: 3522-23), Lane (1867: 1065), Hava (1915: 247),
Dozy (1927: 521), or Wehr (1972: 387) [with the page numbers
cited here being where the word should appear]. I have not seen the
commentary by Lagrange in order to check out his source, but I
suspect that a typographical error has occurred along the way
wherein the letter d was inadvertently added to the transliteration of
the tri-literal stem > (rajis) “thunder,” and the erroneous quadri-

literal _w>> ) (radjis) took on a life of its own.

2. Parker’s question (in 1983) about Boavnpyéc meaning “the
quaking of the heavens” may have been inspired by Rook’s
proposal (in 1981) that Boavnpyéc comes from an original

WYH Y2, meaning “Sons of (the) quaking (heavens),” which
is discussed below.

3. See GKC 85" and 86 ¢ for a discussion of the affixed ]. The place
name ]3.72 (Beon) appears in Num 32:3 and in Jubilees 29:10; and
the name Ba:Lotv (Baean) appears in 1 Macc 5:4. Because 193 of
Num 32:3 appears in Num 32:38 as ]"ISJ?:J ‘75_.7;, it is commonly
assumed that the name ]3.72 is an abbreviation of ]ﬁSJ?; 53_] 2
(Moabite Stone, line 9), or ]ﬁSJ?; 55_.7.?. N*2 (Josh 13:17 and the
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Moabite Stone, line 30), or ]‘ISJ?Q N2 (Jer 48:23). However, it
seems best to recognize the stem JU3 as a by-form of the root 133,
rather than a rare abbreviation for three different designators (see
KBS 1: 145). If the place name ]SJD is related to the verb J332 “to
shout,” it would be analogous to the place name 13277 (in Ezek
39:16) which is derived from the stem 771 “to roar, to be
boistrous.”

4. For the different ways in which the Hebrew Y was transliterated

in Greek, see the Supplement in Hatch and Redpath (1897:
1-162), passim. It appeared as the smooth breathing mark ’,
or as ay, or it was simply ignored.

5. An analogy for the verb 32 having the by-form I 2 with an
affixed ] is the verb YN “to be ashamed” having the by-forms
W3, MYI3, and NWA —all meaning “shame.”

6. See above, note 1.

7. France (2002: 161) parenthetically noted “(regesh means ‘a
crowd’” or ‘commotion’, and a related Arabic word means
‘thunder’; . . . ” W. L. Lane (1974: 135, fn 60) noted that ““W2"
does not mean ‘thunder’ in known Hebrew or Aramaic texts. A
related word in Arabic, however, has this meaning and it is possible
that the expression existed in the popular idiom of Jesus day.”

8. Lightfoot (1859: I: 85-86) in his commentary (first published in
Latin between 1658 and 1674) noted, “The mention of it [the Valley
of Hinnom] in the New [Testament] is only mystical and
metaphorical, and is transferred to denote the place of the damned.
... It was the common sink of the whole city; wither all filth, and all
kind of nastiness, met.” Lightfoot (Il: 425) had no comment for
9:42, but stated concerning 9:49, “for everyone of them [‘whose
worm dieth not’] shall be seasoned with fire itself, so as to become
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unconsumable, and shall endure forever to be tormented, as salt
preserves from corruption.” Thus, the problem of how a millstone
and a burial at sea can save a sinner from the eternal fires of Hell
and its everlasting fire-resistant worms was not addressed.

9. The phrase in Mark 9:48, 6Tov 0 OkWATE 00TV 00 TEACLTE Kol
10 mOp 00 opévvutal, “where their worm does not die, and the fire
is not quenched” matches the phrase in Isa 66: 24, r:m:%m 2
n3a2n NS r:rnm isbialy N5 “their worm shall not d1e and their

fire shall not be quenched,” which became in the LXX okwAng
a0TOV 00 TeAeLTNOEL Kal TO TOp alTOV oL ofecbrioetal. Isa 66:24
belongs to a fragmented literary unit consisting of Isa 65:1-7,
66:17, and 66: 24. This unit had nothing to do with Gehenna or
Hell, but speaks of the penalty to be inflicted upon the idolaters who
worshiped in gardens and tombs. But they themselves would never
be buried or entombed. The very same idea is found in Jeremiah 8:2,
W ITIRT WRTOY 1% 1M3pY 8D, “and they shall not
be burled they shall be as dung on the surface of the ground,” and
in9:22,77W7 2 5y T2 DINT N2323 1582, “the corpse

of the man W111 fall like dung on the open ﬁeld.” Jer 16:4, “They
shall die grievous deaths: they shall not be lamented, neither shall
they be buried; they shall be as dung upon the face of the ground,”
and Jer 25:33, “They shall not be lamented, or gathered, or buried,
they shall be dung on the surface of the ground,” are also relevant.

10. Tim McGirk reported in 7ime magazine (October 21, 2005) that
on the hilltop above the village of Gonbaz in southern Afghanistan
some American soldiers burned the corpses of the two Taliban
fighters. The U.S. military had asked the villagers to pick up the
bodies and bury them according to Muslim ritual, but the villagers
refused. The Australian journalist, Stephen Dupont, video-taped the
cremation and when the tape was aired on Australian television on
Wednesday, October 19, 2005, it unleashed outrage in Afghanistan
and in the Muslim world. Mohammed Omar, a Kabul cleric, told
newsmen, “the burning of these bodies is an offense against
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Muslims everywhere. Muslims traditionally bury their dead. Bodies
are burned only in Hell.” Four American soldiers involved in this
battlefield cremation were officially reprimanded, though not
charged with a criminal offense.

11. Jer 38:11 reads in part, 1921 nianen o2 own mpn
D’U?D, “and [Ebedmelek] took from there old ragé and worn-out
clothes.” The stem 2M® “to pull, to drag about” is the cognate of
Arabic —oxw (sahaba) “to drag” (Lane 1872: 1314); and a
synonym of mon “to tear away, to fragment,” the cognate of
Arabic cl.a (malaha) “to pull, drag, to break off” (Lane 1885:

2734a; Dozy 1927: 11: 611).

12. Nauck (1953: 166—-168) proposed reading the ntphintab bl
“industrious and salted” at the beginning of the Talmudic Tractate
Derek Eretz Zuta as “industrious and bright,” arguing that oI
—meaning literally “having been salted oneself”—was a metaphor
meaning “to be sagacious.” But, in light of definition (7) the He-
brew MON was actually a homograph which was totally unrelated
to the MM meaning “salt.” Far from being a metaphor, it was an
independent lexeme meaning “knowledge, science, learning.” But
Nauck took the phrase éxete év €avtoic ¢An in Mark 9:50° to be a
very literal translation of the Hebrew M. The quotation of
Rabbi Yehuda (Nauck 167), 121 713 TRW 77TP> X1 RO
could have two interpretations. Nauck read it as meaning, “he
should not be like a cooking pot in which is no salt.” But, in light of
the fact that TP “cooking pot” was also used for “skull”
(Jastrow 1903:1318) and 5] could be the cognate ofcl.a (milh)
“knowledge, learning” Rabbi Yehudah may have said, “he
should not be like a skull in which is no knowledge,” i.e., he
should not be a numbskull or nitwit.
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“he should not be like a skull in which is no knowledge,” i.e., he
should not be a numbskull or nitwit.

13. The Alexandrian and Caesarean MSS lack the phrase in Mark
9:49bkal Taow Ouole aAl cAloBnoetwl, “and every sacrifice
shall be salted with salt,” which is clearly a reference to Lev 2:13,

monn mona nmn 127970

T Con o8 AM2 mhn mrawn 85
Mon 3P 2P0 Sy

And every offering of your grain offering
you shall salt with salt;
you shall not allow the salt of the covenant of your God
to be lacking from your grain offering.
With all your offerings you shall offer salt.

14. Death to infidels for violating the first two commandments of
the Decalogue was normative and routine, with most executions
being so insignificant they warranted no historical notice. The
stoning of the nameless woman caught in adultery (John 8:3-9)
would have taken place without any historical record had it not
been for the attempt of the scribes and Pharisees to have Jesus
come to the woman’s defense and thereby have Jesus contradict
Moses—then they could have stoned Jesus along with the
adulteress. Similarly, Stephen’s being stoned as an infidel (Acts
7:54-8:3; 9:1-2) was just routine business for Saul of Tarsus who,
having consented to Stephen’s death, proceeded “to lay waste to
the church, and entering house after house he dragged off men and
women and committed them to prison, . . . still breathing threats
and murder against the disciples of the Lord.” The number of and
the names of Saul’s victims, aside from Stephen, were not worth
any historical recognition or record. According to Acts 14:19
“Jews came there [to Lystra] from Antioch and Iconium; and
having persuaded the people, they stoned Paul and dragged him
out of the city, supposing that he was dead” (but Paul was actually
just knocked unconscious and shortly recovered.). Theological
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vigilantes enforcing the Torah were accountable to no one. Their
victims experienced an ignominious death; their remains being
dragged away as trash to be burned. (See McDaniel, “The Ten
Commandments,” pp. 165—170, in The Pastor's Bible Study.: A New
Interpreter's Bible Study, Volume Il (Nashville: Abingdon Press,
2005).

15. If Gehenna in Mark 9 meant Hell rather than the dump beyond
the Dung Gate, it is difficulty to understand why Jesus said that
death by drowning (9:42) was the better way (kaeAOV) to get to
Gehenna or to go to Hell. There is no hint that sea water would be
able to quench the fires of Hell.

16. The mother, who witnessed the torturing and dismemberment
of her children at their martyrdom declared to each son, *. . . the
Creator of the world, who shaped the beginning of man and
devised the origin of all things, will in his mercy give life and
breath back to you again, since you now forget yourselves for the
sake of his laws” (2 Macc 7:23).

17. Note also the apocryphal Wisdom of Solomon 3:1-8,

But the souls of the righteous are in the hand of God, and no
torment will ever touch them. In the eyes of the foolish they
seemed to have died, and their departure was thought to be
an affliction, and their going from us to be their destruction;
but they are at peace. For though in the sight of men they
were punished, their hope is full of immortality. Having been
disciplined a little, they will receive great good, because God
tested them and found them worthy of himself; like gold in
the furnace he tried them, and like a sacrificial burnt offering
he accepted them. In the time of their visitation they will
shine forth, and will run like sparks through the stubble.
They will govern nations and rule over peoples, and the Lord
will reign over them for ever.

The punishment of the wicked is spelled out in 3:10—13a, 18-19,
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But the ungodly will be punished as their reasoning de-
serves, who disregarded the righteous man and rebelled
against the Lord; for whoever despises wisdom and in-
struction is miserable. Their hope is vain, their labors are
unprofitable, and their works are useless Their wives are
foolish, and their children evil; their offspring are accursed.
... Even if they live long they will be held of no account,
and finally their old age will be without honor. If they die
young, they will have no hope and no consolation in the day
of decision. For the end of an unrighteous generation is
grievous.

18. See notes 12 and 13.



XXIV

HOW DID “RUST” GET INTO MATT 6:19-20
AND “PURSES” GET INTO LUKE 12:33?

Matthew 6:19
Mn 6noavpilete LPiv  Onoovpole éml The Yfg,
0mou ong kol PpdoLg apavifel
Kol OTOU KAETTOL SLOPUOCOVOLY Kol KAETTOUOLY®

NAB
Do not store up for yourselves treasures on earth,
where moth and decay destroy,
and thieves break in and steal.

KJV
Lay not up for yourselves treasures upon earth,
where moth and rust doth corrupt,
and where thieves break through and steal.

Several commentators, including Mounce (1985: 56), Beare
(1987: 182), and Blomberg (1992: 122)," are of the opinion
that “rust” was first introduced into the English translations of
Matt 6:19-20 by William Tyndale (1526), who translated
these verses as

Gaddre not treasure together on erth, where rust and mothes

corrupte, and wher theves breake through and steale. But

gaddre ye treasure togedder in heven, where nether rust nor
mothes corrupte, and wher theves nether breake vp, nor yet
steale.

But Tyndale was actually following John Wycliffe (1389)
who translated the verses as
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Nyle 3e tresoure to jou tresours in erthe, wher rust and
moujthe distruyeth, and wher theues deluen out and stelen.
But tresoure 3ee to jou tresouris in heuene. Wher neither rust
ne moujthe distruyeth, and wher theues deluen nat out, ne
stelen.

It is obvious that Wycliffe and Tyndale were not translating
here from the Greek text which has fpdoL¢ meaning “food.”
According to Hatch and Redpath (1954: 231-232), the Greek
BphoLg appears in the Septuagint thirty-three times as the
translation of the Hebrew 9N “to eat/ food”—which is com-
parable to the thirty-nine times the synonym fpdpa “food”
was used to translate 95N or one of its derivatives.?

It is equally obvious that Wycliffe and Tyndale were trans-
lating here from the Vulgate which, for these verses, reads

Nolite thesaurizare vobis thesauros in terra
ubi erugo et tinea demolitur
ubi fures effodiunt et furantur.
Lay not up to yourselves treasures on earth:
where the rust and moth consume,
and where thieves break through and steal.

The Latin erugo/aerugo definitely means “rust” and it was
used correctly to translate the Lo¢ “rust” in James 5:3. More-
over, just as the “rust” in the translations of Wycliffe and
Tyndale does not render the Greek fpdoic “food,” neither
does the Vulgate’s erugo “rust” translate fpdoLc. The Greek
Bpdaoic and the Vulgate’s erugo —along with the Peshitta’s
=\ (Pakla®) “eaters/worms” and the Old Syriac’s A=
(mhabel) “worm”—can be accounted for by postulating a
Hebrew Vorlage whichread 1958 D281 00 0w 9WN. This
Hebrew phrase is unintentionally ambiguous.’ It can mean
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literally “where maggot and worm eat” or “where moth and
food eat.” In my opinion, Jesus intended his words to mean
the former, but when the phrase was translated into Greek
(onc kol PpdoLg), it was given the latter meaning.

Another ambiguous 5on appears in Mal 3:11, which reads
MIRT MEnR 055 YRSy Soka n:‘a MY and
was translated in the NRS as, “I will rebuke the locust for
you, so that it will not destroy the produce of your soil”
(italics added). Other translations render the MT 5;& as
“devourer, insects, pests.” But the Septuagint reads, kol
SLaoTEAD VUiy €ig Pp@doLy kol ol un SLadOelpw VUGV
ToV kapmov th¢ YAc, “and I will appoint food for you, and
I will not destroy the fruit of your land.”* The 5oN in the
Hebrew Vorlage of Matt 6:19-20 suffered the same mis-
understanding when it was translated from Hebrew into
Greek. The translator of the Greek rendered it as fpdoic
“food” when it should have been ok Ang “maggot, worm.””

Support for the above reconstructed Hebrew Vorlage comes

from the Peshitta, which reads as follows in Matt 6:19,
airda e  an) asuod <)

@l ous <Aoo Koot thee
AN e:.l& Ko\ KA. al
la® tsimun lkin simata® ba’r‘a
*atar dsasa® wa’kla® mhablin
wa’yka® dgandabe® palsin wganbin
Do not lay up for yourselves treasures on earth
where the maggot and worm are destroyers.
and where thieves are breaking in and stealing.
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Noteworthy is the ~e\are (a°kla® = RDOR) “eater/worm/
maggot” (Payne Smith 1903: 15; Jennings 1926: 21) Al-
though it could be a contextually meaningless translation of
the Greek BphoL¢ “food” or a meaningful translation of the
Vulgate’s erugo “rust,” it may well retain the noun that was
in the original Hebrew saying and point the interpreter in the
right direction for reconstructing the phrase.

The Old Syriac of Matt 6:19 differs from the Peshitta. It

reads
At Khnw o) asuod <)

Aauso <eew \asy i
e\0 <A \_._A_o, T ¥heCa
la® tsimin lkin simata® ba’r‘a
“atar dnkl sasa® wamhablin
w’atar dpalsin ganabe® wganbin
Do not lay up for yourselves treasures on earth

where the maggot and destroyer’ devour,
and where thieves are breaking in and stealing.

The verb Mau (nekul) is a defective spelling for the 3ms im-
perfect Naa s (ne’kiil) “it will devour” (= 53&‘). It provides
the clue for reconstructing the verb in the Vorlage as HoNe
“they will devour.”

The Peshitta of Matt 6:20° has <Ma ~<wo <Ay <o
V\mus Ao Cayka® dla® sasa® wia® “akla® mhablin)
“where neither the maggot nor the worm are destroyers”™—
which matches the words in 6:19°. But the Old Syriac varies
alittle, reading Ao r¢a . dausn oo <Ay 1h Catar
dla’ sasa’ mahbil. wa‘kla ‘) “where there are not devouring
maggots [.] and eaters/worms.”
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The various words attested in the versions of Matt 6:19-20,
along with cognates, permit the following equation:
OD = o1¢ = <o (5Asa’) = _w g (S1S)
= erugo = TTSTJ%H =7 =2
= “moth, maggot, worm, eater, borer
+ decay, rottenness, and rot.”®

All of the words in this equation could well translated the
Semitic 99X and/or one of its derivative forms.” The precise
identification of the insect or rot involved will be determined
by context. If the insect is feeding on clothes it will be the
larvae of the moth; but if it is feeding on a carcass, it will be
a maggot. In the case of Matt 6:19-20 the translation will be
different if the focus is on the treasure or on the ‘treasurer’
(the ‘treasurer’ found seven times in this study does not mean
‘the controller of funds’ but those ‘controlled by treasures’).

Davies and Allison (1988: 628) noted that James 5:2-3
“may well be based upon the saying preserved in Mt 6.
19-21.” Or it may go the other way around. These words

from James 5, )
your riches have rotted (céonmev),

and your garments are moth-eaten (ontoBpwra),
your gold and silver have rusted (xatiwta),

appear to have influenced the interpretation of Matt 6:19-20
and Luke 12:33, in that the focus of attention has been on the
loss treasures of garments and gold, rather that being on the
treasurer’s mortality wherein worms and maggots will have
the last word, so to speak."

Beare (1987: 181-182) in his following statement reflects
the interpretation of most commentators that the focusin Matt
6:19-20 was on the treasure,'' not the ‘treasurer.’
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The kind of ‘treasures on earth’ which are envisaged in
the basic charge are textiles, which may be destroyed by
insects, and such things as gold, silver, and jewels, which
may be carried off by robbers. . . . If he accumulates
earthly treasures—chests of sumptuous clothing or of
gold and jewels—his heart is bound to the earth; if he
seeks to accumulate treasures in heaven, his heart is fixed
on heavenly things.

The parable of the rich fool in Luke 12:16-21 and the par-
allel commands in Luke 12:33 provide clues for interpreting
Matt 6:19-20. But Luke 12:33 has its own problem which
must be addressed first. According to Luke 10:4, Jesus pro-
hibited his disciples from carrying a purse, stating

un Bootalete BadiavTiov, Un TPy, U DTOONUKTA,
kol pndéve kot TNy 080V aomTaonode,
Carry no purse, no bag, no sandals;
and salute no one on the road.

Luke 22:34 indicates that the disciples had carefully obeyed,

Ote améoteldo VUAc Gtep Bailovtiov
Kol mpec Kol DTOOT pETWY,
un TLvog votepnonte; ol &€ elmay, OVBevoC
When I sent you out with no purse or bag or sandals,
did you lack anything? They said, “Nothing.”"?

Thus, it is surprising to learn in Luke 12:33 that Jesus in-
structed not just his disciples but his entire “little flock” (t0
LLKpOV Tolpviov)to “get yourselves purses that do not wear
out” (ToLnowate €xvtolg Pariavtio un meAwtoVueve). This
seeming contradiction in Jesus’ instructions apparently emer-
ged when one word in Luke’s Hebrew source was misread. In
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the Septuagint BaAravtia “purse” translated the 11W$ in Job
14:17 and the O3 in Prov 1:14. If Luke’s Hebrew source read
1H2v 85 Swx ovo> 2ob MY, it could mean either (1)
“make for yourselves purses (PaAiravtie) which do not wear
out,” or (2) “make for yourselves clothes (Lpatie) which do
not wear out.” The Hebrew B0 (scriptio defectiva) is unin-
tentionally ambiguous. It can be read as 2Y02, the plural of
D2 “purse,” or as 202, the plural of *102 “clothing, cover”
(Jastrow 1903: 633, 652)."

