MISCELLANEOUS

BIBLICAL

STUDIES

Thomas F. McDaniel, Ph.D.

©
2010
All Rights Reserved



TABLE OF CONTENTS
ABBREVIATIONS

I. SOME OBSERVATIONS ON GENDER AND
SEXUALITY IN BIBLICAL TRADITION

II. WHY THE NAME OF GOD WAS INEFFABLE

HI. ELIMINATING ‘THE ENEMIES OF THE LORD’
IN I SAMUEL 12:14

IV. RECONSIDERING THE ARABIC COGNATES
WHICH CLARIFY PSALM 40:7

V. A NEW INTERPRETATION OF PROV 25:21-22
AND ROM 12:17-21

VI. ARABIC COGNATES HELP TO CLARIFY
JEREMIAH 2:34b

VII. NOTES ON MATTHEW 6:34 “SUFFICIENT
UNTO THE DAY IS THE EVIL THEREOF”

VIII. WHAT DID JESUS WRITE
ACCORDING TO JOHN 8:6b—8?

IX. NOTES ON JOHN 19:39, 20:15 AND MATT 3:7

X. RECOVERING JESUS” WORDS BY WHICH
HE INITIATED THE EUCHARIST

XI. UNDERSTANDING SARAH’S LAUGHTER
AND LYING: GENESIS 18:9-18

ii

v

72

84

89

99

107

116

127
138

151

167



TABLE OF CONTENTS

XII. REDEFINING THE €1k}, poket, AND Lwpé
IN MATTHEW 5:22

XII. LUKE’S MISINTERPRETATION OF THE
HEBREW QUOTATION IN ACTS 26:14

XIV. THE ORIGIN OF JESUS’ “MESSIANIC
SECRET”

XV. LOST LEXEMES CLARIFY
MARK 1:41 AND JOHN 3:3-4

XVI.LOST LEXEMES CLARIFY
JOHN 11:33 AND 11:38

XVII. ANEW INTERPRETATION OF JESUS’
CURSING THE FIG TREE

XVII A NEW INTERPRETATION OF JESUS’
PARABLE OF THE WEDDING BANQUET

XIX RESTORING THE ORIGINAL
VERSIFICATION OF ISAIAH 8

XX ABETTERINTERPRETATION
OF ISAIAH 9:5-6a

XXI THE SEPTUAGINT HAS THE CORRECT
TRANSLATION OF EXODUS 21:22-23

iii

182

205

219

245

256

267

287

305

315

321



XXII' RECOVERING THE WORDPLAY IN
ZECHARIAH 2:4-9 [MT 2:8-13] 337

BIBLIOGRAPHY 348

v



A-text
AB
ABD
AJSL

AnBib
AOS
ATD
AV
B-text
BASOR

BCTP
BDB

BH?®
BHS
BibOr
BR
BSC
BibT
BTal
CAD

CBO
CTM
cv

DR
EBC

ET
GKC
HAT
HTR
IBCTP
ICC
IDB
IVPNTC

ABBREVIATIONS

Codex Alexandrinus

Anchor Bible, New York

The Anchor Bible Dictionary

American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literature,
Chicago

Analecta Biblica, Rome

American Oriental Society, New Haven

Das Alte Testament Deutsch, Gottingen

Authorized Version of the Bible, 1611 (same as KJV, 1611)
Codex Vaticanus

Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research,
Philadelphia

A Bible Commentary for Teaching and Preaching

F. Brown, S. R. Driver, C. A. Briggs, Hebrew and English
Lexicon of the Old Testament, New Y ork

R. Kittel, Biblica Hebraica, third edition, Stuttgart, 1937
Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia

Biblica et Orientalia, Rome

Bible Review

Bible Student's Commentary

Bible Today

Bet Talmud

I. Gelb, L. Oppenheim, et al., eds., The Assyrian Dictionary of
the Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago

Catholic Biblical Quarterly, Washington, D. C.

Concordia Theological Monthly

Communio Viatorium

Downside Review

The Expository Bible Commentary

Expository Times

Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, ed. E. Kautzsch, tr. A. E. Cowley
Handbuch zum Alten Testament, Tiibingen

Harvard Theological Review, Cambridge, M assachusetts
Interpretation: A Bible Commentary for Teaching and Preaching
International Critical Commentary, Edinburgh

The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible

IVP New Testament Commentary Series

v



JAOS
JBL

JBS
JETS
JPSTC
JOR
JSNT
JSOT
JTS
KIV
LTSB
LXX
MBC
MT
NCB
NITGTC
NRSV
NTL
NTS
OTL
PEFQS
PEQ
RSV

TDNT
TDOT
USQOR
ur

VT
VTSup
wrTJ
ZAH
ZAW

ZNT

ABBREVIATIONS

Journal of the American Oriental Society, New Haven, Boston
Journal of Biblical Literature, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and
Missoula, Montana

Journal of Biblical Storytelling

Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society

Jewish Publication Society Torah Commentary

Jewish Quarterly Review, Philadelphia

Journal for the Study of the New Testament

Journal for the Study of the Old Testament, Sheffield

Journal of Theological Studies, Oxford

King James Version of the Bible (same as the AV, 1611)
Lutheran Theological Seminary Bulletin

Septuagint

Mellon Biblical Commentary

Masoretic Text

New Century Bible

The New International Greek Testament Commentary

New Revised Standard Version of the Bible, New York, 1992
New Testament Library

New Testament Studies

Old Testament Library, Philadelphia and London

Palestine Exploration Fund, Quarterly Statement

Palestine Exploration Quarterly, London

Revised Standard Version of the Bible, London and New York,
1952

Theological Dictionary of the New Testament

Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament

Union Seminary Quarterly Review

C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Textbook, Rome

Vetus Testamentum, Leiden

Vetus Testamentum Supplements, Leiden

Westminster Theological Journal, Philadelphia

Zeitschrist fiir Althebraistik

Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, Gielen and
Berlin

Zeitschrift fiir neuen testamentlische Wissenschaft

vi



SOME OBSERVATIONS ON GENDER
AND SEXUALITY IN BIBLICAL TRADITION

For the I sraelites“salvation” did not mean entering heaven
for eternity but wasunderstood as experiencing God’ s special
gifts—here on earth—of (1) land, (2) liberty, (3) longevity,
(4) prosperity, and (5) progeny. These five nouns summarize
al of the blessings spelled out in Deut28:1-14. They are an
inverse summary of all the curses cited in Deut 27:9-26 and
28:15-68. Isaiah’spromise about the suffering servant (Isaiah
53:10) that hewill givenlongevity, progeny, and prosperityis
noteworthy, along with
* Prov 835, “For he who finds me finds life and obtains

favor from the LORD”;

* Prov 9:11, “For by me your days will be multiplied, and
yearswill be added to your life.”

» Prov 10:2, “Treasures gained by wickednessdo not profit,
but righteousness delivers from death.”

Salvationthrough progeny controlled many of | srael’ ssex-
ual mores. Thus, the ongoing “eternd life’ of one’ s ancestors
(“those of-blessed-memory”) was available only through the
progeny of the successive generations. Without progeny the
“eternal life” of all of one’s deceased kin would beterminated.
Barrenness (FQ[, yryr[, ~xr rc[, Wkv) was ex-
perienced as a curse—a curse attributable to someone’s sin-
ning (Lev20:20-21). Inthe mindsof biblica | sraelitessterility
and infertility were due to moral imperfections rather than the
result of physiologicd aberrations Also, the waste of semen
(Gen 38:2—-10) became an abomination because such waste
threatened the successful perpetuation of one’s blood line
through which the male and all of his ancestors would live
forever in blessed memory.!
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STATEMENTS ON GENDER IN GENESIS
Gender equality was clearly articulated inthe Hebrew crea-
tion accounts of the Genesis 1-3, along with Gen 5:1-3. Ina
culture where it was customary for “first come first served”
—and Adamwas created before Eve—the female Eve might
be expected to serve the male Adam.? But there was an off-
setting balance in that the feminine “adamah “earth” was
created before the masculine ‘adam “earthling.” Therefore,
“first come first served” was baanced: the feminine preceded
the masculine and the male preceded the female.® Far from
being Adam’ sservant, Eve wasto be Adam’ ssavior by doing
for him what he was unableto do for himself. She would save
him from his aloneness—not just by her presence but by their
progeny. So being and so doing the woman would be the
man’'s savior (I'Z [ ‘ezer) and his front-one (ADgn negdo).
Thefollowing verses asannotated arethoserelevant for re-
coveringthe gender equality articulated inthecreation stories:
 Gen1:26-27, “Let us* makeadam (~0a) in our image, in
our likeness, and let them® have dominion . . . over dl . . .
So God created “adam (~0a) in his own image . . . mde
and female he created them.”

« Gen2:7,“then Y ahweh God formed adam (~0a) of dust
from the earth (NMda cadaman).”

» Gen2:18, “itisnot good for ‘Adamto beaone; | will make
asavior (I’Z[ °ezer)® as his front one (ADgnK Kenegdo).”’

e Gen2:20, “the ‘adam (~dah) gave namestoall . . . there
was not found for ‘Adam (~d d) asavior (I'Z [ ‘ezer) ashis
front one” (ADgnK kenegdo).

» Gen2:23, “this at last is bone of my bones and flesh of my
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flesh . . . she shall be called woman (hVa i&ah) because
she was taken out of man (Vya “is).”

Gen 2:24, “Therefore shall a man (VYya 19) ) leave his
father and his mother, and shall cleave unto hiswife (NVa
‘i&ah) and they shall be one flesh.”

Gen 3:16a, “1 will increase your [Eve] sorrow(!AbC[ ‘s-
sabon) and your conception; and in sorrow (bC[ ‘eseb)
you will birth sons.”

Gen 3:16b, “Your desire (NQIVT testgah) shall be for
your husband and he shall be just like,you.” The iV
“desire” isthe cognate of the Arabic_] N (309) and the
Ivm “to be like' is the cognate of the Arabic (],

(matala) (Lane 1872:1620 and 1893: 3073).”

Gen 3:17b “In sorrow (ADC[ <issabdn) you [Adam] shall
eat of it all the days of your life.”

Gen 5:1-2, “Thisisthe book of the generations of “adam.
When God created ‘adam, he made him in the likeness of
God. Mde and femae he created them, and he blessed
themand named them “adamwhentheywerecreated.” The
threefold use of the noun ‘adamin the Hebrew text islost
in the Septuagint which has the noun only once and the
proper name Adam twice:

auth h bibloj genesewj angrwpwn (= ‘adam)
h hmera epoihsen o geoj ton Adam ( = ‘adam)
kat! eikona geou epoihsen auton (= Ata)

arsen kai ghlu epoihsen autouj
kai euloghsen autouj
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kai epwnomasen to onoma autwn Adam (= ‘adam)
h hmera epoihsen autouj.

Here it is sufficient to note that the masculine singular
auton (= Ata) which ends 5:1 is singular because ‘adam in
Hebrew isamasculinesingular collective nounincluding both
the mae and the female. The plural masculine autwn in 5:2
reflects the fact that dthough @dam is morphologically a
singular collective noun, it is grammatically plural because
both made and fema e were named “adam. The plurd verbin
1:26, “let them have dominion” matches the ending of Gen
1:27, “mde and female created he them.” (The “adamin Gen
5:3isthe name of the mae character introduced in Gen2:19.)

Unfortunatdy interpretersdemotedthe® savior / rescuer” in
Gen2:18to amere*help/helper,” whichwasthenunderstood
as an “assistant”; and the superior status of being “his front-
one” was reduced to “one meet for him” (KJV, ASV) or
“auitable for him” (NIB, NIV, NAU, NAS) or “fit for him”
(RSV). In this manner the woman' s being the savior / rescuer
(2] cezer) ashisfront one (ADJNK kenegdd) became simply
her being aman’s* helper” (Septiagint, bohgon kat! auton).

This ma e gender biaswas confirmed for many becausethe
verb IV (magal) of Gen 3:16 was a homograph of two dif-
ferent verbs, one meaning “to rule, to reign” and the other
meaning “to be like, to be amilar” (BDB 605). With true
poetic balance Eve was told in 3:16 that she will bear the fruit
of the womb with sorrow (!AbC[ ‘issabbn); and in 3:17,
exactly like Eve, Adamwastold that he will produce the fruit
of the field with sorrow ('ADC] <issabdn). Asa result of their
sin they would be punished smilarly and sorrow and heart-
break would be a reality for each of them in their gender
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gpecific roles. Infant mortality would result in the woman’'s
unbearable sorrow (IADC[ cissabon); and the sterility of the
fields and the infertility of the flocks and would preclude the
father’s ability to feed his family, which would result in the
man’ sequally intense heartbreak (!ADC[ cissabén). Thiswas
theshared cursein Gen 3:16, %B- 1vmy allhii “and he shall be
just like you.” Both would experience unbearable grief.®

However, most babies survived after birth, and when there
was afamine food wasimported (as when Jacob sent his sons
to Egypt) or people migrated (as when Elimelech and Ruth
moved to Moab). Consequently, the IADC] issabon “heart-
break” of thewomanwasreinterpreted as the physical pain of
chilabirth, and the !ADC[ <issabon “heartbreak” of the man
was taken to be the physical pain after hard work. Thus, the
dternativeinterpretation of %B-Ivmy allhir meani ng“and he
shall rule over you” became paramount and permanert.

SAMPLE STATEMENTS ON GENDER
IN NON-CANONICAL TEXTS

Although gender equality was clearly articulated in the
Hebrew creation accountsof the Genes's 1-3, along with Gen
5:1-3, it did not flourish in the dominant post-exilic Jewish
culture. To be sure, the canonical literature contains positive
statementswhicharehighly appreciativeof good women, such
asthewords of Lemuel inProv 31:10-31 about hiswonderful
mother, the Iyx-tva “the woman of power,” atitle which
wastrandatedinthe Septuagint asgunaika andreia “amanly
woman.” *° This chapter of praise for a particular woman is
matched by a chapter in the deutero-canonical text of | Esdras
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4:13-32, where, a Jewish palace guard name Zerubbabel
proclaimed approvingly to King Darius that all women must
be recognized as the “masters’ of kings and men because:
» women gave them birth and rear them (v. 15),
» women bring them glory (v. 17),
 without women men cannot exist (v. 17),
» menwill forsakefather, mother, and their country for a
woman (v. 20),
» men prefer women above gold or silver (v. 19),
* mengivether spoilsof war towomenthey love (v. 24),
* men havelost their minds over women (v. 26),
» some have become slaves because of women (v. 26),
* even kings will submit to a woman's charm (vss.
28-32).

A postiverecognition of womenisalso found in Sirach 36:
24, “Hewho acquiresawife gets his best possession, a helper
fit for him and a pillar of support.” But in Sirach 7:19 the
positive affirmationis narrowed to just somewomen, “Do not
deprive yourself of a wise and good wife, for her charm is
worth more than gold’; and Srach 25:8 states smilarly,
“Happy is he who lives with anintelligent wife.”**

However, thega ementsin Sirach 42:9-14 probably reflect
the prevailing sentiment of the day. Verses42:9-11 read asa
lament of sortsabout the birth of adaughter because of all the
worry a daughter causes her father,

A daughter keeps her father secretly wakeful, and worry over
her robs him of sleep; when she is young, lest she do not
marry, or if married, lest shebehated; whileavirgin, lest she
bedefiled or becomepregnant in her father’ s house; or having
a husband, lest she proveunfaithful, or, though married, lest
she bebarren. Keep strict watch over a headstrong daughter,
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lest she make you alaughingstock to your enemies, a byword

in the city and notorious among the people, and put you to

shame before the great multitude.

But the most negative words written in the deutero-canonical
texts againg women are those in Sirach 42:12-14,

Do not look upon any one for beauty, and do not sit in the

midst of women; for from garmentscomes the moth, and from

a woman comes woman's wickedness. Better is the

wickedness of a man than a woman who does good; and it is

awoman who brings shame and disgrace.*?

An equally negative gender bias against women gppearsin
the later extra-canonicd text of the Gospel of Thomas, Logia
114 (Guillaumont 1959: 56-57), which ends with Peter saying,

Let Mary go out from among us, because women are not

worthy of theLife,” towhich Jesus replied: “ See, | shall lead

her, so that | will make her male, that she too may become a

living spirit, resembling you males. For every woman who

makes herself male will enter the Kingdom of Heaven.

This can only mean that according to the Coptic text there
was no place for women in the Kingdom of God. However,
behind the Coptic HoouT (hooit) “male,” which occurshere
three times, was a VVorlage with ether the Hebrew Kz or the
Aramaic FKd, both of which are cognates of the Arabic k>
(dakara). All three occurrences of rkz/rkd in the Vorlage
could mean either (1) “mae, the made organ” or (2) “remem-
brance, memory” (BDB 269-271). But the Arabic cognate?k>
(dakara) also means “repentance” and “obedience” (Lane
1867: 969, 971), asinthe Qurtan Sura 89:23."* WiththisAra-
bic cognate in focus, the rkz/rkd inthe Vorlage of Logia
114 could have meant that Jesuswould lead Mary to “ repen-
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tance/ obedience,” promising that any repentant woman could
enter the kingdom as readily as a male penitent, thereby dis-
missing Peter’ s mae chauvinist request. Given the ambiguity
of rkz/rkd, it is easy to see how the Vorlage was inter-
preted to promote a widely atested gender agenda which
deprecated the feminine and females.**

However, over against this deprecation of femalesin gene-
ral was the celebration in | Esdras 4:34-41 of the feminine
reality identified as“ Truth” (with the feminine nature requir-
ing the title “ Lady Truth” in English for the Greek alhgeia
and the Hebrew TMal). Zerubbabel, the palace guard of King
Darius who proclamed the superior strength of women (as
noted above), concluded that “ Lady Truth” was even stronger
than women because,

» Lady Truth endures and is strong for ever, and livesand

prevails for ever and ever (v. 38),

» Lady Truth showsno partidity or preference (v. 39),

» Lady Truth does what is righteous instead of anything
that is unrighteous or wicked (v. 39),

 al men approve of Lady Truth’'s deeds (v. 39),

 toLady Truth belongsthe strength and the kingship and
the power and the majesty of dl the ages (v. 40).

When Zerubbabel concluded his speech King Darius and all of
his courtly guests shouted, “Great is Lady Truth! She is the
strongest of dl!” (4:41).

Thisprose praise of Lady Truth is outdone by the paean of
praise for the heavenly “Lady Wisdom” in the Wisdom of
Solomon 6:12-20 and 7:21-8:4, noting especially 7:25-26
and 28-29:

For [Lady Wisdom] is a breath of the power of God, and a

pureemanation of theglory of the Almighty; thereforenothing
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defiled gains entrance into her. For she is a reflection of
eternal light, a spotless mirror of theworking of God, and an
image of his goodness. . . . for God | oves nathing so much as
the man who lives with wisdom. For she is more beautiful
than the sun, and excels every constellation of the stars.
Compared with the light sheis found to be superior.

But praise of Lady Truth and L ady Wisdom was not to the
liking of everyone. Philo of Alexandria (20B8.c.—40 A.D.) in
De fuga et inventione*® wrote:

While Wisdom’s name is feminine, her nature is manly. As
indeed dl the virtues have women's titles, but powers and
activities of consummate men (andrwn teleiotatwn). Let
us, then, pay no heed to the gender of the words, and l&t us
say that the daughter of God, even Wisdom, is not only

masculine but father, sowing and begetting (speironta kai
gennwnta) in souls, knowledge, good action,” and other

virtues.
Consequently, Philo shifted his interest from hmMKX/Sofia
“wisdom” to the masculine Logoj/Logos “Word.” *°

GENDER EQUALITY
IN NEW TESTAMENT TEXTS

The equality of male and female found in the Genesis crea-
tion account is reaffirmed in the New Tegament accounts of
the new creation, most notably in Gal 3:28 where Paul
declared, “thereisneither Jaw nor Greek, thereisneither dave
nor free, there is neither male nor female; for you are dl one
inChrig Jesus.” T hisinclusiveness and equality reflects Jesus
teaching in Matt 12:48-50, where he asked the question,
“Who is my mother and who are my brothers?’ and then
pointing to his disciples answered the question saying, “. . .
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whoever doesthewill of my Father in heaven he (autoj) ismy
brother and sister and mother.” The pronoun he (autoj) is
here gender inclusive, embracing “ my brother, my sister, and
my mother”—evidence that women were among Jesus
disciples. With these definitions in focus the Twelve mde
disciples (maghtai) would dl be “brothers’ and the un-
numbered female disciples (maghtria), like Tabitha (also
known as Dorcas who is named in Acts 9:36), would have
been “dsters.” Mary Magdalene,*” Joanna, Susanna, and the
other women who, out of there personal resources, provided
for Jesusand histwelve men (Luke 8:1-3) would no doubt be
identified also as sisters and disciples (maghtriai).

However, this gender equality reflected in Jesus' having
both maghtai “mae disciples’ and maghtria “female disci-
ples’ and Paul’s affirmation in Ga 3:29 of the unity of mae
and femae never became normative in the early church. This
was due in part to Paul’s own (unconscious) gender bias
reflected, for example, in Gal 3:26 where hetells the church
members, “in Chrig Jesus you are all sons (uioi) of God
through faith” and in Gal 4:7, “you are no longer a slave but
a son (uioj).” Ten times in the letter to the Galatians Paul
called the church members “brothers’ (adelfoi), as if there
were no women in the church. On the other hand, Paul
recognized Phebe as a deacon (diakonoj) at the church of
Cenchreae (Rom 16:1) and Junia as a kinswoman and an
apostle (apostoloj) in Rom 16:7.1®

Paul consciously offered at dternativeinterpretationtothe
literal meaning of the Hebrew textsfrom Genesis cited above.
Moreover, he made no mention of Gen 1:27b and 5:2,

~ta arB hbanl rkz

mde and female he created them [in hisimage]
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~da ~mv-ta arqli ~ta %rby ~arB hbgil rkz

md e and female he created them and he blessed them
and he named them Apam / Adam.

Paul surely recognized the~0a/apam / AdaminGen 1:27b
and 5:2 as the collective noun which included the male Adam
and the female Eve. This~da/apam/Adam wasthe equiva
lent of the gender inclusive Greek angrwpoj /anthrépos. But
Paul made no referenceto Gen 1:27band 5:2, and interpreted
the ~0a cadamin Gen 1:27aasthe proper name Adam, and
thus the male Adam alone was in the image the God.

Inl Cor 11:3-10 Paul stated hisbdlief inahierarchy: at the
top was God, then Chrigt, then man (o anhr) who isin the
image of God, and at the bottom was the woman who is not
in the image of God. Here is his satement:

But | want you to understand that the head of every man
(androj) is Chrigt, the head of a woman (gunaikoj) is her
husband (anhr), and the head of Christis God™. . . . For a
man ought not to cover his head, since he is the image and
glory of God (eikwn kai doxa geou uparcwn); but woman
istheglory of man. For man was not made from woman, but
woman from man. Neither was man created for woman, but
woman for man. That is why a woman ought to havea “veil”
(exousian =*“authority” ) on her head, becauseof theangd s.°

There is no hint here that in Gen 2:18-23 Eve was the
savior (I'Z [ ‘ezer) for Adam and hisfront one (ADgn negdod).”
In1 Tim 2:11-15 Paul changed the active (implied in Genesis
with Eve’ ssaving Adam from his aloneness by providing him
with progeny) into the passive wherein the woman will be
saved by childbearing. Far from being the man’s front one
(Adgn negdd) she was to be his underling, with his becoming

her head/head one (kefalh). Hereis his datement:
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Let awomanlearninsilencewith all submissiveness. | permit
no woman to teach or to have authority over men; she is to
keep silent. For Adam wasformed firgt, then Eve; and Adam
was not deceived, but the woman was deceived and became a
transgressor. Y et woman will be saved through bearing chil-
dren, if she continues in faith and love and holiness, with

modesty.

The submissivenessrequired of womenreflects thealterna-
tiveinterpretation of %B-1vmy allhii meaning “and he shall
rule over you” rather than its meaning “he shall be like you.”
Thisisspelled out quite clearly in1 Cor 14:33-35,

Asin all the churches of the saints, the women should keep
silence in the churches. For they are not permitted to speak,
but should besubordinate (upotassesqwsan), aseventheL aw
says. If there is anything they desire to know, let them ask
their husbands at home. For it is shameful for a woman to
speak in church.
Inthe Septuagint nomoj “law” appears 196 times asthetrans-
lation of NFAT “Torah,” so thereis good reason to identify
thenomoj “law” in| Cor 14:34 asthe Torah and, in particular,
the unambiguous Greek version of Gen 3:16, kai proj ton
andra sou h apostrofh sou kai autoj sou kurieusei,
“and your turning shall beto your husband, and he shall rule
over you.” (the Greek sou kurieusei cannot mean“hewill be
like you.”) In Col 3:18, Paul gives the same commandment,
but for adifferent reason, “Wives, be subject (upotassesqe
to your husbands, asisfitting in the Lord.”