In light of the promise in Luke 12:28,“if God so clothes the
grass . . . how much more will he clothe you,” the Y02 in
Luke’s Hebrew source should have been read as 2702
“clothes” (scriptio plene = RYY102) rather than as 002
“purses” (scriptio plene = QY9'D)."* This interpretation
brings Jesus’ instruction in line with his earlier prohibition
against the use of purses. Once Luke 12:33b is read as
“provide for yourselves clothes which do not grow old, with
a treasure in the heavens that does not fail,” the metaphor and
equation become obvious: the ageless clothes = heaven'’s
everlasting treasure, 1.e., everlasting life. This interpretation
matches perfectly with the words of Paul in 2 Cor 5:2—4, “We
groan, longing to be clothed with our heavenly dwelling, . . .
not that we would be unclothed, but that we would be further
clothed, so that what is mortal may be swallowed up by life.”
Paul would have the Corinthians “provide for themselves
ageless clothes,” i.e., God’s gift of heaven’s treasure. The
words ring true to the words of Isaiah (61:10), “For he hath
clothed me with the garments of salvation, he hath covered
me with the robe of righteousness.” This interpretation also
matches perfectly with the words of Enoch 62:13-16,
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And the righteous and elect shall be saved on that day, and
they shall never thenceforward see the face of the sinners and
unrighteous. And the Lord of Spirits will abide over them, and
with that Son of Man shall they eat and lie down and rise up
for ever and ever. And the righteous and elect shall have risen
fromthe earth, and ceased to be of downcast countenance. And
they shall have been clothed with garments of glory, and these
shall be the garments of life from the Lord of Spirits. Your
garments shall not grow old, nor your glory pass away before
the Lord of Spirits.

In the parable of the rich fool in Luke 12 the focus of at-
tention was not on the freasure but on the ‘treasurer.” The
treasure was simply a lot of kapTdg “crops,” stored in easily
accessible barns; but the ‘treasurer’ was a TlovoLo¢ “a rich
man.” As depicted by Jesus, though not stated directly, the
foolish farmer lived according to the maxim espoused in Prov

13:8, ﬁWIJ W’N WBJ WBD “The ransom of a man’s life is

his Wealth"’ Prosperlty was the LORD s gift to the righteous as
promised in the Torah: “The LORD will command the blessing
upon you in your barns . . . . The LORD will make you abound
in prosperity .. . in the fruit of your ground” (Deut 28:9, 11).
The foolish farmer was religious man in traditional ways, so
“the more the merrier!” But before the bugs would make their
way into the foolish farmer’s barns, the maggots and worms
would feast on his body: “Fool! This night your soul is
required of you!” The rich man had laid up treasures on earth,
but maggots and worms were his final acquisition and the
grave his final destination.”"’

But there was no security for the foolish farmer even in his
grave—not for him nor for any treasure buried with him.
Grave robbers were real and abundant;'® and in their own way
they too were just laying up treasures on earth for themselves,
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not knowing that their souls would be required of them. More
worms and maggots—not rust and larvae —would feast on
newly fallen fools. Such is the fate of those who lay up for
themselves treasures on earth were maggots and worms con-
sume ‘freasurers’—not just treasures.

Once the DOX100 “maggots and body-worms” in the Vor-
lage of Matt 6:19-20 became on¢ kal BpdoLlg “moths and
food”—which eventuated in English to the “moth and rust”™—
a disconnect was made, precluding the parable of the rich fool
from becoming a commentary on the command to “Laynotup
for yourselves treasures upon earth . . . but lay up for
yourselves treasure in heaven,” i.e., “Seek first the kingdom
of God and his righteousness (Matt 6:33) . . . and you will
have treasure in heaven (Luke 18:22), for where your treasure
is, there will your heart be also (Luke 12:34, Matt 6:21).”

The question raised above in the title, “How did “rust” get
into Matt 6:19-20 and “purses” get into Luke 12: 33?” has
now been answered. When Jesus spoke his words in Hebrew
or Aramaic they rang with clarity and were deemed by others
to be worthy of being recorded. But, thanks to a spelling
system which used only consonants, ambiguities became
rampant once sayings were written down. Homographs were
no problem for those who had actually heard Jesus speak. But
where there was no oral recollection, varied interpretations of
the written consonant clusters soon emerged, like the 3°02,
noted above, which could mean either “purses” or “clothes.”
Compounding the problem was the semantic range of some
Semitic stems like DONR , which could mean either “food” or
“feces,” as well as “eater”—which in turn could mean “rust”
or “worms” or “maggots.”
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Once the “maggot” is restored in Matt 6:19-20 and the
thieves mentioned there are recognized as “grave-robbers,” it
becomes obvious that “laying up treasure in heaven,” and
“providing one’s self with the ageless clothes of heaven’s
eternal treasure” (Luke 12:33) address the reality of human
mortality, as well as the promise of immortality. This is the
reality about which Paul wrote in 1 Cor 15:53-54,

For this perishable nature must put on the imperishable,
and this mortal nature must put on immortality. When the
perishable puts on the imperishable, and the mortal puts
on immortality, then shall come to pass the saying that is
written: ‘Death is swallowed up in victory.’

It is not just earth’s treasures which are perishable, earth’s
‘treasurers’—those who lay up treasures—are equally des-
tined for death and decay. Thus, Jesus commanded his little
flock to “be rich toward God” (Luke 12:21) and secure the
ageless clothes of heaven’s everlasting treasure (Luke 12:33).

NOTES

1. Beare stated in his commentary,

There is no word corresponding to ‘worm’. In Matthew, the
Greek word is Bpdoig, which means literally ‘eating’. The
more familiar rendering ‘rust’ goes back to Tyndale, and is
used in all classic English versions except the Geneva Bible
(1562), which replaces it with ‘canker’.

Bloomberg noticed, similarly, that the “rust” really meant “eat-
ing.” Davies and Allison (1988: 629) referred to Tyndale but did
not identify him as the first to introduce “rust” into this verse.

2. Liddell and Scott (1940:332) gave the following definitions for
Bpwoig: (1) meat, (2) pasture, (3) eating, (4) taste, flavor, (5)
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decay, and (6) corrosion, rust in Matt 6:19. Its synonym, Bp® e,
can mean (1) food, meat, that which is eaten, (2) tooth cavity, (3)
moth eating, (4) filth [i.e., the food in the intestines, like the
Aramaic N'?Dj& “excrement,” cited by Jastrow 1903: 25]. Defini-
tion (6) above for ppiaL¢ cannot be sustained. Arndt and Gingrich
(1957: 147) called attention to the Epistle of Jeremiah 1:10 (=
RSV 6:12) which reads in part, “[gods] which cannot save them-
selves from rust and corrosion (&m0 LoD kol Bpwudtwy).” They
noted that a few manuscripts of the epistle have fp&olL¢ instead of
Bpwuate being used along with the 10¢ “rust.” These variant
readings led them to conclude rightly that this combination of 16¢
and Ppoalc argues against the identification of BpdoLg in Matt
6:19-20 with 10¢. (For 10¢ “rust” see Liddell and Scott : 832.)

3. Compare the text in Shem Tob’s Hebrew Gospel of Matthew,
where the ambiguities in 6:19 were modified by having 3p7

“decay” (but not X327 ‘rust’) rather than OO, and 5N “grub”
rather than 92N . The full verse reads

1290 R 0% MR TW
TIRQ NIIRIR 712%°
7Y2INY 27 119OKRW 09D
.07233°7 ©°21371 195° IR
Again he said to them:
Do not keep on heaping up treasures on earth

so that decay and grub devour it
or thieves dig through and steal.

The ambiguities in 6:20 were fixed by having 8°7 “worm” rather

than OO, and again muSIn “grub” rather than 55N. The full verse
reads:
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Q°HW2 NIIZIR OO WY
Q%oR® XY 7Y2INT 720w QIpna

1233°7 1957° XY 0°2330W QPR
Make for yourselves treasures in heaven
where the worm and the grub do not devour them

and where thieves do not dig through and steal.
(Howard 1995: 24-25.)

4. Davies and Allison (1988: 629) are incorrect in their statement
that, “In Mal 3.11 LXX A, the word [Pp&oLc] means ‘grass-
hopper’.” Hebrew 55X could be used fora grasshopper, as well as
for food; but pphaoLc did not mean “rust,” nor did it mean “grass-
hopper.”

5. Davies and Allison (1988: 631) conjectured a bit about the
Semitic original of this saying since Matthew’s &LopUO0W “to
break in” appears in Luke 12:33 as éyyi{w “to draw near.”

If Luke is in fact original, it is more likely that assonance
characterized the Semitic original, for ‘draw near’ could be
gereb, ‘moth’ could be riigha’, ‘destroy’ could be regab, and
‘worm’ could be ragqaba’. [Does one interpretation of rgb°
= ‘worm’ or ‘rust’ stand behind Jas 5.2-3, another behind
the synoptics?]

The answer to their closing question is a “No!” The attested mis-
interpretation of 55X in Mal 3:11 tilts the scales in favor of
reconstructing the Vorlage with 55N rather than 2P — for there
is no attested confusion between the Hebrew 327 “decay” and the
Aramaic X227 “wood-worm”or X232 7 “rust.” For the combina-
tion of “moth” and “worm,” note the addition in the Septuagint to
Prov 25:20, doTep ong Latlw kol okWANE EOAG oltwg AUTM
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avdpog PramteL kapdlav, “as amoth in a garment, and a wormin
wood, so the grief of a man hurts the heart.”

6. Lamsa (1957: 956), following the Vulgate, paraphrased the
Peshitta’s reading Matt 6:19-20 as follows:
Do not lay up for yourselves treasures buried in the ground,
a place where rust and moth destroy and where thieves break
through and steal. But lay up for yourselves a treasure in
heaven, where neither rust nor moth destroys, and where
thieves do not break through and steal.

7. The root meaning of Mo (hbal) is “to twist, to writhe,” sug-
gesting that the “destroyer” in this context—where the maggot is
mentioned—is a twisting, slithering worm.

8. See the various lexicons, sub voce. The Greek on¢ “moth” is no
doubt a loanword from Semitic. In the Septuagint ofj¢ “moth”
occurs in Isa 50:9, 51:8; Job 4:19, 27:18; and Prov 14:30. These
bugs gave those who translated the Hebrew into Greek a hard time.
Although the W;rJ in Isa 50:9 was rightly translated by o7i¢ “moth,”
the fﬂ'y in Isa 51:8 became ypovoc “time,” as though the Vorlage
had NY instead of WY. But the OP in this verse was rightly
rendered as onic. In Hosea 5:12 the WY “moth” was translated as
Tapoyn| “trouble,” and the AP “decay, wood-worm, or rust” be-
came kévtpov “goad.”

9. The following Arabic cognates of Hebrew 5on provide evi-
dence that the Hebrew root could also have been used for “rust”
and “corrosion,” as understood by the Saint Jerome.

. JST (Cakala) “to eat, eat away, corrode, to rust,”

. 4ST Cakilat) “corrosion, rust,”
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. JST cukat) “corrosion,

. Jlﬂ (°ukal) “corroded, cankered, decayed,”

. JS L (muta’akkil)“corroded, rusty, rust-eaten,”
. JS L (muta’akil) “corroded, rusty, rust-eaten.”

See Lane 1865: 71-72; Wehr 1979: 27; Hava 1915: 11.

355

10. The following texts provide compelling commentary for this

interpretation.
P Job 25:6

mp5in 0TNTI2Y MY WIRTD AN
“How much less man, who is a maggot,
and the son of man, who is a worm!”
Isaiah 51:12
WRRD WM AR
NN TET DTNCIam
Who are you that you are afraid of man who dies,
of the son of man who is made like grass.
Sirach 17:30
oV yap dUvatol TovTe e€lvel €V ardpwmoLg
0TL ok aBavatog LLOC AVOPWTOU
For not everything is within human capability,
since human beings are not immortal.

11.Allen (1912: 61) cited the Testament Levi 13:6, “Do righteous-
ness, my sons, upon earth, that you may have treasure in heaven.”
By way of commentary Albright and Mann (1971: 79) cited from
Baba Bathra 11a and Tosefta Peah iv, 18 two sayings of King
Monobaz of Adiabene who had embraced Judaism: “My fathers
stored in a place where the hand can reach, but I have stored in a
place where the hand cannot reach,” and “My fathers gathered for
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this world, but I have gathered for the future world.” (Simon and
Slotki, 1935: 52-53). Davies and Allison (1988: 631) provide a
few more lines in their quotation of King Monobaz and call atten-
tion to Tobit4:8-9, Psalms of Solomon. 9:5, 2 Baruch 24:1; Sirach
29:10—13; Gospel of Thomas 76; and a number of other texts.
Keener (1999: 228-231) also provides a very helpful survey, with
full bibliography, on the attitudes toward wealth and possessions
in the Graeco-Roman and Jewish literature.

12. According to Matt 10:9 and Mark 6:8, purses were allowed but
money was not to be put in them. But in John 13:29 and Luke
22:36 some disciples carried purses in which there was money.

13. 1t could also be 2702, the plural of 212 “cup” or 02 “thorn.”

14. Hebrew D2 “bag, purse,” is the cognate of Arabic u...;f (kis)

“purse,” which is perhaps aloanword from the Persian L.,.:S (kist).
Hebrew 92 “to clothe, to cover” is the cognate of the Arabic y.S

(kasa/kasw) “to clothe, to dress” and ‘ELS(kiSEz’) “clothes, gar-

ment, dress” (Castell 1669: 1718, 1767; Golius 1669: 487; Lane
1885:2640; 1893: 3000; Hava 1915: 655; Wehr 1979: 969-970;
BDB 476, 491- 492).

15. The words of James 5:3, kel 6 10¢...dAYeTOL TS OUPKOG
VL@V ¢ mOp “and the rust . . . shall eat your flesh like fire,”
could well refer to the grave worms.

16. Brown (1970: 984) noted that “Tomb robbery was a trouble-
some crime at this time [early 1st century A.D.], as witnessed in an
imperial edict against it.” This edict was issued by Claudius and
was found in an inscription discovered at Nazereth. Barrett (1989:
15) provides bibliography and the following translation:
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Ordinance of Caesar. It is my pleasure that graves and tombs
remain undisturbed in perpetuity for those who have made
them for the cult of their ancestors or children or members of
their house. If however any man lay information that another
has either demolished them, or has in any other way extracted
the buried, or has maliciously transferred them to other places
in order to wrong them, or has displaced the sealing or other
stones, against such a one I order that a trial be instituted, as
in respect of the gods, so in regard to the cult of mortals. For
it shall be much more obligatory to honour the buried. Let it
be absolutely forbidden for anyone to disturb them. In case of
contravention I desire thatthe offender be sentenced to capital
punishment on charge of violation of sepulture.



XXV
ADAM, ENOSH, AND “THE SON OF MAN”

INTRODUCTION

In John 9:35 the manuscripts and versions differ over
which title was actuallyused by Jesus. The Greek manuscripts
p®*”>X B D W read tov viov tod avBpdmou “the son of the
man,” but manuscripts AK L XA @ ¥ read tov viov tod
Beol “the Son of the God.” The Peshitta reads here mi=a=
~mMr¢x “in the Son of the God,” but the Old Syriac reads
~<x1r<1 mias “in the Son of the Man.” Bernard (1923:
338) opted for the reading avbpdmov, arguing “if the ‘the
Son of God’ were the original reading here, it is surprising
that scribes should have altered it to ‘the Son of Man,” which
does not appear in any of the other confessions of faith . ...”
Likewise, Brown (1966: 375) considered the “Son of God”
reading to be “clearly the substitution of a more customary
and complete formula of Christian faith, probably under the
influence of the use of this passage in baptismal liturgy and
catechesis.”

But in light of John 3:16—18, 10:34-36, and 11:4, the
manuscript tradition followed by the Vulgate (tu credis in
Filium Dei) seems preferable. Had the question by Jesus been
“Do you believe in ‘the Son of the Man?’”” the man’s reply
might well have been, “Sir, what do you mean by that?”
Biblical scholars have ever since been asking “What is the
meaning of the arthrous 6 viog T0d av@pdmov?” ' Bernard
(1928: cxxii—cxxxiii) presented a helpful summary of the
issues involved in the interpretation of “the Son of the Man,”
and he concluded (cxxxiii), “It was not a recognized title of
Messiah, and was not interpreted as such; rather was italways
enigmatic to those who heard it applied by Jesus to Himself.”
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But Fitzmyer (1979, 154) concluded that the arthrous 6 viog
100 avbpwmov must be read as a title for Jesus, although the
“development of the titular usage is not immediately obvious,
and the missing link still has to be found.” The remainder of
this study focuses on the enigmatic Hebrew 27X 13, WIN 12,
and YR 72 and the Aramaic @R 72, All possible options
will be reviewed, and the “missing link” will be presented.

An important clue to the different meanings of 27X 2 in
Biblical Hebrew comes from the statement made by the
Roman centurion found in Matt 8:9 in the Shem Tob Hebrew
Gospel of Matthew, which dates to the fourteenth century.
The verse reads,

Downn D W RNIT ORI
0722177 oUW O T D
82M 82 TP 70 O UND IR N
0PN T WY TN,

This was interpreted by George Howard (1995: 33) to mean

I am a sinful man and I have authority
under the Pharisees and [I have] horses and riders
and I say to one of them go and he goes,
come and he comes,
and to my servants do this and they do it.

The very idea, though, of a Roman centurion’s being ac-
countable to the Pharisees staggers the imagination. But this
is the only translation available given the definitions in
current lexicons of Biblical and post-Biblical Hebrew and
Aramaic, where 27X must mean (1) man, (2) red, (3) blood,
(4) Adam, or (5) Edom, which was also a code word for
Rome (BDB 9-10; Jastrow 1903: 15-17; KBS 70-73).
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Ugaritic and Arabic cognates (Gordon 1965:352; Lane 1863:
35-36) support all of these definitions except for making Edom
a code name for Rome. But only the first of these definitions,
“man,” fits the context of the centurion’s self introduction and
was consequently the basis or Howard’s translation and has

been the basis for all studies to date on the meaning of 37X ]2
(violg avBpTou) “Son of Man” or BRI 12 (6 viog Tod
av0pwmov) “the Son of the Man.”

But other definitions of BTN, attested in Arabic cognates,

need to be added to the Hebrew lexicons. In addition to the
Arabic G.o_v‘ (Cadam ) “relating to Adam” = “human”’ are
the following Arabic words for which there were certainly

Hebrew cognates in use in Biblical times:

e o0 (Pidamu) and donyl (‘adamat) “the chief, and provost,
of his people, the aider, the manager of the affairs, ” which
would be the cognate of the BTN in Gen 1:26, “let us make
ADAM ... and let them rule.”

‘e K (Padama) “he effected a reconciliation between them and

brought them together, made them sociable, or familiar with
one another, made them to agree, induced love and agreement
between them,” the participle of which would appear as 7R
in Hebrew;

. 4yl (Cudmat) “agreement, familiarity, sociableness, com-
panionship, a means of access,” which would be TT?TD'_T_N in
Hebrew;

e 3 90 (mii’dam) “beloved, an object of love,” which is from

the root BTIX and would appear as DRI A

The first of these definitions was surely to be found on the
lips of the Roman centurion (€katovtap)og) when he identi-
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fied himself to Jesus as an 27X “a provost.” This interpreta-
tion is reenforced by the second word from the centurion’s
lips, R, which is not the very common participle XA
“sinner,” where the 1 is the vowel letter for 3. This N7 is
the cognate of the Arabic Ll (huwwa’t) “superintendent,

manager, the one in charge.” Thus, the 1 of Xt here is a
consonant; and the R of this R®IT is an Aramaism in the

dialect of the centurion (for the 1177 one would expect in
Hebrew).” Consequently, a more accurate translation of %] N1
KD DTN in the centurion’s self introduction to Jesus would
be “for I am a provost, the one in charge.”*

In the Shem Tob text this is followed quite logically by the

statement NWMM Y5 WM “and Thave authority,” after which
the centurion spelled out the nature of his authority. But the
Greek and Latin texts of Matt 8:9 differ from the Shem Tob
text—which is but one piece of evidence that the Shem Tob
text is not a simple translation of the Greek or Latin Gospel
of Matthew. The Greek and Latin texts of Matt 8:9, along
with their English translations, read as follows:

\ \ b \ b 4 b € \ bl ’
Kol yop €yw &vbpwmog elpL vmo €ovolav,
Exwr U EUOUTOV OTPATLWTEC,
kel A€yw To0Tw, IlopeddntL, Kol Topeletat,
oy ” >
Kol 0Arw, "Epyov, kol epxetat,
~ ~ ~ 17
kel T@ 600Aw pov, IToinoov todto, Kol ToLEL.

RSV
For I am a man under authority, with soldiers under me;
and I say to one, ‘Go,” and he goes,
and to another, ‘Come,” and he comes,
and to my slave, ‘Do this,” and he does it.
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VULGATE
nam et ego homo sum sub potestate habens sub me milites
et dico huic vade et vadit et alio veni et venit
et servo meo fac hoc et facit.

DOUAY RHEIMS

For I also am a man subject to authority,
having under me soldiers; and I say to this,
Go, and he goeth, and to another Come, and he cometh,
and to my servant, Do this, and he doeth it.

The most conspicuous difference between the Greek and
Latin texts when compared with the Shem Tob text is that the
UTo €Eovoiav and sub potestate have the centurion saying he
is “under authority” rather than “I have authority.” The one
translation agreeing with Shem Tob in the centurion’s “hav-
ing authority” is the Old Syriac text which reads

=i dax ) dur i Kio) )\ i o
“ap ’ena’ ger gabra® *ena’ d°it liy sultana’
“for I am also a man having authority. ”

However, the Peshitta here has =1\, dax. dandiz <

(Pena’ dithét sultana’), “l am under authority.” In the parallel
account in Luke 7:8, both the Peshitta and Old Syriac have

r<.13v.\c\.r. davdh irasysay ard
(Cena® damsa‘badna’ [damsa‘bad °na’] thut saltana’)
I am made to serve, [ am under authority.

Because everyone in the Roman Empire was under the
authority of Caesar, there was little need for the centurion to
state this in his self introduction. Therefore, the reading of the
Old Syriac and the Shem Tob texts reflect the most accurate
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Hebrew textual tradition. The words NSWIR ¥5 WM XBIN
“the-one-in-charge and I have authority” are reflected no-
where in the Greek and Latin text traditions. But it is most
unlikely that a redactor would have created the phrase which
included the rare R 27N “a provost, the-one-in-charge.”
Thus the rare TIR “a provost” and T “the-one-in-charge”
definitely need to be added to the Hebrew lexicons.®

EZEKIEL AS A DTN ]D

Just as the Arabic cognate ‘o.)‘ (°iddmu) “provost” clarifies
the meaning of the BTIR (= B7INX) spoken by the Roman
centurion, the Arabic e 3! Cadama) “he effected areconcilia-

tion” clarifies the IR 12 (viod dv6puwTov) “son of man”
which appears about one hundred ninety times in the Bible,
most frequently in Ezekiel where it appears ninety-three
times.” The 3TN 12 in Ezekiel may not have been the generic

“Son of Man” but the title 27N 12 “Conciliator/Reconciler.”
The 27N in this title may have done double duty, referring

* to Yahweh who was seeking reconciliation with the un-
repentant Israelites: “For on my holy mountain, the moun-

tain height of Israel, says the Lord Yahweh (7M™ ’JT"st),
there all the house of Israel, all of them, shall serve me in
the land; there I will accept them (237N). .. . Asa soothing
aroma [ will accept you (220X 737N) when [ bring you
out from the peoples and gather you from the lands where
you are scattered; and I will prove Myself holy among you
in the sight of the nations” (Ezek 20:40—41); and

* to Ezekiel who was Yahweh’s agent of reconciliation: “So
you, B7IR 12 ‘Reconcilor,”  have made a watchman for the
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house of Israel; whenever you hear a word from my mouth,

you shall give them warning from me” (Ezek 33:7).

Failure to recognize that the TR ]2 in Ezekiel was not
“the son of man” but the “Son of Conciliation/Conciliator”
greatly distorted the balance in the book between (1) the
manifold threats of death for the inhabitants of Judah and the
destruction of Jerusalem, and (2) the far fewer promises that
Yahweh would be their Good Shepherd (Ezek 34:11-31) and
give the Israelites a new heart and a new spirit (Ezek 36:
26-30). Punctuated throughout the entire book of Ezekiel is
Yahweh’s call for reconciliation with the rebellious Israelites
—announced ninety-three times, as a matter of fact, in
Ezekiel’s title, “Son of Conciliation/Reconciler.”

THE MEANINGS OF WIN ]D AND QIR N2
Just as BTN had all the different meanings noted above
(man, red, blood, Adam, Edom, Rome, provost, and recon-
ciler), so also WINR had multiple meanings. Psa 144:3 provides
one clear definition:

1'12!271'!111 YLHJK 12 DTM IR MM

Yahweh ‘what is man that you acknowledge h1m

or the son of man that you take thought of him?
The DTN and (Lﬁ]if' ]2 are synonymous, meaning “man”
(i.e., gender inclusive humanbeings). The Arabic cognate of
W is _wil Canisa) “to be friendly, to be social” (Lane 1863:

113). Hebrew lexicons list several other meanings:

» WX “to be weak, to be sick,” with 23] (Canita) being
its Arabic cognate,
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. !D';?f “to be soft, to be delicate,” with &) (Canut) being
its Arabic cognate.

« WNR “to be strong, severe, overwhelming.”"

These meanings are of no help in clarifying the fit/le “Son of
Man,” whether it be the Hebrew WIX™2 and WIR™12 or
the Aramaic WIN™2.

Hebrew WIN™12 and Aramaic WIN™2 (unlike DTN72)
could have trlggered anumber dero gatory word- plays analo-
gous to that of Simon Bar-Kokba, “Son of a Star,” who was
known to his enemies as Simon Bar-Kozeba, “Son ofa Lie.”"!
Given the occasional interchange of W/® /0, the WX could
equal IR “a violent man” (Jastrow 1903: 86), and WIR 72
could mean “son of violence, a felon.” Also, given the occa-
sional interchange of the X and the ¥, the WIX M3 could be a
variant of WJL’ 72, meaning “convict” (derived from WJSJ

pumshment fine, mulct”) (Jastrow 1903: 1055)."> And given
the interchange of X and Y the WIR could be the cognate of
the Arabic _uile(“dnis) “a man who is far advanced in age
and has not married” or “a virigin woman” (Lane 1874:
2173). Thus, WIR 12 (as a by-form WV J2) could mean a
“mature bachelor” or “the son of a virgin.”

Moreover, the 72 of WIR 732 need not be the Aramaic for
“son” but the Hebrew/Aramaic 12 “pure” (BDB 141; Jastrow
1903: 189), with some if not all of the overtones of its Arabic
cognate y» (barr). Lane (1863: 176) cited - (barr) as meaning

pious [towards his father or parents, and towards God;

obedient to God, serving God, or rendering religious
service to God; and kind, or good and affectionate and
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gentle in behaviour, towards his kindred; and good in his
dealings with strangers]; good, just, righteous, virtuous, or
honest, true, or veracious.. .abounding in filial piety. . .

dutifulness or obedience . . . benevolent, goodness, bene-
ficence.

Thus, WIR 72 need not be the Aramaic equivalent of the
Hebrew BTIXR 13, but a Hebrew phrase in its own right ex-
pressing a superlative by means of the nomen rectum QIR
being modified by the nomen regens 2. Ordinarily the
attributive adjective follows the noun, but there are good
examples of the modifying adjective being in the construct
state and the noun being in the absolute state (GKC 132°).
Consequently, the Hebrew WIR T2 “the most pure man /the
man of purity” or “the Perfect Person™"® would have been a
homograph of the Aramaic WIR 72 “the son of man,” but not
ahomophone. Like the unvocalized 7R 13, the unvocalized

WIR 12 and the WIR T2 could be very ambiguous.

I ENOCH 46 AND 48

The “Son of Man” texts in I Enoch 46 and 48 also point to
a tradition in which both WIX 92 and 27X ]2 may have been

in the original parable. Verses 46:1-3 point to a WIX 12 “son

of man” who can be recognized as “the Perfect Person” as in-
terpreted above,

And I saw there One who had a head of days, and his head
was white like wool and with him was another being
whose countenance had the appearance of a man And I
asked the angel who went with me and showed me all the
hidden things, concerning that Son of Man, who he was
and whence he was . . . and he answered and said unto
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me: This is the Son of Man who hath righteousness, with
whom dwelleth righteousness.'*

The focus on the righteous continues in 48:1, 4, and 7, “And
in that place I saw the fountain of righteousness . . . He shall
be a staff to the righteous, for he hath preserved the lot of the
righteous.” In 53:6 “the Son of Man” is named “the Righteous
and Elect One.”

But the power exercised by “the Son of Man” reflects that
of the 7R 12 as interpreted above, “the Son of Authority”

who is in full control—Ilike the centurion who told Jesus he
was the provost (27R) in full control (177). Enoch 46:4-6
reads,

This Son of Man [or Son of Authority/One in Authority]
whom you have seen is the one who would remove the
kings and the mighty ones from their comfortable seats
and the strong ones from their thrones. He shall loosen the
reigns of the strong and crush the teeth of the sinners He
shall depose the kings from their thrones and kingdoms.
The faces of the strong will be slapped and be filled with
shame and gloom. Their dwelling places and their beds
will be worms."

NEW TESTAMENT USAGE

Johnson (1962: 418), along with many other commentators,
rightly recognized that the Greek 6 viog To0 avbpwmou in the
New Testament “is a Semitic phrase that would be familiar to
Jewish hearers, however ambiguous it was, but no Hellenistic
Christian would be likely to insert it into the tradition.” The
two key words to note are “Semitic” and “ambiguous.” The



368 ADAM, ENOSH AND “THE SON OF MAN”

ambiguity of the Old Testament DTN ]2 is minimal'®

pared to the 6 viog To0 avBpwmov in the New Testament.
Johnson noted also that

com-

The double question, whether Jesus described himself as Son
of Man and what he meant by it, is of great importance. . . .
The most powerful affirmative argument is that in the gospels
the term is always found in words attributed to Jesus himself.
One gains the impression that he used it without explanation
and left it to his hearers to decide what meaning should be
attached to it.

Once the Greek 6 vidg T0D avbpwmov is translated back
into Hebrew and Aramaic—and written without vowels—at
least fifteen meanings become possible (as noted above, seven
for DTN and eight for WIR). Even if Jesus and the disciples
knew perfectly well what was meant when they spoke in
Hebrew and Aramaic, ambiguity was unavoidable once the
Hebrew and Aramaic sayings were written using consonants
only. Nickelsburg (1990) questioned, “How was the Aramaic
term bar *énasa’ used in 1st century Palestine?”” But the bar
’énasa’ in his question should have been written without
vowels, for his vowels reflect but one of many interpretations.
The real questions is, “What did 2TTR and WX mean in Ist
century Palestine?” The *¢nasa’ “man” is just one of eight
possible meanings, as noted above.

The five most likely meanings of TR 33, WIN 13, and
WIN 72 which became the anarthrous 6 viog av@pwTo “the
son of man” and the arthrous 6 viog o0 avBpwmoL “the son
of the man” can be summarized as follows:

* the son of man = a human being, a mortal
(ben + °adam, or ben +°enos, or Aram. bar + °enas),
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* the man of purity = the purest person

(Heb. bar ‘pure’ + °enos ‘man’).
* the son of the reconciler = conciliator (ben + *odem);
* the son of authority = one in authority (ben + *edam);

* the Son of “the-One-In-Charge,” i.e., THE SON OF THE
SOVEREIGN (ben + ha *edam).

Early on Jesus was recognized as viog 6eod “the Son of
God” (HWL?N 13) and as 6 vlog tod Beod “the Son of the
God” (D“?NTT 12). The designation of Jesus as 6 vidg pov
0 ayamnrdg, “my Beloved Son,”'” appears six times in the
Gospels. Three of these are in the Synoptic accounts of Jesus’
baptism by John the Baptist when the voice from heaven
declared, “This is my beloved son, with whom I am well
pleased” (Matt 3:17, Mark 1:11, and Luke 3:22); and three of
them are in the Synoptic accounts of the transfiguration when
the voice from heaven declared, “This is my beloved son”
(Matt 17:5, Mark 9:7, and Luke 9:35). These quotations are
indirect affirmations that Jesus was recognized by some as
“the Son of God.”

The title “Son of God” appears in the Gospels twenty-eight
times, and its meaning is unambiguous. It was affirmed by'®
* Gabriel when he told Mary, “The Holy Spirit will come upon

you. .. therefore the child to be born will be called holy, the Son
of God” (Luke 1:35).

+ John the Baptist, who at Jesus’ baptism stated, “I have seen and
borne witness that this is the Son of God” (John 1:34).

¢ Nathaniel, when he came to Jesus, declared, “Rabbi, You are the
Son of God! You are the King of Israel” (John 1: 49).

* the disciples in the boat after Jesus walked on the water, who
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“worshiped him, saying, ‘Truly you are the Son of God’” (Matt
14:33).

» Martha who confessed, “Yes, Lord; I believe that you are the
Christ, the Son of God” (John 11:227).

« the Satan who twice challenged Jesus saying, “If you are the Son
of God....” (Matt 4:3, 6; Luke 4:3, 9).

* the unclean spirits after they were cast out of the sick “fell down
before him and cried out, ‘You are the Son of God’” (Mark
3:11), or “What have you to do with us, O Son of God?” (Matt
8:29); and Luke adds (4:41) “they knew that he was the Christ.”

* the Gaderene demoniac who asked, “ What have you to do with
me, Jesus Son of the Most High God?” (Luke 8:28).

* the centurion and guards at the cross who stated, ““ Truly this was
a/the Son of God” (Matt 27:54; Mark 15:39).

» John who wrote, “these [signs] are written that you may believe
that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you
may have life in his name” (John 20:31).

* Jesus himself when he reported to Mary and Martha, “This
illness [of Lazarus] is not unto death; it is for the glory of God,
so that the Son of God may be glorified by means of it” (John
11:4).

* Jesus himselfin his answer to Nicodemus, “For God so loved the
world . . . God sent the Son into the world . . . He who does not
believe is condemned already because he has not believed in the
name of the only Son of God” (John 3:16-18).

* Jesus when he defended himself against blasphemy for having
said, “I am the Son of God” (John 10:34-36)."”

* Jesus when he asked the blind man to whom he gave sight, “Do
you believe in the Son of God? ” and then answered the man’s
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question, “ Who is he, sir?” by saying, “You have seen him, and
it is he who speaks to you.” (John 9:35).

Therefore, it is unlikely that WIX 92—meaning either the
lofty but sub-divine “Perfect Person” or the mundane “son of
man”— was ever interchangeable with the title “the Son of

God.” The title TR 12 “the one-in-charge™ or “the concili-
ator,” would have properly defined Jesus mission, but not his
person. Only the last of the five titles listed above does justice
to his person. He was BTIRT 12 “the Son of the Sovereign,”
with the DTN “the Sovereign” being Yahweh. DTN
was the equivalent of BNU']: “the Son of God.” This is what
lies behind the arthrous 6 viog tod dvBpdmov. The title |2
B7INR (without the definite article on the 27IX) means “One-
in-Authority” (as 5‘U']2 means “mighty man”) and refers to
Jesus who said, "E806n pou mdow €Eovola év oVpave kol
émi [tfc] yAic “All authority has been given to me in heaven
and on earth.” This BTTX 13 is the title behind the anarthrous
0 viog avBpwmov “the Son of Man.”

Support for this interpretation that X “the Sovereign”
is an epithet for Yahweh, and the 37X ]2 is a title for Jesus
finds support from three sources. First is the use of the epithet
M8 “the Rock” for Yahweh in Deut 32:4, which was trans-
lated as 8ed¢ “God” in the LXX. The epithet 918 “Rock,”
without the i7, appears again in Deut 32:18, where it is again
translated as 6eov “God.” The epithet comes a third time in
Deut 32:31.8718 17382 “like our Rock, their Rock.” This
became in Greek w¢ 6 8eo¢ UGV ol Beol avt@v “like our
God, their god.” The same epithet found in Hab 1:12 is also
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noteworthy:
CLMWYLL TR TR mm
Yahweh, my God, my Holy One . . . and, O Rock, . . .
KUpLe O 0€0¢ O (AYLOG . .. Kol EMAXOEV We
O Lord, God, my Holy One . . . you formed me.
Here the Greek translator read the MT D387 as the verb “to

form, fashion,” and Jastrow (1903: 1270) noted that “in the
Agadah M3 “Rock” was used for the Lord and for the
Creator, as though 713 was derived from I3? “to fashion, to
create.” In the Psalms T8 “Rock” was translated by 6edc

“God” in 18:31 (LXX 17:32 =1I Sam 2:32), 62:3, 63:7 and
91:5. Thus comes the equation: Rock = God = Yahweh. The
name, noun, and epithet were interchangeable.”® By analogy
a similar equation can be postulated: @TIX™ “The Sovereign”
= God = Yahweh.*'

The second source supporting the interpretation that QTR
is an epithet for Yahweh comes from parallels in Arabic usage
of epithets for Allah. Among the epithets for Allah in Arabic
are:

. P?JJI (Palrahimu) “the Merciful” (= QI7);

. ;r*"j” (alrahmanu) “the Compassionate” (="3M7);

« 3 (aldhadu) “the One” (= IMRTT), with the definite
article;

.« s (Cahad"") “(the) One” (=TMN), without the definite
article);

* J>ly (wahid"") “(the) One” (=TT a by-form of IMN),
without the definite article).
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Lane (1863: 27) noted that “J>Y! [°aldhadu], as an epithet,
is applied to God alone and signifies The One; the Sole; He
who as ever been one and alone . . . .”” and he called attention
to the Qur’an Sura 112:1, J>1 all 9o 5 (qul huwa *lalahu
‘ahad""), “Say, He is God, One God,” and noted that here the
indefinite “One” equals the definite “7he One” and it can be
a substitute for the name A/lah. The Hebrew QTIRT “The
Sovereign” parallels the Arabic and Hebrew ORI “The

One.”
The third source supporting the interpretation that DINIT is

an epithet for Yahweh is a variant in the Shem Tob Text of
Matt 19:17, where the phrase 210 X171 125 58T %D “for
God alone is good” appears in Greek asel¢ éotiv 0 ayedog
“one is the good.” This indefinite ei¢ “one” means “The-One-
and-Only-God” This interpretation of the el¢ is supported by
the elc 0 Bedc “one the God” in Mark 10:18 and Luke 18:19,
where the 0 6ed¢ “the God” is the appositional modifier of
the indefinite ei¢c (=TIMNT). The NN in the Vorlage be-
came in the Shem Tob text a doublet, wherein the TR
became both X7 “the God” and 1725 “alone.” There is no
way to relate the el¢ “one” in Matthew and the 0 8ed¢ “God”
in Mark and Luke until the Hebrew MR “the One = God”
comes into focus.

As a matter of fact, in Matt 16:27 the 6 viog T00 avOpw-
mov appears in the Shem Tob Text as PN 12 “the son of the
God.” and the tov viov to0 avbpwmou in Matt 16:28 also
appears as mbRM 12 “the Son of the God.”
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CONCLUSIONS

In speech the vowels precluded most ambiguities. The
’adam “man,” the *odem “reconcilor,” and the *edam “pro-
vost” were as distinctly different as the English ‘a dam,” ‘a
dame,’ and ‘a dome.” The Aramaic bar + *enas has to mean
“son of man” and the Hebrew bar + °enos has to mean “the
most pure person.” The a vowel of “endas and the o vowel of
’enos make all the difference. The Hebrew °enos “man”
requires the bar to be read as the Hebrew word for “pure,”
whereas the Aramaic “enas “man” requires the bar to be read
as the Aramaic word for “son.” When these words were
spelled without vowels, ambiguity was inevitable.