In Eph 5:21 Paul commanded the Gertile saints (using a
masculineplural participlewith theforce of animperativeand
a masculine plural pronoun): “submit yourselves to one
another out of fear of Christ” (-Upotassomenoi allhloij en
fobw Cristou). Possibly thismutual submissionincludedthe



IN BIBLICAL TRADITION 13

female saints, withthis masculineparticipleand pronounbeing
here as gender inclusive? as the masculine noun ~0a/ADAm
was in Hebrew. Support for this interpretation isthe absence
in one manuscript tradition of any verb in 5:227* The
masculine upotassomenoi in 5:21 could possibly do double
duty asthe verb which addressed the wivesin 5:22, aswell as
the saints in 5:21. But once the masculine plural participle
and pronoun were interpreted as referring solely to the mae
saints who wereto submit themselvesto one another, a sepa-
rate verb was required for 5:22, and a disjunction was created
between 5:21 and 5:22. This interpretation, reflected in the
majority of the Greek manuscripts and versions,” receives
support from | Tim 2:11 and | Cor 14:34 which required
women to be silent in the church. Obviously women and men
could not be mutually “submitting themselvesto one another”
if the women were not free to speak.

Asareault agender neutra mutual submisson of all saints
to each other in the household of God never became a reality.
Rather ahierarchy inthe household of each saint wasto mani-
fed itself in the following manner :

Wives, be subject to your husbands, asto the Lord. For the

husband is the head of the wife as Christ is head of the

church .. .. l& wives also [be subject] in everything to their
husbands (outwj kai ai gunaikej toij andrasin en
panti) . ... Husbands, loveyour wives, as Christ loved the
church and gave himsdf up for her, . .. Even so husbands
should lovetheir wives astheir own bodies. Hewho loves his

wifeloves himself (Eph 5:22-27).

A similar call for the submission of the wives appearsin |
Pet 3:1, 56,

Likewise you wives, be submissive to your husbands, so that
some, though they do not obey the word, may bewon without
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aword by the behavior of their wives. . . . So once the holy
women who hoped in God used to adorn themsdlves and were
submissivetotheir husbands, asSarah obeyed Abraham, call-
ing himlord. And you arenow her children if you do right and
let nothing terrify you.?

Insummary, it appearsthat on the issue of gender equality
Jesuswould haveinterpreted the%oB- Ivmy allhiinGen3:16

as“heshal bejust like you,” thereby dismissing dl clamsfor
the supremacy of men over women based uponthe Torah. He
welcomed male disciples (maghtai) ashis“brothers’” and fe-
mae disciples (maghtria) ashis“ssters.” But Peter and Paul

obviously interpreted the %B-1 vy alhiinGen 3:16 as*he
ghall rule over you,” even though they recognized that in the
household of God “thereisneither male nor female for you are
al onein Christ Jesus” (Gal 3:28).°

Many commentators argue that Paul and Peter were
addressing problems of disruptive conduct in specific local
churches, and their demandsfor slenceand submissionshould
not be made into universal and timeless absol utes. Ontheissue
of men ruling over women (ala Gen 3:16) and wives being
submissive to husbands, Paul was as inconsistent as he was
with hisadvise about marriage in | Cor 7:29. He stated,

I mean, brethren, the appointed time has grown very short;
from now on, et those who have wives live as though they
had none (ina kai oi econtej gunaikaj wj mh econtej
wsin).
Thiswas at least a call for celibacy in marriage, which isin-
consistent with his subsequent advice in 7:36, “if his passions
are strong, and it hasto be, let him do as he wishes: let them
marry—it isno sin.” But once the man married to honorably
fulfill his sexual passions, the man wasthen expectedto live as
though he had no wife.
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Over the past nineteen hundred years about ninety suc-
cessive generationsof married Christians have disagreed with
Paul’ sadviceto live asif they had no spouse. They recognized
that Paul’s anticipation of an imminent Parousia was off
schedule and that the commandment inthe Torah, “be fruitful
and multiply” (Gen 1:28), remained an option for Christian
saints. Although marriage and family would not provide a
pathway to heaven, they do address the reality tha “it is not
good for Adam to be alone.”

SEXUAL BEHAVIOR:*
OLD TESTAMENT TEXTS*

If Adam’ slonelinesshad been amply amatter of hishaving
no one with whom he could fellowship, God could have pro-
vided him with a brother. But ingead of a brother God pro-
vided a spouse. Adam's being a lone male with sexud and
reproductive potential needed a sexual partner. He needed
much more than a fellow, he needed a family—a multi-
generationd progeny through which he would live forever in
family memories. Thus, God gave Adam a savior (I’Z[ ‘ezer)
as his front-one (ADgnK kenegdd), a woman endowed with
NQIVT “sexual desire’ (Gen 3:16). Adam named his savior
hiix (Hawwah), the feminine name meaning “Life,” for she
would be the mother of dl YX (hay), the masculine noun

meaning “life.” % She would not simply converse with him she
would copulate with him and conceive for him.

The first three commandmentsin Gen 1:28 werellD il IirP
#rah-ta llalmi “Be fruitful! Multiply! Fill the earth!”
Obedience to these imperatives would require alot of sexual
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activity. The typesof sexual unions would stretch all the way
from the monogamous Adam and Eve to the polygamous
Solomon, with his three hundred wives and seven hundred
concubines (I Kings 11:3).%

The parametersfor properly complying withthe commands
in Gen 1:28, which emerged over time, were controlled (as
noted above on pagel) by the belief that an “eternal life” was
available through one’s progeny. All of one’ sancestors lived
oninthe memories of their offpring, generation after genera-
tion. Every birth perpetuated a particular line of ancestral
memory. Without progeny there would be no memory; and
without memory the lagt vegtige of life would vanish into
oblivion, taking with it the newly deceased and all thosein the
ancestral family. Thus, progeny provided a degree of life after
death.*

Complementing this belief was the matter on paternd in-
heritancerights. It was easy enough to determinewho wasthe
mother of achild, but impossible to determine who was the
father— unless the sexual activity of the woman was grictly
controlled. Consequently, male sexual promiscuity was tole-
rated,* but thewoman' s sexual activity was, upon pendty of
death, restricted to her husband (or master in the case of a
concubine). Thus, Solomon could have had athousand sexual
partners, but those in his harem could mate only with him.

This need to control the sexua activity of women, so that
the paternity of the newborn could be guaranteed, lies behind
the seventh of the Ten Commandments: “ Thou shdl not com-
mit adultery” (Exod 20:14; Deut 5:18). Adultery is sexual
intercourse between a betrothed or married woman and any
man who is not her betrothed or husband. This sin headsthe
list in Lev 20:10-16, and the pendty for adultery gopearsin
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Lev 20:10, 1116,
“If a man commits adultery with the wife of his neighbor,
both the adulterer and the adulteress shall be put to degth. If
aman lies with his father’'swife. . . . daughter—in-law . . . .
withamale. . . . both shall be put to death.

According to Exod 22:16-17 the seduction (rgpe) of avirgin
was not a capital crime. The penalty for that wastoforced the
seducer to marry the violated virgin by providing the marriage
money (thhmy rhm) or, if thewoman’ sfather objected to
themarriage, amonetary settlement equivalent tothemarriage
present (50 shekels according to Deut 22:29) was required.
But if theraped virgin was betrothed it was a different matter,
it became amatter of adultery and the death penalty applied to
the made and possibly to the female (Deut 22:23-27)
However, not all of the texts dealing with sexuad activities
were stated as clearly as were the commandments in Lev
20:10, 11-16 and Exod 22:16-17. A more detalled study of
other texts dealing with sexual activities is required.

In the Holiness Code (L eviticus 17-26), the verb bkv “to
lie” is as ambiguous as is the English verb “to lie.” Clarity
comes only when the prepostion after the verb comes into
focus: “Do not lieto me” and “Do not lie on me!” These are
homophones and homographs—different verbswith different
etymologies. Similar to thisis the Hebrew bkv, whichis a
homograph for three different verbs with digtinctly different
etymologies. Hebrew lexicons cite only bkv, stem 1, “to lie
down,” giving it a broad semantic range—going from “lying
with the fathers” (in death) to “lying with amale” (in sex).

However, Arabic cognates suggest tha thereweretwo other
verbs spelled as bkv, namely, bkv, stem 1, “to pendrate,”
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the cognate of Arabic %ha+ (tagaba) “to bore, to penetrate”
(Lane 1863: 342)* and DKV, gem11, “to daculate,” thecog-
nate of Arabic %lD (sakaba) “to pour out/forth, to gush
forth” (Lane 1872: 1388).% In Hebrew the nouns thkv,
hbkv and hbka adl mean “the effusion of semen”; but the

verb bKV, gem11, “to ejaculate’ was not cited by Jastrow
(1903: 1571, 1573) and needs to be added to the lexicon.*
With dl three of these verbs now in focus, the prohibition
Hb-hamjl [rzl ~Tokv ITt-al $tym[ tva-lau
inLev18:20, can be trandated literdly, “unto your kinsman’s
wife you shall not give your effusion to impregnate® and
defile yourself with her.” Other translations paraphrase the
verse as, “Do not have sexud relations’ (NI1V, NIB), “thou
ghalt not lie carndly” (KJV, ASV, RSV), “you shdl not have
intercourse” (NAS, NAU).

Similarly, theprohibition againg male homosexualityinLev
18:22, alh hb[AT hVa ybKvm bKvt al rkz-tau,
can—in light of bKV stem Il “to penetrate” —be translated
literdly as “Do not penetrate a male in preference to the
penetratings of a woman.” But the Septuagint translators
understood the verb to be DKV stem I “to lie, to seep.” It
reads, kai meta arsenoj ou koimhghsh koithn gunaikoj
bdelugma gar estin, “and withaman you shall not lie (asin)
a bed of a woman, for it is an abomination.” By way of
contrast the Vulgate has cum masculo non commisceberis
coitu femineo quia abominatio est, “with amale you shall not
join sexually in coitus (as) with afemale, for it is an abomina-
tion.” The English trandations have: “Y ou shall not liewith a
mae as with awoman; it is an dbominaion (RSV, NRYS), or
as “Do not lie with a man as one lies with awoman” (NIV,
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NIB). All thetrandationstreat theMT -1a asthepreposition
“with,” rather than as the direct object sign.*

The closing phrase, aih hb[AT, can mean not only “it is
an abomination,” but aso (1) “it is destructive” or (2) “it is
vile” or (3) “it isstupid.” These meanings become available
once hb[AT “abomination” (BDB 1072-1073) is derived
from the root b[W, the cognate of either the Arabic %\(
(wa‘aba), which in Form 4 means “he eradicated, cut off,
uprooted,” or the Arabic % (wagaba) “vile, stupid, weak
inintellect” (Lane 1893: 2951, 2954).*” Theidea of adestruc-
tive “eradication” asociated with male-to-mae sex would
refer to the termination of one’s own bloodline, resulting in
the end of the “eternal life” of all of one's ancestors Exod
22:16-19 and Lev 21:13, stipulate the death penaty (TAM
IiEmlly) for male homosexuality, which was the same penalty
intheHoliness Codefor adultery, begtidity, incest, blagphemy,
murder, offering achild to Molech, cursing a parent, or being
asorceress or awizard.®

There are two more verses where DKV, stem 11, “to pene-
trate sexually’ appears. Thefirstisin Il Sam 13:14, whereit
tells of Ammon’s rape of Tamar in thesewords: NMM gz
Hta bKvfi N[y hiMm gzxfii, which was rightly trans-
lated in the NIV and NIB as “and since he was stronger than
she, he raped her,” and in the NJB as “he overpowered her
and raped her.”* But, as will become clear in the following
paragraphs, the NJB, NIV and NI B trandations here are based

on context rather than being philologicaly grounded. The
trandators were not aware of DKV, stem 11, “to penetrate.”®

The remaining verse with ka, stem |1, appears in Ezek
23:8,
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hbz[ al ~yrcMm hytinzT-taw
hyril[nb bkv HtAa yK
hyliitb yDD IF[ hMh
hyl[ ~tinzt WkPw i

And her fornications from Egypt she did not forsake,
Indeed, they penetrated her in her youth,

and they caressed** the breasts of her virginity,

and they poured out their fornication upon her.
Surprigngly, in light of the trandation of II Sam 13:14, the
NIV, NIB, and NJB translated the lbKv HtAa here as*“they
slept with her,” even though contextually the HEAQ “her” is
unmistakably the direct object not the prepositional HTa “with
her,” which accommodates the verb “to sleep.”

The term TNZT “fornication” repeated in the above verse
requiresclarification; and this will serve as an introduction for
abrief look at the biblical texts dealing with prostitution. Just
astherearethree different lexemes spelled bKV, so there are
at least three different roots spelled hnz. Firstishnz, stem1,
the well recognized word meaning “to commit fornication, to
play the harlot.” Its Arabic cognateis LSWB (zanay) “to commit
fornication” (BDB 275) Thisisthe lexeme appearing in the
first TNZT of Ezek 23:8, a feminine abstract noun which
appears with a feminine suffix and is the direct object of a
feminine verb. Thesecond NNz is the feminine participle of the
stem !l7 “to support, to nourish, to feed” (Jastrow 1903:
387). Properly vocalized as hnllz it means “inkeeper,” which
was the occupation of Rahab according to the Targums and
Josephus.®2 This lexeme hasno Arabic cognate. The third Nz
isthe cognate of the Arabic Z > (danna) “it (semen or mucus)
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flowed” and the corresponding noun YdI> (danin) “thin mu-
cus[of the eyes, nose, or mouth], semen, semind fluid” (Lane
1867: 979).® This is the stem behind the second TlNZT in
Ezek 23:8, which can be repointed as the suffixed plural noun
~TANZt “their seminal fluids,” the direct object of the mas-
culine plura verb WKPVYIl. Thus the last three words of Ezek

23:8 can mean “and they poured out their semind fluidsupon
her” (i.e., they gaculated) rather than “they poured out their
fornication upon her,” as traditionally translated.*

Two typesof fornication can berecognized in | sraeliteliter-
ature: commercial (N2) and cultic (VdC]). Accordingto Lev

19:29 one type of commercial fornication was prohibited,

Htizhl ATB-ta ILxT-l1a
‘hMz #rah halmil #rah hnzt-alu

Do not profane your daughter by making her a harlot,
that the land not become progtituted and full of depravity.

Aspectsof commercid fornication appear in Gen38:12—26,
when Judah agreed to pay aharlot (hisdaughter-in-law Tamar
indisguise) “akid fromtheflock” for her servicesand offered
his signet, cord, and staff as a pledge until the goat was
delivered. Although Tamar acted as a harlot to have her
leverite right to be impregnated by a member of her deceased
husband' s family, the commercial transaction made Tamar’s
scheme appear as an authentic act of prostitution.

Just asthe daughter of any priest who acted asa harlot was
tobeburnedalive(Lev 21:14), Tamar’ sdeception almost cost
her her life, for Judah was ready to burn the pregnant Tamar
alive (Gen 38:24) until he recognized the signet, cord, and
gaff that she displayed in her defense where his own—
proving that he was the father of her child. Asaresult Judah
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declared, JIMm hqdc, “ sheis morerighteous than1 ami” In
time Tamar gave birth to twinsand lived happily ever after.

Judah’ saffair with aharlot, assuch, created no moral, ethi-
cal, or religious problems But had he out of sexua desre
“uncovered the nakedness of his daughter-in-law” it would
have been adultery, and both Judah and Tamar could have
been stoned to death. They were saved by Tamar’ s daring
application of the law of the leverite (Deut 25:5-10).

By contrast deception by a prostitute could prove to be
fatd. According to Deut 22:13-21, if a prostitute presented
herself as a virgin when she married and was unable to
produce her “tokens of virginity,”

then they shall bring out the young woman to the door of her

father’ shouse, and the men of her city shall stone her todeath

with stones, because she has wrought folly in Israel by
playing theharlot in her father’ s house; soyou shall purgethe

evil from the midst of you. (22:21)

It isimportant to note that in Gen 38: 15 the prostitute was
called a Az “harlot,” but in Gen 38:21-22 she wasidentified
asahvd( “holy (woman),” which is generally translated as
a“cult prostitute.” The masculine VAQ/~yvdQ “holy (man/
men),” found in 11 Kings 23:7, is variously translated as

» sodomites KJV, ASV

* male cult prostitutes NAS, NAU, RSV
» male shrine progtitutes NIV, NIB
 maletemple prostitutes NRS

» sacred maleprostitutes  NJB

* male prostitutes NAB
» perverted persons NKJ
» whoremongers YLT

o gffeminate DRA.
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A morelitera trandation, reflecting thereligious overtones of
qu, issacralist, which appears below in my trandations.
InDeut 23:17-18 (MT 23:18-19) the nouns hnAz “harlot”
and hvdq “sacralig” appear together, but they are not inter-
changeable:
larfy thBm hvdq hyht-al
larfy yBm vdq hyhy-alu
yhia hihy tyB bIK ryxmi hnkz Inta aybt-al
~hynv-~6 Ayhla huhy th[At yK ran-1k1
There shall be no scaralist of the daughters of Israel, neither
shall there be a sacralist of the sonsof Israel.
Y ou shall not bring the hire of a harlot, or the wages of a
pimp,* into the house of Y ahweh your God
in payment for any vow; for both of these are an
abomination to Y ahweh your God.*

Nothing in the literature suggests that the “sacralis” (qu
and/or thQ) required the services of a pimp.

In Hos 4:10—14 seven times the lexeme hnz appears dong
with one occurrence of the plurad tAVdQ, namely,

o fnzh “they have play the harlot”  4:10

o tihz “fornication” 4:11
« ~Ynlinz “fornications” 4:12
o lInzf “the have played the harlot”  4:12
. hnynzT “they play the harlot” 4:12
. hnynzT “they play adultery” 4:14
o thiZh “the harlots’ 4:14

IxBzy thvdQh-~[w idrpy thzh-~[ ~h 4:14
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“they [men] go aside with harlots and sacrifice
with the [women] sacraligs.”

The mae “sacraligs’ (~Wd(]]) were no doubt related to the
I[Bh yaybn, “the prophets of Baal” (1 Kings 18:19), and the
tAvdq, thefemale* sacralists’ would have been related to the
hrvah tAaybn “the prophetesses of Asherah.”*’

In the fertility cult the ~JVd( and tAVd(Q “the holy ones”
of Baal and Asherah were not involved simply with sexual
intercourse. Inthe vison of Ezekiel (8:3-18) therewas ram-
pant idolatry, with rooms of images of men, of beasts and
idols, especially “the image of the Creatress,” *® with women
weeping for Tammuz, and men worshiping the sun. Some
images were erotic, as Ezekiel noted, Fkz ymlc %Iy F[Tw
~b ynsz “you made for yoursalf phallicimagesand played the

harlot with them” (16:17).* The harlotry even included child
sacrifice, as Ezekiel conveyed the words of Yahweh in 16:
20-21,

And you took your sons and your daughters, whom you had
borne to me, and these you sacrificed to them to be devoured.
Wereyour harlotries so small amatter that you daughtered my
children and ddivered them up as an offering by fire to them?
(Compare 16:36-37.)

Jeremiah also conveyed these words of Yahweh in 32:35,

They built the high places of Baa in the valey of the son of
Hinnom, to offer up their sons and daughtersto M olech, though
| did not command them, nor did it enter into my mind, that they
should do this abomination, to cause Judah to sin. (Comparell
Kings 23:10.)

On the other hand Jeremiah’s condemnation of Judah for
adultery (3:9, 5.7, 7:9, 23:14, 29:23) and harlotry (3:1-8, 5:7,
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13:27) included one practice that was family oriented. In Jer
7:18 Y ahwehdeclared: “ The childrengather wood, thefathers
kindlefire, and the womenknead dough to make cakes for the
gueen of heaven; and they pour out drink offerings to other
gods.” This asexual harlotry appears again in Jer 44:15-25,
where Judah’ swomen, asrefugeesin Egypt, ins st onfulfilling
their vowsto burnincenseto other gods, to pour out libations
to the queen of heaven, and to make cakes for the queen of
heaven which bear her image. As Jeremiah pointed out, they
would do so at their own expense.

In 1l Kings 23:7 another type of asexual harlotry was noted
in the listing of Josiah’s religious reforms:

hihy tybB rva ~yvdQh yTB-ta #TVu
hrval ~TB ~v tAgra ~yvih rva
And he [Josiah] broke down the houses of the (male)

sacralists which were in the house of Y ahweh,
where the women wove garments for the Asherah.

kai kageilen ton oikon twn kadhsim
twn en tw oikw kuriou
ou ai gunaikej ufainon ekei cettiin tw alsei

And he pulled down the house of the K ADESIM
that were by the house of the Lord,
where the women wove KeTTimM for the grove.

Although the Septuagint trandlators trandliterated the MT
~\dQh and ~JTB (which they read as ~JtK), Montgomery
(1951: 539) rightly concurred with Sanda (1911) and Driver
(1912) that the ~yTB was the cognate of the Arabic ) ! (batt)
“wovengarment” (Lane1863: 148). Thereisnothing obvious-
ly sexual about weaving clothes. But the participle tAJr & may

not be from{(Ia, stem [, “to weave’ but from{ra, stemll,
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“to perfume,” which would bethe cognate of the Arabic 6@'
(‘arija) “to perfume, to make perfumeto have astrong, odor”
(Lane 1863: 46). Women perfuming clothescalsto mind Prov
7:10-23, where a woman in a harlot's dress (NNAZ tyv)
seduces a young man by saying,
| have decked my couch with coverings, colored spreads of
Egyptian linen; have perfumed my bed with myrrh, aoes, and
cinnamon. Come, let ustake our fill of lovetill morning; let us
ddight ourselves with love. (7:16-17)
Jerusadlem’s being castigated for her erotic behavior which
involved phallic images, ail, incense, and food, with Y ahweh
saying in Ezek 16:17-19,
you took your embroidered clothesto put on them [theimages],
and you offered my ail and incense beforethem . . . | fed you

with fine flour and oil and honey which you set before them for
apleasing odor, saysthe Lord Y ahweh.

In concluson for this section on sexud behavior in Odg
Testament texts, it is important to note the Arabic noun Z
(z0n) “an idol, and anything taken as a deity and worshiped
besde God . .. aplacein &%ch idols are collected and set
up,” whichis asynonym ofv@ (z0r) “anything that iswar-
shiped in place of God' (Lane 1867: 1268, 1273). ThisZ (B
(zOn) may well be the cognate and by-form of the hnz found
inprophetic literaturewhen | srael and Judahare castigated for
their idolatry and worship of other gods. Ingead of under-
standing an expression like Nzt hnzinHosea 1:2 strictly as
a metaphorical use of hnz “to fornicate” it may be better
understood as averb meaning literdly “to worship other gods
or idols.” A double entendre may well have been intended.
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SEXUAL BEHAVIOR:
NEW TESTAMENT TEXTS

New Testament texts dealing with sexual behavior span just
a century, whereas the much larger Old Testament corpus
covers more than a millennium. In the Greek texts homo-
graphs are not a problem, but whether a text is to be inter-
preted metgphoricaly or literaly can be an issue. In the
Gospels the references to sexual activities are rather straight
forward. One can infer from the parable of the prodiga son
(Luke 15:11-32) that harlotry was tolerated and did not carry
the death penalty as did adultery (John 8:3-4). Jesusforgive-
ness of the adulteress and his redefinition of adultery in Matt
5:27-32 were truly surprisng,

But | say to you that every onewho looks at a woman lustfully

has dready committed adultery with her in hisheart . . . But |

say to you that every one who divorces his wife, except on the
ground of unchastity, makes her an adulteress; and whoever
marries a divorced woman commits adultery.
These statements werebut preliminariesto histelling the chief
priests and eldersin Matt 21:31-32, “Truly, | saytoyou, . . .
the harlots go into the kingdom of God before you.”

The referencesto sexual behavior in the Epistles have been
abit problematic given the semantic range of the Greek terms.
Before citing annotated texts from Romans, | Corinthians,
Galatians, and | Timothy which deal with morality the follow-
ing Greek words need to come into focus:
 arsenokoithj/arrenokoithj “coitus with a man” and

arsenomixia “sodomy” (Liddell Scott: 246). Wold (1998:

190) noted that arsenokoithj designatesthe active partner

in a homosexual act, whereas malakoj designatesthe pas-

sive partner.



28 GENDER AND SEXUALITY

* asebeia “ungodliness, impiety, disloyal,” asebew “to beim-
pious, act profanely, commit sacrilege” and asebhj “ungod-
ly, unholy, profane sacrilegious (Liddell Scott: 255).

» aselgeia “licentiousness, wanton violence, brutal, lewd,
vulgar, outrageous’ (Liddell Scott: 255). Wold (1998: 167—
168) conjectured that “it is possble that Jesus had homo-
sexudity in mind when he used it [aselgeia in Mark
7:21-23] . . . . (and) it would appear that Peter thought of
aselgeia[in2 Peter 2:6-10a] asatermfor homosexuality.”

» aschmosunh “indecorum, obscene or disgraceful conduct”
(Liddell Scott: 267).

* genesew] “origin, source, generation, beginning, manner of
birth, coming into being” (Liddell Scott: 343).

* koith “bed, marriage bed, to become pregnant by a man”
(Liddell Scott: 970).

» malakoj “fainthearted, cowardly, morally weak, lackingin
self-control, soft, effeminate’—the oppodte of karteria
“strong, staunch, mighty, potent, in control of” (Liddell
Scott: 880,1077). In BAG malakoj is defined as “soft,
effeminate, especially of catamites, i.e, of men and boys
who allow themselves to be misused homosexuadly,” citing
| Corinthians 6:9 and Polycarp to the Philippians 5:3.”

e moiceiai “adultery” and moicoj “adulterer, paramour, para-
mour of a sodomite” and a metaphor for an “idolatrous
person,” asin James 4:4 (Liddell and Scott: 1141).

* porneia “fornication, prostitution, unchastity,” metaphori-
cally “idolatry” (Hosea4:11); pornoj “fornicator, catamite,
sodomite, idolater”; pornh “harlot, progitute’ (Liddell
Scott: 1450).
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TEXTSFROM THE EPISTLES

Rom1:26—-27 address homosexua behavior, withverse1:32
referring to Lev 18:22 and 20:13. In Leviticus there is no
reference to lesbian sex since lesbians are unable “to pene-
trate’ (DKV, sem 11) each other or to willfully “spill their
seed.” Paul knew that his eternal life would be in heaven,
thanks to God’s grace through Jesus Christ, not through a
progeny in whose memory hewould live forever (which was
the faith in early Israel when mae homosexuality was an
abomination becauseit robbed one’ sancestors of the progeny
to which they were entitled and on which their eternd life
depended). Nevertheless, Paul perpetuates the law againg
homosexudlity. According to Paul to ignore the Torah of
Leviticus 20 makes one “a hater of God” and “worthy of
death.” When Paul wrote “ L ovedoes no wrong to aneighbor;
therefore love isthe fulfilling of the law” (Rom13:8), he did
not incdlude homosexual love. For Paul “homosexual love”
would have been an oxymoron. The texts from Romans, |
Corinthians, Galatians, and | Timothy reads as follows and
speaks for themselves.

Romans 1:26-32

For thisreason God gave them over to degrading passi ons (pagh
atimiaj); for their women exchanged the natural function
(Fusikhn crhsin) for that which is unnatural (para fusin),
and in the same way also the men abandoned the natural
function (fusikhn crhsin) of the woman and burned in their
desire toward one another, men with men committing indecent
(aschmosunhn) acts and receiving in their own persons the due
penalty of their error. And just as they did not see fit to
acknowledge God any longer, God gave them over to a depraved
mind (adokimon noun), to do those things which arenat proper,
being filled with all unrighteousness, wickedness, greed, evil;
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full of envy, murder, strife, decdt, malice they are gossips,
slanderers, haters of God, insolent, arrogant, boastful, inventors
of evil, disobedient to parents, without understanding,
untrustworthy, unloving, unmerciful; and, although they know
the ordinance of God, that those who practice such things are
worthy of death, they not only do the same, but also give hearty
approval to those who practice them.”

| Corinthians 6:9-11, 18

Do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the
Kingdom of God? Do not be deceived; neither the

« fornicators pornoti,

* nor idolaters eidwlolatrai,
* nor adulterers moicoi,

* nor effeminate malakol,

* nor sodomites arsenokoital
* nor thieves kleptai,

* nor the greedy pleonektal,

* nor drunkards mequsol,

* nor danderers loidoroi,

* nor extortioners arpagej

will inherit the kingdom of God . . . Shun immordity (por-
neian). Every other sin which a man commits is outside the
body; but the fornicator (porneuwn) sins againgt his own body.

Galatians 5:19-21

Now the works of the flesh are plain: fornication (porneia),
impurity (akagarsia), licentiousness (aselgeia), idolatry,
sorcery, enmity, strife, jealousy, anger, selfishness, dissension,
party spirit, envy, drunkenness, carousing (kwmoi), andthelike.
I warn you, as | warned you before, that those who do such
things shall not inherit the kingdom of God.
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| Timothy 1:9-10

...thelaw isnot laid down for the just but for the lawless and
disobedient, for the ungodly and sinners, for the unholy and
profane, for murderers of fathers and murderers of mothers, for
manslayers, fornicators (pornoij), sodomites (arseno-

koitaij), kidnapers, liars, perjurers, and whatever dseis

contrary to sound doctrine, in accordance with the glori-

ous gospd of the blessed God with which | have been

entrusted.”

CELIBACY

According to the first book in the canon, in Genesis 1-3,
there was no room for celibacy in the Garden of Eden. As
dealy stated, “It was not good for the man (~dah = ton
angrwpon) to be adone.” Thus, God created out of the man
(~dah) “a savior as his front one” (AdgnK 'z [). The man
(VYa) recognized this savior as his own flesh and bone; and
named her woman (hVa), the feminine counterpart of the
masculine man (VYa). They were of one flesh (dxa I’fB).
And when “the man forsakes his father and his mother and
cleaves to his wife, they [again] become one flesh” (Wth
dxa rfbl) (Gen 2:24). As one flesh the mde and femae
were commanded: “Be fruitful and multiply, fill the earth!”

In Genesis families werein; celibacy wasout. But in Reve-
lation celibate virgin maleswereinand marriageand families
were out. John's vision of the Lamb of God standing on
Mount Zion, with 144,000 celibate virgin males who had the
Lamb’s name and his Father’s name written on their fore-
heads, appearsin Rev 14:1-5,*°

And | heard avoice from heaven like the sound of many

waters and like the sound of loud thunder; the voice |
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heard was like the sound of harpersplaying on their harps,
and they sing anew song before the throne and before the
four living creatures and before the eders. No one could
learn that song except the hundred and forty-four
thousand who had been redeemed from the earth. It is
these who have not defiled themselves with women, for
they are virgins (outoi eisin oi meta gunaikwn ouk
emolunghsan( pargenoi gar eisin); it isthese who follow
the Lamb wherever he goes; these have been redeemed
from mankind as first fruits for God and the Lamb . . .

Although Elijah never married and the word of Yahweh to
Jeremiah was “ You shall not take awife, nor shall you have
sons or daughters in this place” (Jer. 16:1-2), male celibacy
wasnot prizedinlsrad. Ginzburg (1968: 1V: 273) tellsof the
Jewish tradition in which the prophet 1saiah declared to King
Hezekiah that his sickness unto death was “incurred because
he had falled to take unto himsdf a wife and bring forth pos-
terity.” Hezekiah' sdefense “that he preferred a celibate slife
because he had seenin the holy spirit that he was destined to
have impious children,” was rebutted by Isaiah with the
words, “Thou hast but to do thy duty [to bear children].”

| sraelite men were commanded by M oses not to approach a
woman for three days (NVa-la IveT-1a ~ymy tvivl)

while he ascended Mount Sinai (Exod 19:15); and Jewish
tradition atests that Moses remained celibate thereafter for
life. Sexud abstinence for short periods of time—as when
David and hismen went out on an expedition (I Sam 21:3-7)
and when the priests were serving in the temple—was often
required, but lifdong celibacy was different matter in Israel
and in Rabbinic Judaism. Schneider (1971: 767) noted that

For the Rabbismarriage wasan unconditional duty. There
isonly one knowningance of acdibate Rabbi. In T. Jeb.,
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8, 4 we are told that Ben ‘Azzai remained unmarried. He
judified hisattitude in the words: “My soul cleavestothe
Torah; there is no time for marriage; may the world be
mantained by others. . . .The same Ben “Azzai did, of

course, proclaim the duty of marriage asa command . . .

InT. Jeb 8, 4 he says “He who does not see to the con-

tinuation and propagation of the race (as commanded in

Gen. 1:28), may he be accounted by Scripture as if he

diminished the (divine) image.”

However, Jesus, Johnthe Baptist, and the A postle Paul were
celibate—even though in recent fiction Jesus became the
husband of Mary Magdalene and Paul became a widower in
the writings of Luther (Works 41: 161, n. 410; 54: 271). In
Matt 19:10-12 Jesus answer to the Pharisees concerning
divorce led his disciples to conclude, “It is not expedient to
marry,” and Jesusconcurred, acknowledging tha “not all men
can receve this precept, but only to those to whom it is
given.” He followed this remark with his identifying three
types of eunuchs:

* there are eunuchs who have been so from birth,5

* there are eunuchs who have been made eunuchs by men,

« thereare eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs> for
the sake of the kingdom of heaven;

and concluded, “Hewho isabletoreceivethis, let himreceive

it” (o dunamenoj cwrein cwreitw).»

The key for interpreting the last phrase in Matt 19:12b is
found in the Shem Tob Hebrew Matthew, which adds to the
parable of the sower thisinterpretation in Matt 13:23b,

As for the hundred, this is the one purified (trhjmy of

heart and sanctified (tXWd(]) of body. As for the sixty, thisis

the one separated from women. Asfor thethirty, thisis the one
sanctified in matrimony, in body, and in heart.
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Thus, there was for Jesus a hierarchy of good works: the
hundred fold speaks of the fruit of the ascetic life, the sixty
fold recognizes thefruit of the celibate life, and the thirty fold
acknowledgesthe fruit of sacred matrimony. For Jesus, John
the Baptist, the Apostle Paul, and others—like Origen of
Alexandriawho actually castrated himself—the command to
be fruitful, to multiply and fill the earth with progeny (Gen
1:28) was superceded by their personal preferencefor celibacy
and continency for the sake of the kingdom of heaven.

The two variants in the Shem Tob Hebrew Matthewin19:12
are noteworthy: _

Manuscripts CH L

hiwdg h1 (mb Mymkx Mh wl)
these are the wise ones in great prominence

ManuscriptsABDEFG
hiwdg h1 (mb My)bh Mh wl)
these are those coming into great prominence

Thesetwo variants, ~JMKX “wise ones’and ~yalbh “those
coming,” when conflated, present a tradition in which Jesus
taught that those who made themselves eunuchs for the king-
dom of heaven are the wise ones who, having rightly under-
stood the ways of God, would come into great prominence
(hludg hI[m). whereasin Isradiite andlater Jewishtracition

a father would be first and the childless male would be last,
this was reversed in Matt 19:28-30,

Jesussaidto them, “Truly, | say to you, inthe new world, when
the Son of man shall sit on his glorious throne, you who have
followed mewill also sit on twelve thrones, judging the twelve
tribes of Israd. And every one who has left houses or brothers
or ssters or father or mother or children or lands, for my
name s sake, will receive a hundredfold, andinherit eternd life.
But many that arefirst will belast, and the last first.
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This matches the text of Luke 14:26, once the verb misew (=
hnX/anX “to hae’ is corrected to egkataleipw (= hnX/
anX) “to forsake” > Jesus original statement as recorded in
L uke sHebrew source no doubt mearnt,

If any one comes to me and does not forsake (hnX/ anX) his
own father and mother and wife and children and brothers and
gsters, yes, and even his own life, he cannot be my disciple.

MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE

If Jesusreally required his followersto forsake (afihmi) or
to abandon (egkataleipw), or even to hate (misew) all of
one’'s family members, was it then permissible for a man to
divorce (apoluw) his wife? According to Luke 16:18 the
answer was a flat-out “No!” with Jesus saying, “Every one
who divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery,
and he who marries a woman divorced from her husband
commits adultery.” In Mark 10:11-12 Jesus' reply to his
disciplesisthe same, “Whoever divorces hiswife and marries
another, commits adultery against her; and if she divorces her
husband and marries another, she commits adultery.” But in
Matt 19:3-6 when the Pharisees asked Jesus, “ Isit lawful to
divorce one's wife for any cause?’ Jesus answered,

Have you not read that he who made them from the beginning
made them male and femae, and said, “For this reason a man
shall leave hisfather and mother and be joined to hiswife, and
the two shall become one flesh.” So they are no longer two but
one flesh. What therefore God has joined together, le not man
put asunder.”

Dissatisfied with this answer, the Pharisee appeded to the
Torah and asked, “Why then did Moses command oneto give
a certificate of divorce, and to put her away?’ (19:7). They
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were referring specifically to Deut 24:1-4, which reads,
When aman takes awife and marries her, if then she finds no
favor in his eyes because he has found some indecency (I’bD
tir]) inher, and hewrites her abill of divorce (EEYrK rps)
and putsit in her hand and sends her out of his house, and she
departs out of hishouse, and if she goes and becomes another
man’ swife, and thelatter husband dislikes he and writes her g
bill of divorce and puts it in he hand and sends he out of his
housg, or if thelatter husband dies, who took her to be hiswife,
then her former husband, who sent her away, may nat take her
again to be his wife, after she has been defiled (NaMJhy; for
that is an abomination (ND[ At) before Yahweh, and you shall
not bring guilt (ayj XT) upontheland which Y ahweh your God
gives you for an inheritance.

Jesus' response to the Pharisees’ appeal to Torah was his
clarification that “For your hardness of heart Moses allowed
you to divorce your wives, but from the beginning it was not
s0.” He concluded (Matt 19:9) in agreement with the Torah:

Whoever divorces hiswife, except for unchastity,
and marries another, commits adultery.

This statement bascally repeats what appears in Matt 5:
31-32. In the Shem Tob Hebrew Matthew this passage reads
as follows (with italics added):

Again Jesus said to hisdisciples: Y ou have heard what was said
to those of long ago that everyone who leaves his wife and
divorcesisto giveahill of divorce, that is, libelarepudio. And
| say to you that everyone who leaves hiswifeisto givehe a
bill of divorce except for matter of adultery. He isthe onewho
commits adultery and he who takes her commits adultery.

The nineteenwordsinitaicstrandatethe last ten words of the
Hebrew text, which appear to have lost threeletters.
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The Hebrew text reads,
@van rbd I ~a yk
@any htwa xqulhw @amh awh

except for the matter of adultery,
heisthe adulterer, and the one taking her commitsadultery.

The text needsto be corrected by adding before the aih the
three lettersliah and changing all into a y. With thisrestora-
tion the text becomes

ia_hpvan rbd I ~a yk
@any htwa xgulhi @yanh aih

except for the matter of her adultery, otherwise
he causes adultery and the one taking her commits adul tery.

This correction brings the @yanh aih into agreement with
the Greek text’s poiei authn moiceughnai “hemakesher an
adulteress.” Consequently, in light of the Greek text tradition
and the Hebrew tradition, Jesus statement in Matt 5: 31-32
had these three points:

» adivorce dueto (allegations or suspicions of ) adultery on
the part of the wife does not require a certificate of divorce,

« dl other divorcesrequire the disgruntled husband to issuea
certificate of divorce which liberates the former wife to
legally marry again,

* and failure to issue the certificate of divorce would mean
that the former wife and her next spouse would technicdly
be living in an adulterous relationship.

It goeswithout saying that awoman caught in an act of adul-

tery was to be stoned (Lev 20:10; John 8:3-4).
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CONCLUSIONS

Credit goesto Trito-Isaiah for initially initiating the eleva-
tion of the eunuch with this statement in 1sa 56:4-5,

And & not the eunuch say, “Behold, | anadry tree.” For thus
says Yahweh: “To the eunuchs who keep my sabbaths, who
choose the things that please me and hold fast my covenant, |
will givein my house and within my walls a monument and a
name better than sons and daughters; | will give them an
everlasting namewhich shall not be cut off.

According to Lev 21:17-21 and Deut 23:1-2 the eunuch
(along with the blind, the lame, the hunchback, the dwarf, and
the diseased) wasexcluded from the assembly of Y ahweh. But
by the time the Wisdom of Solomon was written things had
changed, for “Blessed also is the eunuch . . . for special favor
will be shown him for his faithfulness, and a place of great
ddight in the temple of the Lord” (3:14). According to Acts
8:27-39, in the account of Philip's baptizing the Ethiopian
eunuchupon his profession of faith that Jesus Christ isthe Son
of God, the early Christian community was in full accord with
|saiah 56:4-5 and Wisdom of Solomon 3:14.

Similarly, in Isa 54:1 the femae counterpart to the mae
eunuch was told,

Sing, O barren one, who did not bear; break forth into singing
and cry aloud, you who have not beenin travail! For the chil-
dren of the desolate one will be more than the children of her
that is married, says Y ahweh.

This blessing is quoted in Gal 4:27 and aluded to in the Wis
Sol 3:13, “For blessed is the barren woman who is undefiled,
who has not entered into a sinful union; she will have fruit
when God examines souls.”
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As the definition of “salvation” changed for the Pharisees
—though not for the Sadducees—and for thefirst Christians

« from living a long life in the land of Israel and having an
“eternal life” through one’s progeny

* to living eternaly in the heavenly kingdom through God’s
graciousgift to the righteous and/or upon one’s profession
of faith that Jesus Christ is the Son of God

there was also a shift away from disdain and contempt for
derile maes and infertile women. Thus, eunuchs and barren
womenwho wereoncereligious outcasts were welcomed into
the communities of faith.

However there has been no corresponding reversal of atti-
tudes toward homosexual mdes. The idea that they were an
“abomination” because they wasted their seed and thereby
threatened the eternal life of all of their ancestors had become
irrdevant. Eterna life was more thanasurvival inthe memory
of one's progeny. It was a resurrection into a heavenly
kingdomupon aprofession of faiththat JesusChrististhe Son
of God. It was available to repentant harlots and tax
collectors(Matt 21:31-32), but not to practicing sodomites(|
Cor 6:9 and | Tim 1:9-10).

The biblical texts on gender equality and sexual morality are
applied quite differently and subjectively in the various faith
communities. Many textsareignored while others are deemed
to beabsoluteand enforceable. Like hundredsof my ancestors
over the centuries | disagreed with Paul’s advise: “to the un-
married and thewidows | say that it iswell for themto remain
gngle as | do” (I Cor 7:8). Once | became married Paul’s
further admonition, “let those who have wives live as though
they had none” (I Cor 7:29), i.e., be celibate, seemed sense-
less. To the contrary, | Cor 7:2—3 made sense:
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But because of the temptation to immordity, each man should

have his own wife and each woman her own husband. The

husband should giveto hiswifeher conjugal rights, andlikewise

the wife to her husband.

Other Christians disagree with Paul not only on the matters
pertaining to marriage but also with hisprohibition of divorce
asrecorded in | Cor 7:10-11,

Tothemarried | give charge, not | but the Lord, that the wife
should not separate from her husband (but if she does, let her
remain single or ese be reconciled to her hushand)—and that
the husband should not divorce his wife.

Paul’ schargereflectsthewords of Jesusin Mark 10:9, “What
therefore God has joined together, let not man put asunder,”
which Mark quotes as an absolute. But Christians seeking a
divorce make Matt 19:9 (as discussed above, 34-36) the
absolute and dutifully provide a document of divorce as
required in the Torah and ignore what the apostlewroteinthe
epistie.

In an effort to fulfill the commandment “Be fruitful and
multiply!” many in ancient Isragl and in the early churches
participated in fertility cults. Nowadays fertility cults have
been replaced by fertility clinics, and for some bdieversthis
too isanathema because Paul said, “Every one should remain
in the state in which hewas called” (I Cor 7:20), echoing the
sentiment of predestination found in Sirach 33:10-14,

All menarefromtheground, and Adamwascreated of thedud.
Inthefulness of hisknowledge the Lord distinguished them and
appointed their different ways;, some of them he blessed and
exated, and some of them he made holy and brought near to
himself; but some of them he cursed and brought low, and he
turned them out of their place. As clay in the hand of the
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potter —for al his ways are as he pleasses—so men arein the
hand of him who made them, to give them as he decides.

Thus, some argued that sterility and infertility are divinely
determined, rather than being the consequence of sin. On the
other hand, homosexuds are not “to remain in the date in
which they werecalled” because their sexual propensities are
deemed to be sdf-inflicted expressions of freewill, as spelled
out in Sirach 15:11-20,

Do not say, “It was [the Lord] who led me astray”; for he had
no need of asinful man. The Lord hates al abominations, and
they arenot loved by thosewho fear him. It was hewho created
man in the beginning, and he left him in the power of his own
inclination. If you will, you can keep the commandments, and to
act faithfully is a matter of your own choice.

Advocates of celibacy can appeal not only (1) to the role
model provided by Elijah, John the Baptist, Paul, and Jesus,
(2) to Jesus gaementsin Matt 19:12 and the expanded text
of Matt 13:23 in the Shem Tob Hebrew Gospel, wherein the
ascetic and celibate life-styles are elevated, but aso (3) to the
advice in Sirach, 16:1-3,

Do not desire a multitude of useless children, nor rejoice in

ungodly sons. If they multiply , do not rejoicein them, unless

the fear of theLord is in them. Do not trust in their life, and do
not rely on their multitude; for oneisbetter than athousand, and
to die childlessis better than to have ungodly children.

Thisdiverdty of biblica texts dealing with gender and sex-
uality, with all of their complexities and ambiguities, stands in
sharp contrast to the amplicity of the mord and the ethical
statementsinwhich Paul—using what | prefer to interpret as
agender inclusive “brethren” —advises,
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Finally, brethren, whatever is true, whatever is honorable,
whatever isjust, whatever ispure, whatever islovely, whatever
isgracious, if thereisany excellence, if thereisanything worthy
of praise, think about these things (Phil 4:8).

For we oursdves were once foolish, disobedient, led astray,
daves to various passons and pleasures, passing our days in
malice and envy, hated by men and hating one another; but
when the goodness and loving kindness of God our Savior
appeared, he saved us, not because of deeds done by us in
righteousness, but in virtue of his own mercy, by the washing
of regeneration and renewal in the Holy Spirit, which he poured
out upon us richly through Jesus Christ our Savior (Titus
3:3-6).

NOTES

1. Compare the Quran Sura 29:28, “Lot said to his people,
“You commit such an abomination, no one in the world has
ever doneit beforeyou. Do youindeed approach menJustful Ily
and cut off the way of the offspring (qaaa$C0! ZN[VEhaO
[wataqgta‘“lna °ssabila] ) and you allow all kinds of vice in
your society.”” (Lane, 1872: 1302 and 1893: 2990.) Note aso
v/l ]Vg [gata‘a alrahim] “to forsake kindred [or womb]”
(Wehr, 1979: 906-909) and note A1 BS “betrothal gift.”

2. ComparetheLifeof Adamand Eve 12:1-16:3 inthe Pseud-
epigrapha (Charles, 1913: I1: 137) for the account of Satan’s
refusd to worship Adam and Eve because they should have
worshiped him because he was created before they were.

3. Compare Leonard Swidler's letter to Josef Ratzinger
(Sept. 12, 2004), which is also available online. It reads:


http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0MKY/is_13_28/ai_n6245104
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But Josef, in your section six you really shock mewith your
misreading of the second chapter of Genesis. Itisalmost asif
you didnt read Hebrew! Y ou write, God placed in the garden
which he was to cultivate the man, who is gill referred to
with the generic expression Adam. Y ou know perfectly well
that in chapter one the text states that God took some earth
(Hebrew; adamah), breathed his spirit into the earth
(adamah) and crested ha adam (The Earthling). In chapter
two of Genesisitisnot theman (I wonder, did youinGerman
writeder Mann (themale) or der Mensch (the human being),
and surely it is not that guy Adam who is spoken of. It isha
adam, the earthling (ungendered, as therabbisrecognized and
discussed at length later). . . .

To view the document which Swidler refers to check out

http://tmcdani el .pal merseminary .edu/Ratzinger on Women.pdf.

4. For the role of Wisdom and Word in creaion, note Prov
3:19; 8:22—-30; Sir 43:33; Wis Sol 9:1-2, 9.

5. The ‘adam “man” is a singular collective noun which in-
cludes the male and the femae, thus the plural verb stating
that they will have authority over dl.

6. The name Azariah (INYrZ[) “vahweh is savior/rescuer”

is sufficient evidence that I'Z| did not connote an “assistant”
or “helpmate.” (Were | drowning and yelled “Help! Help!” |
would not be calling for an assistant to help me drown, but for
asavior to rescue me.) The following texts illugtrate the fact
that I'Z [/ I'Z] function as a synonym for | LP “to rescue, to
deliver” and | VY “to save.”
_ Psa37:40
~y[vrm ~jLpy ~jLpw huhy ~rz[Yw
Ab lisx-yK ~[yvAy


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Ratzinger on Women.pdf
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Y ahweh rescues them and ddlivers them;
he delivers them from the wicked,
and saves them, because they take refuge in him.