With all of the right vowels restored and with the lexical
options (summarized above, pp. 360—69) in focus, it should
be just as easy to recognize DTIRIT “the Sovereign™ as a title
for Yahweh as it is to recognize 71877 “the Rock” and IR
“the One.” Reverence for the holy name, whereby every
reading of 11177 became ’J'IR was no doubt a contributing
factor for using eplthets—and even they may have been
reverentially changed, as 2158 became n*:‘:x and as
“God” became “G-d.”** Reverence for the name may well
have been extended to TR T itself so that the BTN 12 “the
Son of the Sovereign” was intentionally mispronounced as
RIRI 12 “the Son of the Man” which, in turn, produced the
baffling 0 viog tod avbpwmov. The disciples and those in the
early church certainly knew that “the Son of the Man” meant
“the Son of the Sovereign,” which was but another way of
saying “the Son of God.” It was so well understood it required
no commentary.
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Reading “the Man of Purity” for the “Son of Man” in |
Enoch clarifies there the ambiguity of the uidg avBpwmov.
The disciples’ answer to the question of Jesus in Matt 16: 13,
“Who do men say that the Son of Man to be?” is the clue for
interpreting the 6 vioc oD arépwmov in the question as the
Hebrew WJ& A2 “the Most Pure Man” (the superlative of
927 WINT). Their answer, “Some say John the Baptist; and
others, Elijah; but still others, Jeremiah, or one of the pro-
phets,” makes perfect sense with this meaning.”

More ambiguity can be removed when it is recognized that
0 viog tod avbpwmov could translate not only the Aramaic
RWIR 72 “the Son of the Man™ and the Hebrew WJ& "2

“the Purist Person” but also the Hebrew 27X 12 “Son of
Man” and the Hebrew 27X 12 “Son of the Reconciler,” i.e.,
“the Concilator,” which was probably the title given to
Ezekiel (contra the MT vocalization and the viog dv6pwmov
in the Septuagint). It may have been the inspiration for Paul’s
affirmation in IT Cor 5:19, 8ed¢ v év XpLoTte) KOOpOV
KataAlaoowy €xvte, “God was in Christ reconciling the
world to himself.”

In Matt. 16:27, Jesus stated, “For the Son of Man is to come
with his angels in the glory of his Father, and then he will
repay every man for what he has done.” In this saying the 0
viog tod dvepdmou, “the Son of the Man,” could be the ]2
BTR where the 37X was BTN “the-one-in-charge.” The title

“Son of Authority” may well underlie the texts were the “Son
of Man” functioned as the judicial authority. Nickelsburg
(1990) noted:
Perhaps the most remarkable fact about the NT son of
man traditions is their consistent ascription of judicial



376 ADAM, ENOSH AND “THE SON OF MAN”

functions to the exalted Jesus. In spite of the frequent use
of Danielic language and imagery, these texts, with the
exception of Revelation, do not emphasize the Danielic
motifof “kingship,” much less an eternal reign. Constitu-
tive and central is Jesus’ role as judge (or, occasionally,
witness), an element introduced into the tradition from
non-Danielic, albeit royally oriented sources. This judicial
element, more than any other, identifies the NT texts as
derivative from the conflated Jewish traditions.

However, it was not just a matter of “conflated Jewish tradi-
tions,” it was a matter of deflated lexical data—with some
Hebrew and Aramaic lexemes having been lost in the post-
Biblical period. Thanks to Arabic cognates, the recovery of
DTN “the-one-in-charge /the Sovereign” and 27X “the Re-
concilor” provides a reasonable explanation of the enigmatic
avBpwmov “man” in the title used by and about Jesus. Every
occurrence of 6 vidg T0d aBpwTou can be interpreted as
“the Son of the Sovereign.” It was just another way of safely
saying “the Son of God”—without possibly profaning the
name or the epithet simply by saying it properly.

The name Yahweh occurs over six thousand times in the
Hebrew Scriptures but not once in the New Testament. But,
in the epithet 0 viog T0D avbpwdTou “the Son of the Man,” the
holy name appears in reverent disguise. Behind the Greek is
the Hebrew Q7IN/T ]2 “the Son of the Man,” and behind this

is the epithet DINT 12 “the Son of the Sovereign”—and “the
Sovereign” is none other than Yahweh, God the Father.



ADAM, ENOSH AND “THE SON OF MAN” 377

ADDENDUM

THE D1R AND av6pwmov IN
AMOS 9:11-12 AND ACTS 15:16-17

Amos 9:11 and an abbreviated quotation of it in Acts 15:16
read much the same. But Amos 9:12 and Acts 15:17 have
very different meanings, the latter being almost identical with
the Septuagint reading of Amos 9:12. These texts read as
follows:

AMOS 9:11
n5D3T T NSOTAR OPN NI oD
SOPR T TTEIETIN PTI
o MWD AN
In that day I will raise up the booth of David that is fallen

and repair its breaches, and raise up its ruins,
and rebuild it as in the days of old.

SEPTUAGINT OF 9:11
év Th Muépa ékelvy avaotiow
TNV okNYNY Aauld TNy TETTOKLIoY
Kol GVOLKOSOUNOW TO TETTWKOTH aDTAC
Kol TO KATEOKOUWEVE oUTHC AvaoTiow
Kol 6VoLkodopnow adTny kedwe ol muépat tod
ol Vog.

In that day I will raise up
the tabernacle of David that is fallen,
and will rebuild the ruins of it,
and will set up the parts that have been broken,
and will build it up as in the ancient days.
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ACTS 15:16
Meta tadta avaotpéfw
Kol avoLkodopnow TNy oknuny Aauld
TNV TETTWKLIOY
Kol T KATEOKOUUEVE UTHC GVOLKOSOU 0w
kol avopfuow adTnv.

After this I will return,
and I will rebuild the dwelling of David, which has fallen;
I will rebuild its ruins, and I will strengthen it..

AMOS 9:12

DITR PIRYTIR W nb
Y R DTS
NG TR TN m*bn

“On order that they may possess the remnant of Edom
and all the nations who are called by my name,”
says the LORD who does this.

SEPTUAGINT OF 9:12

OTwe €k{NTNOWOLY Ol KKTEAOLTOL TOV aAVOpWTWY
Kol TovTe To €0vun €d’ olg €mikékAnTol
10 Gvopd Lou ém alToug

AéyeL kUpLog 0 Bedg 6 ToLDY Tadto.

that the remnant of men, and all the gentiles
upon whom my name is called,
may earnestly seek,
saith the Lord who does all these things.

ACTS 15: 17

4 N b 4 € U
OTW¢ OV €K(NTNOWOLY Ol KKTEAOLTOL
TV arfpWdTwY TOV KUpLOV
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Kol TovTe To €0un €’ olg €mLkékAnToL
10 Ovopa Lov ém avTtoug,
AéyeL kOpLog ToLwy todto.
that the rest of men may seek the Lord,
and all the Gentiles who are called by my name.

According to Hatch and Redpath (1954: 430-431) ék(ntéw
“to seek” was used in the Septuagint to translate the Hebrew
Wﬁ_j “to seek” over seventy times, but only here in Amos
9:12 does it appear as a questionable translation of 127'1_: “to
possess.” Therefore, it is most likely that in the Masoretic
tradition the 77 of W™ was misread as a ¥. Consequently, the
verb became W7 “they may possess” when it was original-
ly 77T “they may seek.”

A second misreading in the MT was the reading of 27X in
9:12 as Dﬁ'T?f “Edom.” The Septuagint translators read it as
07X “man,” which was followed by Luke in Acts 15: 17. But
there is a third option for interpreting the 271X in Amos 9:12.
As discussed above (pp. 360-364) 27X can be read as the
cognate of the Arabic ‘QJ‘ (°adama) “he effected a reconcili-
ation between them . . . induced love and agreement between
them . . . that peace, or reconciliation, and friendship should
continue ” (Lane 1863: 35-36). Thus, DTIX (or 21N, with
full spelling) could be read as the sequential infinitive con-
struct DTN /DTN “to reconcile.” By inverting the MM INUNR
DN to read as NIRUDN DTTN the purpose for Yahweh S
rebulldlng the fallen booth and breaches of David was ¢
order that they seek fo reconcile the remnant and all the
gentiles upon whom my name is called.” The imperial and
ethnocentric statement in the MT in Amos 9:12 may well
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come from a triad of scribal errors: (1) misreadinga =T asa?,
adding the 1 to @TIR and thereby changing the infinitive “to
reconcile” into the name Edom, and inverting three words
once the name Edom was mistakenly created.

NOTES

1. Davies and Allison (1991: 43—53, Excursus VI, The Son
of Man) provide a helpful summary of the debate over the last
half of the twentieth century about the meaning of “the
mysterious synoptic title ‘the Son of Man’” in the Gospels.
They concluded
In view of all we have said, we are inclined to think that
Jesus used the son of man idiom on more than one
occasion in a novel or quasi-titular manner with the in-
tent of directing his hearers to Dan 7, and that he saw in
Daniel’s eschatological figure a prophecy of his own
person and fate.

Davies and Allison referred to the one occurrence of the 732
!UQN, “like the son of a man” (in Dan 7:13) forty-six times;
but the BTIR 12, which appears ninety-three times in Ezekiel,

is mentioned only three times (in just two sentences in the
whole excursus).

2. The twelfth book in the polemical treatise published be-
tween 1380—1400 by Shem-Tob ben-Isaac ben-Shaprut, en-
titled 7112 12N (Peben bohan > Eben Bohan) meaning “The
Touchstone,” contains the entire Gospel of Matthew in
Hebrew. A critical edition of this Gospel has been published
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by George Howard (1987, 1995). In the preface to the Second
Edition, Howard stated,

The main thrust of this second edition is to demonstrate
that the Hebrew Matthew contained in Shem-Tob’s
Evan (sic) Bohan predates the fourteenth century. In my
judgment, Shem-Tob the polemist did not prepare this
text by translating it from the Latin Vulgate, the Byzan-
tine Greek, or any other known edition of the Gospel of
Matthew. He received it from previous generations of
Jewish scribes and tradents.”

3. The usual word for “human” in Arabic is yZus (basar);
and ‘)_.5‘.‘_3_“ \9_31 (’abii *albasar) means “Adam, the father of
mankind” (Lane 1863: 208).

4. See Lane 1863: 35-37 and Castell 1669: 41—42, where the
following definitions are included: “pacem fecit, amore junxit,
redintegravit amorem, concordia & consensum conciliavit,
firmavit, . . . dux & antistes est.”

5. Compare Hebrew 177 “thread, cord line” and its Arabic
cognate b > (hawt) “atwisted string” and L (hayt) “string,
“thread” (Lane 1865: 671, 831; BDB 296). The Arabic L.
(hayyit) “a man who guards, protects, defends” is also note-
worthy.

6. Note also the by-form Y cited by Jastrow (1903: 448—
449) meaning “to live in luxury as a nobleman, to be
imperious, to lord it.” For the cognate bly> (huwwa’t), Hava
(1915: 150) included “tax collector” in his definitions. Had
the centurion confessed that he was a “sinner,” one would
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expect the tradition to have had some recollection of how
Jesus responded to that confession.

7. According to Luke 7:2—10, Jesus and the centurion never
actually met each other, the communication between the two
of them being carried out by a deputation of Jewish elders.
Luke 7:8%, which reads, kal yop €éyw &répwmog elpt 0TO
¢tovolar taooduevog “for I also am a man being placed
under authority,” differs from Matt 8:9 only by the addition of
Taoo0pevog “being placed.”

8. The phrase 2Y017"2 22217 2YWOERI in Shem Tob’s
Matthew requires a comment. Howard translated this as “the
Pharisees and [I have] horses and riders.” But “Pharisees” and
“horses” just do not go together like “Pharisees and Saddu-
cees.” The QY1MB reflects the confusion in distinguishing
between the 1 and the ¥, so that the 227192 should be cor-
rected to BB, the latter being the Hebrew cognate of
Arabic _w Jlé (faris) “(mounted) horseman.” The three
Hebrew nouns correspond to the Latin celeres, equestris,
currus and to the English “cavalry, charioteers, and chariots.”

9. It appears 192 times in KJV; 190 times in NKJ; 189 times
in RSV; 183 times in NAB, and 182 times in NIV. It appears
28 times in Matthew, 13 times in Mark, 25 times in Luke, 12
times in John, twice in Rev 1:13 and 14:14, and just once in
Acts 7:56, Hebrews 2:6, and Sirach 17:30. In the Hebrew
scriptures 7R ]2 “son of man” comes nine times as the
parallel synonym of BN “man” (Num 23:19; Job 25:6; 35:8;
Psalm 8:4; 80:17;Isa51:12; 56:2; and Jer 50:40). In Jer 51:43
and Psa 146:3 07X 12 appears without the synonymous 27N
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“man,” and Psa 144:3 has WIR™]2.

10. Given the interchange of the X and the I (as with X723
and U131, both meaning “to suck™), :Um; could be a by-form

and cognate of Arabic Luic (“ans) “rock, hard, firm” (Lane
1874: 2173).

11. Simon Bar-Kokba lead the third revolt against Rome
during the reign of Hadrian after the Aelia Capitolina was
built by Hadrian in 131 in Jerusalem and occupied by a
Roman colony. (4elia was derived from the emperor’s family
name, and Capitolina from that of Jupiter Capitolinus, to
whom a temple was built on the site of the Jewish temple.)
Bar Kokhba’s revolt lasted for three years (132—135), but he
was defeated by General Julius Severus.

12. This type of word-play may have contributed to the tale in
Sabbath 104°, which was thought by many, including zealous
Christian censors, to have identified Mary Magdalene with
Mary, the mother of Jesus, because it speaks not only of an
adulteress but identifies her as the mother of a man who for
his violence had been crucified.

13. In English the superlative “the most pious man” or “the
most righteous man” may have overtones of a person’s being
self-righteous. Thus, the superlative “the Most Pure Person”
may best translate the title WIX N3 “the Most Pure Man”
(which could be misinterpreted as machismo) or “the Man of
Righteousness /Purity” (which ignores the superlatve).

14. Translation by Charles (1913: 216). For an extended dis-
cussion on the original language of I Enoch and the various
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translation of the term “son of Man,” see Charles’ Introduc-
tion, pages 174—-177.

15. The translation is by Isaac (1983: 34). For a brief note by
Isaac on the date of the Similitudes (37-71) being between
105-64 B.C., and the original language of 1 Enoch being
partially in Aramaic and partially in Hebrew, see his Intro-
duction on pages 6—7.

16. The Aramaic WJ& 922 “like the son of a man” in Dan
7:131is a personlﬁcatlon for the “kingdom of the saints of the
Most High” (7:17, 21-22), which is the counter part to the
zoomorphic representations of the nations in Dan 7:2-8.
According to Dan 8:15-17, Daniel saw “one having the ap-
pearance of a man” (721711X7132) who had the “the voice of

aman” (RTIN" 51?) His name was Gabriel (=721 “warrior/

man” + 53 “God),” and he called Daniel in Hebrew RIR™12
“the son of a man.

17. See Aland (1968: 246) for Luke 9:35 which has 6 vidg
Lov O ékAereyuévog, “my Chosen Son” as a textual variant
in a number of manuscripts.

18. Not included in this list are the title “Son of God” found
in (a) the title of Mark 1:1, (b) the questions and charges of
blasphemy made by the chief priests and scribes (Matt 26:63;
Luke 22:66—70; and John19:7), and (c) the taunts of those
reviling Jesus (Matt 27:40, 43; Luke 22:70).

19. Psalm 82 is a short poetic parable which depicts the
demise of henotheism and the rise of absolute monotheism.



ADAM, ENOSH AND “THE SON OF MAN” 385

The gods (sun, moon, and stars, etc) allotted by Yahweh “to
all the peoples under the whole heaven” (Deut 4:19) failed to
adjudicate justly in their respective realms and were,
consequently, sentence to death, as though they were mere
mortals. Psalm 82 ends with this plea for monotheism: “Arise,
O God, judge the earth, for to thee belong all the nations.”
Brown (1966: 409) made no reference to this plain meaning
of the psalm, but was correct “in recognizing that Jesus was
arguing according to the rabbinic rules of hermeneutics which
were often different from modern attitudes.” In the rabbinic
tradition followed by Jesus the “sons of the Most High” were
deemed to be earthly judges for whom “god” was an honorific
title. Brown (1966: 410) noted “if there appears to be
sophistry in John x 34-36, we are not certain that either the
speaker or the audience would have had that impression.”

20. Compare the 772X “the Strong,” an old name of God
found in Gen 49:24; Psalm 132:2,5; Isa 1:24, 49:26, 60:16.
The JPI_.]Z 1’;§‘? in Psa 132:2 and 5 became in the Septua-
gint 1) Be lakwp “to the God of Jacob.”

21. Note the beloved hymn of Agustus Toplady entitled Rock
of Ages, written in1776. Similar to the way Toplady made the
“Rock of Ages” apply to Jesus rather than to Yahweh,
scholars have tried to make the to0 avbpwmov (= QTINT)
refer to Jesus. But in reality the 3R (# av6pwmov) in the

title @TINRIT 12 “Son of the Sovereign™ referred to Yahweh.

22.Itis analogous to Jastrow’s citation (1903: 73) on D‘P%&,
which is nothing but a cross reference to Uﬁ‘?{f, where it is
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simply noted that D’P'?R and &P‘?& were “adopted in order
to avoid uttering the divine name.” It goes without explana-
tion; but questions loom as to why the T became a?. Was the

i randomly selected or was D’P5N an indirect reference to
the Shekinah since P%N (the cognate of Arabic dj | Palaga])

means “to shine, glow, glean” and the plural D’P'?R could
mean “lightnings,” like those mentioned in Rev 4:5?

23. The parallel texts suggest that three questions were asked,
the second one being, Tiva pe AéyovoLv ol &vBpwmot
elvat; “who do men say that I am?” (Mark 8:227) or T'ive
we A€youoLv ol dyAol etvat; “who do crowds say that Tam?”
(Luke 9:18); and the third being, “Yuelc 8¢ Tiva pe Aéyete
elvat; “but who do you say that I am” (Matt 16:15; Mark
8:28; Luke 9:20). The Shem Tob Hebrew Matthew at 16:
13—15 omits the first question all together. The Peshitta and
Old Syriac of Matt 16:13 conflated the first and second
questions, “What do men say concerning me, that [ am a son
of man?”’ But the answer in Matt 16:14, which mentions John
the Baptist, Elijah and Jeremiah, is not a logical answer to this
question. (The Peshitta and Old Syriac of Mark 8:27-29 and
Luke 9:18-20 also omit the first question.) Mark 8:28 and
Luke 9:19 are perfectly good answers to the question in Matt
16:13, but not to the question in Mark 8:27 or Luke 9:18.



XXVI
NEW TESTAMENT MISCELLENEA

A.
TEXTUAL VARIANTS AND AMBIGUITIES
IN MATTHEW 1:23 AND ISAIAH 7:14

Matthew 1:23
T80V M TapBévoc év yaotpl €feL kol TéEeTaL LLOV,
kol kKoAéoovoLy tO Ovope avtod Eupavouvni,

Behold, a virgin shall conceive and bear a son,
and they shall call his name Emmanuel.

Shem Tob Hebrew Gospel

12 75m M by mn
SNNAY MY AR

Behold the young woman is pregnant and will bear a son;
and you shall call his name Emmanuel.'

Isaiah 7:14
13 TN mn mbyn mn
DX MY MY IR
Behold the young woman is pregnant and is bearing a son;
and she will call his name Emmanuel.
Septuagint
500 1) TapBévog év yaotpl €el kal Téfetol LoV
kol koAéoelg to Oropa adtod Eupavouni
Behold the virgin will conceive and will bear a son;
and you will call his name Emmanuel.
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The first difference to be noted in these four texts concerns
the naming of the infant. According to the PRJP1 of Isa 7:14
“she will call” (a 3fs waw-consecutive perfect indicating a
future action), the mother will name the child. The unusual
2fs PR (see GKC 74#) in lieu of the normal RTP could
(1) be repointed as the participle DNWP, indicating that the
pregnant woman had already named her unborn son, or (2)
DX could be emended to read with the Dead Sea Scrolls

which have N7P1 , “and he called/will call.” But the Greek
kaAéoeLg in Isa 7:14 means “you (sg.) will call,” and the ko~
AéoovoLv in Matt 1:23 means “they will call,” as if the text
were WRTP] rather than the MT PRJP1. The Shem Tob
Hebrew Gospel read the PRI of [saiah as the 2ms DR 2?

“and you shall call,” following the Greek singular of Isaiah
rather than the Greek plural of Matthew.

The Hebrew adjective 1777 “is pregnant” was translated
into Greek as a future active Verb (év yaotpl €Eel); and the
participle m‘m “and is birthing” became a future middle
verb (reEemL)—as though the Hebrew were "15171 man

“and she will conceive and she will bear.”