Psa30:12 (MT)

yI rz[-hyh hwhy yaixw hwhy-[mv

Y ahweh heard, and had compassion upon me;
Y ahweh has become a rescuer for me.

Psa 54:6
yvpn ykmsB ynda yI rz[ ~yhla hih
Behold, God is arescuer for me;
the Lord is with those upholding my soul.
Psa70:1,6 (MT)
... hvix ytrz[ I hwhy ylyChl ~yhla
~yhla rxaT-la hihy hTa yjIpmi yrz[ yL-hviix
Hasten, O God to deliver me! O Yahweh, to rescue me! . . .

O God, come quickly to me! Y ou are my rescuer
and my deliverer; O Yahweh, do not delay!

Psa 146:5
whila hihy-1[ Arbf Arz[B bq[y lav yrva

Blessed is he whose rescuer isthe God of Jacob,
whose hope is upon Y ahwh his God.

Deut 33:7

hyhT wyrCm rz[u. . . hdihy 1Aq huhy [mv
Hear, O Y ahweh, the voice of Judah . . .
and may you be a rescuer from his enemies.

Deut 33:26
ktuagbll ~Arz[b ~ymv bkr lirvy laK lya
~IA[ t[rz txTmi ~dg yhla hnfm....
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There is none like the God of Jeshurun, riding (the) heavens
to your rescue. . . .
The eterna God isthy refuge, and underneath are the
everlasting arms.

7. Notethenoun dy( “leader, ruler, prince’ which wasatitle
used for Saul (I Sam 9:16), David (I Sam 13:14, 25:30),
Solomon (I Kings 1:35), Jeroboam (I Kings 14:7), Hezekiah
(I Kings 20:5), Abijah (11 Chron 11:22), Pashur (Jer 20:1),
and theruler of Tyre (Ezek 28:2).

8. The Septuagint has kai proj ton andra sou h apo-
strofh sou kai autoj sou kurieusel “Your turning away
[apostrophe] shall be for your husband and he shall rule over
you." The trandators read the MT %tQIVT as either
%tbIVT (seel Sam 7:17) or asWE(IFT, fromtheroot IfS).
The Vulgate's et sub viri potestate eris “you shall be under
your husband's power” must have associated the 0t qivT
with the stems Fll /11 T “to have power,” or it reflects the
stem (liv which wasthe cognate of the Arabic | D (savwaq)
"he made such a one to have the ruling of his affair” (Lane,

1872: 1471) A more detailed study of thisverse is available
online in Chapter Il of my book Clarifying Baffling Biblical
Passages, available at http://tmcdanid.palmerseminary.edu/

Volume Two.htm.

9. Note Schmidt’s article “Like Eve, Like Adam: mdl in
Genesis 3:16,” in Biblica (1991) 72: 1-22.

10. A more detailed study of Proverbs 31 is available online
in Chapter X1 of my book Clarifying More Baffling Biblical


http:// tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Volume %20Two.htm
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Passages, available at  http://tmcdaniel .palmerseminary.edu/
CMBBP_ELEVEN.pdf.

11. Note also Sirach 26:13-17,

A wifée scharm delights her husband, and her skill putsfat on
his bones. A silent wife is a gift of the Lord, and there is
nothing so precious asadisciplined soul. A modest wife adds
charm to charm, and no balance can weigh the value of a
chaste soul. Likethe sun rising in the heights of the Lord, so
is the beauty of a good wife in her well-ordered home Like
the shining lamp on the holy lampstand, sois abeautiful face
on a datdy figure.

12. Werethis gatement the guiddinefor evaluating the major
twentiethcentury personalitiesit would mean that Adolf Hitler
was better than Queen Elizabeth and Pol Pot was better than
Mother Teresa. See also Sir 7:19; 7. 24-26; 9:1-9; 22:3.

13. Sura 89:23 reads, “On that day, Gehennawill be brought
forth. On that day, the human being will repent (Iﬂk:(U [yata-
dakkarui), but how will that repentance (£ PK=0l [aggik-
ray]) profit him?’

14. Lane (1867: 969) a so noted thefollowingArabic tradition
which reflects the supremacy of the masculine over the femi-
nine: Wk:c k> ZMIl calqureanu dakr* fadakkiruhu),
“the Qur‘an is eminently excellent [lit., masculine]: therefore
do ye hold it and know it and describe it as such.”

15. The trandation of Philo’s De fuga et inventione by C. D.
Yonge (entitled “ A Treatise on Fugitives’) isnow online at
http://www.earlychrigtianwritings. com/yonge/book19. html.
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(Thetext thereis Chapter I X, verses51-52.) Later rabbinic teach-
ings reflect a similar deprecation of the feminine and of women as
found in the Talmud Sotah 20a,

Rabbi Ben Azzai [said] a man is under the obligation to teach
his daughter Torah, so that if she has to drink [the water of
bitterness|, she may know that the merit suspends its effect.
Rabbi Eliezer says: whoever teacheshis daughter Torahteaches
her obscenity. Rabbi Joshua says. a woman prefers one kab
(measure) and sexual indulgence to nine kab (measures) and
continence. He used to say, afoolish pietist, a cunning rogue, a
female Pharisee, and the plague of Pharisees bring destruction
upon the world.

Noteworthy aso is the following paragraph from Kodashim
Menahoth 43b:

It was taught: R. Judah used to say, A man isbound to say the
following threeblessings daily: ‘ [Blessed art thou . . .] who hast
not made me a heathen . . . who hast not made me a woman';
and * ... who hast not made me a brutish man’. R. Aha b.
Jacob once overhead his son saying ‘[Blessed art thou . . .] who
hast not made me a brutish man’, whereupon he said to him,
‘Andthistool’ Said theother, ‘ Thenwhat blessing should | say
instead? [Hereplied,] . . . who hast not made meadave . And
is not that the same as awoman?

Click hereto view the full texts of the Talmud online.

16. Aristotle and other Greek thinkers contributed to the
deprecation of womenintheHellenistic period. The following
three lengthy quotations from the sudy of Richard Smith
(1988: 345-360) are relevant:

» Aristotle(384—322B.c.) opinesthat the male semen providesthe
form (eidoj) of the embryo (kuhma) and makes it perfect
(teleiow). The function of the female sex organ isto receive the
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sperm and to provide matter (ulh) and nourishment (trofh) for
the embryo. There is an extensive series of assodations with
male semen, dl of which Aristotle considers superior (kreit-
twn). Semen has power (dunamij), it has heat (qermothj), it has
activity (kinhsij), and has soul (yuch). The female's role is
amply cast in contrast to the male's. Instead of his power, she
hasinability (adunamia) and weakness (asgenhj); whileheishot,
sheiscold (yucroj); in place of the soul, she has matter; asheis
active, she is passve (paghtikon); and instead of having divine
(geion) form, femaleness (ghluthj) is a natura (fusikh)
deformity (anaphria). All of these associations Aristotle con-
siders inferior (ceiron). [page 346]

There was widespread disagreement with Aristotle’ s theoriesin
antiquity, especially from the medicd profession. . . . the
consensus was that the female also produced semen . . . The
theory is found in the medical tradition as early as the Hippo-
cratic text On the Seed. “Both the man and the woman have
sperm,” (460-377 B.c.). . .. “ The femae semen is extremely
weak, formless and imperfect,” . . . without the male semen the
fetus lack perfection (teleiothj). [pages 347, 350]

Galen (129-200 A.p.) says, “Arigtotle was right in thinking the
female less perfect than the male” Men and women have the
same sexual organs, Galen says, except for oneimportant dif-
ference. Themaleorgansare on the outside, thefemale's are on
theinside. . . Females, infact, especialy their sexual organs, are
imperfect (atelhj) and deformed (anaphron). [page 349]

Theological misogyny—in the past and in the present—has
been grounded in this primitive Graeco-Roman medical

sCi

ence and sexology. Many contemporary religionists have

abandoned the antiquarian medical science but ding to its
derivative deprecation and deprivation of women and its
misogyny.
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17. Inthe gnostic text Pistis Sophia, thirty-nine of the sixty-
four questions addressed to Jesus by his disciples are attrib-
uted to Mary Magdalene, who readily admitted to her persis-
tence in questioning Jesus, saying, “I will not tire of asking
thee. Be not angry with me for questioning everything,” to
which Jesus replied, “Quegtion what thou dost wish.” (1: 24)

18. See Brooten (1977) for abrief but excdlent history asto
whether the masculine Vlounian (Junias) was origindly the
femininellounian (Junia). Click here to view it online.

19. See Arndt and Gingrich (1957: 431) who noted that
kefalh “head” was used “in the case of living beings to
denote superior rank” This pardlels (1) the Hebrew Var
“head” which can mean “chief, magistrate, leader president”
(BDB 911, Jastrow 1903: 1437) and (2) the Syriac ris
“head,” meaning aso “prince, chief, prefect, superior” (Payne
Smith 1903: 540). Compare Brauch (1989: 138) who noted,
In only eight out of 180 cases was kephal € used to translate
ro’sh when it designated the leader or ruler of agroup. It is
very possible that one of the figurative meanings of kephale
(namdly, “top” or “crown”) alowed thetranslator to useit in
describing a prominent individual .

The eight cases Brauch mentioned (but did not cite) are:

» Deut 28:13, katasthsai se kurioj o @eoj sou eij
kefalhn kai mh eij ouran “the Lord thy God makethee
the head, and not the tail.”

e Judges 10:18 (A text), kai estai eij kefalhn pasin

toij katoikousin Galaad “and he shall be head over Al
the inhabitants of Gilead.”
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e Judg 11:11, o laoj epV autouj eij kefalhn kai eij
archgon “the people made himhead and ruler over them.”

o |l Sam 22:44, fulaxeij me eij kefalhn egnwn “you
have made me the head of the nations.”

» |saiah7:8a allV h kefalh Aram Damaskoj “the head of
Aramis Damascus.”

e |sa7:8b, kai h kefalh Damaskou rasseim “the head of
Damascus is Rezin.”

e Isaiah7:9, h kefalh Somorwn uioj tou Romeliou, “the
head of Samaria is the son of Remaliah.”

* Psam 18:44, (MT) katasthseij me eij kefalhn egnwn
“you have made me the head of the nations.”

A debate about thetranslation of kefalh as“authority” or as
“source” by W. Gruden and R. Cervin is available online at
http://www.leaderu.com/orgs/cbmw/r bmw/appendixla.html.

20. A more detailed study of this verse isavailable online in
Chapter Two of my book Clarifying New Testament Aramaic
Names and Words and Shem Tob’s Hebrew Gospel of
Matthew, pp. 4561, which is available online at http://
tmcdanie .palmerseminary.edu/V olume4_ShemT ob+.pdf.

21. The gender inclusive autoj in Matt 12:50, autoj mou
adelfoj kai adelfth kai mhthr estin, “heis my brother,
my sister, and my mother,” provides evidence that among
Jesus' disciples were women whom he identified as “ dster”
and “mother.” See above, page 8.
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22. See Aland (1968: 676) for afull listing of these variants:

e mss. B and p*, Clement, Origin, Jerome, and Theodore
have no verb in v. 22.

« mss. K, 181, 326, 614, 629, Chrysostom, and others have
upotassesge (subjunctive present passve 2nd person
plural) as the fifth word in the phrase;

 mss. D and G havethis same upotassesqe asthe second
word in the phrase;

e ms. Y, the Sahidic and the Bohairic have upotasses-
gwsan (present passive imperative 3rd person plural) as
the second word in the phrase;

e mss. d, A, |, and P have thissame upotassesqwsan as
the fifth word in the phrase.

*  Peshittahasthe masculine lydb [ tvm lwtywhw (wah-
waitin mesta‘bédin) “submit yourselves’ in 5:21 and the
feminine 'db[tvm lytywh (hewsiten mestabédan)
“submit yourselves’ in 5:22.

23. The present passve nominative feminine participle with
the force of the imperative, upotassomenai, appearsin | Pet
3:1, “you wives, be submissve’ and 3:5 “being submissive’;
the accusative upotassomenaj appears in Titus 2:5, “to be
submissive to their husbands.”

24. But noteworthy in the story in Gen 21:9-14 is Abraham’s
obedience (required by God) to Sarah’ sdemand for theexpul-
sion of Hagar. God used Sarah to give Abraham a message!
It was correctly noted that Sarah called Abraham by the title
“Lord,” but the fact that Abraham dways call his wife by a
title of nobility, hrf “Princess” was not mentioned.
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25. Barth (1974: 611, n. 12) defended Paul for his satements
on gender equality, stating
Despiteall Paul says about the creation of woman out of man,
and about her roleinthefall (I Cor 11:3, 7-9; 11 Cor 11:3; cf.
| Tim 2:14), his letters surprise the reader by an
overwheming number of passages which treat man and
woman on an egaltarian basis. See especialy | Cor 7:2-5,
8-16, 28, 32-34; Gal 3:28; Eph 5:21 and the gratitude ex-
pressad to women in the gredting list, Rom 16:1-15.

Barth’s most helpful comment (618-619) comes when he
interprets Eph 5 in the light of Mark 10:42-45, stating,

Even more than an enlightened monarch in his relation to his
subjects, he[the Christian husband] isthen “thefirst servant”
of his wife. In short, a headship qualified, interpreted, and
limited by Christ alone is proclaimed, not an unlimited
headship that can be arbitrarily defined an hasto be endured.
If a colloquialism can help to understand 5:23, them the
husband is told ways and under all circumstances to “go
ahead” by loving hiswifeand by paying gladly whatever the
appropriate price.

26. The Mortuary Text from thel8th Dynasty (1550-950
B.C.E.), cited in Pritchard’s ANET (34-35), included a list of
78 dfirmations by the deceased about his past life. The
affirmations include,
“I have not :

committed evil against men

mistreated cattle

committed sin in the place of truth

blasphemed

done violence to a poor man

made (anyone) sick



IN BIBLICAL TRADITION 53

made (anyone) weep

killed nor caused terror

defiled myself

had sexual relations with a boy

had sexual relations with the wife of (another) male.”

27. For a comparable code of conduct focused on sexual
crimes, see The Code of the Assura (c. 1075 B.C.E.) in James
Pritchard’s ANET, 181. The most relevant lines include:

[.2. If awoman, whether the wife of aman or the daughter
of aman, utter vulgarity or indulgeinlow talk, that woman
bears her own sin; against her husband, her sons, or her
daughter they shall have no claim.

[.7. If a woman bring her hand against a man, they shall
prosecute her; 30 manas of lead shall she pay, 20 blows
shall they inflict on her.

[.8. If awomaninaquarre injurethe testicle of aman, one
of her fingers they shall cut off. And if a physician bind it
up and the other testicle which is beside it be infected
thereby, or take harm; or in a quarre she injure the other
testicle, they shall destroy both of her eyes.

1.9. If aman bring his hand against the wife of a man,
treating her likealittle child, and they proveit against him,
and convict him, one of hisfingersthey shdl cut off. If he
kiss her, hislowe lip with the blade of an axe they shall
draw down and they shall cut off.

1.12. If the wife of a man be walking on the highway, and
a man seze he, say to he “I will surely have intercourse
with you,” if she be not willing and defend herself, and he
seize her by force and rape her, whether they catch him
upon the wife of a man, or whether at the word of the
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woman whom hehas raped, the eders shall prosecute him,
they shall put him to death. Thereis no punishment for the
woman.

1.13. If the wife of aman go out from her house and visit a
man where he lives, and he have intercourse with her,
knowing that she is a man's wife, the man and aso the
woman they shall put to death.

[.14. If aman haveintercoursewith thewife of aman either
in an inn or on the highway, knowing that sheis a man's
wife, according as the man, whosewifesheis, ordersto be
done, they shall dototheadulterer. If not knowing that she
is a man’s wife he rapes her, the adulterer goes free. The
man shall prosecute his wife, doing to her as he likes.

1.15. If aman catch aman with hiswife, both of them shall
they put to death. If the husband of thewoman put hiswife
to death, he shdl also put the man to death. If he cut off the
nose of his wife, he shall turn the man into a eunuch, and
they shall disfigure the whole of his face.

1.16. If a man haverelations with the wife of a man at her
wish, there is no penalty for that man. The man shall lay
upon this wife, the penalty he wishes.

1.18. If a man say to his companion, “They have had
intercourse with thy wife; | will prove it,” and he be not
able to proveit, . . . on that man they shall inflict forty
blows, a month of days he shall perform the king's work,
they shall castrate him, and one talent of lead he shall pay.

[.19. If a man started a rumor against his neighbor in
private saying, “People have had intercourse repeatedly
with him”. . . since heis not ableto proveit they shall flog
him fifty times with staves and for amonth of days he shall
do the work of the king; they shall castrate him, and one
talent of lead he shall pay.
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1.20. If a man have intercourse with his brother-in-arms,
they shall turn him into a eunuch [CAD N 198 naku.]

Click here to view the full text online.

28. The English name Eve is adefective tranditeration of the
Hebrew Hawwah. The initid H (an unvoiced pharyngal frica-
tive) hasno corresponding sound in English so it wasignored.
The v in the name Eve reflects the ww in the name Hawwah;
and the bi-syllabic awwa in Hawwah was reduced to a mono-
gyllabic eve. The Septuagint reads“and Adam called the name
of hiswife“Life” (Zwh = Z6€), because she wasthemother of
al “living” (zwntwn = zonton).

29. So many upper class young | sraelite males were killed off
fighting King David’'s wars that thousands of upper class
Isradlite young women could not find aliving mae to marry.
Solomon provided welfare for these upper class young ladies
by bringing them into the roya household—thereby main-
taining the support of the upper class Judahites for the Davidic
dynasty. It was for political reasons, domestic and inter-
national, that he had a thousand women—not for sexual
reasons. Solomon taxed the poor so heavily to pay for this
welfare for the rich that the ten northern tribes of Israel
rebelled againg Rehoboam, Solomon's son and successor,
when Rehoboam followed his father’ stax policies benefitting
the rich at the expense of the poor.

30. The levirate marriage (Gen 38:6—11 and Deut 25:5-10)
was instituted to provide progeny for the man who died with-
out amale heir so that the deceased and his ancestors might
live on in family and tribal memory. It provided for a brother
of aman who died without a son to impregnate the widow of
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the deceased and “the first son she bears shal carry on the
name of the dead brother so that his name will not be blotted
out fromIsrad” (Deu 25:6).

31. According to Exod 22:16-17, the seduction of a virgin
was not an act of adultery, nor was it a capital crime. The
penalty for such a seduction was a marriage or a monetary
settlement equivaent to the marriage present for a virgin.

32. The Arabic - (t) dways appearsasaV () in Hebrew;
and the Hebrew K and (] wereoften interchanged aswith %kD
and 0D “to crush” and %K I and (|1 “to be tender, wesk.”

Compare the current use in English of “Kwik Mart” as the
equivdent of “Quick Mart.”

33. The Arabic E (s) usually appearsas aV () in Hebrew.

34. When dealing with regulations about ceremonial unclean-
ness, the male's [ FZ-TOKV “seed of emission” (koith
spermatoj) could balance the female's ~D hbz “issue of
blood” (reousa aimati). See Lev 15:16-18, 32; 19:20; 22:4.
Moreover, the same words for “emisson’or “gaculation”
appearinNum 5:13 [ rZ-thkv Hta vya bkvii“andaman
penetrate her (with) the seed of emission” (which becamekali
koimhgh tij met! authj koithn spermatoj, “and were
someone to have dept with her the seed of emisson”) and in
Num 5:20 Atbkv-ta %B vya !TWi “and a man give you
his emission” ( which became kai edwken tij thn koithn

autou, “and someone gaveyou hisemission”). The Septuagint
trandators recognized the noun hbkv "emision" but not the

verb DKV “to gjaculate.”
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35. The [rzl ~TbKV, translated as “sexual intercourse”
(NLT, NIV, NIB) and “lie carnally’ (KJV, ASV, RSV) is
unusual inthat the | of [er isal genitive meaning literdly
“to aseed.” But the [ 2] may be better read as the Hiph®il
infinitive (scriptio defectiva [GKC 537 for [yrzhl “to
impregnate”) and is so tranglated here.

36. In Lev 18:23, which dedls with begtidity, the verb KV,
stem 1, “to penetrate” appearsinthe prohibition addressed to
the ma e, but since women can not penetrate, not surprisingly,
in the prohibition addressed to the female the verb shifted
from DKV “to pendrate’ to [bl’ “to lie down.” In post-
biblical Hebrew [bl’ came to mean “to copulaein an unnatu-
ral way, to commit buggery” (Jastrow, 1903: 1444-1445).

37. In this case, the initial T of hD[AT would be the noun
preformative on aw'p stem—analogous to the noun hrAT
“Torah” which is derived from the root NI/ ry, not hrt
(GKC §85P). See BDB 582 (64) for reading the prepostion
IM as“in preferenceto.” Notethe use of (}3 (jahal) “fool-
ish, ignorant, irrational” in the Qur‘an Sura 27:54, when
speaking of sodomy: “L ot said to his people, ‘How could you
commit such an abomination, publicly, while you see? Would
you approach men in your lust rather than women. Indeed,
you are ignorant/foolish (C{}3 [ jahal]) people.’”

38. Whereas according to Gen 19:1-11 the sin of Sodomwas
mae homosexual behavior, aswhen the Sodomitesinstructed
Lot saying, “Bring [the men] out to us that we may know
(h [an = suggenwmeqga = “have sex with”) them,” Ezekiel
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(16:49-50) provided adifferent definition of sodomy:
Behold, this was the guilt of your sister Sodom: she and her
daughter had pride, fullness of food, and abundanceof idleness,
neither did she strengthen the hand of the poor and needy. They
were haughty, and did abominable things before me; therefore
| removed them, when | saw it.

In the the Qurfan the story of Lot and the Sodomites receives
much atention, gppearing in Sura 7:81-85; 11:7-81; 26:
160-175; 27:54-58 (see note 33); and 29:28-35 (see note 1).

39. Gen 6:1-4 is another story about rape, although the verb
bKV does not appear there. Supra-earthly “sons of God”
impregnated earthly women who gave birth to the Nephilim
“giants,” who became, according to tradition, “the men of
renown.” But the ~V-jVNa (andrej onomastoi) “men of re-
nown” is better read as ~fh yVna “men of violence.” The
Hebrew ~Xh in this context is more likely to be the cognate
of the Arabic VG | (hasama) “to destroy, smash, shatter.” The
violence initiated by the ~Fh yvna “men of violence” re-
sulted in God’s decision to bring on the flood (Gen 6:11-13).
Click here to view online Chapter 2 in my book Clarifying
More Baffling Biblical Passages for amore detaled study.

40. Ammon’s penetration of hisvirginsister Tamar led to his
death at the hands of his brother Absalom (11 Sam 13: 28-29),
similar to the way that Shechem’s rape of Dinah led to the
death of dl the males in Hamor’s family (Genesis 34). By
contrast, Lot preferred to have hisdaughtersraped rather than
have his male guestsviolated (Gen 19:1-11), and the old man
from Ephraim, who resded in Gibeah of Benjamin, preferred
to have his virgin daughter and a concubine raped rather than
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IN BIBLICAL TRADITION 59

his male guest. The men of Gibeah raped the concubine, who
by dawn wasdead. Thisdisgraceful folly (N 1bml hMz) led to
battles in which all together 90,000 Benjaminites were al-
legedly slain (Judges 19-20).

41. The MT WF[ is from hf[, stem |1, “to compress,” the
cognate of the £ (gaSiya) “to compress (a woman)”
(BDB 796). It occurs also in Ezek 28:3.

42. See Chapter 9, “The Rehab of Rahab” in my book Clari-
fying Baffling Biblical Passages. Click hereto view the book
onling, or hereto view jus the chapter.

43. See Chapter 18, “The Exdted Stallionsin Jer 5:8" in my
book Clarifying Baffling Biblical Passages. Click here to
view the book online, or here to view jug the chapter.

44. Here the verb PV “to pour out” could be a by-form of
XPV “to pour out (semen),” which is the cognate of the Ara-
bic 1dD (safaha) “hepoured out (blood, tears, semen),” with
form 3 meaning “he committed fornication” and the nouns
1¢"CS (musafih) and COC"CS (musafihat) meaning a “forni-
cator” (Lane, 1872: 1369; BDB 1046).

45. The NIV, NIB, and NRStrandate theM T DK “dog” as
“mde progitute.” My trandation “pimp” is based upon the
Arabic cognates Z"$(pk (kaltaban) “pimp” and the verb %pk
(kaliba) “to act as a pimp” (Lane, 1885: 2627 and 2625).
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46. For this verse, the Septuagint has the doublet:
(1) ouk estai pornh apo qugaterwn Israhl kai ouk
estai porneuwn apo uiwn Israhl “There shdl not be a

harlot of the daughters of Israel, and there shall not be a
fornicator of the sons of Israd.”

(2) ouk estai telesforoj apo qugaterwn Israhl kai ouk
estai teliskomenoj apo uiwn Israhl “There shall not be
asorceress fromthe daughtersof Israd, and there shall not
be aninitiatefromthe sons of Israel.” (See Liddell and Scott,
1966: 1770 bottom and 1772' 11l and 1772".) According to

thisreading the qu “holy one” had no sexual overtones.

47. Elijahkilled 450 prophets of Baal (1 Kings 18:40); but not
the 400 prophets of Asherah (I Kings 18:19). | Kings 15:12

states that Asa killed off all of the “sacralists’ (~yVd(]) and
destroyed dl their “idols’ (~YIL(). Thosethat survived Asa's
purge(VAQh 1Ly, “therest of thecult”) wereexterminated
by Jehosaphat (I King 22:46). Instead of treating the MT
tham [Bra hrvah yaybnll “and the prophetsof the Ashe-
rah four hundred,” as a gloss to be deleted (as proposed by
many), the yaylonll “and the prophets of” can be emended to
read TAQYDNI “and the prophetesses of.” The prophetesses of
Asherah would match the female TAVA( “ sacralists,” just as
the male prophetsof Baa match the mae ~qu “sacrdists.”

48. TheMT hashngMh hanQh Ims which isusually trans-
lated as“the seat of the image of jedousy, which provokesto
jealousy.” But the stlem @NQ/hnQ can also mean “to create,
as well as “to acquire” and “to be zealous’ (Gordon, 1965:
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479). Thus, the Septuagint hash sthlh tou ktwmenou “the
pillar of the purchaser” (asif NNGMN hanQh wereadoublet).
| translate the phrase as “theimage of the zealous Creatress”

49. Notea so trkz “malegenitals’ (Jastrow, 1903; 400) and
the Arabic cognate 7k> (dakar“") “the male organ of genera-

tion, the penis” (Lane 1867: 970). Compare | Kings 15:13
and Il Chron 15:16, which speak of Asa’s removing “the
abominable image for Asherah” which his mother made

chrval tclpm htf[ ... hk[m).

50. See Ford (1975: 234-235) for abrief survey of scholarly
opinions on the identity of these virgins, whether they were
symbolic for dl Chrigtians, or they were true “ascetics,” or
they wereritually puresoldierssurrounding the military Lamb-
Lion. Allen (1920: 11, 9) concluded that a “monkish inter-
polator,” probably John's editor, identified the 144,000 as
ma e celibates rather than al of them being Christian females
and males.

51. The twelfth book in the polemical treatise published be-
tween 1380-1400 by Shem-T ob ben-1saac ben- Shaprut, en-
titted !XWD !ba (*eben bohan > Eben Bohan) meaning “ The
Touchstone,” contains the entire Gospel of Matthew in He-
brew. The critica edition of thisGospel has been published by
George Howard, cited in the bibliography. In the preface to
the Second Edition, Howard dated,

The main thrust of this second editionisto demongtrate 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 preparethistext by trandating it fromtheLatin
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Vulgate, the Byzantine Greek, or any other known edition of the
Gospd of Matthew. Hereceived it from previous generations of
Jewish scribes and tradents

Hereinthisverse Shem To_b’ s Matthew adds “these are those
who have not sinned” (Id] X al rXa ~hl d).

52. Here Shem Tob's Matthew adds “who subdue their de-
sire’ (~Icy ta ~yXbwkX).

53. Among those who were able to act as though they were
eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom were the Essenes, who
wereprobably related to the community at Qumran. Josephus
(Jewish WarsllI: 8: 2) wrote,

These Essenes rgject pleasures as an evil, but esteem
continence, and the conquest over our passions, to be virtue.
They neglect wedlock, but choose out other persons children,
whilethey arepliable, and fit for learning, and esteem themto
be of thdr kindred, and form them according to their own
manners. They do not absolutely deny thefitness of marriage,
and the succession of mankind thereby continued; but they
guard againg the lascivious behavior of women, and are
persuaded that none of them preserve their fiddity to one
man.

54. See Chapter 31 “The Misreading which Led to Hate in
Luke 14:26-27,” in Clarifying Baffling Biblical Passages.

Click here to view this chapter online.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/cbbp-chapter31.pdf
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ADDENDUM

Katherine Bushnell’s publication God’ s Word to Women:
100 Bible Sudies On Woman'’ s Placein the Divine Economy,
first published in 1923, was republished in 1943 by Raymond
Munson and is available in print and online [click HERE],
thanks to the publishers of the God's Word to Women web
page [click HERE]. It was a pioneering work which boldly
challenged traditional male chauvinist inter pretations of many
biblical texts, especially Gen 3:16, whichin the MT reads..

Y%nrhw %nAbC[ hBra hBrh rma hVah-la
~ynb ydIT bc[B
%B-Tvmy allhu %tqglivT %wvya-lau
KJV
Unto the woman he said, | will greatly multiply thy sorrow
and thy conception; in sorrow thou shalt bring forth children;

and thy desire shall be to thy husband, and he shall rule over
thee.

Septuagint
kai th gunaiki eipen plhqunwn plhqunw taj lupaj sou
kai ton stenagmon sou en lupaij texh tekna
kai proj ton andra sou h apostrofh sou
kal autoj sou kurieuseli
And to thewoman he said, | will greatly multiply thy pains
and thy groanings; in pain thou shalt bring forth children,
and thy turning shal beto thy husband,
and he shall rule over thee.

Appeding in part to the translation of the Septuagint,
Bushnell argued that this verse should be trandated as, “Unto
the woman He said. * A snare hath increased thy sorrow and
thy sighing. . . . Thou art turning away to thy husband, and he


http://www.godswordtowomen.org/studies/resources/onlinebooks/gwtw.htm
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shall rule over thee” (italics added). However, Bushnell's
tranglation of hBra hBrh as “A snare hath increased”

requires the deletion of one letter from hBra hBrh. the
first word is an infinitive absolute used as an adverb of
intensity for the second word, a verb of the same stem bbr
meaning “to be great.” Both areinthe Hiph©il (the causative
gem) meaning “making great | will make great.” To make
hBra hBrh. mean “a snare made great” the final N of

hBrra needsto be deleted. The h on the end of thisword, if
it isread asanoun or participle, makesit afeminine form. But
the infinitive absolute, hBrh , When read as a perfect form of

the verb is a masculine sngular. The serpent was aso a
masculine creature and would not be referred to by using a
feminine participle. Thus, to make hbra refer tothe serpent
as a snare or one-lying-in-wait (a masculine participle or
noun) the hbra would have to be corrected to DIra. But for
Bushndl any such “correction” would violate her view of the
inerrancy of the text.

With referenceto theword J%onrhii “thy conception” in Gen
3:16, Bushndl stated (8§ 121),

This word [“conception”] is spdled in Hebrew HRN —but
that isnot the correct Hebrew way to spell “conception.” The
latter occurs, and correctly spelled, in Ruth 4:13 and Hosea
9:11, and nowhere else. The redl word, “conception,” as it
occurs in the above passages, is spdled HRJIWN. Thisword
in Genesis comes two letters short of spelling the word. All
Hebrew scholars know this. For instance, Spurrell says: “Itis
an abnormal formation which occurs nowhee elseinthe Old
Tegament.” Our highest lexical authorities (Brown, Briggs
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and Driver) call it a* contraction, or erroneous.” Indeed! and

is one half the human family to be placed at the mercy of the

other half, on such a flimsy claim as this!

However, theM T Yonrhi “thy conception” beginswith the
conjunctionf “and.” It ends with the suffix %“your / thy.” In
between isthe noun !rh (HRN) “conception,” which isfrom
thesem hrh “to conceive.” Thereisno error inthe text with
thisword, as suggested in the Hebrew lexicon, for therewere
two nounsin Hebrew meaning “conception,” not just one. The
firgt, 'FN (HRN), fitsthe pattern clearly attested inthe words

« hab and !a6/!Aab (BDB 144; Jastrow 202) “to rise up”
and “exultation”

« hrX and!rX (BDB 354) “to burnwith anger” and “burn-
ing “anger,” with the defective spelling appearing in Exod
15:7, "MIPX “your anger” for the full spelling ”\NArX.

In this pattern a ! (the nun of the syllable on) was suffixed to

the stem to form a noun and at the same time the third letter
of the sem—the consonanta Y (yod) of the origina Ya( and
yI'’X—disappeared completely. Inthe sameway thethird letter
of theoriginal sem yrh “to conceive” disappeared complete-
ly, and asaresult the noun became ! Fh “ conception,” just like
the !ag “exultation” and 'FX “burning anger.” The second
noun in Hebrew meaning “conception,” based upon the stem
yrh/hrh wes the Iyrh (HRIWN) which is found in the
Samaritan Pentateuch of Gen 3:16 and the MT of Job 9:17
and Psalm 139:11. In this “dialect” also a ! (the nun of the
gyllable on) was suffixed to the stem to form a noun but the
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third letter of the ssem—the consonantd Y (yod) of the origi-
nal JIN—was retained. Thus, there were the nouns !rh /
IArh “conception” and !yrh / !Ajrh conception.”

Asfor translating Jon Fhi“and thy conception” as“and thy
sighing,” Bushnell stated (§ 121):

The Septuagint gives the correct reading here, which is, “thy

sighing,”—the whole sentence meaning, then, “A snare hath

increased thy sorrowandthysighing.” Many ancient author-
ities agree with the Septuagint.

However, the Septuagint’skai ton stenagmon sou “and
your sighs’ is not atrandation of hrh “to conceive’ or its
derivative nouns !Ayrh and II'N. Rather, it is atranslation of
the stem !Nl (BDB 943), noting especially the spelling )/NI’
“my cries (of joy)” in Psalm 32:7 and the YNF “cry out (in
anguish)” inLam2:19. The Hebrew Vorlage used by the Sep-
tuagint translators probably read $nrw, but if it mached the
MT, they read the h of %Nrhi as a definite article which, as

a rule, does not appear on a noun which has a possessive
suffix.

The phrase Yt glivT %vya- I allwastrandated by Bushnell
(1 130-145) as “thou art turning away to thy husband,” in
agreement with twenty-one of twenty-eight ancient versions
and translations of hQWVT (teShgd) as“turning” in Gen 3:16,
4:7, and Cant 7:10. However, in Gen 3:16 all of the trandla-
tions and versions which have “turning” rather than “desire”
areprobably trand aing theword hDIVT (te%ba) rather than
the word NQIVT (tes0qa). This difference reflects a scribal

error in the Hebrew text tradition in which there was a mis



http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/LXX_Gen-3-16.pdf
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reading of the original Hebrew (] (qoph) in hG]WVT (teS0gd) as
ab (beth), which changed theword to DIV T (teZba). This
hblivT is from the root DIV “to turn back, to return, to
repent.” (Thenoun NDIVT [teXba)] for example appearsin
| Samue 7:17.) Thus, the difference between “turning” or
“desiring” was not a matter of two different ways in which
NQIVT (te30qa) was translated. Rather it was a matter of a
scribal misreading in Hebrew of a (] as a ) which spread to
various text traditions. (See Jastrow, 1903: 1540 and 1703.)
The Arabic cognates of NQivT (te30qd) “desire’ are J NH
(3awq*") “desire or longing of the soul,” O0BS (8&¢igt") “ex-
citing one' sdesire of the soul,” and 13H (gayyiq™) “desirous
long of the soul” (Lane, 1872: 1620).

The graphic similarity of the Aramaic atbllaT (ticubtat)
“desire’ and albllaT (tefubayya) “ returnee” (Jastrow, 1903:
1641) could be respongblefor amilar variantsin the Aramaic
Targums. Bushnél’ s claim (11133) that the first phrase of the
Vulgate's et sub viri potestate eris et ipse dominabitur tui
(“and you shalt be under your husband’s power, and he shall
have dominion over you™) is "mere guesswork; it is no trans-
lation of the original words," cannot be sustained in light of
the Arabic cognate_] \D (s0q) “to havetheruling or ordering
in an affar” (Lane, 1872: 1471).

Bushnell also had doubts about the KJV text of Gen 3:15,

bg[ WplivT hTaw var “plivy alih
It shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his hed.

autoj sou thrhsei kefalhn
kai su thrhseij autou pternan
He shdl watch againg your head,


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Jastrow1540_shuq-1.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Jastrow_1703.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmer seminary.edu/Lane_1620_shuq.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Jastrow1641_ta'ab-1.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Lane_1471-suq.pdf
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and you shalt watch againg his heel.

Vulgate
ipsa conteret caput tuum et tu insidiaberis calcaneo eius
She shall crush your head,
and you shall watch-and-wait for her hed.

Here are her comments from 115-116,

“Bruisg’ is an obscure word. . . . The sense “bruisg” so
unsuitable for the figure of a biting serpent, has been fixed
upon on account of St. Paul’s words, Romans 16:20, “The
God of peace shall bruise Satan under your feet shortly.”
But we have no proof that Paul meant to translate the word
shuph; he may have meant merely to give the general sense of
the phrase, as it relatesto man’ s part, which isclear to usall,
whatever shuph means.

Some of the ancient versions translate, here, “lying in wait,”
or akindred idea; and on the strength of thisthe R.V.gives us
this as an dternative meaning in the margin. But this leaves
the thought incomplete—to say merely that the “seed” will
“lie in wait for his head.” In that case, the seed of woman
might in the end be defeated, while the real force of the
prophecy is one of victory. No, shuph means something else,
but we must leave the matter unsettled.

But thereisreally little obscurity hereonceit isrecognized
that the “bruise’ in the KJV and ASV meant “crush,” which
was the meaning of “bruisg” in Old English. The Greek sun-
tribw in Rom 16:20 means “to shatter, to shiver, to crush, to
have one’s head broken” (Liddell and Scott 1728-1729).

Moreover, thereisnow no uncertainty about (A) the mean-
ing of @WV, stems|, I, and I11, and (B) @av, stems| and I1.

The by-forms @V and (laV are a perfect match for the same
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type of variant by-forms with the following stems:
~a(  ~lq “standing, rising” (Jastrow 1306, 1331)
~ar  ~lr “tobehigh® (Jastrow 1437, 1460)
~ar  ~r“ox” (BDB 910; Jastrow 1437)
The verb @av, stem |, means “to gasp, to pant, to pant
after, to long for” and @av, sem |1, means “to crush, to
trample upon” (BDB 983; Jastrow 1508). This@aV, stemll,

has the by-form @WV, sgemll, “to crush, to grind,” aswdl as

the Old English definition “to bruise” (BDB 1003; KBS 4:
1446-1447).

The Hebrew @WV, stem I, “to cover, to adorn,” comesin
Psam 139: 11, Jnplivy %VvX-%a surely the darkness covers
me.” This @IV, sem 1, is a cognate of the Arabic €\H ()
“to cover, to adorn” (Lane 1872: 1619). The Hebrew @V,
stem 111, “to ook, to see,” is the cognate of the Arabic eNH
(&) “ to look down on, to see,” with € NH (Gawvact ) mean-
ing “asharp sghted man” (Lane 1872: 1619). The Vulgate's
insidiaberis“to watch-and-wait” and the Septuagint’s thrh-
sel ... thrhsej, “he shall,.watch . . . you shall watch,” make
sense once the Arabic eNH (80f) “to see” the cognate of
@V, stem 111, comesinto focus.

Furthermore, the triyei/tribw “to bruise, to pound, to
knead” in some Greek codices of 3:15 is obvioudly a trans-
lation of @av sem Il and/or @WV, stemIl. Also the pros-
triyei“rubbing” in Aquila and theqliyei “rubbing” in Sym-
machus reflect this same meaning of @WV, stem |11, muchlike
the@aV, stem I, in Amos 2:7,


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Lane_1619_shuf.pdf
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~LD varB #ra-rp[-I[ ~ypaVh
the ones panting after the dust of the earth
on the head of the poor
Septuagint
ta patounta epi ton coun thj ghj
kai ekondulizon eij kefalaj ptwcwn
the ones trampling on the dust of the earth,
and they have smitten upon the heads of the poor

Vulgate
qui conterunt super pulverem terrae capita pauperum
who crush upon the dust of the earth the heads of the poor.

Bushnél (1167) maintained that Genesis 3, “rightly trans-
lated and interpreted, revealsto usthefact that lordship of the
husband over the wife, which began when man sinned, was
Satanic in origin.” But she failed to explain how the serpent,

which was hithy hf[ rva hdFh tix IKm ~lr[ “the
most crafty of all the beasts of the fidd which Y ahweh had

made,” was transformed into the supra-earthly Satan. More-
over, Bushnell missed the best translation of two key phrases,
namdly, the ADJIK rz[ AL-HF[&, “I will make for him a
savior ashis-front-one” in Gen 2:18, and the %B-1vmy allhi
“and he shall bejust like you” in Gen 3:16 (see note 9 and pp.
2-15 above).

Incommentingon| Cor 11:10, Bushnéll ( 1254-259) noted
that a Vaentinian cited by Clement of Alexandriawasteach-
ing that “the woman ought to wear a power.” She argued that
the reading of “vell” there as“power” was dueto a confuson
in Coptic of the nouns ouer shishi (sic) “authority, power” and
ouershoun (sic) “veil.” She noted that fifteen Coptic manu-
scripts have the “power,” whereas four or five have “veil.”
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However, thereislittlegraphic or aura smilarity betweenthe
Copticersisi (ers8) “power” and rswn (rson) “veil,” as
spelled in Crum’s Coptic Dictionary. It is dso difficult to
concur with her that a Coptic variant was responsible for the
exousia “power” in all of the major Greek manuscripts.

The problems | Cor 11:10 with “vel” versus “authority”
disappear once the s of exousia is removed from the word
and the remaining six letters are recognized asatransliterated
Aramaic loanword. Theexousian appearingin dl of themajor
Greek manuscripts needsto be corrected to exouian and read

as the loarword aflISKa “a covering,” avariant of the well
attested JISK (Jastrow 634, 652-653). (The prosthetic & of
yWska is analogous to the variant [Arza in Job 31: 22 for

[AFZ “arm’ and is analogous to the Greek prosthetic e With
the variants ecqgej and cqej “yesterday.”) Usng aloanword
for anitem of clothingisquite common, like the English scarf
coming from the Old French escherpe and the English gown
coming fromthe Late L ain gunna “aleather garment.” For a
more detailed study of | Cor 11:10, see pp. 55-58 of my book
Clarifying New Testament Aramaic Names & Wordsand the
Shem Tob Hebrew Gospel of Matthew (click here).

Thesecriticiams of Bushnell’ strandlations and her exegesis
of Genesis 1-3 and Corinthians 11 are not madeto undermine
her agenda to expose the three millennia of biased male
chauvinist interpretations which have erroneously deprecated
women. Hopefully, now that her book is online and again in
print, the correctionspresent in these noteswill strengthen her
arguments.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Coptic_power.gif
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Coptic_covering.gif
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Volume4_ShemTob+.pdf
http://www.godswordtowomen.org/studies/resources/onlinebooks/gwtw.htm

I
WHY THE NAME OF GOD WASINEFFABLE

The name “Yahweh” occurs in Genesis over one hundred
twenty-fivetimes fromthetime of Cain and Abel downtothe
death of Joseph. It is therefore surprising to read in Exod
6:2-3, “| appeared to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob, as @
Sadday ‘God Almighty,” but by my name Y ahweh | did not
make mysalf known to them.” It is al the more surprising
because as ‘el Sadday ‘God Almighty’ appearsonly gx times
in Genesis (compared to twenty-three timesin Job and eleven
times elsewhere). However, the disparity disappears once

» thedigunctive“but” in Exod 6:3 isread asthe conjunctive
Ham,”

* and the negative particle 10° “not”in Exod 6:3 isread as
the emphatic affirmative particle Iu® “indeed.”*

By smply changing one vowe (an o to au) Exod 6:3 can
beread as“| appeared . .. as °el Sadday ‘God Almighty’ and
by my name Y ahweh | did indeed make mysdf known.” This
reading of Exod 6:3 removes the digoarity with Gen 4:26,
which gates that from the time of Enosh “men began to call
upon the name of Yahweh” (hithy ~vB arql Ixih za).

The holy name hilhy “ Y ahweh” occurs over 6,000 times
inthe Old Testament, but it does not appear even once in the
New Tegament. There was agood reason for the shift from
the pre-exilic Israglites freedom of to say the holy name and
the post-exilic Jewish prohibition against ever pronouncing
the name “Y ahweh” in private or in public—which became so
pervasive that the meaning of the name hwhy and its proper
pronunciation and derivation were forgotten.®

In the Old Testament there are references to |sraelites
“calling upon the name of Yahweh,” which certainly required
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themto say the name. Inadditionto Gen 4:26 are threetexts:

Psam 116:13and 17, arga hiihy ~vbll “and 1 will cal
upon the name of Y ahweh.”

Zeph 3:9, | will change the speech of the peoplesto apure
speech, that dl of them may cdl on the name of Y ahweh
(hihy ~vB ~Lk argl.

Therearefar moretextswhich called for thelsraglites“to

swear by the name of Yahweh.” The following four textsfrom
Jeremiah and | saiah are noteworthy:

Jer 4:2, “And you shall swear (T[BVNl), ‘As Yahweh
lives!’ (hwhy-yX) in truth, in justice, and in uprightness,
then nations shall blessthemselvesin him, andin him shall
they glory.”

Jer 5:2, “Though they say, ‘As Yahweh lives,’ yet they
swear falsely” (I[bVy rqVI k1 lirmay hAhy-yx ~au.
Jer 12:16-17, “And it shall come to pass, if they diligently
learn . . . to swear by my name (ymvB [thl), ‘As
Y ahweh lives!” (NWNY-JX) . . . then they shall be built up
in the midst of my people.”

Isa48:1, “Hear this, O house of Jacob, . . . who swear by
the name of Yahweh” (Nihy ~vB ~y[Bviih).

The texts and targums of Deut 6:13 and 10:20 are espe-

cially important to note for they demonstrate how the holy
name hwhy (YHWH) was generally coded in Aramaic as V)Y

(YYY) or YIy (YWY)—Ilest the holy name be profaned in
writing or in speech. Even the noun ~yh la “God’ was in-
tentionally misspelled by some as ~yq|a. The MT and
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targums of Deut 6:13 and 10:20 read as follows:
anT yhla hihy-ta
[oVT Amvbll [gBdt Ablly db[t Ataw

Y ou shall fear Y ahweh your God;
you shall serve him, [and cleave to him],
and swear by his name.

Targum Pseudo-Jonathan
lyIxd 'wht Wwkgla yy ~dg-!m
lixIpt yimday
it gwvgb hyrmym: ~invbi
Before YY'Y your God you shall fear,

and before Him you shall serve,
and by the name of his word in truth you shall swear.

Targum Onkelos*
xIpt yhAmdqW Ixdt $hla ywy ty
~yat hymvbol

YWY your God you shalt fear, and serve before him,
and by his name you shall sweer.

Peshitta
ymy hmvbi xulp hlv Ixd $hla ayrml

Fear the Lord your God,
and serve him, and swear by his name.

The bracketed phrase [(BAt Abl] in the MT and its
bracketed trandation, [and cleave to him|, is found only in
Deut 10:20, but the Septuagint has the phrase trandated in
both Deut 6:13 and 10:20. It reads as follows:
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kurion ton geon sou fobhghsh kai autw latreuseij
kai proj auton kollhghsh kai tw onomati autou omh

Y ou shalt fear (the) Lord thy God, and him shalt thou serve
and you shall cleave to him, and by his name you shall swear.

These nine texts are sufficient evidence for one to con-
clude that pre-exilic Israglites were free to say “Yahweh”
when they called upon him and swore by his name. But post-
exilic Jaws and New Testament Jews never pronounced the
name*Y ahweh.” Instead they substituted \NACa (‘adénay), an
honorific plura meaning “my Lorb” or they smply said ~Vh
(hassem) “the Name.” They did thisfor agood reason.

The good reason for never saying the holy name is found
in the Hebrew text of Lev 24:16a and the various ways the
verb QN inthisversewastransiated into Aramaic and Greek.
Before focusing on Lev 24:16 a statement about the verb bqn
isinorder. The Hebrew /Aramaic DO had different meanings.
The most widely attested meaning of DN is “to bore, to
perforate,” asin 2 Kings 12:10, ATIdB rx bQYW “and he
bored aholeinitslid.” The nouns related to thisverb are (a)
bqn “hole, incision, perforation,” (b) hbqn “femde, female
gender, female sex,” and (c) TN “female genitalia,” all of
which are cited by Jastrow (1903: 930).