In summary, the first part of the “sign” given in the He-
brew of Isa 7:14 contains one adjective (11717), one participle
( m‘:*) and one finite verb—a waw-consecutive perfect
coming after the imperfect J1? “he will give,” which intro-
duced the “sign.” That one verb (X722 “to call”) in the “sign”
itself became (1) a 3fs in the MT of Isaiah, (2) a 3ms in the
Qumran text of Isaiah, (3) a 2ms in the Septuagint, (4) a 2ms
also in the Hebrew Shem Tob Matthew, and (5) a 3mpl in the
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Greek Matthew. The Septuagint translators transformed the
Hebrew statements of fact—expressed by adjective and parti
ciple [i.e., the maiden is pregnant and is now bearing a child]
—into future verbs, making them predictive rather than indic-
ative.?
On the varied and sometimes amblguous use of 'TD"?IJ
“young woman” and 'T‘?Wﬂl ‘virgin,” the following texts in
Hebrew and Greek 1llustrate the fact that i1 53.7 was not
always translated by Tap6évog “virgin.”? When ‘T?DBSJ was
used for a “virgin” it required the use of 751“2 as a modi-
fier, which in turn required a modifying phrase like “whom no
man had not known.”

+ Gen 24:43 NR3 .‘T?;‘?S_JET “the young woman (“almah)
going forth”; and «l Buyatépeg . . . éfedeloovtaL “the
daughters going forth.”

* Proverbs 30:19 H?QL?S_J: 122 707 “an the way of a man
with a young woman (‘almah )”; and kol 06600¢ dvdpog
év vedtnTL “an the way of a man in youth.”

* Exod2:8 TT?;?S_JZT "[511] “and the young woman (“a/mah’)
went”; and éA0000a 6¢ M vedvic “and the young woman
(neanis) went.”

» Deu22:23W'R5S MPIND 131N 7712 “youngwoman,
avirgin (bethulah) espoused to aman”; and me.i¢ TapBévog
pepvnotevpérn avdpl “a young virgin (parthenos) es-
poused to a man.”

- Gen24:16 X5 N1 19IN2 TR ANTH Nab awam
MUY “The maiden was very fair to look upon, a virgin
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(bethulah), whom no man had not known”; and Tap8évog
Qv kAN Th OPer odpddpa TapBévoc v avnp ovk Eyvw
“the virgin (parthenos) was very fair to look upon, a virgin
(parthenos), whom no man had not known.

In Hebrew the term “Virgin” (rr‘;m;: / bethulah) wasused
as atitle of honor in the epithets “the Virgin Daughter Judah”
(Lam 1:15), “the Virgin Daughter Sidon” (Isa 23:12), “the
Virgin Daughter Babel” (Isa47:1), and “the Virgin Daughter
Egypt” (Jer 46:11). These “virgins” were castigated by the
prophets for their wanton adultery/idolatry, but the honorific
“Virgin” was retained in the epithets. The Canaanite goddess
of love and war, Anat, was known by the epithet “the Virgin
Anat.” In Aramaic xgbnn; “virgin” may refer to a young
woman having difficulty in bearing her first child. Note-
worthy also is the Islamic tradition in which Mohammed’s
daughter Fatima—who was married to Ali Ibn Abu Talib and
was the mother of Hasan and Husein—is honored by nine
titles, including the title batil “Virgin.”

Given these varied uses of both 'T‘?Wﬂ: and M7Y1 for
women with or without sexual experlence the only way to be
explicitly clear about the celibacy of a person was to spell it
out with a modifying clause such as ﬁwx 751h3 /1283
nym ) YR “a maiden/a virgin whom a man had not

known.” In Matt 1:20, the modifying clause stated: “for that
which is conceived in her is of the Holy Spirit.” Without such
modifying statements even the honorific epithet “Virgin”
could be misleading about one’s truly being celibate.
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B.
THE MEANING OF “ISCARIOT?”

The names Judas and Judas Iscariot appear in a variety of
forms in the Gospels and the actual meaning of Iscariot has
yet to be agreed upon. Here are the different readings:

e Mark 14:43, "LoVdac “Judas”;
« Matthew 26:14, ’lovdas ’lokapteytns?® “Judas Iscariot”;

e Mark 3:19, 14:10, Luke 6:16. ’lovdav ’lokapts8' “Judas
Iscarioth” or ’lov8av 0 ’lokaplwd “Judas the Iscarioth”;

e Matt 10:4, John 12:4, ’lovdas 6 ’lokapiditns, “Judas the
Iscariot”; Mss. A X A © IT ¥ read ’lovdas Zipwros

9.5

TokaptytTns “Judas Simon Iscariot”;

e John 14:22, ’lovdas ovx 6 ’lokapitdtns,® “Judas, not the
Iscariot.” Ms. D reads ’lovdas oux O dmO KapuwToU,
“Judas, not the one from Karuot”;

» John 13:2, ’lovdas 2ipwvos ’lokapieTov “Judas Simon
of Iscariot.” Ms. D reads ’lovda Zijwros dmo kapuTou,
“Judas Simon from Karuot”;

» John 6:71, 13:26, "lovdav Zipwvos ’lokapthTov “Judas
Simon of Iscariot”;

» Luke22:3,’lovdav Tov kalovpevor "lokapidytny “Judas,
the one called Iscariot.”

e 2KApLWOTNS, 2KapltwB, Scarioth, Scariota, Carioth, and
Cariotha are variants found in the numerous manuscript
traditions of all of the verses above.

OLDER DERIVATIONS OF “ISCARIOT”

Davies and Allison (1991: 157) and Klassen (1992:1091)
have provide helpful summaries of the various interpretations
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of ‘Iscariot’—none of which accommodate all of the variants
cited above. The place name 23 W'NR in 2 Sam 10:6, 8
(which became Iotwp in the Septuagint)’ provides a clue for
those who, by analogy, read "lokaptddtns as the noun TN
and the place name N7, meaning “the man of Kerioth.”®
This accommodates ms. D in John 13:2 and 14:22 which read
Tovda Zipwros amo kapuvwTouv, “Judas Simon from Karuot.”
Some preferred to interpret "lokaptdTns as MY WK, “man
of Jericho.”

Others take their cue from the ZkapiwTns, 2kaplte),
Scarioth, and Scariota variants, and identify ‘Iscariot’ as the
Greek owkdpios and Latin sicarius, both meaning bandit,
assassin.” If this were the case, the initial ’[ of "lokapiddTns
would reflect the prosthetic X, which in Hebrew is prefixed to
some words to facilitate pronunciation, as opposed to taking
the initial ’lo of "lokaptc)tm as the Hebrew W'R “man.” This
identification of the ’lo of ’lokapi)Tn as a prosthetic X also
works for those who read the okapLe) of "lokapLedTn as being

» the Aramaic x:ﬁEWN “the false one, a liar, a traitor”;

* the Aramaic X0 “red paint,” making Judas a “dyer” or
a “red head”;

* the Hebrew "N7P0 as found in Isa 19:4, which became
Tapadwow “I will hand over” in the Septuagint;

+ the Latin scortea “coat or apron of leather,” becoming
secondarily a “purse” or a “purse-bearer”;

 the Greek kapuvwTos “one who is (from a town of) date
palms.”
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A NEW DERIVATION OF “ISCARIOT”

Jastrow (1903: 1413, 1417) cited the Hebrew masculine
plural noun m*mp “persons called up to read from the Scrip-
tures” and the Hebrew NN /2R3> “those called up to
read from the Torah,” i.e., lectors. This mmp is a cognate
of the Arabic . Jl_'é (ga’riy"") “a reader/reciter of the
Qur°an,” and similar to the Arabic Lb.’é (qurra®) “a devotee,
one who devotes himself/herself” to religious exercise . . .”
(Lane 1885:2504, from the verb Lﬁ (gara®) “to call, to read,
to recite, to chant [Scripture]”).

This interpretation does justice to the Greek definite article
0 in the named spelled out as ’lovdav 0 ’lokapLei® or as

Tovdas o ’lokapidTns. This definite article in Greek re-
quires the name to be reconstructed as N1MAP WK, with the
0 ’lo of the 6 "lokapLiiTns reflecting an W in the construct
state (“‘the man of ) followed by the m’ﬁﬁ in the absolute
state. This derivation means that Judas would have been a
man familiar with the Tanakh, a lector who read aloud well
and probably had read widely. Religious texts like the Psalms
of Solomon may have contributed to a messianic zeal which
envisioned the coming of a Son of David who would “purge
Jerusalem from gentiles who trample her to destruction . . .
and the alien and the foreigner will no longer live near them”
(Ps Sol 17:22, 29) (Wright 1985: 667). Judas zeal for Jesus
may have led him to think that a staged betrayal would be a
sufficient catalyst to get the Messiah to demonstrate his power
to “destroy the unlawful nations with the word of his mouth”
(Ps Sol 17:24) and bring about a gentile free Jerusalem. When
his scheme backfired suicide became Judas’ option of choice
(Matt 27:5).
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The name ’lovdav 2ipwros ‘lokapltdTov, “Judas Simon
of Iscariot,” suggests that Judas’ fathers’ name was Simon
and that father Simon was a lector. If so, it was a good
example of “like father, like son,” for both could have been
lectors, one after the other.

C.
Revelation 13:18
A Clue from the Monk Beatus

"Q8e M codplo éotiv. 0 éxwv voldv
yndLoatw tov apLbuor tod Onplov,
apLOLOC yap avlpwmov éotliv,
kol 0 apLBuog avtod €akdoLol €Enkovto €E.
This calls for wisdom: let anyone with understanding
calculate the number of the beast,
for it is the number of a person.
Its number is six hundred sixty-six.

J. Massyngberde Ford (1975: 216), citing H. A. Sanders,
(1918:95-99), quoted the commentary of the monk Beatus of
Liébana (in the Cantabrian Mountains of northern Spain),
written around 776 A.D. On Rev 13:18, Beatus commented:

“This is wisdom; he who has understanding let him
count the number of the beast. For it is the number of a
man,” that is, of Christ whose name the beast takes for
himself . . . . (my italics).’

In the opinion of the writer the most obvious name which
the Christ and the beast shared in common with a numerical
equivalent of 666 would have been sdter, which had anti-
thetical meanings depending on whether the sofer was a



NEW TESTAMENT MISCELLENEA 395

Greek word or a Hebrew word. The Greek owtnp “savior” (as
in Luke 2:11 owtnp 6¢ ¢otiv XpLotog kupLog “a savior who
is Christ, the Lord”) would be transliterated in Hebrew and
Aramaic as MO (= swer =soter). In Hebrew the O (s) = 60,
the Y (w/06) = 6, the N (t) =400, and the 7 (r) = 200, which all
together equal 666.

The Hebrew and Aramaic word M0 (= switr = soter), in
contrast to the Greek word transliterated into Hebrew using
these same letters, means “destroyer” or “one who tears
down” (Jastrow 1903: 1022); and its Arabic cognate is g

(Satar) “to offend, abuse, revile” and & (Satir) “knave,
rogue” (Lane 1872: 1503; Hava 1915: 351). Therefore, 666
can be a numeric code for “savior”—when based upon the
Greek loanword owtnp (soter)—or 666 can be a numeric
code for “destroyer” when based upon the Hebrew/ Aramaic
MO (= swer = soter).

The phrase “it is the number of a man” (a¢pLOpog yap
avBpdTov éotiv) would have been NI W' 920N (mis-
par’is hir’) or R QIR BOR (mispar*adam hir’). Were it
the latter phrase with DTIR (*adam/Adam), the phrase could

also mean in light of Arabic cognates cited by Lane (1863:
36) “it is the number of a ruler/provost” or “it is the number
of a peacemaker, reconciler, examplar.”

Thus, Beatus’ comment, “[it is the mark /number of |
Christ whose name the beast takes for himself  indicates the
hidden wordplay requiring certain linguistic skills to recog-
nize that Christ’s Greek title 90 /owtnp /swtr “Savior”—
being one way to indicate 666—was transformed to become
also the Aramaic/Hebrew name and mark of the beast called
MO/ owtnp /swir “Destroyer.”
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NOTES

1. The ﬁ&WPW couldberead as nxjm “she will call” as in the MT
of Isa 7:14; but in light of the 3ms XIP" in Matt 1:25, it is

properly read as the 2ms waw-consecutive “you (Joseph) shall
call.”

2. For the use in Hebrew of an adjective as a noun, see GKC §
132a, note 2.

3. On the ambiguity of map6évoc (as in the Illiad II: 514, “She, a

modest virgin, went upstairs, where the god lay with her in secret,”
see Liddell and Scott 1966: 1339.

4. The -tns ending of ’lokapl)Tns is the nomen actoris suffix
and the -0)0 ending of ’lokapLf is the spirantized Hebrew I, the
original ending of the noun to which the -ns suffix was added.

5. See Aland (1968: 34) for the variants Scarioth, Scariota, Carioth,
2Kapltwtns, and Zipwros lokaptaTov.

6. See Aland (1968: 389) also for the variants Scarioth, Scariotha,
Scariotis, OUY 2KAPLOTA.

7. Josephus (Antquities. 7:121) refers to it as " loToBos.

8. In Josh 15:25 the city named 78T X7 M8 NP —
which became “Hazorhadattah, Keriothhezron (that is, Hazor)” in
the RSV—was among the cities belonging to the tribe of Judah.
The Septuagint reads here kol al TOAeLc Aoepwy altn Acwp,
the initial ﬂ"l"]? read as the plural noun “cities.” In Amos 2:2,
m”j[??j became also in the Septuagint moAcwv aOTH¢ “her cities,”
whereas the Vulgate read it as a place named Carioth, which came
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into English as Kerioth. In Jer 48:21 the place name ﬂﬁ’j‘?
became KopLw6, and the noun 13717 became T TOA€LG “the
cities,” but in Jer 48:41 the name appears also as M1*P77, which
became AkkapLwb in Greek. Some have conjectured that the

definite article attached to this intensive plural would mean “The
City,” meaning Jerusalem.

9. Beatus wrote his commentary on the Apocalypse believing that
the Savior would come at the turn of the millennium (1,000 A.D.)
and bring to an end the world as he knew it.



XXVII
PROBLEM QUOTATIONS
IN THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS

The Epistle to the Hebrews contains about ninety quota-
tions or allusions from the Hebrew scriptures.' It is widely
acknowledged that the author of this epistle was not interested
in an exegetical inquiry to discover the literal meaning of the
Hebrew texts or the earlier Israelite authors’ intended mes-
sages. The Hebrew scriptures were assumed to have been
written by God—or to be the utterances of the Holy Spirit or
the pre-incarnate Christ— and were used by the author of the
epistle to give authority to his faith affirmations about the
person and ministry of Jesus Christ.

Most of the quotations in the epistle are rather straight
forward from the Hebrew text or the Septuagint with only
minor variations—as if they were quoted from memory—and
are trouble free.”> Some of the author’s allusions, though, have
been missed by a number of commentators. Such is the case
ofthe statement in Heb 1:3, “[God] spoke to us through a son,
... through whom he created the universe,” which was surely
drawn from the wisdom traditions found in

* Proverbs 8:22, 30, “Yahweh created me [Wisdom] at the
beginning of his work, the first of his acts of old . . . [ was
beside him like a little child.”

* Wisdom of Solomon 9:1-2, “O God of my fathers . . .who
has made all things by your Word and by your Wisdom has
formed man.”

* Wisdom of Solomon 7:22, “For Wisdom [is] the fashioner
of all things.”

* Wisdom of Solomon 8:4, “[Wisdom] glorifies her noble
birth by living with God . . . she is an initiate in the know-
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ledge of God, and an associate in his works.”

* Wisdom of Solomon 9:9, “With thee is Wisdom, who
knows thy works and was present when you made the
world.”

The affirmation in Hebrew 1:3, “the Son is the radiance of
God’s glory and the exact representation of His being, sus-
taining all things by his powerful word” clearly echoes
Wisdom of Solomon 7:25-26,

[Wisdom] is a breath of the power of God, a pure emanation

of the glory of the Almighty; . . . she is a reflection of the

eternal light, a spotless mirror of God’s active power, and
image of his goodness. . . . she renews all things.’

Just as the prologue ofthe Gospel of John reflects the trans-
formation the feminine M2 /Yo le (“Wisdom™ ) tradition
into a masculine Aoydg/Xprotéc (“Word/Christ”) tradi-
tion, so the prologue in the Epistle to the Hebrew reflects the
transformation of the M2 /Zod lw tradition into the viov
100 OcoU/Xprotog (“Son of God/Christ”) tradition. And,
whereas Matthew appealed to the Greek text of Isaiah 7:14 for
a prophecy of a virgin birth, the author of Hebrews appealed
to the metaphor of adoption in Psalm 2, D17 "R aigh bk
‘[’D'T"?‘ “you art my son, today I have begotten you, » (whlch
was a declaration of the divine origin and supremacy of the
Israelite monarchy) to proclaim the reality of the “first born”
Son of God who sat at “the right hand of Majesty on high”
and was superior to the angels.” Moreover, to support this af-
firmation, the author appealed to the same metaphor in Il Sam
7:14, 57101 RITY 2RG I5TIIR IN, “Iwill be to him

a father and he shall be to me a son”— disre garding the histor-
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ical context found in II Sam 7:14, where Yahweh said to
David:

When your days are over and you rest with your fathers, [ will
raise up your offspring to succeed you, who will come from
your own body (T U3 /koLAleg oov), and I will establish
his kingdom.

Buchanan (1976: 15), in his commentary on this epistle,
noted that there is no direct or indirect evidence “that the
author of Hebrews interpreted Jesus as belonging to the
family of David . . . .[he] never mentioned David in relation
to Jesus or the Messiah.”

Heb 1:6 and Deut 32:43
MY oMl ﬁJ’JjU
ST TIRYET U3
TIS? 2 Epy
MY 111?;'!?5 7531

Praise his people, O you nations;’
for he avenges the blood of his servants,
and takes vengeance on his adversaries,
and makes expiation for the land of his people.

The quotation in Hebrews 1:6 presents the reader with two
problems. The first is the statement that when God brought
the “first born” into the world, the angels (probably the
“winds” and “flames,” mentioned in vs. 7) were already pre-
sent and were commanded to worship the “first born Son”
—despite the prior statement in Heb 1:3, that “[God] spoke
to us through a son, . . . through whom he created the uni-
verse.” Seemingly then the title “first born” was not used to
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designate the “first of creation” but was used as an honori-
fic—differing with Wisdom’s claim in Prov 8:22-23 that
“Yahweh created me at the beginning of his work, the first of
his acts of old . . . when he established the heavens I was
there.” Whereas Wisdom claimed to have come before any
angels, according to Heb 1:6, the “first born” was greeted by
angels already there.

The second problem confronting the reader relates to the
difference between what appears in the Hebrew text of Deut
32:43 and what appears in the Septuagint, which was the
source for the seven word quotation in Heb 1:6. The thirteen
words in the Hebrew text of 32:43 (cited above) were ex-
panded into forty eight words in the Septuagint, and, of all
these Greek words, only seven were quoted in Heb 1:6. In
these texts, cited in the next paragraphs, the boldface corres-
ponds to the MT of Deut 32:43, and the underlined text
matches the quotation in Heb 1:6.

Deut 32:43
e0ppavOnte odpavol Gue adT@ Kol TPOOKULYNONTWONY

aDTE TavTec viol Beod eOdppavdnte €6vn peta T0d Axod
a0Tod Kol €vioyuoatwony «lTG Tavtec &yyeAor Beod
OTL TO alpe TV VLAY ahToD EkdLKATHL Kol EKSLKTOEL
Kol artamodwoel dikny Totg éxOpolc kol Tolg ULoodoLY
avtamodwoel kol ékkabuplel kKOpLog Thy YAV Tod Awod
a0TOD

Praise, ye heavens, with him, and let all the sons of God
worship him. Rejoice ye Gentiles, with his people, and let
all the angels of God strengthen themselves in him; for he
will avenge the blood of his sons /servants (VLOV / 1"72D)

and he will render vengeance, and recompense justice to his
enemies, and will reward them that hate him; and the Lord
shall purge the (his) land (of) his people.
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Heb 1:6
e \ 4 bl 4 \ 14 9 \
Oty 8¢ TaALY elooydyn TOV TPWTOTOKOV €ig TNV
olkoupévny,
Aéyer, Kol mpookuvnootwoey ot mavtec &yyeior Beod.

But when he again brings the firstborn into the world,
he says: “and let all the angels of God worship him.”