The second meaning of bqn is “to curse,” asin Prov
11:26, ~Aal hbQy rB [nm, “theonewithholding grain the
people curse him.” This DQN isaby-form of b0 “to curse,”
which appears in Num 23:8, la th al an hm “how
shall | curse (whom) God has not cursed.” ® The third mean-
ing of bqn is“to name, to pronounce, to specify,” asin Gen
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30:28, “rkT hbqn“nameyour wages’ (Jastrow 1903, 930).
And the fourth meaning of QN is“to blaspheme,” asin Lev

24:11, ILgyw ~Vh ta tylarfth hVah-!1B bQW, which

was abbreviated in the Vulgate (by omitting the three words
of the subject) to just
cumqgue blasphemasset nomen et mal edixi sset

when he had blasphemed the name and cursed.

However, the Septuagint translated this as
kai eponomasaj o uioj thj gunaikoj
thj Israhlitidoj to onoma kathrasato
and the son of the | sradlite woman
named the name and cursed.

This Greek trandation reflects the third definition of bJn,
wherein amply saying the holy namewas the same as cursing
or blaspheming the name—making it a capital offense.

The fifth meaning of bqn is“to scrutinize, to investigate.”
This bqn isthe cognate of the Arabic %hEW (nagaba) “he exa-
mined, he inquired into” (Lane 1893: 2833°). This meaning,
(though not cited on Jastrow) is related to the first definition,
above, with the idea being “to penetrate the mind” or “to dig
up the facts,” or “to bore into the details.”

With these five meanings of DQN in focus one can ap-
preciate the varied trandations of Lev 24:16a in Aramaic,
Syriac, Greek, and Latin.

Masoretic Text
tmly tAm hwhy-~v bami

And he who curses the name of Y ahweh
he shall surely be put to death.
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Targum Pseudo-Jonathan
yyd amv @rxmy vrpmd lam ~rb
lyjaty aljqgta
But whoever explains and blasphemes the name of YY'Y,
shall surely be put to death.

Targum Neofiti
lypdgb yyy ~v yyd hymv vrpy yd Imi
Ijgty hljqtm
And whoever declareshisname of YY'Y,

the name Y Y'Y with blasphemies
shall surely be put to death.

i i Peshitta
Ljgtn wljgtm ayrmd hmv wirpnd mi

And whoever explainsthe name of the Lord

shdll surely be put to degth.
Septuagint
onomazwn de to onoma kuriou ganatw ganatousqw
And hethat names the name of (the) Lord,
let him die the death.
Vulgate and Douay Rheims
et qui blasphemaverit nomen Domini morte moriatur
And he that blasphemeth the name of the Lord,
dying let him die.

Jastrow’s definitions of the Aramaic V') which gppearsin
thetargumsinclude (a) “to separate, to divide, to digtinguish”
and (b) “to define, to explain, to interpret” (1903: 1242—
1243). Payne Smith’s definitions of the Syriac VI'P include
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similarly (a) “to set gpart” and (2) “to write diginctly, to de-
scribe clearly, to explain® (1957:465). Lamsa (1967: 145)
translated this Syriac phrase as “and he who blasphemes the
name of the Lord,” which is an acceptable trandation of the
bgn inthe Hebrew text, but it is not an acceptable tranglation
of the VI inthe Syriac text. The name “ Pharisee” is derived
from this stem, and the Pharisees were distinguished separa-
tistsand interpreters of the Torah, but never blasphemers.

The other verb in the Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan, @I’X,
means “to revile, to blaspheme, to shame.” It isa synonym of
the Syriac and Aramaic @dg, found in the Targum Neofiti
(Jagtrow, 1903: 214, 505; Payne Smith 1957: 61).

The fifth definition of DO “to examine, toinquire, toinves-
tigate” (cited above on page5) liesbehind those translationsof
Lev 24:16a which prohibit any and all inquiry into the
meaning and etymology of the holy name hwhy. Herethenwas
the tenson in the Torah texts: Isradites were to call (aFQ)

upon the name of Yahweh, and to swear ([bV) by the name
of Yahweh. But a the same time, according to Lev 24: 16,
they were

* not to name ( bqn) the name,

* not to pronounce ( bqn) the name,

* not to examine ( bqn) the name,

* not to blaspheme ( bqn) the name.
Were anyoneto nagab the holy name of Y ahweh—Dby any or
al definitions of nagab— they were to be put to death by
stoning. To avoid being soned to death post-exilic Jews did
not pronounce, name or explain the name hwhy.
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Exod 20:7 and Deut 5:11
aivl yhla hihy-~v-ta aFt al
You shall not take the name of Yahweh your God in vain.

Lev19:12
Mhla ~v-ta TILxi rgVI ymvb I[bVE-alv

And you shall not swear falsely by my name,
profaning the name of your God.

The third commandment of the Decalogue reinforced the
words of Lev 24:16. The uncertainty about the third com-
mandment was the precise meaning of aivl “invain” The
noun allV “vain, empty” in this commandment could beinter-
preted as referring to any of the following actions:

« #a “to blaspheme,” which appearsin 2 Sam 12:14, “you
[David] have redly blasphemed Y ahweh’; 1sa 52:5, “their
masters howl in triumph, declares Y ahweh, and my name is
blasphemed continualy”; Ezek 35:12, “I, Yahweh, have
heard all the blasphemieswhich you have uttered against the
mountains of Israd”; Neh 9:18 “even when they made for
themselves a molten calf . . . and committed great blas-
phemies’; Neh 9:26, “. . . they killed your prophets. . . and
committed great blasphemies’; and Ps 74:10, “Will the
enemy blaspheme Y our name forever?’

| Iq “to curse,” which appears in Exod 22:28, “Do not
blagpheme God or curse the ruler of your people” (NIB);
Lev 24:15, “Those who blaspheme God will suffer the
consequences of their guilt and be punished” (NLT); 1 Sam
3:13*. .. because his[Eli’s] sons were blaspheming God,
and hedid not redrain them” (RSV, NRS).
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» b “to blaspheme,” which occurs only in Lev 24:10-17,
which tells, as noted above, of an Egypto-Israelite young
man who blasphemed and cursed the name (~Vh), and asa
result was stoned to degth.

Just asthesethreeactions (#ai, 11, andbqn) carried the
death pendty, so dso anyone guilty of “taking the name of
Y ahwehinvain” could expect to receivethe same punishment.
The only sure precaution againg ever taking “the name in
van” was never to utter the name.

Sura 2:224-225 inthe Qur‘an provides both acommentary
and a contrast for the third commandment of the Decalogue.
It reads,

Use not Allah's name for your vain oaths, making them an
excuse for refraining from doing good and working righteous
and promoting public welfare. . . . Allah will not call you to
account for that which is unintentional inyour oaths, but hewill
call you to account for the evil to which you have deliberately
assented.

In the Jewish community there was great concern even for
any unintentiona error in any oath made in Y ahweh's name.
As aresult, out of fear as well as a statement of piety, the
name hwhy was never pronounced. When the eyes saw the
letters NilNY thetonguesaid either ynAda “my Loro” or ~Vh
“the NAME.” ®

NOTES

1. The literature on the emphatic | and al continues to
grow. In addition to references cited by Richardson (1966:
89), note McDaniel (1968) 206-208; Blommerde (1969) 31,
Dahood (1975) 341-342); Whitley (1975) 202-204; Hueh-
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nergard (1983) 569-593; McDanid (2000) 11, 20, 156, 181—
182, 211; and McDaniel (2003) 95-96, 129— 130; 144, 148,
203, 224, 230, 324, and 332. For aquick reference see Cyrus
Gordon (1965) 76 and 425.

2. Brown, Driver, and Briggs (1906: 217-218) noted that in
the MT the name spelled as NANY occurs 6,518 times and the
spelling ARy occurs 305 times.

3. Thecreaivepower of Godis actually reflected in the name
Yahweh. Before Yahweh became an ineffable name it was
pronounced and spelled in a number of different ways. The
early church fathers pronounced it as °lad or °lao or Yaho, dl
of which point to the holy trigrammaton why used in personal
nameslike Yehonatan / Yonatan/ Jonathan, meaning“Y ahweh
hasgiven.” In Greek sourcesit was pronounced as labe or lae
or laoue or laouai, all of which reflect the tetragrammaton
hwhy and point to its origind pronunciation as the verb
yahweh “ he caused to be, he caused to exist.” Thelast syllable
-yah of theliturgical phrasehallelu-yah “Praise Y ahweh!” in-
dicates that the initial syllable of Niihy was Ya, not Yi. This
interpretation that why and hwhy are causative forms of the
verb—with the meaning “ cause to be” rather than the smple
form meaning “to be”—has the support of David Freedman
(1986: 500, 513) who, in agreement with his mentor William
Albright, stated

“Yahweh must be causdtive . . . . The name yahweh
must therefore be a hiphil [causative]. Although the
causative of hwy is otherwise unknown in Northwest
Semitic.. . ., it seemsto be attested in the name of the
God of Israd.”
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Freedman al so suggested (1986: 515-516) that the state-
ment “1 amwho | am,” in Exod 3:14 could beread as a causa-
tive meaning “| create whatever | create,” to beinterpreted as
“l am the creator par excellence.” (Shifting from “1 am” to“I
create’ requires the verb NYNa to be read as “ahyeh rather
than ‘ehyeh, with thea vowel in the first syllable being needed
to make it a causative form.) So as not to profane the holy
name of God, the Jewish scribes deliberately misspelled the
name of Yahweh by combining the consonants hwhy with
either the vowels of the substitute title ‘Adonai “my Lords’
(an honorific plurd) or the vowes of “elohim “God” (an
honorific plural).

4. Targum Neofiti in 6:23 reads:
lwht wkhla yyd htoykv ragya ty
ymygme y[btvm w[btvm Wwixdt a yy ty
But in 10:20 Neofiti reads:
lyIxd 'wht Wwkhla yy ~dg-Im
igbtt htyyrua !'pluabi tylcm twht yimday
ymygme y[btvm twht hvydg hymvbr hgbdt

5. The by-forms DO and bDQ “to curse” are like the by-
forms~hn “to growl, to groan” and ~Mh “to make anoise.”

6. Jehovah was a hybrid name composed of the consonants
HWH/YHVH and the vowels of JlAda (‘adénay), the
honorific “my Lords’ or the vowels of ~jhla. The a-6-a
vowels of the “adbnay shifted to e-6—a in the name Jehovah
because the name begins with ayod (J = Y /J) instead of the
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aleph () of ynAda (‘addénay). The first variant spellings of

Jehovah to appear in Latin and English books and Bibles are
asfollows:

1278 Jehova/Yohoua in the book Pugiofidei Chrigianae

(Dagger of Chritian Faith) by the Spanish monk
Raymond Martin.

1303 Yohouah in the book Victory Against the Ungodly

Hebrews by Porchetus de Salvaticis, a Genoese Car-
thusian monk.

1518 lehoua inDeArcanisCatholicaeVeritatis, 1518, folio
xliii, by Pope Leo X’s confessor, Peter Gaatin.

1530 Iehouah in William Tynda€'s Pentateuch.
1611 Iehovah inthe King James Bible of 1611.
1671 Jehovah in the 1671 edition of the King James Bible.
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ELIMINATING ‘THE ENEMIES OF THE LORD’
IN II SAMUEL 12:14

II Sam 12:11-14 in the RSV

Thus says Yahweh, “Behold, I will raise up evil against you
out of your own house; and I will take your wives before your
eyes, and give them to your neighbor, and he shall lie with
your wives in the sight of this sun. 12 For you did it secretly;
but I will do this thing before all Israel, and before the sun.”
13 David said to Nathan, “I have sinned against the LORD.”
And Nathan said to David, “the LORD also has put away
your sin; you shall not die. 14 Nevertheless, because by this
deed you have utterly scorned the LORD, the child that is
born to you shall die.”

I have added the italics in vs. 14 to highlight the omission
in the RSV, NRS and NJB of any translation for the Y2 in
the MT, which at first glance seems to mean “the enemies of.”
The full text of 12:14, with the problematic 2R underlined,
appears in the MT and Septuagint as .

T IR PSNY PR3P 02N
Y P 9% 99 12n oy Mo 9272

But, because you have utterly scorned the enemies of Yahweh, by
this deed the child that is born to you shall die.”

\ 4 ’ ’
TANY OTL TepoElvwy TopwEuveg
10U €Y0podg Kuplov év T¢) PNUatL TOUTW
kol ye 0 LLGg oov O TeyPelc ool Bavatw amodaveltal

But because you have greatly upset
the enemies of the Lord by this thing,
your son also that is born to you shall surely die.
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Commentators have failed to recognize that this proble-
matic 2R in I Sam 12:14 is not the well attested noun 2R
“enemy,” but the Hithpa‘el of the rare verb 2R (°iyyeb), the
cognate of the Arabic g } Cawwdb) “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 ;’J)' (Pawwab) “frequent in
returning to God.”). The MT "NN is not the sign of the direct
object but the prefix of the imperfect Hithpa‘el (1cs).

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, °¢ yAwh, is reflected
only in a single Greek cursive MS (c = 376). MT (cf. LXX,
OL. Syr., Targ.) has °t >yby yhwh, “the enemies of Y ahweh.”
Some of the ancient translations (LXX, Vulg., Symmachus)
did not take this as euphemistic, choosing instead to render the
preceding verb (ni°es ni°asta) as a causative Pi‘el (GK?
§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 (1968:
110-12) has demonstrated the impossibility of this position on
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 euphe-
misms 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 ‘;j&'ﬂ{; as a euphemistic addition
in this verse falters in light of the 5,930 other occurrences of
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the name Yahweh in the Hebrew Scriptures which did not
receive a euphemistic addition. Therefore, a better explanation
is required, and one is readily available.

The final ¥ of the MT 2RI\ can be transposed to be-
come an initial 1 and the reconstructed 2NN can be
pointed as 2NN, the Hithpa‘el (GKC §54°) imperfect
meaning “but I have shown myselfto be repentant.” Once this
derivation comes into focus it is obvious that the phrase does
not belong in verse 22:14, but fits perfectly in 22:13. The two
verses can be restored as follows:

IPION T TR
2INONT IS INe
TITON N3 TN
MM RS NRBA M2pT Mo
i 9272 M DENY Y&J 2 OBR

MY NN -1‘7 -n‘a*-x 127 03

And David said to Nathan,
“I have sinned against Yahweh,
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 2*R (°iyyeb) “to repent, to return” (a synonym of
2 “to return”) appears also in I Sam 25:22. However, it has
yet to be recognized by translators and commentators. About
half of the translations follow the Septuagint and ignore the
MT ’;‘:'&, while others follow the Vulgate and translate it
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traditionally as “enemies.” Here is a sampling:
e unto the enemies of David, KJV, ASV, NAS, NAU, NKIJ
» to the foes of David DRA

* inimicis David Vulgate

*  T® Acvld LXX

» with David NIV, NIB,

* to David RSV, NRS, NAB
* onDavid NJB

In this verse the verb carries a nuance which survived in
its Arabic cognate g } Cawwdb) “to return” and especially “to
return home to one’s family at night” (Lane 1863: 123-124).
As I 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 overnight (7?3[! D), before he would

return to camp for sleep. The name David in I Sam 25:22 can
be treated as an unnecessary gloss identifying the 1cs suffix on

the noun 2N “my returning,” although it was probably added
at first as a gloss when Y2\ was misunderstood—in gram-
matical terms—as the nomen regens Y2°R “the enemies of,”
which required the nomen rectum modifier. Thus, while some
interpreters follow the Septuagint, which has simply ¢ Aavid
“to David,” and treat the MT ‘;‘:x 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:

1290 MR D "5maun
0% 191 NG oo Moy s
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PP PAYR PRI DTN TRURTNR

And [Nabal] returned to me evil for good.
Thus may God do upon my returning-for-the-night
and do even more,
if by morning I leave(alive) from all who belong to him
(anyone) 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.”

Just as the Arabic cognate 9)' (Pawwdb) “to repent, to
return” makes it possible to eliminate the 171177 Y2WR"NNX “the
enemies of Yahweh” in II Sam 12:14, the same cognate makes
it possible to eliminate the 717 ’;‘:R “the enemies of David”
inI Sam 25:22.
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RECONSIDERING THE ARABIC COGNATES
WHICH CLARIFY PSALM 40:7 (MT)

PSALM 40:7 (MT)

5 mz 0NN nEEn NG Aman na
nbxw Y ROM '151::

Sacrifice and offering you did not desire;
ears you dug for me.
Burnt offering and sin offering you did not require.

LXX Psalm 39:7
Buolay kal Tpoodopar oVk HOEANOCAC
odpo (G*S)/dtia (o, 0", 8") 8¢ katnptiow poL
OAOKA VTN Kol Tepl GPoPTLoG 0VK 1TNONS
Sacrifice and offering you do not desire;
but a body (G**%)/ears (o', 0", 8")
you have prepared me:
whole-burnt-offering and for sin you do not require.

As noted in the Hebrew-English Tanak (1460, b-b), the
meaning of phrase ’5 D72 BIR is uncertain. As pointed it
means literally “ears you dug for me,” a phrase which disrupts
the synonymous parallelism of line A, “sacrifice and offering
you did not desire,” and line B, “burnt offering and sin
offering you have not requested.” The JPS Tanak translation
(1985) ignored the phrase and rendered this verse simply as,
“You gave me to understand that You do not desire sacrifice
and meal offering; You do not ask for burnt offering and sin
offering.” However, most translators, past and present, have
opted to paraphrase the enigmatic three words as follows:
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KJV mine ears hast thou opened.
ASV Mine ears hast thou opened
NAS My ears Thou hast opened.
NAU My ears You have opened.
RSV thou hast given me an open ear
NRS you have given me an open ear
NJB you gave me an open ear

NKIJ My ears You have opened

NIV my ears you have pierced.

NIB but my ears you have pierced
YLT Ears Thou hast prepared for me
NAB ears open to obedience you gave
DRA thou hast pierced ears for me
VUL aures autem perfecisti mihi

But, as noted in the variants of the Greek text cited above,
the direct object of the verb may not have been “two ears” but
“abody.”" And the verb was understood by some to mean “to
perfect” or “to prepare” rather than “to dig” or “to pierce.”
These difference are also reflected in the Syriac tradition,
where the Syro-Hexaplareads ,\ duad 1 1\a (pagra’
den tqant Ii) “but a body hast thou prepared me,” with a

marginal note reading,\ dtawn 1 xS (Cedna’ den

hpart Ii) “but ears you dug for me,”? which approximates the

Peshitta ,\ dimas (a1 <3< (edna’ den nqabt Ii),
where the verb aaas (ngab) “to dig” is a synonym of €2
(hpar) “to dig” (Payne Smith, 1903: 154, 349). Lamsa (1956:
607) paraphrased the Peshitta to read, “but as for me, I now
have understanding.”

The Greek variant cGdpe 8¢ katnptiow pot, “but a body
you prepared for me,” appears in Hebrews 10:5,
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AL eloepyoOuevog €lg tov kOopov Aéyel,
Ouolav kel Tpoopopar ovk HBEANOKC,
ORUe 8¢ KatnpTlow WoL.
Therefore, coming into the world, he said,
“Sacrifices and offerings thou hast not desired,
but a body hast thou prepared for me.”

The odpe “body” here in Hebrews 10 and in the G*®® of Psa
39:7 was evidently due to a confusion in the (oral) tradition
of ]TN “ear” (dtla) with@ZY “bone, body” (= dotéov or
o®pa, as in Lam4:7, where the Q3D 127X means “they were
ruddy in body”).” If the original were QXY = oGpa = “body,”
the verb may well have been 11772 rather than the MT N*72.
This 0?72 (from 1M72) would be the cognate of Arabic S

/ b_: (baraya / bard ) “to cleanse, to restore the body;” as in
the expression “He [God] restored him to convalescence from

disease, sickness or malady”; and the noun Jlg (bari’"™)
“recovering from disease, sickness, or malady, convalescent,
healthy” (Lane 1863, 178-179 [form 4]; Hava, 1915: 26;
Castell, 1669: 431 “convaluit’ ). The Greek katnptiow “to
mend, to restore, to make right” would be a good translation
of this 773, as well as the Vulgate’s perfecisti.

The commentators and translators, like Lamsa, who para-
phrased 5 A2 DN and LN dmay Lt <
(Pedna® den nqabt ), to mean “you opened my ears” or “you
gave me understanding,” have appealed directly or indirectly
to Isaiah 50:4-5."

cee v mB Pk 0% gy i o
"P33 "pa2
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;0 mbD pawh IR
TR SO T Y
o0 RS DN
My Lord Yahweh gave me the tongue of a teacher . . . .
Morning by morning he wakens,
he wakens my ear to listen as those who are taught.

My Lord Jahweh opened for me an ear,
and I was not rebellious . . . .

However, 172 “to dig” would be a synonym for the 2377
“to dig, to hew” and the 923 “to dig, to bore” in Isa 51:1, but
not a synonym of the 7°¥ “to awaken”or the MD2 “to open”
in Isa 50:5. An accurate interpretation of the N2 DTN re-
quires the repointing of the dual @32™R as the plural 23X and

recognizing it as the cognate of the Arabic ubi (°adan'") “a
notification; an announcement,” as in the Qur’an, Sura 9:3,

FSUESR L‘.,«LJlL,Jl T gl 5 RI[EY ”uu,
And an announcement from Allah and His Apostle, to
the people on the day of the Great Pilgrimage.

The 21X “notifications” in Psa 40:7 refers to Yahweh’s
announcements, scattered in these various texts

I Sam 15:22 Isa 66:3-4

Hos 6:6 Jer 7:21-23
Amos 5:15-21 Psa 50:8-16, 23°
Mic 6:6-8 Psa 51:16-17
Isa 1:11-17 Psa 69:30-31,

that he did not desire blood sacrifices and burnt offerings.’
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Similarly, the N2 “you dug” in the phrase P™2 02X
“ears you dug” needs to be reinterpreted in light of the Arabic
cognate JS (karra), which in forms 2 and 5 means “to repeat,
to reiterate, to do repeatedly,” as in |JS dxoww L;Lc \))5 (kar-
rara ‘alay sam‘ihi kada®) “he reiterated such a thing to his
hearing” (Lane 1885: 2601; Wehr 1979: 958; Castell, 1669:
1794, included “reduxit, repetavit, iteravit, replicavit’).
Thus, the revocalized ‘5 N2 0YIR means “you reiterated
for me the pronouncement.” The plural 23R could be a

plural of intensity (GKC §124%), suggesting the significance of
the pronouncement in Psa 40:6 that God has no desire for
sacrifices. But given the ten texts listed above and cited in the
ADDENDUM, a regular plural cannot be ruled out. This plural
may really do double duty:

Sacrifice and offering you did not desire.
You reiterated to me the pronouncement(s):
Burnt offering and sin offering you did not request!

Thus, the Arabic cognate ¢ 5 1 (baraya) = M2 “to restore
the body” clarifies the katnptiow odpw “prepared/ perfected
a body” in the Septuagint (G*®%) of Psa 39:7 and Heb 10:5.
The cognates lei (Paddn"") “a notification” and JS (karra)
“to reiterate” clarify the problematic phrase 072 2R.in
the MT of Psalm 40:7.
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NOTES
1. The o&pa “body” may be due to scribal errors in which the
final ¢ of M8éAnoag was mistakenly read as the initial letter of
the Jdtla “ears.” Then the tL of the erroneous owtix was
misread as a ., resulting in the cwpo now in the texts.

2. See Field, 1964: 151 and McDaniel, 2007: 129-134.

3. See Briggs, 1906:358 for this an other proposals of the
earlier commentators. In an earlier study on Psalm 40, I
argued that the lack of a word in some of the Greek and
Syriac texts for the MT B2IR was due to a confusion in the
respective Vorlagen of (1) at and 77, (2)a® andJ, and (3) a
] and 8, which resulted in the TR being read as ™R (=
1IN), a by-form of MY “yet, as yet, still,” which was
translated into Greek as ¢ and into Syriac as ¥ (den) “but,
for, then.” (McDaniel, 2007: 129-134.)

4. See for example Clifford, 2002: 206; and Mays, 1994: 168.

5. In my earlier study (McDaniel, 2007: 129-134) I argued
for emending the N*2 to N2 “you freed (me),” and for
reading the DTN /BTN as DYIT/2%% (or DWITR/DMMN
with a prosthetic X) which would be the cognate of the Arabic
Qib (ddn) and -,»> (din) “a vice, fault, defect.” This led me
to conclude that the > M2 BIX in Psa 40:6b was the
psalmist’ assertion that, by God’s grace, he was free of the
BIR “vices / faults” which plagued him. The case being
made in this study—now that -, I (°addn"") “announcement”
is in focus—requires no emendation of the consonantal MT.
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6. The MT negative Nbneeds to be read as the emphatic x&
“indeed.” For the literature on the emphatic 5 and x%, see
Gordon (1965: 76, 425); Richardson (1966: 89); McDaniel
(1968) 206-208; Blommerde (1969) 31; Dahood (1975)
341-342); Whitley (1975) 202—-204; and Huehnergard (1983)
569-593, especially 591.

7. These texts are cited in full in the ADDENDUM below.

8. For the by-forms M2 and 072 “to reiterate, to repeat”
note the by-forms cited in GKC §77%°: 1713 / 11772 “to flee”;
Q127 /127 “to be quiet™; 131 / 1IN “to incline”; and 555/
m52 “to end.”

ADDENDUM

I Samuel 15:22

And Samuel said, “Has the LORD as great delight in burnt
offerings and sacrifices, as in obeying the voice of the LORD?
Surely, to obey is better than sacrifice, and to heed than the fat
of rams.”

Hosea 6:6
For I desire steadfast love and not sacrifice, the knowledge of
God rather than burnt offerings.

Amos 5:21-25

I hate, I despise your festivals, and I take no delight in your
solemn assemblies. Even though you offer me your burnt
offerings and grain offerings, I will not accept them; and the
offerings of well-being of your fatted animals I will not look
upon. Take away from me the noise of your songs; I will not
listen to the melody of your harps. But let justice roll down



96 ARABIC COGNATES

like waters, and righteousness like an ever-flowing stream.
Did you bring to me sacrifices and offerings the forty years in
the wilderness, O house of Israel?

Micah 6:6-8

With what shall I come before the LORD, and bow myself
before God on high? Shall I come before him with burnt
offerings, with calves a year old? Will the LORD be pleased
with thousands of rams, with ten thousands of rivers of 0il?
Shall I give my firstborn for my transgression, the fruit of my
body for the sin of my soul? He has told you, O mortal, what
is good; and what does the LORD require of you but to do
justice, and to love kindness, and to walk humbly with your
God?

Isaiah 1:11-17

What to me is the multitude of your sacrifices? says the
LORD; I have had enough of burnt offerings of rams and the
fat of fed beasts; I do not delight in the blood of bulls, or of
lambs, or of goats. When you come to appear before me, who
asked this from your hand? Trample my courts no more;
bringing offerings is futile; incense is an abomination to me.
New moon and sabbath and calling of convocation—I cannot
endure solemn assemblies with iniquity. Y our new moons and
your appointed festivals my soul hates; they have become a
burden to me, I am weary of bearing them. When you stretch
out your hands, I will hide my eyes from you; even though you
make many prayers, I will not listen; your hands are full of
blood. Wash yourselves; make yourselves clean; remove the
evil of your doings from before my eyes; cease to do evil,
learn to do good; seek justice, rescue the oppressed, defend
the orphan, plead for the widow.
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Isaiah 66:3—4

Whoever slaughters an ox is like one who kills a human being;
whoever sacrifices a lamb, like one who breaks a dog's neck;
whoever presents a grain offering, like one who offers swine's
blood; whoever makes a memorial offering of frankincense,
like one who blesses an idol. These have chosen their own
ways, and in their abominations they take delight; I also will
choose to mock them, and bring upon them what they fear;
because, when I called, no one answered, when I spoke, they
did not listen; but they did what was evil in my sight, and
chose what did not please me.

Jeremiah 7:21-23

Thus says the LORD of hosts, the God of Israel: Add your
burnt offerings to your sacrifices, and eat the flesh. For in the
day that I brought your ancestors out of the land of Egypt, I
did not speak to them or command them concerning burnt
offerings and sacrifices. But this command I gave them, “Obey
my voice, and [ will be your God, and you shall be my people;
and walk only in the way that I command you, so that it may
be well with you.”

Psalm 50:8-16, 23

Indeed,’ for your sacrifices do I rebuke you; your burnt offer-
ings are continually before me. I will not accept a bull from
your house, or goats from your folds. For every wild animal
of the forest is mine, the cattle on a thousand hills. I know all
the birds of the air, and all that moves in the field is mine. If I
were hungry, [ would not tell you, for the world and all that is
in it is mine. Do I eat the flesh of bulls, or drink the blood of
goats? Offer to God a sacrifice of thanksgiving, and pay your
vows to the Most High. . . . Those who bring thanksgiving as
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their sacrifice honor me; to those who go the right way I will
show the salvation of God.

Psalm 51:16-17

For you have no delight in sacrifice; if I were to give a burnt
offering, you would not be pleased. The sacrifice acceptable
to God is a broken spirit; a broken and contrite heart, O God,
you will not despise.
Psalm 69:30-31

I will praise the name of God with a song; I will magnify him
with thanksgiving. This will please the LORD more than an ox
or a bull with horns and hoofs.



\4
A NEW INTERPRETATION OF
PROYV 25:21-22 AND ROM 12:17-21

In the imprecatory lament of Psalm 140:10 is this wish,
MProa ninmna ober wxa ovbm omby wmr
“Let burning coals fall upon them! Let them be cast into pits,
no more to rise!” It is obvious that the psalmist wanted the

burning coals to be used as a weapon of death against his
enemies. As Briggs (1907: 504-505) noted,

The author is thinking of divine retribution through a theo-

phanic storm coming upon the enemies; possibly such as that

upon Sodom, but more probably such as decided the battles

of Beth-horon and the Kishon, Jos. 10'"% Ju. 5, cf. also Ps.

1 8 17—16'

By contrast, in Prov 25:21-22 a similar reference to burn-
ing coals to be used against an enemy had a redemptive
purpose for the good of the enemy. These verses read

[0 IPWT RMYONY oo MGONT NI 2y7ON
(79705 Y MM WRATSY Ann ane ovhm o
€y el 0 €xBpdg oou Tpéde ahTOV €y Sufd ToTL e alTo
T00TO Y&p TOLOY &VOpoKHG TUPOS CWPEVOELS ETL TNV
kepaATy a0ToD 6 8 KUPLOG AVTATOdWOEL COL Yo
If your enemy is hungry, give him bread to eat;
and if he is thirsty, give him water to drink;

for so doing you will heap coals of fire upon his head,
and the Lord will reward you [with good].

The proper interpretation of verse 25:22a has baffled
scholars over the centuries, down to the present time. In the
last century, for example, R. B. Y. Scott (1965: 156) recog-
nized that heaping coals of fire upon someone’s head was a
form of torture. Scott called attention to Exod 23:4-5, as a
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more effective model for returning good for evil to overcome
an enemy:

If you meet your enemy’s ox or his ass going astray,
you shall bring it back to him. If you see the ass of one
who hates you lying under its burden, you shall refrain
from leaving him with it, you shall help him to lift it up.

Surprisingly, the apostle Paul quoted Prov 25:21-22 in
Rom 12:17-21, which reads as follows (with the quotation in
italics and the Greek text in brackets):

Repay no one evil for evil, but take thought for what is
noble in the sight of all. If possible, so far as it depends
upon you, live peaceably with all. Beloved, never aven-
ge yourselves, but leave it to the wrath of God; for it is
written, ‘“Vengeance is mine, I will repay, says the
Lord.” No, “if your enemy is hungry, feed him, if he is
thirsty, give him drink; for by so doing you will heap
burning coals upon his head” [todto yap TOLOV
GvBpakag TUPOG CWPEVOELG €TL TNV KedaAny adtod]. Do
not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good.

William Sandy and Arthur Headlam (1902: 365) raised
the following questions and came to an Augustinian conclu-
sion:

But with what purpose are we to “ heap coals of fire on his
head ”? Is it (1) that we may be consoled for our kind act by
knowing that he will be punished for his misdeeds? This is
impossible, for it attributes a malicious motive, which is
quite inconsistent with the context both here and in the O. T.
In the latter the passage proceeds, “And the Lord shall re-
ward thee,” implying that the deed is a good one; here we are
immediately told that we are not to be “overcome of evil, but
overcome evil with good,” which clearly implies that we are
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to do what is for our enemies’ benefit. (2) Coals of fire must,
therefore, mean, as most commentators since Augustine have
said, the burning pangs of shame, which a man will feel
when good is returned for evil, and which may produce
remorse and penitence and contrition.

More recently Joseph Fitzmyer (1993: 657—-658) in his
commentary on Romans also acknowledged, “The meaning
of Prov 25:22a, however, is quite obscure” and demonstrated
this point by providing an excellent summary of the varied
interpretations of Prov 25:22 and Rom 12:20 in the following
six paragraphs, which are cited here in full (with his refer-
ences and abbreviations found at the end of this chapter):

(1) T. K. Cheyne [1883], Dahood (“Two Pauline Quo-
tations”), and Ramaroson (“ ‘Charbons ardents’”) understand
the prep. ‘a/ to mean “from” instead of “upon,” as it can in
Ugaritic. Moreover, the ptc. hoteh means “remove” (see
HALAT, 349: “wegnehmen”); hence, “remove coals from
his head.” This meaning might suit the Hebrew text of the
MT, but the LXX and Paul’s text clearly read soreuseis epi,
“heap upon” (BAGD, 800; B-A, 1595; LSJ, 1750). Hence
the Greek text of 25:22a cannot tolerate such a meaning.
Various explanations have been proposed for the Greek form
of the verse.

(2) Origen (In ep. ad Romanos 9.23 [PG 14.1225]), Pelagius,
Ambrosiaster (Inep. ad Romanos 12.20 [CSEL 81.416-17]),
Augustine (Expositio quarundam propositionum ex ep. ad
Romanos 63.3—4 [CSEL 84.44]; De doctrina christiana 3.56
[CSEL 80.94]), Jerome (Ep. 120.1 [CSEL 55.475-76]), and
many who follow them (e.g., Kdsemann, Commentary, 349)
have understood the coals as a symbol of burning pangs of
shame. The enemy would be moved by kindness to shame,
remorse, and humiliation, which would burn like coals of fire
upon his head. But such a symbolic use of burning coals is
otherwise unattested, except perhaps in the fifth-century 7g.
Prov 25:21-22: “If your enemy is famished, give him bread
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to eat; if he is thirsty, give him water to drink, for you will
bring coals of fire upon his head, and God will deliver him
to you.”

(3) Morenz (“Feurige Kohlen™) calls attention to a third-
century Demotic text describing an Egyptian ritual in which
a penitent carries on his head a dish of burning charcoal as an
expression of repentance for offenses committed. Hence
kindness to an enemy would make him express his repen-
tance in this way before God. See Klassen, “Coals of Fire,”
for a nuanced use of Morenz’s explanation.

(4) Some Greek patristic writers (e.g., Chrysostom, In ep. ad
Romanos hom. 22.3 [PG 60.612]; Theophylact, Expositio ep.
ad Romanos 12.20 [PG 124.512]) understood the coals to be
a symbol of a more noble type of revenge: if one feeds an
enemy and he remains hostile, one makes him liable to more
serious punishment from God, i.e., one heaps coals of divine
punishment on his head. But again, such a symbolic use is
not otherwise attested, unless this is the sense meant by 4
Ezra 16:54: Non dicat peccator non se peccasse, quoniam
carbones ignis conburet super caput eius qui dicit: Non
peccavi coram Deo et gloria ipsius, “Let not the sinner say
that he has not sinned, for (God) will burn coals of fire upon
the head of him who says, ‘I have not sinned before God and
his glory.”” Cf. Ps 140:11 [MT].

(5) Stendahl (“Hate”) modifies interpretation (4) by com-
paring Paul’s general principle with statements in QL advo-
cating the non-retaliation against evil done by enemies and
the deferring of retribution to God’s day of vengeance, a
covert way of expressing one’s “hatred” for one’s enemies
(see 1QS 10:17-20; 9:21-22; 1:9-11). Paul’s use of Deu-
teronomy 32 and Proverbs 25 would, then, be a qualified
way of adding to the measure of an enemy’s sins and guilt in
God’s sight.

(6) Whatever be the real meaning of this mysterious verse, it
is clear that Paul is recommending not Stoic passive resis-
tance to hostility, but instead the OT treatment of an enemy
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in order to overcome evil with positive charitable action, as
the next verse suggests.

Fitzmyer’s closing note on Rom 12:20 calls attention to 2
Kings 6:22, which exemplifies how charity and hospitality to
an enemy led to peace. In context it reads,

6:20 As soon as they entered Samaria, Elisha said, “O
LORD, open the eyes of these men, that they may see.” So
the LORD opened their eyes, and they saw; and lo, they were
in the midst of Samaria. 21 When the king of Israel saw them
he said to Elisha, “My father, shall I slay them? Shall I slay
them?” 22 He answered, “You shall not slay them. Would
you slay those whom you have taken captive with your sword
and with your bow? Set bread and water before them, that
they may eat and drink and go to their master.” 23 So he
prepared for them a great feast; and when they had eaten and
drunk, he sent them away, and they went to their master. And
the Syrians came no more on raids into the land of Israel.

Elisha’s showing hospitality to the Syrian prisoners was an
act of enlightenment for his fellow Israelites, as well as for
the Syrians. Although not stated as such, in my opinion,
Elisha actually cast burning coals upon the heads of these
Syrian captives, i.e., the Syrians learned from their Israelite
enemy a lesson which led to peace.

This interpretation that “to cast burning coals upon the
head” was a metaphor for “teaching someone a good lesson”
is based upon the different meanings of .3 (gabasa) in Ara-
bic, which is the cognate of the Hebrew W22 (kepas), which
is a synonym of the D’bm “glowing coals” in Prov 25:22.

In Jastrow’s lexicon (1903: 611) the Hebrew/Aramaic
WD2 has these varied definitions:
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« UDD “to press, to squeeze, to subdue, to conquer”

* UDD “to grade, to make a path”

* WDD “to put on the head” (which is a variant of W)

¢ UBDD “hot ashes, coals”

* JWD> “kiln, furnace.”
The last two words are cognates of the Arabic .. (qabasun)
“fire, a live coal” (Lane 1885: 2480-81). The variant 2/P
with the kebas and the gabas is like the variants 527/PP7
“to crush,” and 27/PP7 “to be weak”; and the Hebrew o3
(8) for the Arabic v (s) is a standard variation.

The Arabic | )b w3 (gabasa ndran) means “he took fire”
and | )W) .3 (gabasa ‘alndran) means “he lighted the fire”;

but Lele .3 (gabasa “ilman) means “he acquired knowledge,
he sought knowledge.” In the causative form )b 4.l
(Cagbasahu ndr™) means “he gave him fire”; and Lde 4.3l
(Cagbasahu ‘ilman) means “he taught him knowledge.” The
plural noun wg’)ﬂ' (Calgawabisu) means “those who teach
what is good”; and .18 (gdbasu) also has a dual meaning:

» “taking fire, a taker of fire,”

» “seeking fire, a seeker of fire”

+ “acquiring knowledge, an acquirer of knowledge,”

+ “seeking knowledge, a seeker of knowledge.”"

If the firey coals have to do with heat, then crowning
someone with coals would be an act of torture. However, if
the firey coals have to do with /ight, then crowning someone
with glowing coals would be an act of illumination with the
recipient’s becoming enlightened. An English analogy is the
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verb “to electrify,” which when done to a person for punish-
ment means “to electrocute,” but when done for entertain-
ment means “to enliven, to thrill with a shock of excitement.”

Exegetes have rightly interpreted the WX2 D’bm (G-
Bpakeg v mupL) “coals of fire” in Psalm 140:10 as referring
to intense heat. But they failed to recognize that the D’bm
“glowing coals” in Prov 25:22 (and its quotation in Rom
12:20 as avBpakeg mupog) refers to the light that emanates
from the coals, which enlightens, rather than to the heat
emitted from the coals that burns. Thanks to the lexical data
on the Arabic . (qabasa) it is possible to recover the se-
mantic range of its Hebrew cognate W22 “hot ashes, coals”
and to recognize the Semitic metaphor in which the plural
n*bm “coals” and the collective WD “coals” refer to “learn-
ing, teaching, and being enlightened,” i.e., when cognitively
“the lights go on” thanks to “brilliant ideas and insights.”

Adapting this metaphor into English, this interpretation of
Prov 25:21-22 and Rom 12:17-21, as presented here, is my
casting out glowing coals, i.e (a) sheding of light on a long
standing crux, (b) firing up students to study Aramaic, Ara-
bic, and Hebrew to better interpret some Greek New Testa-
ment texts, and (¢) my having more heated discussions with
colleagues about baffling biblical passages.
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NOTE
1. Wehr (1979: 865) cited Modern Arabic _.é (qabasa) “to
acquire, to loan, to borrow” and _w 15 (gdbiis) “nightmare,”

as well as the classical definitions “to take fire, to acquire
knowledge.”

FITZMYER’S ABBREVIATIONS
BAGD W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich and F. W.

Danker, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament
and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago. IlL.:
University of Chicago Press, 1979)

CSEL Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum latinorum

HALAT W.Baumgartner et al (eds.) Hebrdisches und ardiaches
Lexicon zum Alten Testament, 5 vols. (Leiden: Brill

1967-)
PG Patrologia graeca (ed. J Migne)
QL Qumran Literature
1QS Serek hayyahad (Rule of the Community, Manual of

Discipline)
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ARABIC COGNATES HELP TO
CLARIFY JEREMIAH 2:34b

The first clue for the correct interpretation of Jer 2:34b
comes from the textual variants in Isa 6 1:3, which reads in the
MT and the Septuagint as follows:

TRENT? MM VLR PIET N BI7 NP
that they might be called oaks of righteousness,
the planting of Yahweh that he may be glorified
Kol KAnOnoovTal yevenl SukoLoolvng
pUTevdo kKuplov elg 66Eav
and they shall be called generations of righteousness,
the planting of the Lord for glory.

The MT ‘(?‘Z_'_( (rendered “trees” or “oaks” or “terebinths”
in standard translations) became in Greek the plural of yeved
“family, race, generation, clan, offspring” (Liddell and Scott
342; Arndt and Gingrich 153). The Greek translators were ob-
viously aware of that ON / 598 which was the cognate of
Arabic ) (°al/?ill) and 1) (°ilaf) meaning “a man’s fami-
ly, i.e., his relations or kinfolk; or nearer, or nearest, relations
by descent from the same father or ancestor; . . . household,
followers; those who bear a relation, as members to a head”
(Lane 1863: 127-128)."

Although J1/d) (= 'R /19R) was cited in Castell’s
Lexicon Heptaglotton (1669: 58, 115) as “populus, asseclae,
affines, familia, domestici”) the Arabic cognate I/} (=
5’& / TT(?&) has dropped out of subsequent lexicons. Although
rarely found in the literature, it probably appears in the name
‘7&’5& (EAwnA/AAnL) in I Chron 11:46—47, meaning the
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same as the DSTJ‘btjs (EAiep) in IT Sam 11:3 and the ‘73‘?;33_.7
(ApwnAd) in I Chron 3:5—all meaning “God is my kins-
man”—which are much like ‘7813]1 (Payound) “God is my
kinsman” and 11X /2R “Yahweh is my brother/ father. 2

Although rare, this 'T‘?N in Isa61:3 is not a hapax legome-
non, for it appears in Jer 2:34, 'T‘?N (73 (73.7 ‘against every

family-member”’(contra MT 'T‘?N (73 (73.7) Also, it was most
likely used by Jesus when he asked Peter, “Do you love me
more than kith-and-kin?”’ (John 21:15), which when translated
into Greek became mistakenly ayand¢ e mAéov toltwy; “do
you love me more than these?”?

The second clue for the correct interpretation of Jer 2:34b

comes from the Arabic verb > (hatara) “he acted, or be-
haved, towards him with the foulest perfidy, treachery, or
unfaithfulness; or with deceit, guile, or circumvention in a bad
or corrupt manner”’; and the noun J_?IJ (hatir'") “one who
acts, or behaves, with perfidy, treachery, or unfaithfulness,
deceit, guile, or circumvention” (Lane (1865: 701). The
Hebrew cognate of this word is 7007, stem II, found in the
noun MM inJer 2:34b, which has been interpreted up until
now as a noun from I, stem I, “to dig (into houses),”
which appears in Exodus 22:2, 23277 XZ12? DONMR27OR
=pei) i IR NRY 72, “If the thiefis caught while break-
ing in, and is struck so that he dies, there will be no blood-
guiltiness on his account” (NAS, NAU).

The text and varied translations of Jer 2:34 are as follows:
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Jeremiah 2:34
DMP) DUPIN MUY 0T WEM TRIDD )
:1oR5070p 3 oD nopnaTRS
JPS
Also in thy skirts is found the blood of the souls

of the innocent poor;
thou didst not find them breaking in; yet for all these things

KJV
Also in thy skirts is found the blood of the souls
of the poor innocents:
I have not found it by secret search, but upon all these.
Septuagint
Kol €V Tolg xepoly oov eVpédnoar alpate Yuyxdy dbwwy
oVKk €V dLopUypaoty ebpov adTolg AL’ éml maon Spul
and in thine hands has been found the blood

of innocent souls;
I have not found them in holes, but on every oak.

John Bright
Yes, there on the skirts of your robe
Is the lifeblood of innocent men
No burglars these, whom you caught red-handed, [ 1*

William Holladay
Indeed ((on your palms)) is found
((blood)) of lives of the innocent [the poor;]
not in burglary did you find them —
(your yoke) certainly (becomes a curse).

William McKane
There is blood on your skirts
the blood of the innocent poor.
You did not catch them in the act of housebreaking.
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One hundred years ago Julius Bewer published an article
entitled “Critical Notes on Old Testament Passages,” which
dealt with seven texts, including Jer 2:34. His first words
about this passage were, “The second half of this verse is dif-
ficult.” (Decades later D. R. Jones (1992: 94), echoed the
same sentiment about Jer 2:34b with his initial words: “This is
a crux.”) Bewer summarized the conclusions of Carl H.
Cornill (1905), who did not translate the verse, and Bernard
Duhm (1901) who understood the MT N1 concretely as
“burglars” instead of abstractly as “burglary” and translated
the half-verse as “Not with burglars have I found it, but upon
all these,” i.e., all these well known people involved in “human
sacrifices which were offered in connection with the nature-
worship which the people practiced so zealously.” For Bewer,
Duhm was “in the main on the right track™ because “the refer-
ence cannot be to judicial murders,” but to sacrificial killings.°

Bewer’s own solution was to emend the MT PR3 “to
the burglary” to R¥)10122 “in hidden places” and translated
the half-verse as “Not in hidden places have I found it (the
blood), but upon all these.” He offered this interpretation:

The murders have not been committed in secret, but openly;
and the people declare in addition that they have brought no
guilt on themselves thereby. Openly they carry the very traces
of their crimes, of the sacrifices of children and slaves; they
are not ashamed of them or afraid because of them; they
think, on the contrary, that they deserve mercy and forgive-
ness on account of them.

D. R. Jones (1992: 94-95), as noted, found this verse to be
a crux. For him the 2:24a seemed overloaded and he thought
it plausible that 2¥31°2X “poor ones” was a gloss, “which has
the effect of interpreting the bloodshed in terms of judicial
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murder.”

As for Jer 2:34b, Jones was equally uncertain, stating, “But
it seems right to translate [N 2] ‘find them breaking in’
in light ofthe similar Vocabuléry in Exod 22:2.” He interpreted
the MT QISR . .. XY as “I (Yahweh) did not find it (the
blood).” Following the Septuagint, which read the MT TTE?&H(
“these” as TT?ZS “oak/terebinth,” Jones concluded that the
verse as a whole can mean:

You have taken part in your illegitimate sacrifices and the

evidence of the sacrificial blood is on your very clothes. It

wasn’t as though I caught you housebreaking, when the law
excuses violence in self-defence and the stains of blood would

be understood. The blood you shed is to be seen on every oak
where you practiced your profane cult.

W. L. Holladay (1986: 56, 110) followed the Septuagint’s
¢v taic xepolv oov and the Peshitta’s yast.r<a (b’idaky)
“on your hands” by reading 7222 for the MT 7 222 “on
your skirts.” He also followed the Septuagint by omitting the
MT 2737°2R “poor people,” and concurred with the Peshitta
by reading the MT QYIXRZR as a second feminine singular
rather than as a first singular as found in the Greek and Latin
texts. The MT TT‘?N'%;'%S_J “on (or against) all these” was
for Holladay an impossible phrase so he revocalized the text
to read TT?&T((? '1‘7.‘.7 “your yoke to a curse.” He noted that

The expression “your yoke” is found in v 20 to denote the

yoke imposed upon you by Yahweh: and that yoke has to you

become a curse. However, “your yoke” may also mean “the

yoke you impose on others” (1 Kgs 12:4 offers both this
subjective genitive, “his yoke [which he imposed on us],” and
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an objective genitive, “our yoke [which we have endured]”)
and that nuance is appropriate in the present context of social
oppression.