The radical difference between the MT “Praise his people,
O you nations” and the Septuagint’s “Rejoice, ye heavens,

with him” reflects the confusion of an Y and a @, as attested,
for example, in Judges 8:16 where the MT reads

NI IPTIR 1PN
DPPR207NNY 7270 RPN
NIDD WIR DX 073 1N

And he took the elders of the city
and with thorns of the desert and with briers
he made known with them the men of Succoth.

The senseless last line here appears in the Septugint as kol
AAdGNoev év avtolc Tovg dvdpag thHg TOAewg “and with
them [the thorns and briers] he threshed the men of the city”
(after which came the destruction of the tower of Penuel and
the killing of the men of that city). In the Vorlage of the Sep-
tuagint the MT Y™ “he knew/made known” was obviously
read as WM “he threshed,” which is contextually the pre-
ferred reading.® A similar error occured in the MT of Deut
32:43, where the 1Y 0™ 17377 “Praise, O Gentiles, his
people,” was—in light of the Septuagintal variant—originally
MY QMW NI “Praise, O heavens, his people” or “Praise,
O heavens, with him” This phrase became corrupted when
the W of DY2W was read as an ¥, and it became 22 1277
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MY “Praise, O peoples, his people.” The ambiguity of this
MY BMY was reduced when "1 was substituted for the
0"MY. This change, which survives in the MT MY 0M2,
would have been unnecessary had the original 2%2% not been
misread as BY2Y.

The Septuagint of Deut 32:43 has two doublets. The first
one is (a) the evppavOnte oVpavol pe adt@ (“Praise, O
heavens, with him”), reflecting a Vorlage with DT?_J@? 277
MY, coupled with (b) the eddppavOnte €8vn peta tod Awod
avtod (“Rejoice, O nations, with his people”), which reflects
a Vorlage with Y QY OY 12°377. The second doublet
is (c) kal Tpookuvnoatwoay adTE TEvTeg viol Beod “and
let all the sons of God worship him,” coupled with (d) kel
évioyvoatwoay adTe Tavteg Gyyeiol Beov “and let all the
angels of God strengthen themselves in him.” This second
doublet with its “sons of God” and “angels of God” interprets
the D’_?_ﬁ@' / obpavol “heavens” mentioned in the first doublet
cited above. Thus, the Song of Moses began with the vocative
“O heavens” in Deut 32:1, and apparently ended with the
same vocative in Deut 32:43, providing a classical incipit and
inclusio—clinching the argument that the MT 211 was not
original but a secondary clarification once 2% was misread
asY. Thus, when the author of Hebrews quoted the phrase
“and let all the angels of God worship him,” he used a phrase
found only in a doublet which was totally removed from the
Hebrew text and context of the Song of Moses.

Heb 1:8-9 and Psa 45:6—8

In the first verses of Psalm 45 the author stated with perfect
clarity, “I address my verses to the king . . . [for] you are the
fairest of the sons of men . . . therefore God has blessed you
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for ever.” But this focus did not deter the author of Hebrews
from appropriating part of the psalm as a hymn of praise for
the “Son of God” who was the fairest of the “sons of God.”

Despite the fact that the 2ms suffix 7] “your” appears four-
teen times in Psa 45:1-5, 7-9 clearly referring to the king of
Israel or Judah, the suffix in 45:9 was read by the author of
Hebrews as referring to the Son of God, following the Septua-
gint’s 0 Opovog oov 0 0eodg €lg TOV al@dve 00 aldvog,
“your throne, O God, is for ever and ever.” And many subse-
quent translators have followed the Greek texts of Psalms and
Hebrews, which understood the m*n’%g in the phrase X023
w7 09I BTN to be the vocative “O God.” Thus, TNOD
“your throne” came to mean that the throne of God and/or the
throne of the divine Son would be for ever and ever.

Given the fourteen 7 suffixes referring to the earthly king,
it is most likely that the psalmist intended D‘ﬁ5§§ TIRO2 to
mean “your divine throne,” with the D’ff‘?;‘ﬁ used here as an
adjective rather than as a vocative.” This statement about
Israel’s or Judah’s “divine throne” being “for ever and ever”
reflects the same affirmation made in Psa 89:29, 35-37, “I
will establish his line for ever . . . [ will not lie to David. His
line shall endure for ever, and his throne as long as the sun
before me.”

The last phrase from Psalm 45 quoted in Heb1:9°, “God,
your God has anointed you with the oil of gladness above
your fellows (7*7317),” indicates how the author of Hebrews
found evidence for “God the Father” and “God the Son.” The
“your” suffix in the phrase “your throne, O God” (1:8) had as
its antecedent the divine Son; while the “your God” in the
phrase “your God has anointed you” (1:9) refers to God the
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Father. And, whereas the 5"727 “your fellows” in Psa 45:7
referred to fellow monarchs surrounding Israel’s or Judah’s
king, for the author of Hebrews it referred to the heavenly
comrades of the Son—the angels who were commanded to
worship the Son (1:6) and were the “ministering spirits sent
forth to serve” (1:14).

Heb 2:7, 9 and Psa 8:5

PAIYA TN T2 D‘TT"?&D b} ialolnighi
You diminished him a little from God,
and crowned him with glory and honor.

NALTTWORG aOTOV Ppoyl TL Tap’ ayyélouvg, 0EN kol
TLUY €0Tehavwong adToV
You diminished him a little less than angels,
and crowned him with glory and honor;

Hebrews 2:7
HALTTWONG adTOV Ppayl TL Tap’ dyyérovg, SOEN Kal
TLUY €0Tehavwong adTOV
You diminished him a little less than angels.

The single word th1 “little” became translated into Greek
with the two words dexé “short” and t1 “some, somewhat,
only,” both of which were used for space, status, ortime. This
translations differ as to whether the PpayV T meant “a little
lower” (spacial/social status) or “a little while” (temporal).
The Hebrew text of Psa 8:5 clearly means “you have made
him [= Adam = human beings] only a little lower than God,”
thereby affirming the very high social status of humans who
were given dominion over the works of God’s hands, as stated
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also in Gen 1:26—-28. But once the nw“ax “God” was read or
interpreted here as D‘W%& *32 “the sons of God” or “angels,”
then the Bpayv TL, which translated the B “a little lower”
(with reference to status), was interpreted by some as “for a
little while.”

Thus, while the Vulgate, and most English translations ren-
dered the BpayV tu of Psa 8:5 as “a little lower than,” the
same BpayV tv when quoted in Heb 2:7 became “for a little
while lower” in the RSV, NAB, NAS, NAU, NJB, and NRS.
These latter translations rightly reflect the argument of the
author of Hebrews who has taken liberty with Psa 8:7 by in-
terpreting the fLﬁJZ_jS /&vBpwmog “man” and the DTIN™]2/viog
avBpwmov “the son of man” to be the “last Adam” (I Cor 15:
45), even though the Hebrew has WX “Enosh” for “man”
rather than OTX “Adam”—not to mention that the Hebrew

has D"T%& “God” rather than “angels.” But for the author of
Hebrews the psalmist’s recognition that Adam (= “human
beings”’) had dominion on earth was but a coded revelation
that the Son of God had dominion over everything. The Son
became incarnate on earth for a little while (PpayV TL) as
Jesus, who as a son of Adam could demonstrate his dominion
over death and the devil—while at the same time expiate the
sins of all his earthly brethren, the children of Adam and of
Abraham.
Heb 8:9b and Jer 31:32b

The initial 7377 “Behold!” (= (éov) of Jer 31:31 is not
found in Heb 8:8b; and the MM "N “oracle of Yahweh” (=
dnolv kvpLog “says the Lord”) became in Heb 8:8—-10 Aéyer
kUpLog “declares the Lord.” The more significant differences
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in the verses below (highlighted in boldface) have a ready
explanation.®

Jeremiah 31:32
TR T T
STITTERY B2 CROUR DN
... my covenant which they broke,

though I was their husband, oracle of Yahweh
or
... my covenant which they broke,
and I was disgusted with them, oracle of Yahweh

Jeremiah 38:31 (LXX)
0TL a0TOL OUk EvéueLvay €v Tf) SLodnKY Lo
Kol €Y® fUéAnoe adT@dY dnoly kOpLOg
for they abode not in my covenant,
and I disregarded them, saith the Lord.

Hebrews 8:9b
0TL abTol 00K €vépeLvar év tf SLabnkm uov,
Kayw NUEANoN adT@Y, Aéyel KOPLOG:
because they did not remain faithful to my covenant,
and I disregarded them, declares the Lord.

The translation of ‘B%S_J 2 in the Septuagint as 1 uéanoo “I
disregarded” may reflect a Vorlage with NSV “to loathe, to
abhor,” rather than ‘DBSJ 2. However, an emendation here is
probably unnecessary. Hebrew 593 had more than the one
meaning recognized in current Hebrew lexicons. It may be a
homograph of the two meanings attested for the Arabic Jx
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(ba‘ala): (1) “he became a husband, or lord, or master,” with
its noun _J=s (ba‘l) “husband, lord, master owner,” and (2)
“he became confounded or perplexed, he was disgusted,”
with its participle J:u (ba‘il) “confounded, perplexed” (Lane
1: 228). The translation of 593 into Greek as AuéAnoa “dis-
regarded” makes sense once the second definition of the cog-
nateJx_g (ba‘ala) comes into focus. Instead of interpreting
[mpa! ’E?S_J 2 as “I was their husband,” the context, the cognates
and versions’ suggest that the phrase meant “I was disgusted

with them.”
Heb 10:37-38 and Hab 2:3—-4

The quotation of Hab 2:3—4 in Heb 10:37-38 contains an
abbreviated and a rearranged text, as well as significant de-
partures from the Mosoretic text in favor of the Septuagint.
The texts to be compare include

Twind 1itm T 3
3121 851 P2 M
5T MmN
MRy 8D R X373
2 YD) MRS nbey mn
ST NN P
For still the vision awaits its time;
it hastens to the end — it will not lie.
If it seem slow, wait for it;
it will surely come, it will not delay.

Behold, he whose soul is not upright in him shall fail,
but the righteous shall live by his faith.
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dL0TL €L OpaoLg elg KaLpov
kel ovotedel eig mépag kol OUK €lg Kevov
€ov VOTEPNOT VTOUELVOY aUTOV
OtL épyduevog MEel kol ob Wn ypoviom
éov UTooTELANTOL OUK €VdOKeT 1) Yuyn KLOL €V adT®
0 8¢ SlkaLog €k mLoTewg pou (roetal

For the vision is yet for a time,
and it will rise at the end, and not in vain:
though he should tarry, wait for him;
for he will surely come, and will not tarry.

If he should draw back, my soul has no pleasure in him:
but the just shall live by my faith.

Hebrews 10: 37-38
€TL yap pLkpov Goov doov,
0 épyopevog fEel kol ov xpovicer:
0 8¢ 8lkaLdg pov €k mlotewg (noetat,
Kol €av VTooTeLANTHL, OUK €Dd0oKeL 1) Wuy™ Lov év adTd).
For yet a little while
(=MT Hab 2:3a)
the coming one shall come and shall not tarry;
(= MT Hab 2:3d)
but my righteous one shall live by faith,
(=MT Hab 2:4b)

and if he shrinks back, my soul has no pleasure in him.
(=LXX Hab 2:4a)

The MT 1Y is reflected in the first of the two oov, mean-
ing “a while”; and the 'T;ﬁ?ﬂ? “appointed time” was read as
apoetic preposition and an adverb— 1Y ‘I?J"? “for a while”—
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reflected by the second Goov. There is nothing in Heb 10:37
for the MT ]Wj “vision.” Nor is there anything for the MT
$57DM ARMTER 3107 XD ¥R5 12N and its trans-
lation in the Septuagint as kel qraterel e€lg Tépag Kol 0VK
€l¢ kevov éav LoTtepron LTopeLvov aOToV “ithastens to the
end, it will not lie. If it seem slow, wait for it.”

The translation of the MT 12 WD) ﬂj@:'&% H?DSJ has
been very problematic for the following two reasons.

* The pu‘al .‘T‘?BSJ “she became swollen” has been widely
identified as a cognate of the Arabic J.a_p (‘afal) “tumor”
and J.a_p (“ofel) “hemorrhoid” (BDB 779), and then para-
phrased as a verb or adjective to mean “shall fail”’(RSV)
“lifted up” (KJV), “puffed up”’(ASV, NIV, NIB),, “unbeliv-
ing“ (DRA), “succumb” (NJB), “rash” (NAB), “proud
[ones]” (NAS, NAV, NRS, NKJ), with the Vulgate’s hav-
ing “incredulus.”

* The verb W is commonly identified as? “to be up-
right,” the cognate of Arabic o (yasara) “to be gentle, to

be easy”—which, with the modifier *JV2, means “to be
right in the eyes of,” i.e., “to be pleasing.” (BDB 448).

However, the MT H?DSJ should be corrected to TT?:ISJ ,in
agreement with the Septuagint’s UmootelAntaL and its quota-
tion in Heb 10:37. The Hebrew stem 92V , as understood by
the Greek translators, is the cognate of Arabic JM_; (‘abala)
“held back, he drew back, he withheld, he diverted, he was
cut off [by death]” (Lane 5: 1941-1942; Hava 451)."° With
this definition in focus, the corrected MT 117 W:'N‘? TT?:SJ
12 WD means “his unrighteous soul was cut off,” i.e., the
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unrighteous have been cutoff [from life], but “the righteous
shall /ive by faithfulness.” With this correction of moBY to

M52 " and with insight from the cognate s (cabala), the
contrast between the fate of the unrighteous and the fate of
the righteous is clear—the former dies and the latter /ives.

The Greek translation (including the quotation in Heb 2:4)
of the MT 12 IUD2 ﬂj@:'x‘? as oUk eVdokel 1) Yuy1 pov
év aUtw “my soul has no pleasure in him,” reflects a Vorlage
with12 WD) 1% X5."2 The Greek translators did not have
a text with the 3fs perfect W “she was upright,” but a 3fs
perfect of AW /77W “to have pleasure.” This stem is the cog-
nate of Arabic yw (sar/surra) “he rejoiced, was glad, happy,
he experienced a pleasure, or delight.” (Lane 4:1337)."

Heb 10:5-7 and Psa 40:7-9

nEenNG mmm 3y 7
e -l=WI

MY XD Nem ol
NI RN TN 8
25y 21D 90 NDM3

"SR TON PEAIRYD 9
R
Sacrifice and offering you did not desire,
but my ears you have pierced,
burnt offerings and sin offerings you did not require.

Then I said, "Here I am, I have come
— 1t 1s written about/for/to me in the scroll —
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“I delight to do your will, O my God;
your law is within my heart.”
Buolar kol mpoodopar ovk NOEANCHC
WTle /o@ue 8¢ KatnpTlow KoL
OAOKO VT Kl Tepl auapTlog oVK TTnoog
T0te elmov 8oL MKW
¢v kepadidL BLprlov yéypamtaL Tepl €pod
100 ToLfoel TO BéAnuE oov O Bedc pou EéPouAndny

KoL TOV VOROV 00U €V péow THG KOLALKG Hou

Sacrifice and offering you did not desire;
but ears / body you prepared for me:
burnt-offering and sin offering you did not require.
Then I said, Behold, I come:
in the volume of the book it is written concerning me,
I desired to do your will, O my God,
and your law in the midst of my stomach.

Heb 10:5-7
Ouolar kol Tpoodopar ovk HBEANTKC,
odpe 6¢ KaTNPTLOW KoL
OAOKQLTWHOT Kol TeplL OUapTlag OUK €D8OKMoag.
t0te elmov, 160V HKw,
&v kepadidL BLBAlov yéypamtaL mepl éuoDd,
100 ToLfioal 6 Bedg O BéANUA oou.

Sacrifice and offering you have not desired,
but a body you have prepared for me;
sacrifices and offerings you have not desired.
“Then I said, ‘Behold, I have come
(In the roll of the book it is written of Me)
To do your will, O God.””
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The Hebrew "? D72 B1IR “you have bored ears for me”
is translated literally into Greek by Aquila, Symmachus,
Theodotian, and in a number of Septuagint manuscripts. But
the major Septuagint mansuscrips (Vaticanus, Siniaticus, and
Alexandrinus) have odpa “body.” There was evidently acon-
fusion in the (oral) tradition of ]T& “ear” (dtle) with O3V
“bone, body, self” (= dotéov or a@uw; see especially Lam
4.7, @30 MR “they were ruddy in body”). If the original
were D8V = odpe = “body,” the verb may well have been
™72 rather than the MT 0°72. This P72 (from 172)
would be the cognate of Arabic ¢ 3 / ]f (baraya) “to cleanse,
to restore the body;” as in the expression “He [God] restored
him to convalescence from disease, sickness or malady”; and
thenoun ¢ Jlg (bari*"") “recovering from disease, sickness, or
malady, convalescent, healthy”(Lane 1: 178[form 4], 179;
Hava 26). The Greek katnptiow “prepared” would translate
Hebrew 112 “to prepare,” not the MT 172 “to dig, to pierce.”

The 73@'11‘?3?_3 “scroll of scripture” may be a reference to

just Psalm 119, which contains many references about “de-
lighting in the law” (verses 16, 24, 35, 47, 70, 77, 92, 143, as
well as Psalms 1:2; 112:1; and 37:31).
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NOTES

1. Henry Shires (in Finding the Old Testament in the New
[Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1974, 62—63] noted that in He-
brews “at least 28 O.T. passges are cited, and 21 of these are not
quoted elsewhere in the N.T.” Given the varied length of the quota-
tions in Hebrews, I prefer to count phrases rather than verses or
passages.

2. A good example of minor variations having no theological signi-
ficance is found in Heb 1:11-12 where Psa 102:25-26 is quoted,
whichreads25M™ 02510 w252 15211323 0921 “andall
of them like a garment will wear out; like a raiment you change
them and they will be changed.” In the Septuagint (101:26) Ljud-
TLoV translated 732 “garment” and mep LBOAxLOV translated :m:b
“raiment,”with the repeated use of ﬂbﬂ “to change” matched by
the repeated use of G&AAaoow “to change.” But in Heb 1:10 Lud-
TLOV “garment” appears twice and TepLBOAx LoV “cloak” once; and
the first &AAeoow in the Septuagint became €Aloow “to roll up”
in the epistle.

3. James Moffatt (in 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary of the
Epistle to the Hebrews , International Critical Commentary [Edin-
burgh: T. & T. Clark ,1924: 6) cited Wis 7:25-26 and commented,

The unique relation of Christ to God is one of the un-
borrowed truths of Christianity, but it is stated here in
borrowed terms. The writer is using metaphors which had
been already applied in Alexandrian theology to Wisdom
and Logos.

By contrast, George Wesley Buchanan (in 7o the Hebrews: Trans-
lation, Comment and Conclusions, Anchor Bible 36 [Garden City,
New York: Doubleday] 1976: 6—7) made no reference to Wis 7:25
ff., although he quoted Pss of Sol 8:2—14 as commentary on the
“concept of time and creation” found in Heb 1:2 and 11:3.
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4. Compare Deut 32:18, 7o5Mm ©% moum “wn 77159 M3
“you were forgot of the Rock that begot you and you forgot the
God who gave you birth.”

5. The fragment of the Song of Moses found in Qumran Cave 4,
cited by Buchanan, op. cit., 15 reads, “Praise his people, O
heavens.”

6. For other example of the confusion of ¥ and ¥, see Friedrich

Delitzsch, Die Lese- und Schreibfehler im Alten Testament (Berlin
and Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter, 1920), 119, §131.

7. So interpreted, Psalm 45 can be included among the biblical
texts dealing with the divine right of kings, such as

* The government of the earth is in the hands of the Lord, and
over it he will raise up the right man for the time (Sir 10:4).

e For your dominion was given you from the Lord, and your
sovereignty from the Most High (Wis 6:3 ).

* For there is no authority except from God, and those that exist
have been instituted by God (Rom 13:1).

» He appointed a ruler for every nation, but Israel is the Lord’s
own portion, whom, being his firstborn, he disciplined, and
allotting to him the light of his love, he does not neglect him
(Sir 17:17-18)

8. The words in italics indicate almost complete agreement be-
tween these passages in Hebrews 8 and Jeremiah 31. The words
below in boldface indicate distinct disparity between the Masoretic
text and the Septuagint tradition. The few underlined words high-
light minor variations.

Jeremiah 31:31 “Behold! the days are coming, says the
LORD, when I will make a new covenant with the house of
Israel and the house of Judah, 32 not like the covenant
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which I made with their fathers when I took them by the
hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt, my covenant
which they broke, though I was their husband, oracle of
Yahweh. 33 But this is the covenant which I will make with
the house of Israel after those days, the oracle of Yahweh: |
will put my law within them, and I will write it upon their
hearts; and I will be their God, and they shall be my people.
34 And no longer shall each man teach his neighbor and
each his brother, saying, ‘Know Yahweh,’ for they shall all
know me, from the least of them to the greatest, oracle of
Yahweh; for I will forgive their iniquity, and I will
remember their sin no more.”

Hebrews 8:8b The days will come, says the Lord, when I
will establish a new covenant with the house of Israel and
with the house of Judah; 9 not like the covenant that I made
with their fathers on the day when I took them by the hand to
lead them out of the land of Egypt; for they did not
continue in my covenant, and so I paid no heed to them,
says the Lord. 10 This is the covenant that I will make with
the house of Israel after those days, says the Lord: I will put
my laws into their minds, and write them on their hearts, and
Iwill be their God, and they shall be my people. 11 And they
shall not teach every one his fellow or every one his brother,
saying, ‘Know the Lord,’ for all shall know me, from the
least of them to the greatest. 12 For I will be merciful
toward their iniquities, and I will remember their sins no

2

more.

9. The Syriac reads with the Septuagint “and so I despised (oo
[besit]) them,” but the Vulgate reads “ego dominatus sum eorum.”

10. Lane (4:1555; 5: 1941) cited the expression Jg& 4dc
(‘abalathu “abiilu) and gl L=l (Sa‘abathu Sa‘iibu), both
meaning “death separated him from his companions.”



PROBLEM QUOTATIONS IN HEBREWS 417

11. For the confusion of B and 2, see Delitzsch, op.cit., 115, §118.

12. For the confusion of * and 1, see Delitzsch, op.cit., 103—105.

13. Also noteworthy is g yw (surur) “happiness, or joy, or glad-
ness, . . . or dilatation of the bosom with delight or pleasure . . . ”
(Lane4:1339; KBS 4:1657). Although BDB (1057) recognized the
Arabic cognate of Hebrew % “navel string” ( = y [surr]), the
verb 77U and its cognates were not cited.

ADDENDUM
Matt 21:16—-17 and Psa 8:2

But when the chief priests and the scribes saw the wonder-

ful things that he did, and the children crying out in the tem-

ple, “Hosanna to the Son of David!” they were indignant;
and they said to him, “Do you hear what these are saying?”

And Jesus said to them, “Yes. have you never read, ‘Out of

the mouth of babes and sucklings thou hast brought perfect

praise?’”

Jesus’ quotation of Psa 8:2 in this conversation with his
adversaries follows either the Septuagint or a Hebrew text in
which one letter was different from that found in the Maso-
retic text. The Hebrew text used by the Greek translators did

not have the MT T “bulwark, strength” but J¥ or ]2 mean-
ing alvov “praise,” matching the Vulgate’s lauden, reflecting
the well attested confusion T and ] (Delitzsch, op cit., 113
§112d [see above, note 6] cited examples from (1) Isa 44:14
with the MT ]wx and the TR in two manuscripts listed by
Kennicott, and (2) the Qere and Kethib in Psa 31:3 and 71:3,
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with J101 “habitation” and 1101 “stronghold.” The stems U
and 13D “to praise” are cognates of Arabic -,& ( gan)and L;«-C
(ganaya) (BDB 777; Lane 6: 2299, 2302). In Neh 12:36-37
both 17077 and ’(_7‘_??_3 were translated by alvelv “to praise.”

The NIV, NIB, NLT and the DRA follow the Greek and
Latin texts of Psa 8:2 and the Greek text of Matt 21:17 by
translating the T P79 of Psa 8:2 as “you ordained/per-
fected praise.” Thus, the NLT reads, “You have taught child-
ren and nursing infants to give you praise. They silence your
enemies who were seeking revenge.” However, whether the
text contained TV “bulwark” or 1V “praise,” the problem
remains of explaining how or when infantile voices ever des-
troyed (ﬂ’;ijU) an enemy or an avenger. Thus, the cluster of
words as they stand in Psa 8:2 remain an enigma.

However, once the MT Y is corrected to 1V “praise”—as
found in the Vorlage used by the Greek translators—and the
last five Hebrew words Psa 8:2¢ are recognized as a misplace
phrase, clarity comes immediately. At one time the words of
Psa 8:2¢, “you founded a bulwark because of thy foes, to still
the enemy and avenger,” must have followed Psa 7:6, which
when brought together constitute a logically coherent and
balanced stanza that corresponds well with the balanced use
of “anger” and “judgment” in Psa 7:11. The reconstructed
stanza combining 7:6 and 8:2¢c would read

Arise, O Yahweh, in your anger,
raise yourself against the fury of my enemies.
Awake, O my God; you decreed judgment
because of your foes, to still the enemy and the avenger.
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This relocation of 8:2¢ removes the insurmountable problem
of explaining how babies or their infantile voices served in a
defense against foes. Briggs (1906: 63) could only conjecture

The poet may have been thinking of the creative strength of
God’s speech, of Gn. 1, and so of the strength that God had
established in human speech even of little children as supe-
rior to physical prowess. It is probable that he as thinking of
the divine strength as recognized and praised by children, in
accord with the rendering of the ®.

More recent commentators have been a bit more creative but not
more helpful.



CHAPTER XXVIII

LUKE’S MISREADING IN 16:9
OF TWO HEBREW WORDS

INTRODUCTION

According to Matt 6:19 Jesus said, “Lay not up for your-
selves treasures upon earth,” but in Luke 16:9 Jesus said,
“Make to yourselves friends of the mammon of unrighteous-
ness.” The two imperatives are inconsistent, if not contra-
dictory. A similar problem appears in Luke 14:26 where Jesus
said, “If any one comes to me and does not hate his own
father and mother and wife and children and brothers and
sisters, yes, and even his own life, he cannot be my disciple.”
But in Matt 22:39, Mark 12:31, and Luke 10:27 Jesus de-
clared that Lev 19:18, “you shall love your neighbor (V7 =
kith-and-kin) as yourself,” was the second greatest command-
ment, exceed only by the commandment to love God. A third
problem appears in Matt 10:34-36, where the Prince of Peace
—having stated in Matt 5:9, “Blessed are the peacemakers:
for they shall be called the children of God”—announced,
“Do not think that I have come to bring peace to the earth; I
have not come to bring peace, but a sword.” And yet there is
no record that Jesus ever touched a sword.

I have already published my interpretation of the difficult
sayings in Luke 14:26 and Matt 10:34, in which I conclude
that a few statements of Jesus were mistranslated when they
went from Hebrew into Greek.' The clarity of Hebrew speech
can readily be lost when, as was the custom, Hebrew spelling

did not use vowels. In Luke 14:26 the Hebrew word 1% /
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NJ¥, meaning “to forsake” was misread as the word “to hate.”
InMatt 10:34, O 50 “end” was misread as “Shalom”; and the
word ﬂ‘?ﬂ “change” was misread as “sword.” In this study,
using the same philological methodology, Ifocus on the para-
ble of the unjust steward in Luke 16:1-13, giving primary
attention to verses:8 and 9.

Gichter (1950: 121) rightly noted with reference to the par-
able of the unjust steward (0 oikovopog Tf¢ adiklag) in
Luke 16:1-13 that “this parable until now is still a crux inter-
pretum, and much more a crux praedicantium. Twenty-five
years later Topel (1975: 216) similarly noted,

The literature dealing with the parable of the unjust steward
is staggering, and after all the effort expended, its meaning
still eludes us. Indeed, more than any other parable it can be
expected to keep its mystery for future generations of exe-
getes, for it bristles with difficulties.

But a few years earlier Fletcher (1969: 19, 24) rightly nar-
rowed the problems down to just one verse:

V]erse] 9 is the real crux interpretationis of the parable. . .
The saying is so difficult that there seems to be no disposi-
tion on the part of interpreters to question its authenticity;
presumably nothing so obscure would have been introduced
into the tradition and erroneously attributed to Jesus. It must
have been spoken by the Master himself. . . . Does Jesus
actually mean to counsel one to use money’ to make friends
in order in some way to assure one’s admission to a
heavenly dwelling? [italics added]

The answer to Fletcher’s question is an emphatic “No!”
and this study, focusing on Luke 16:8-9, presents the reasons
for my coming to this conclusion. First, a look at Luke 16:8.
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Luke 16:8

Kol émrecer 6 kUPLOG TOV 0LkOVORoV ThC adikiog
0TL ppovipwe émolnoer:
0TL ol viol To0 al@rog ToUTOL GPOVLUWTEPOL VTP
To0¢ viovg toD pwToC
€lg TNV yeveav TNy €oLTOV €loLy.

And the lord commended the unrighteous steward
that he did prudently,
because the sons of this age are more prudent
than the sons of the light,
in respect to their generation.

Vulgate
et laudavit dominus vilicum iniquitatis
quia prudenter fecisset
quia filii huius saeculi prudentiores filiis lucis
in generatione sua sunt

Peshitta Transliterated

AURATSMT ROWT XAN35 1R M
TR PSR X3 RRDYT M T A
R MNITWI RV TN R

Peshitta

furuaan sBasn sl v s
‘mt(\.umn R AN L\ odidiy and
st ‘Clt‘rlh:l"!ﬁl s i oy o
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Lamsa
And the lord praised the unjust steward
because he had done wisely;
for the children of this world are wiser
in their generation than the children of light.

Plummer (1922: 380-381) noted with reference to the early
contradictory allegorical interpretations (which identified the
steward variously with the Jewish hierarchy, publicans,
penitents, Paul, Pilate, Judas, Satan, or Jesus) that “A cata-
logue of even the chief suggestions would serve no useful
purpose ... The literature on the subject is voluminous and
unrepaying.” Landry and May (2000: 287-288) expressed a
similar sentiment: “This parable has spawned a wide variety
of interpretations, although none has produced anything re-
sembling a scholarly consensus. . . it would not be wise to
provide a comprehensive review of the literature. . . . There-
fore they discussed only “the most popular and the most
recent solutions to the puzzle of the Unjust Steward,” as they
presented the following interpretation of Luke 16:1-8a, with
no mention of the real crux interpretationis in Luke 16:9.

[ The unjust steward] tries to get himself out of trouble by
restoring his master’s honor and salvaging his reputation as
a good, loyal steward. He forgives a portion of the amount
owed by his master’s debtors. People would assume that the
steward was acting on the master’s orders, so these gestures
would make the master look generous and charitable in the
eyes of society. The prestige and honor gained by such
benefaction would far outweigh the monetary loss to the
master. The master hears what the steward has done and
praises him for his actions since his honor has been restored.
Moreover, the steward is now in a position either to keep his
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position with this master or to secure one elsewhere, since
his reputation for loyalty and good service has been re-
covered.

Thus, like the steward of the parable, Landry and May can
be praised (¢maLvéw) for their astuteness (Gppdvipog) in sug-
gesting indirectly that we take our text (ypappote) of 16:8
and change the negative adikiloc to the affirmative dikaloc
“faithful.” Thus interpreted, Jesus presented this fictitious
character as a model for his disciples to emulate, for through
his cleverness he had come up with a win-win solution to his
pending unemployment. The steward had been “unrighteous”
in the squandering his lord’s possessions; but he had re-
deemed himself and become praiseworthy through a manipu-
lation of his lord’s assets to his personal advantage and
benefit to others.

Mann (1992:34-35), who thought the “lord” in the parable
referred to Jesus, suggested that the AAIKIA X “experience/
expertise” in the original uncial text of Luke 16:8 was mis-
read as AAIKIAY “unjust.” For Mann Jesus was commend-
ing the prudent and experienced manager because he acted
wisely in the face of a situation that was beyond his control.
(But Matthewson [1995: 34—37] faulted Mann’s “guesswork™
as a hypothetical textual error for which there is no evidence.)

THE REAL CRUX INTERPRETATIONIS

Luke 16:9
Kal éyw tuiv Aéyw, €avtolc molnonte ¢piioug
&k 10D poapwrd T adikliog, Tva Otoav ekl
S€EwvTaL VWAG €lg Ta¢ alwriovg okNrag.
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RSV
And I tell you, make friends for yourselves by means of
unrighteous mammon, so that when it fails
they may receive you into the eternal habitations.

Vulgate
Et ego vobis dico facite vobis amicos de
mamona iniquitatis ut cum defeceritis
recipiant vos in aeterna tabernacula.

DRA
And I say to you: Make unto you friends of
the mammon of iniquity: that when you shall fail,
they may receive you into everlasting dwellings.

Peshitta

st paal anasn sl shstimtrds? Act
s vda sQamm o

AN ERRE RUE SRERPACT IR R - LY
Peshitta Transliterated and Translated
XM 1105 1727 105 RN MR RN AN

ROWT RIT NI 2
;0557 SBRa 1oNDIP) R ’RT

And I also am saying unto you, make for yourselves friends
from this unrighteous mammon,
so that when it is gone they will receive you
into their everlasting tabernacles.

Although Landry and May translated the 0 popwvdc tig
adikloec “the mammon of unrighteousness” in Luke 16:9 as
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“dishonest wealth” or “ill-gotten gains,” they omitted the
word a8k leg in their commentary, stating simply “It is in-
deed a shrewd use of wealth where everyone wins, and Luke
has no problem showing Jesus enjoining his followers to be
so clever.” This omission of adikioc followed the same
omission by Gétcher (1950: 131) who stated “Jesus brings
home to his disciples how they should detach themselves
from riches, apply it to their brethren in need, and thus secure
for themselves an eternal reward.”

Although Fletcher (1963: 28) had recognized 6 popwvdc
Th¢ adLk lag “the mammon of unrighteousness™ as a “scornful
Semitism,” other authors when commenting on Luke 16:9
interpreted the text as if the Tfi¢ adikiag “the unrighteous”
were not there or was not to be taken literally. For example,
Fitzmyer (1964: 41) commented on the phrase “make friends
with the wealth of dishonest)” to mean:

Use prudently the wealth that you have to insure your status

when the eschaton arrives. It does not mean that Christians

are to make use of ill-gotten gain; the expression is pejor-
ative and expresses only the tendency of wealth as such.”

Topel (1975: 220), in his following statement, appears to
be comfortable in making the mammon of iniquity the equi-
valent of “riches” and “money” in general:

Thus Luke means by the parable that the unjust man can
show the Christian how to use riches to help the poor and so
gain God’s favor. Now this focus on the use of money is
probably the reason for the adjoining verses on the mammon
of iniquity, and so the proper use of money is an important
part of the Lucan version of the parable.

Parrott (1991: 560), citing Jeremias (1963: 46, n. 86), stated:
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Unrighteousness mammon presumably does not mean here
ill-gotten gains, since it is impossible to believe that thievery
is being recommended. More likely the master’s goods . . .
are interpreted as representing any worldly goods . . . one’s
possessions.

So also DeSilva (1993: 255) paraphrased 0 popwvig tiic
adLklog as “material wealth” in his introductory statement:

The hermeneutical move, as it were, centers on the expedient
use of material wealth, and moves from the steward’s
context of remitting debts to the context of using wealth to
benefit the disenfranchised members of the community and
society.

Likewise, Matthewson (1995: 33—34), omitted or paraphrased
the tfi¢ adikiac when he concluded:

Yet the parable as it stands in its present redactional context
concerns the wise use of possessions . . . the “sons of light
reflect prudence in the use of worldly possessions. . . . one’s use
of worldly possessions is an effective test of one’s ability to
handle eternal reward because it reveals where ultimate loyal-
ties lie (v. 13). A disciple cannot render loyalty to mammon and
at the same time give to God the exclusive loyalty that he
deserves.

The omissions of the tfi¢ adiklag or paraphrases of it as
“material” or “worldly” (so translated in the NIV and NLT)
are indirect responses to questions raised by many, including
Gaéchter (1950:121, 123), who asked, “ How can Jesus make
villainy an example for his followers?” and “Did Jesus, who
otherwise knew so well how to speak to the hearts of men,
really propose a parable which necessarily strikes one as
touching on what according to all standards of morals is
wrong?” (italics mine)
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This is the crux! A straightforward and simple translation of
the Greek éavtolc molnonte ¢piiovg ék T00 HUMWVE TAC
adLkloc has Jesus commanding the disciples to make friends
for themselves from

» the mammon of unrighteousness (KJV, ASV, NAS, YLT)
* unrighteous mammon (RSV)

* mammon of iniquity (DRA)

+ wealth of unrighteousness (NAU)

* dishonest wealth (NAB, NRS).

That is what comes from the Greek. But did Jesus teach
this parable in Greek? Probably not! Torrey (1933: 157, 311)
argued that Jesus spoke in Aramaic and that some of the
Aramaic quotations were misunderstood when translated into
Greek. Assuming that an initial interrogative particle was lost
in translation from Aramaic to Greek, Torrey restored the
particle, thereby removing the difficulties in Luke 16:8-9 by
making Jesus’ statements into these questions: “Did the lord of
the estate praise his faithless manager? . .. and do I say to you
... 7” The anticipated answer would have been in the negative.
Parrott (1991: 513, n. 50) favorably cited Torrey’s Aramaic
reconstruction, and suggested that parable could have been a
“parable of preparation,” in which case the proposed question
in 16:8a could have been answered in the affirmative. How-
ever, most scholars have ignored Torrey’s proposals about an
Aramaic original having an interrogative particle which was
lost in transmission or translation.

Nevertheless, many critics recognize “Semitic” elements in
the parable in which the Aramaic NW (mammona® =
mammon) is the most conspicuous. Fletcher (1963: 28, 30)
noted the “scornful Semitism” and a “Semitic aphorism”;
Williams (1964: 296) recognized the “Semitic type parable”;
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Hiers (1972: 32) spoke of the “Semitic genitive construct”;
Topel (1975: 218) also recognized a “Semitic construct state”;
Ireland (1992: 97) identified the tfi¢ adiklag “as an instance
of the so-called Hebrew genitive”; and DeSilva (1993: 264—
265) noted the “Semitic counterparts” and “simple Semitisms.”

But, aside from Torrey’s working with the Aramaic, no one
that [ am aware of has offered a reconstruction of the Hebrew
Vorlage of Luke 16:9—although the Hebrew translations by
Salkinson-Ginsburg,* Delitzsch,’ and others—as well as the
Aramaic Peshitta cited above—are readily available. Certainly
Jesus, as an itinerant teacher (518a0kaAoc), may have taught
the multitudes in Aramaic or Greek. But as an honored
Rabbi /Rabban (‘Pafpi/Papfpour =27/127) Jesus surely
taught his disciples using Hebrew—just as the “Teacher of
Righteousness” at Qumran taught the “sons of light”using
Hebrew. It is inconceivable that Sadducees, and Pharisees
would have taken Jesus seriously if he and his disciples
handled Torah and Halakah only in Aramaic.

The solution to the crux of Luke 16:9 becomes obvious
once an unverifiable but logical reconstruction of the Hebrew
Vorlage of the verse is made. Thus I offer this reconstruction
ofthe Hebrew Vorlage—the unvocalized text with ambiguities
and a vocalized text which removes of those ambiguities:

DI Inn 1 wanT oob MW AN
Do PISEn S8 0OAR 15327 TR 2T UKD
SIn TienT R wInT 827 MWIN I
;059 niown S8 oonR 15320 R 2T URD)

The intensive reflexive Hithpa‘el U7 NiT matches the
€axvtolg Tolnoate pirovg “make friends for yourselves,” the
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same form found in Prov 22:24, where the negative imperative

SJjIleL?N “do not make companionship” (BDB 945) was
translated as pn 1{00L €taipoc “be not a friend.” But the

AN (spelled with a games under the 7 over against 1 N7
spelled with a patah under the 7)) may have had another mean-
ing.® Standard lexicons of Biblical Hebrew and Aramaic list
three stems spelled 197 :

« Stem I, 7Y7 “to pasture, to tend, to graze.” Its Arabic
cognate is & 5 (ra‘aya).

« Stem II, TY7) “to associate with, to cherish, to make a
friend.” Its Arabic cognates are u_c.\  (ra‘r) “master,
owner” and &Lj o (miryd”) “companion,” which equals
the Hebrew D7 “friend, companion.”

« Stem III, the Aramaic 1187 “to desire.” Its Arabic cognate
is u“a >y (rasaya) and its Hebrew cognate is 1137 (BDB
945-946; Jastrow 1903: 1486).”

A fourth 7107 needs to be added to the lexicons of Aramaic
and Hebrew. It is the U7 which is the cognate of the Arabic
5/ e ) [ra“wa/ra“d] meaning “he refrained from things
or affairs, he forebore, or he abstained from bad or foul con-
duct” (Lane 1867: 1108; Wehr 1979: 401).% This cognate was
cited by Castell (1669: 3613) as meaning “abstinuit ab aliqua
re”). This verb, NMU7 stem IV “to abstain from, to refrain
from” (not 1Y) stem II “to make friends”) would have been
the verb which Jesus used and found its way into the Hebrew
Vorlage of Luke 16:9. Consequently, the first half of the verse,

D P 1 WaNm 835 MIN "IN, actually meant:
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“But I say unto you ‘Abstain yourselves from unrighteous
mammon!’”

In the parable the unjust steward was praised by his master
for the clever use he made in the acquisition, dispersion, and
distribution of unrighteous mammon, even though it was at the
master’s own expense. The first point Jesus made in the appli-
cation of the parable was his own recognition that “the people
of this world are more shrewd in dealing with their own kind
than are the people of the light” (NIB 16:8). The second point
Jesus made in his application of the parable was his injunction:
“Abstain yourselves from (such) unrighteous mammon!’”
Shrewd, clever or crafty acquisition, dispersion, and distri-
bution of unrighteous mammon was not to be a practice among
the children of light. It was just that simple. For “whoever is
dishonest with very little will also be dishonest with much”
and “if then with the unrighteous mammon you have not been
faithful, who will trust you with that which is true?” (Luke
16:10-11). Once the imperative YWD in the Vorlage of
16:9a is recognized as 1107) stem [V everything in the parable
fits together perfectly, even down to the ¢k in the phrase ék
100 popwvd the adikieg, “[abstain] from unrighteous mam-
mon.”

Luke’s misunderstanding of the proper derivation ofthe im-
perative 1JTN7 in the Hebrew source he was using is under-
standable in light of the fact that Y7 stem IV “to abstain
from” was as rare as 1107 stem Il “to make friends” was
common. Even if Luke had had access to our current Hebrew
lexicons they would have been of no help with this hapax
legomenon. The notorious ambiguity of Hebrew homographs
can be blamed for Luke’s first misreading of what he saw in
his unpointed Hebrew source.
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This appeal to an Arabic cognate to establish the existence
of Y7 stem IV “to abstain” in Jesus” vocabulary receives in-
direct support from the way in which the Arabic 48w
(sadagat) “alms, charity” (Lane 1872 1668) matches the use of
1P73 “alms, charity” in Hebrew (Jastrow 1903: 1264). In the
Shem Tob Hebrew Gospel of Matthew 11?73 translates the
édenuoovrn “alms” in Matt 6:1-4, which matches the Arabic
d5)o (sadagat) “alms.”’ The opposite of S5 1212 “unright-
eous wealth” would be P13 1121 “honest wealth.” Changing
the masculine P73 into the feminine changes the phrase into

P8 11212 “mammon of charity,” with the 2773 meaning
“liberality,” especially with reference to alms and almsgiving. '

Luke’s second misreading involved Jesus’ use of 2T stem
I “to forsake, to abandon” which was a homograph 271 stem
11 “to restore, to renew.”"! The translators of the Septuagint and
Vulgate were unaware of 2TV stem II—just as Luke was
unaware of 1197 stem IV, “to abstain.” In the MT of Neh 3:8
is the phrase Db@'ﬂ‘. 120" meaning “they restored Jeru-
salem,” which is the translation found in the NIV, NIB, NAS,
NAU, NAB, and RSV, with the KJV, NKJ, and ASV having
“they fortified Jerusalem.” However, the Septuagint (contrary
to historical fact) readskal katéiimor Iepovoainu “and they
abandoned Jerusalem.” Similarly, the Vulgate reads et di-
miserunt Hierusalem, which became “and they left Jerusalem”
inthe Douay Rheims. Jastrow (1903: 1060—1061) does not cite
this hapax legomenon 2TY stem Il in Neh 3:8, although it was

cited by Castell (1669: 2714) and defined by him as erexerunt,
instaurarunt, roborarunt (erect, restore, reinforce).
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But Luke’s second misreading had nothing to do with 2T
stem [ and 21D stem II. Rather it was his misreading in the
Vorlage the Niph‘al passive 210" (=2117) “it will be for-
saken” as the Qal active jTS_.]j “it will fail” (= éxAlmn). Either
way, the subject of the verb was the unrighteous mammon
from which the children of light must abstain."

With Luke’s two misreadings now identified, the Vorlage,

[mpuj gy WBDP‘ TR 2D WK

spbyy masun SR
in 16:9b can be translated as ““and when [the unrighteous mam-
mon] is forsaken they will welcome you into the eternal tents.”
Thus, in Luke 16:9 according to a Hebrew Vorlage, Jesus

probably said:

“But I say unto you ‘Abstain/restrain yourselves

from unrighteous mammon!
And when it is forsaken/abandoned
they will welcome you into the eternal dwellings.”

These words echo the admonition in I Enoch 104:6, “Now
fear not, righteous ones, when you see the sinners waxing
strong and prospering; do not be partners with them, but keep
far away from all their injustice.” The Greek text of Luke 16:9
—under the influence Y7 stem II “to make a friend”—has
Jesus repudiating this admonition of I Enoch; whereas the
Vorlage with its 197 stem IV “to abstain, refrain” has Jesus
confirming the stated prohibitions.

Those who would welcome (6éEwvtal = BDP) those ab-
staining from unrighteous mammon would be heavenly angels
such as those present at the empty tomb upon Jesus resurrec-
tion. I Enoch 104:1-2 provides a good commentary for this
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identification.

I'swear unto you that in heaven the angels will remember
you for good before the glory of the Great One; and your
names shall be written before the glory of the Great One.
... But now you shall shine like the lights of heaven, and
you shall be seen; and the windows of heaven shall be
open to you.

CONCLUSION

When Luke misread in a Hebrew Vorlage of the parable of
the unjust steward the passive verb 2TY" “it will be forsaken”
as the active verb 2TY" “it will fail” he compounded the prob-
lem of his having also misread in the same verse the verb
AN as if it were from the well attested stem 1Y7 “to be a
friend” rather than the hapax legomenon of the verb Y7 “to
abstain.” As a result Jesus is quoted as saying enigmatically
“make friends for yourselves by means of the mammon of
unrighteousness, so that when it fails, they will receive you
into the eternal dwellings.” Reconstructing the Hebrew Vor-
lage with these two corrections in mind the text probably read

W TR P2 WINT 227 TN W
;059 niown S8 oonR 15320 R 2T URD)
“But I say unto you ‘Abstainyourselves
from unrighteous mammon!
And when it is forsaken
they will welcome you into the eternal dwellings.”

With this reconstruction and interpretation, Jesus’ applica-
tion of the parable fits perfectly with Luke 16:10-13. The
declaration “you cannot serve God and mammon” (o0 §0vaa6e
B Soudelelr kal papwve), read as an injunction, means
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“Serve God! Master mammon!” The disciples as children of
light are to repudiate the Sew 1112 “mammon of unrighteous-
ness.” They are to control their P13 1112 “legitimate wealth,

their honest assets” so that their mammon becomes P73
“charitable resources for alms.” This interpretation resonates
well with Matt 6:19-20, “Do not lay up for yourselves trea-
sures on earth, . . . . but lay up for yourselves treasures in
heaven.” I Tim 6:9—12 would be an excellent application of
this parable if its Hebrew Vorlage approximated what has been
proposed above,

. . . those who desire to be rich fall into temptation, into a
snare, into many senseless and hurtful desires that plunge men
into ruin and destruction. For the love of money is the root of
all evils; it is through this craving that some have wandered
away from the faith and pierced their hearts with many pangs.
But as for you, man of God, shun all this; aim at righteous-
ness, godliness, faith, love, steadfastness, gentleness. Fight
the good fight of the faith; take hold of the eternal life to

which you were called.

NOTES

1. See Chapter 30 and Chapter 31 in Clarifying Baffling
Biblical Passages at http://daniel.eastern.edu/tmcdaniel/.

2. Note how Fletcher reduced the to0 popwvd thg adikiog
“unrighteous mammon” to the one word “money.” See below

pp. 6-8.

3. Kissinger in his Parables of Jesus (1979: 398—408) pro-
vided a bibliography of one hundred thirty-three titles dealing
directly with just this parable. Ireland has provided the best


http://daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/cbbp-chapter30.pdf
http://daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/cbbp-chapter31.pdf
http://daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/Volume%20Two.htm 
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/
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summary of the varied interpretation in his book entitled
Stewardship and the Kingdom of God: An Historical, Exege-
tical, and Contextual Study of the Parable of the Unjust
Steward in Luke 16:1-13 (Supplements to Novum Testamen-
tum v. 70; Leiden and New York: E. J. Brill, 1992.) He re-
viewed one hundred fifty studies in preparation for his
publication.

4. The Salkinson-Ginsburg translation reads:
1PRITIN TWTTIRTIN TIINT M2
Mppnny S0t R
o ostn M ePwn w2 3
:0P9T2 INT 2 Sun

Full text is availabe online at http://www.dvar-adonai.org/.

5. The Delitzsch translation has:
TR 120708 JIIRT MY
nIwYS ompn RSy
Djﬁa o omnmy ma DLT?WU ".J;:l 2
| N M3

Full text online at http://www.kirjasilta.net/ha-berit/ Luq.16.
html.

6. The imperative 1DNT can be vocalized in two different
ways:
» as WD, with the short patah under the 7 because the

followihg D cannot take the dagesh which doubles the
middle letter of the stem in the Hithpa“el. The D of this
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107N would have what the Hebrew grammarians call an
“imp]icit dagesh,” with the patah theoretically being in a
closed syllable;

* as N7, with the long games under the 7 for compen-
satory lengthening of the vowel because the following ¥
cannot take the dagesh and the vowel under the 7 is in an
open syllable.

The quantitative length of the vowel in speech (a, a, or @)
would preclude any ambiguity about the meaning; but once
the words were written without vowels unintentional ambi-
guity was inevitable.

7. Sometimes the verb J¥7) stem [ “to be evil, bad,” was con-
fused with the verb U7 stem II, as in Prov 18:24, where the
MT I_JSJWﬁTT% 07 W became in the KJV “A man that
hath friends must shew himself friendly* (as though the text
were the Hithpa ‘el infinitive MY of Y7 stem II). But
by identifying the VD WITT'? as the Hithpa‘el infinitive of
U7 stem II “to break” the ASV reads “He that maketh many

friends doeth it to his own destruction.” The NIV and NIB
read similarly, “A man of many companions may come to
ruin.”

8. On the relationship of the " "5 verbs to the 11”5 verbs, see
GKC §75°.

9. Howard 1995: 22-23.
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10. Note that in Arabic 45]Us (saddgar) means “love, affec-
tion” and 3 Juo (sadiq) means “a sincere and true friend”

(Lane 1872:1668).

11. Compare the difference of the English word refrain when
it is a noun and when it is a verb.

12. In the Septuagint AeimeLv translated just two Hebrew
words, butékAeimeLv translated forty-seven different Hebrew
words, and éykatadelmeLy translated fifteen different words.
Given these options for constructing the Vorlage, the root
21V became the verb of choice in light of the T3MTD “was

abandoned” (= éykatedeipOn) in Jer 4:29 and the DTS_.ZZ “it
will cease”( = ékAelyovoLv) in Jer 18:14.

13. The Delitzsch translation of Luke 16:9b reads
23R 825 1P 035 MR URE
-wbw Bw EPpiAtal
:0%%w nisun- ‘:x 953 Mp2 ooy IeoN wnb
The Salkinson-Ginsburg translation of the same text has
DURIN B2 WP B2 MR W
mown TP N33
DONXR IDORY TR IBPTIY XD WRD)
n%w aibloliia R

See notes 4 and 5 for the internet addresses for the full text of
these translations online.



XXIX
SUMMARY

In the twenty-eight chapters above over seventy problem-
atic words found in more than sixty different verses have been
given a new interpretation. Only a few of the problematic
words involved scribal errors, such as the confusion of a and
a‘,aN and a™, oral anda?2. There was just one example
of haplography involving the loss of a 1. Otherwise emenda-
tion of the text was unnecessary in the determination of a con-
textually appropriate meaning. The primary basis for a new
translation was provided by Arabic cognates of the Hebrew
word under investigation. In summary, the following list con-
tains the texts, the Hebrew word(s) investigated, and the pro-
posed new translation based upon an Arabic cognate.

Gen 2:1 153’] “they were perfected”

Gen 2:2 D‘ﬂ‘?& 5:_)’:] “and God was fatigued”

Gen 2:23 mfm_zb “to sustain life”

Gen 6:3 92 N7 DY “ humans are into skull bash-
ing”

Gen 6:4 DY WIR “men of violence”

Gen 8:11 gl n7z'rr‘;;g “fresh olive leaf ”
Gen 16:10  DTIR NAB “peacemaker, reconciler”
Gen 39:6 MIAINR igh Dj:'&‘?j “he would indeed en-

trust to him whatever”
Deut 26:5 AR AR 22X “aprolific Aramean was my
father”
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Num 20:7

Num 20:10

Num 24:7

Num 24:17

Josh 24:10

IT Sam 12:13

I Chr4:9

I Chr4:9

1 Chr4:10

1 Chr4:10
Psa 8:2

Psa 19:5

SUMMARY

prawh poorOR BRN3T) “make chan-
nels up to the rock w1th thelr help

mpl}oby NJ” Wf:ﬁw “Please listen! Behold, O
water carriers!”

0737 OMR2 5177 WA 1 N S LXX

Vorlage) “there shall come a man from his
seed and he shall rule over many nations”
E:W B2 “acomet [i.e., a star having lank
hair”] shall arise”

pp525 piuh smax 857 “I was indeed
w11hng to listen to Balaam

2RONT MITD PRLM “I have sinned

against Yahweh but I have shown myself to
be repentant”

IR 7221 ]/3172 7] “and Jabez was

more afflicted than his brethren”

ram VJW XA “she call his name
Preemie”

112720 S0270R “4h, Please! Would that

you truly bless me”

‘512%'!1& D277 “increase my people”

B3] PT® “you ordained strength” read as

]KJ D'TQ’ in the LXX Vorlage = katnptlow
alvov “you have perfected praise”

D2 SIRTDY wWnwS “verily, in the skies



Psa 19:6

Psa40:2

Psa 40:2

Psa 40:6

Psa 40:7

Psa 109:23

Psa109:31

Pro 30:31

Pro 31:1

Pro31:3

Pro 31:3

SUMMARY 441

the scorching sun shines!”

N2 N3 NS RIM “he comes out like
a fire-carrier from his canopy”

TINY 732n ’J‘?S_.]f] “he drew me up from the
burial plot”

21D B 227758 MDD “who does
not turn to skeptlcs nor mlsleadmg myth”

“-? D2 BTN “ears you dug for me” be-
came "> M2 DTN “you have freed me of
faults”

MR27TIT R T “then he said ‘Behold
I confessed [siﬁ]”

‘ED?HJ IMIBID-58D “like a fading shadow
I became worn out”

W?DJ ‘DDWTJ (LXX Vorlage—’WDJ ’DDWD)
“to save from the ones pursuing my soul”

my op 5 ‘["7?31 “and a king governing/
demagoguing a tribe of his people”

77T AIRY NB2TIRTARY aTR
“Prosper my son! F. lourish, son of mywomb!

"9

Thrive, son of my vows!
'?[?‘U D’W;% ]55'53 “give not your strength
to women”

]’Z}‘??:D mm;‘; T'237 “nor your acquisi-
tions to (women) who deceive kings”
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Pro 31:8
Pro 31:8
Pro 31:8

Pro 31:10

Pro 31:11
Pro 31:15

Pro 31:30

Isa 8:6

Isa 8:8

Isa8:9

Isa 8:14

Isa 53:9

Jer 20:7

Jer 20:7
Jer 20:7

SUMMARY

obx = 29N “kith-and-kin”

’-'ﬂ"?ﬂ ’,J;'L?:j “all the sons of the covenant™”
‘;STJ"_J_:;I'BTD 1" “judge all of the sons of the
rich”

‘TU'N@?;‘; “a woman of power” or “a woman
of intellect” or “a generous woman”

om X5 554 “he will not lack a son”
HD’;'? 08 1M “she gave quality food to
her household”

17 PV “infidelity is deceitful”

LW (WD or WIVNT) “barely visible”

3M"2m x%rz TRIS MR 7Y “and
his camp shall thus fill the breadth of thy
land” (LXX)

MM 0P T “tremble with fear, O nations,
and be terrified”

WP corrected to WP “oppressor, grief-
maker”

WY/ WY “vile, ignoble”

NENY MY INPR “O Yahweh, you told

me of the fiat (fatwa) and I was informed of
the decree (fatwa)”

IR “you made me eloquent”

‘7;1!?] “and you entrusted”



Jer 20:10

Jer 38:31

SUMMARY 443

‘3,7'?3 el ‘?;15?;7 WIN 55 corrected to

‘3,7'?3 ppiak oY IR "7; “an incurable
weariness is my recompense; my being on

guard is my undoing”

D2 M5V DINY I was disgusted with
them”

Ezekiel (passim) IR 12 “son of reconciliation” = “the

Eze 20:25

Eze 20:25

Eze 38:21

Micah 5:1

Hab 2:3

Hab 2:3

Hab2:3

reconciler” or “the son of authority” = “the
One with Authority,” and TIRIT 13 = “the
Son of the Soverign”

ovaie N7 DPT BO7 Chny W
gave them statutes that were indeed good”
o2 em &5 D’{D‘;@'?;ﬁ “and ordinances by
which they could indeed have life.”

297 7 1525 15Y MRIPY “and
against him I have called for annihﬂation,
demolition, desolation”

aiami=h] DU‘?'W; “insignificant Bethlehem”
or “pfeémiﬁént Bethlehem”

TN 9 MW 9D becomes 1T TN 3
22915 “for a vision was promised to the pro-
testant”

’r‘P‘? M2 “its intent would be understood by
the preacher”

12 XY ]S_J?_J% “so that the one reading
it may be disciplined!”
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Hab 2:4

Hab 2:5

Hab 2:5

SUMMARY

2 WD) mWTRS 19BY corrected to
2 1WDJ 'IWW’ NS '1‘733.7 “his unrighteous
soul was cut off [from hfe]

9717 922 corrected to 7 =322 “the strong
man demolishes”

ma? x%w corrected to i117? N51 “and cannot
be sated”

Gospels (passim) 6 viog tod avBpwTou “the son of Man” =

Matt 2:23

Matt 6:19

Matt 8:9

Matt 21:9

Matt 26:14

(1) VIR M2 =“the son of man” or “the Most
Pure person” or (2) Q7R ]2 = “son of man”
or “the Concilator” or “One with Authority,”
and OTIRT ]12 = “the Son of the Soverign”

A1) Nazaret / Nazareth = “Hamlet”
’W:Bﬁl Nazarene = “Helper/Victor”
6Tou on¢ kol Pp@oig apavifel =
15oxR* boxy oo ow Twa

“where the maggot and lice devour”

NI 2R IR (Shem Tob Text) “and I am
a provost, a commander”

oW UM XIwwIn (Shem Tob Text)
(1) “Please save, O Savior of the poor,”

(2) whereas the XI"DUI7 of Succoth means
“wave/mix branches,” and (3) the Aramaic
NJTYQU means “Cheers! Hooray! Hurrah!”

Tovdas "lokapidtns = NPTP LR 79T
“Judas the Lector”



Mark 3:17
Mark 9:49

Luke 19:9

Rev13:18

SUMMARY 445

Boavnpyég “shouters of thunder”

TEC yop TLPL GALOBToETAL = 5om v
av33 S “for everyone will be dragged
through the muck”

¢avtolc moLnonte $prLiouvg “make friends for
yourselves” translates YT N7 in the Vorlage,
as if it were from Y7, stem II, but it was a
hapax legomenon from Y7, stem [V, mean-
ing “abstain yourselves.”

€EakooLol €Enkovta €€ = (1) owtnp “savior”
or (2) IM® = “knave, rogue.”
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