But Holladay’s emendation and explanation is no more com-
pelling than that of Bewer’s; and, as McKane (1986: 54)
noted, Holladay’s earlier rendition (1975: 225) “indeed your
yoke has become execrable” is unlikely to find much support.

McKane (1986: 49, 54) was content to comment in a note

that the MT 'T‘?N (73 (73.7 “is unintelligible” and conjectured

that “it appears to be a fragment which was part of a descrip-
tion or condemnation ofIsrael’s devotion to the fertility rites.”
McKane followed Rashi and Kimchi in reading the 3 XIS

as “she found them,” contra the Septuagint and Peshitta which
read it as “I found them”— preceded by the negative particle.

Once TT(?& “kith-and-kin, family relatives” and 1T, stem
II, “to act treacherously” come into focus better options
emerge for emending the text. Here is my restoration, with the
changes highlighted in red:

D’JTDN ﬂ?WD] D7 ARBR 72102 1
nIpm2 o5 o)
ToN- 5; Sy 0o "nNEn
Also in your skirts is found the blood of the souls of the poor

—innocent ones exhausted by treachery—
I found those striking out against every family-member.

The MT Njﬁﬂ@;'x5 223 “innocent ones not in the
burglary” becomes meaningful when the 132 of NTMA2 are
inverted and the consonant cluster MIMNMAMARY is divided to
read MMM XD, The plural participle BRS (= 2XD)
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“exhausted ones” modifies the @21 “innocent ones,” which
initiates its own three word clause. The NN 2 is obviously
the preposition 2 attached to the noun NN “treachery.”
Similarly, the rather senseless MT 2 RYINZR, “I/she
found them that,” makes sense when a final O of B INZR is
attached to the °2 as an initial 13 and a final Q is added to the
restored Y212 (restoring the Hiph“il plural participle 23213 [of
1123 “to smite]). The words then become 27212 "NRIZ1 “I

found smiters / attackers.” The violence addressed in Jer 2:34
was all in the family. Despite the commandments in

* Deut 15:7, “If there is among you a poor man, one of your
brethren (7°1718), in any of your towns within your land which
Yahweh your God gives you, you shall not harden your heart or
shut your hand against your poor brother (J"287 7°11X),” and

* Zech 7:9-10, “Thus says Yahweh of hosts, ‘Render true judg-

ments, show kindness and mercy each to his brother ("), do
not oppress the widow, the fatherless, the sojourner, or the poor;

and let none of you devise evil against his brother (1"18),””
violent bloodshed, perfidy, and treachery were found among
the brethren (RNN), the relatives (BYY7), in every family
(N"M20), and among the kith-and-kin (TT(?S).

The Septuagint’s rendering of "5 Isa 61:3 as veveal
“generations” was wrong but informative; and this translation
in Isa 61:3 was the clue for identifying the FON inJer 2:34 as
the cognate of the Arabic 1_1_3 ) ¢ ilat) “kith-and-kin.” With the
recovery of verb DM, stem 11, “to act treacherously,” the
statements become contextually meaningful. Minor emenda-
tions, restoring D‘S5 and 221, complete the recovery.
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1. It was a synonym of_}al (°ahl) “the people of a house or
dwelling, and of a town or village. . . and the family of a man,
fellow members of one family or race, and of one religion”
(Lane 1863:121). Lane (127) noted that “By the _J} (al/”ill)
of the Prophet are meant, according to some persons, His
followers, whether relations or others: and his relations,
whether followers or not . . . .” The noun appears in the
Qur’an (Sura 3:9, 8:54, 56) in reference to “the family of
Pharaoh” (4= - 5 J) Palu fir‘awnu)]). The word survives in
modern literary Arabic for “blood relationship, consanguinity,
pact, covenant” (Wehr 1979: 27).

2. Compare the rare N"M2Y “relative, fellow, associate,” which

occurs only in Zech 13:7 and eleven time is Leviticus (5:21,
18:20, 19:11, 19:15, 19:17, 24:19, 25:14, 25:15, 25:17).

3. See Clarifying Baffling Biblical Passages, Chapter 33
entitled, “Do you Love Me More than Kith-and-Kin?” (Click
here to view online.)

4. Bright (1965: 13) translated the TT(?S'BD'BS_J 2 as “But

upon [or: “because of”’] all these,” but concluded that “The
colon cannot be translated.”

5. In Old Testament and Semitic Studies in Memory of
William Rainey Harper, Volume 2: 207-226. R. F. Harper, F.
Brown, and G. F. Moore, editors. Chicago, IL.: University of
Chicago Press.


http://daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/CBBP_Chapter_33.pdf
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6. Note the sacrificial killings referred to in Jer 19:4-5,

Because they have forsaken me, and have estranged this place,
and have burned incense in it unto other gods, that they knew
not, they and their fathers and the kings of Judah; and have filled
this place with the blood of innocents, and have built the high
places of Baal, to burn their sons in the fire for burnt-offerings
unto Baal; which [ commanded not, nor spake it, neither came it
into my mind.

Note also the warnings against judicial murder in

Jer 26:15, “Only know for certain that if you put me to death,
you will bring innocent blood upon yourselves and upon this
city and its inhabitants, for in truth the LORD sent me to you
to speak all these words in your ears.”

Jer 22:3 “Thus says the LORD: Do justice and righteousness,
and deliver from the hand of the oppressor him who has been
robbed. And do no wrong or violence to the alien, the
fatherless, and the widow, nor shed innocent blood in this
place.”

Jer 22:17, “But you have eyes and heart only for your
dishonest gain, for shedding innocent blood, and for practicing
oppression and violence.”
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NOTES ON MATTHEW 6:34,
“SUFFICIENT UNTO THE DAY
IS THE EVIL THEREOF”

Matthew 6:34
un ol pepLuvnonte eig thr adpLov,
M yop alpLov LepLuvnoeL €avtic
apketor Th Muépa M kaklo wdTAC.

KJV
Take therefore no thought for the morrow:
for the morrow shall take thought for the things of itself.
Sufficient unto the day is the evil thereof.

William Albright and F. C. S. Mann (1971: 80-82) accept-
ed Matt 6:34 as the words of Jesus which concluded the peri-
cope of Matt 6:25-34. They translated the words of Jesus in
6:34 as, “Do not be overconcerned about tomorrow, for to-
morrow will do its own worrying. Today’s misfortune is
enough for today.” They offered only this two sentence com-
mentary on 6:34:

Unhappily it needs to be said here that all these lessons in

detachment are not here summed up by an injunction to

assume that discipleship will ipso facto produce the neces-

sities of life. This verse, like its predecessors, calls for a

searching examination of the disciples’ priorities.

By way of contrast, other commentators have suggested
that Matt 6:33 was Jesus’ concluding statement in this dis-
course and 6:34 was a redactional addition. Matt 6:25-33
parallels closely Luke 12:22-31; but the question “and why
are you anxious about clothing” in Matt 6:28 does not have a
parallel at Luke 12:27. Similarly, the question in Luke 12:26,
“if then you are not able to do as small a thing as that, why are
you anxious about the rest?” is lacking at Matt 6:28. But the
most significant difference is that at Luke 12:32 there is not a
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verse equivalent to Matt 6:34. Consequently, Francis Beare
(1987: 188) concluded,

The closing verse [Matt 6:34] is a Matthaean addition, and
owes its place here to the verbal link in the charge ‘do not be
anxious.’” But it may be that Matthew sees something more
here than a mere verbal association. Perhaps he wants to
remind us that Jesus does not offer any assurance that life will
be better tomorrow than it is today. There is no resort to a
facile optimism. We must face today’s problems with no faint
dream that they will disappear overnight; but there is no point
in anticipating them. For tomorrow, as for today, we pray,
‘Thy will be done.’

Similarly, for W. D. Davies and Dale Allison (1988: 662—
663) Matt 6:34 was probably a redactional addition “linked to
its context more by catchword than by theme.” They suggest-
ed that the repetition of the verb un pepipvnonte “be not
anxious” appearing in 6:31 and twice in the redactional con-
clusion in 6:34, “leave no doubt as to what is the key subject
of 6.25-34 and how important it is for Matthew. The mental
vice of anxiety is to be exorcized at all costs.” They con-
cluded,

Whether unwittingly or not, Matthew does what the tradition
did before him in 6.26-30, namely, take up a proverbial
notion and use it to make a point contrary to the received
sense. Both gnomic statements in 6.34, if taken in themselves,
sound pessimistic or stoical (cf b. Ber. 9b). But embedded in
their present, evangelical context, they gain a new sense:
anxiety for the morrow is foolish because the all-powerful,
all-knowing, compassionate Father in heaven is Lord of the
future. If sufficient for the day is the evil thereof, God is more
than sufficient in the midst of that evil.'

Ulrich Luz (2007: 346) rightly noted that Matt 6:34 is lin-
guistically and contextually very difficult. In a footnote (#68)
Luz asked if there was an Aramaic construction behind the
unusual Greek pepipvnioet €xvtic, “it will be anxious of it-
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self.” This question was answered many years ago by W. C.
Allen (1912: 65) who, citing Julius Wellhausen (1904 in loc.),
noted that “the harsh construction” pepipvnoer €avtfg re-
flects a translation from the Aramaic.”

Luz’s observations included the following:

In a Semitic milieu pLov can mean not only tomorrow but
pars pro toto the future in general. While the neutral pre-
dicate “sufficient” (&pkeTOV) at the beginning of a clause is
possible in Greek, the genitive formulation “will be anxious
of itself (uepLpuvnoeL €authc) is very unusual. “Evil” (ko-
ki) does not have the usual meaning of moral wickedness; it
has the more general meaning of hardship or trouble. The
content is equally difficult. One can choose between a more
optimistic and a more pessimistic interpretation. (a) Under-
stood optimistically, this verse can speak of the possibility of
living fully in the present. (b) The pessimistic interpretation
is more probable, however, because with v. 34c the verse ends
on a pessimistic note: all planning is futile; it is enough for a
person to bear the burden of each day. . . . Eschatological
hope and pessimistic realism could coexist.

As did Luz, so have many other commentators addressed the
tension between Jesus’ optimistic teaching in Matt 6:25-33
(especially “all these things shall be added unto you”) and the
more realistic and pessimistic conclusion in 6:34c, “Sufficient
unto the day is the evil thereof.”

The word kak (e “evil” in 6:34¢ has been somewhat proble-
matic. Davies and Allison (1988: 662) noted that kak(e is a
hapax legomenon in the synoptics. But it is well attested in the
Septuagint where it translates D7 / U7 “evil” over ninety
times and translates once, twice, or thrice each of the follow-
ing: nb]t_{ “folly,” 1IN “trouble, wickedness,” NRBMT “sin,”
12 “falsehood,” ]13;7 “iniquity, guilt,” 231 “affliction, pov-
erty,” and 117Y “nakedness, indecency.”’ Thus, kek({o must
be recognized as a very negative term.
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Recently the tendency has been for commentators to reduce
the tension between the optimism found in 6:25-33 and the
pessimismin 6:34 by softening the meaning of'this kak (o from
“evil” to “trouble” or “problem.” For example, John Nolland
(2005: 316) commented:

It is likely that v. 34 does not have a comprehensive concern
with evil, but that . . . the focus is on that aspect of evil which
underlies the anxiety people feel about their daily needs. If
one had to worry only about planting enough grain or working
enough hours, then the human situation would be less
worrisome. Anxiety is created primarily by the very real
possibility that such arrangements will let us down (there will
be a drought; our supplies will be destroyed; we will be
robbed; etc.). The promise of God’s provision involves a
promise to deliver us (from the consequences of ) such eventu-
alities as they press on us on a daily basis. If God looks after
today, that will be enough. God does not abstractly guarantee
the future; he deals with the needs of each today. This is the
one-day-at-a-time perspective of the Lord’s Prayer which
keeps so firmly in focus the immediacy of receiving from the
hand of God. There is no need to worry about tomorrow
because God will deal with it as the ‘today’ of that day.

Similarly, R. T. France (2007: 272) stated:

This additional saying [in 6:34] has the ring of popular
proverbial wisdom. The thrust of its first clause is fully con-
sonant both with the summons not to worry about provisions
in vv. 25-33 and with the preceding petition, for “bread for
the coming day” in 6:11; once you have asked God for to-
morrow’s needs there is no need to worry about them. But the
following clauses speak not of God’s fatherly concern but, in
a quite pragmatic way, of the pointlessness of anticipating
tomorrow’s problems. Taken out of its current context, this
could, then, be read as simply a piece of cynical advice to live
only for the present—the attitude condemned by Paul in 1 Cor
15:32 (following Isa 22:13; cf. 56:12), and indeed also by
Jesusin Luke 12:19-20. In speaking of “tomorrow worrying”
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and of “troubles” as the likely experience of each day v. 34
strikes a more pessimistic (or at least realistic) note than the
preceding verses. By including it along with vv. 25-33
Matthew has perhaps deliberately put a sobering question
mark against an unthinkingly euphoric attitude which vv.
25-33 might evoke in some hearers. God’s care and provision
are assured, but that does not mean that the disciple’s life is
to be one long picnic. Each day will still have its “troubles”;
the preceding verses simply provide the assurance that by the
grace of God they can be survived.

Although France did not specify here what the “troubles”
(kak o) mentioned in 6:34 might be, Frederick Bruner (2009:
334-335) easily identified them. He translated 6:34 as “So
don’t ever be anxious about tomorrow; you see, tomorrow
will worry for itself enough for today are today’s own prob-
lems” and noted that “These three punchy sentences seem
anticlimactic after the preceding noble promise [in 6:33].”
Bruner justified his translation of kakie “evil” simply as
“problems” with the following arguments and examples.

The kakia, “evil” or “trouble” (RSV, NRSV, NJB), that will
be disciples’ daily lot is not the objective evil of the satanic
against which the Lord’s Prayer warned us (ko poneros, “the
evil one” at the end of the Lord’s Prayer, is a power from
whom disciples rightly prayed to be delivered); kakia. the
“evil” here, is that subjective “evil” or “trouble” from which
disciples can never be delivered; the word has the less ulti-
mate sense of the “inconvenient” the daily “troubles” of
distractions that keep us, we think, from devoting our time to
God’swork . . . . Few things bother serious disciples as much
as the distractions that keep them from the matters that really
count. It is these daily “troubles” that Jesus here calls evil in
the subjective sense. Discipleship learns sooner or later,
however, that it can pursue God’s kingdom and righteousness
right in the middle of these daily “evils.” Brushing the
children’s hair, grading students’ papers, going to committee
meetings, entertaining unexpected visitors, and doing the
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thousands of other earthly things that seem to distract us from
more important things and from the one thing needful, can all
be forms of kingdom-seeking and righteousness-doing when
seen in faith. Thus when Jesus tells us (in the old English) that
“sufficient unto the day are the evils thereof” or (in modern
English) that “enough for today are today’s own problems, ”
he means that it will be by mastering these daily gremlins that
we learn to be disciples. For grading students’ papers
thoughtfully, while it takes teachers away from writing and
reading, helps students considerably. Parents’ brushing
children’s hair, though it takes them from more elevated tasks
for the moment, may be one of the few chances parents and
children have to touch each other that day These “evils” then,
may be “sufficient” in unexpected ways.

Though well argued the attempts by Nolland, France,
Bruner, and others, to soften the meaning of kak(a “evil” so
as to reduce the tension between the optimism in Matt 6:33
and the pessimism in 6:34, are far from convincing, especially
the suggestion that simply brushing a child’s hair can be a kind
of kakla “evil” But with the Greek text of 6:34 being what it
is these interpretations are among the best that can be made.*

But an alternative and better interpretation of Matt 6:33—-34
becomes available by recognizing (as did Wellhausen, Allen,
and Luz, as noted above) that the Greek text is probably a
translation from an Aramaic/Hebrew source. Ofthe different
Hebrew words (listed above) which were translated by kok (o
the "3V /kaclo* affliction, poverty” in Neh 9:9 in Sinaiticus®
(in contrast to the tame{vwoLy “affliction” in Vaticanus, Alex-
andrinus and Sinaiticus") provides the best clue for recovering
the Vorlage of Matt 6:34.°

This Aramaic/Hebrew Y is a homograph oftwo distinctly
antithetical words. There is the well attested 23 /%31 “poor”
(pronounced a-knee) and the rare 231 /71 “rich” (pronounced

a bit like an-eye).’ This "1 “rich” is the cognate of the Arabic
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£ (ganiya) “he was free from want . . . he became rich,
wealthy,” and the nouns & (ginan) and le (gana®)
“wealth, affluence, rlches” (Lane 1877:2301-2304; Wehr
1979: 803; Hava 1915:537).°

The word "1 /31 “rich” appears in [ Chron 22:14, where,
contrary to the Masoretic pointing of MY as Y, David
declared 7" ﬂ’25 Naibh=h ™2 mam “Behold with my

riches/resourceshavel pr0V1ded forthe temple of Yahweh!””
Most translations have avoided making David into a billion
dollar “pauper” by paraphrasing MV 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, NAS),

* “in my/mine affliction” (ASV, BBE, DBY),

* “I have worked hard” (NLT).
The ™Y1 was translated literally in the NJB as “poor as [ am”
and in the DRA as “in my poverty.” Curtiss (1910: 259)
argued unconvincingly: “Possibly in Gn 31°* and certainly in
Dt 267, 33¥ means oppressive toil. . . . The parallel *r12 502
[“with all my power”] in 29* favours by my hard (or painful)
labor.”® But once the "D is repointed—in light of the cog-
nate =l.é (gana’) “wealth, resources”—as 3V a literal read-
ing of the text makes sense for David had become wealthy.

Moreover, the name of the Levite singer Unni (30 = LXX

Qui), mentioned in I Chron 15:18, 20 and the Qeré of Neh
12:9, was probably a Pu‘al perfect (‘unnay > “unné) meaning
either “he was afflicted” (MY stem III) or “he was enriched”

(MY stem V). 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-



“SUFFICIENT UNTO THE DAY IS ITS EVIL” 123

tion. Thus, the rare lexeme "V “free from want, rich” was no
doubt in use in the days of the Levite Unni.

This rare “JV“rich” may also appear in Prov 31:5, 9 in
reference to Lemuel’s need to adjudicate on behalf of the rich
as well as the poor. The MT MY ‘3_3'5§ 1" “the judgment
of all the needy” can be repointed as ‘;Sj"_]_:;l'%; 1" “the
judgment of all the sons of wealth,” i.e., the rich. If Lemuel
obeyed his mother he rightly judged the poor (J1"2N), the
needy (*3U™32), and the wealthy (*30™22).

Once the words "33 “poor” and "V “rich” are in focus one
can appreciate the ambiguity of what may have been in the

Vorlage of Matt 6:34c, be it the Hebrew 1% P ard Tor
the Aramaic 9 T30 X21O Xpon. Thus, the Aramaic/
Hebrew "D meant either ypfipe “money/assets” or mAodtoc
“resources/wealth” or kakie “evil/trouble. Consequently,
Matt 6:34 as spoken by Jesus may well have meant, “So do
not worry about tomorrow; for tomorrow will care for itself.
Sufficient for the day will be its resources/riches. Because the
cognate _o& (ganiya) meant “he was free from want,” the "3V
inthe Vorlage of 6:34 could have been translated as “welfare”
—*“sufficient unto the day is the welfare thereof.” (Jesus was
speaking out of experience, for, according to Luke 8:3,
Joanna, Susanna, and many others provided out of their
resources for the welfare of Jesus and his disciples.) If this
interpretation is correct there was no tension between the
optimistic verses 6:25-33 and a pessimistic verse 6:34. To the
contrary, the optimism in 6:34, as interpreted here, matches
the optimism in 6:33, “Seek first the kingdom of God and His
righteousness, and all these things shall be added to you.”
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NOTES

1. The following partial paragraph (with bullets added) from
Davies and Allison (1988: 662) is noteworthy:

Both 6.34a and 34b appear to have been drawn from the

well of common wisdom and probably go back ultimately to

Egyptian proverbs . . . . Compare the following [the bullets

have been added]:

* The Eloquent Peasant 183: ‘do not prepare for
tomorrow before it is come. One knows not what evil
may be in it’;

* Instruction of Amen-em-Opet 19.11-13: ‘Do not spend
the night in fear of the morrow. At dawn what is the
morrow like? One knows not what the morrow is like’;

* Proverbs 27:1: ‘Do not boast about tomorrow, for you
do not know what a day may bring forth’;

* b. Sanh. 100b / b. Yeb. 63b: ‘Do not fret over to-
morrow’s troubles, for you do not know what a day may
bring forth. Tomorrow may come and you will be no
more and so you will have grieved over a world that is
not yours’;

* b. Ber. 9b: ‘The Holy One, blessed be He, said to
Moses, Go and say to Israel, I was with you in this
servitude, and I shall be with you in the servitude of
other kingdoms. He said to Him, Lord of the universe,
sufficient is the evil in the time thereof.’

2. Neither Allen nor Luz offered a reconstruction of the Ara-
maic Vorlage, although Davies and Allison identified kaklo

with the 1Y% “trouble” and the ei¢ thv adprov with WI:WTJB
“for tomorrow.”

3. See Hatch and Redpath, 1954: 708.
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4. Note Keener’s comments (1999: 238) on Matt 6:34*:

Yet when Jesus graphically forbids his disciples to worry
about tomorrow (6:34; cf. “worries” also in 10:19; 13:22;
Phil 4:6) this does not suggest that he expects them to ignore
whatever concerns arise. Rather he expects them to express
dependence on God in each of threse concerns, praying for
their genuine needs (6:11), provided they pray for God’s
Kingdom most of all (6:9-10; most of Paul’s “concerns” fit
this category—2 Cor 11:28; 1 Thess 3:1-5).

Keener did not comment on the phrase “sufficient unto the day

is the evil thereof™ in Matt 6:34°.

5. Compare the consonantal spelling of the English words
better (= bttr) and bitter (= bttr). How will one interpret my
assertion: “Now that Barak Obama is President the relation-
ship of the Democrats and Republicans in Congress will be
bttr’? The political bias of the interpreter will no doubt con-
trol the meaning given to the bttr in this written quotation.
The Aramaic/Hebrew "3 “poor” and Y “rich” present a
similar ambiguity for translators.

6. The Arabic cognate of 13 “to sing” is  o+& (ganaya). It
has been recognized in the lexicons of Biblical Hebrew, along
with yic (‘anawa) “to be humble, submissive,” the cognate of
133 “poor, meek.”

7. Myers (1965: 152) interpreted the hundred thousand talents
of gold and million talents of silver 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 Vulgate’s pauper-
tatula “poverty” and the Septuagint’s ntwyelav “poverty” the
MT™ D “my poverty” needs to be read as 3D “my wealth.
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Given the frequent interchange of ¥ and Y in Hebrew roots,
the graphic similarity of ¥ and Y in certain scripts, and the co-
alescence in Hebrew of the gayin (¢) with the ‘ayin (&), itsis
not surprising that 3 and 13 were so easily confused that
b dropped out ofusage and became lost to lexicographers.

Once the shift was made from the clarity of oral literature
to the ambiguities of a written literature which used a con-
sonant-only orthography, the plague of homographs resulted
in the loss of many words from the active vocabulary.

8. In BDB (777) V2 was paraphrased as “in spite of my
frustration.”



VIII
WHAT DID JESUS WRITE
ACCORDING TO JOHN 8:6b—-8?

John 8:6b-8
0 6¢ 'Inool¢ katw KUPog T@ SokTUAW
KoTéypader elg Ty yHv.
W¢ O¢ Emépevor épwtwrteg alTov,
avékuper kol elmer avtolc,
‘0 avapeptnTog ' U@V Tp@dTog €T adTNV Parétw AlBov.
Kol TaAly ketoakUpag éypader elg Ty yhiv.

And Jesus, having bent down, with the finger
was writing on the ground,
and when they continued asking him,
having straighten up said to them,
“The sinless' of you — first let him cast the stone at her.”
And again having stooped down,
he was writing on the ground.

J. H. Bernard (1928: 715) begins his commentary on the
“Pericope de Adultera” in John 7:53—8:11 by stating that

THE section (Tep kot ) of the Fourth Gospel which contains
this incident is contained in many late manuscripts and
versions, but it cannot be regarded as Johannine or as part of
the Gospel text. It is not found in any of the early Greek
uncials, with the single exception of Codex Bezae (D), . . .
The section is omitted also in important cursives, e.g. 22, 33,
565 (in which minuscule there is a note that the scribe knew
of'its existence).

Years later Raymond Brown (1966: 335) agreed, affirming
that the pericope was clearly a later insertion into the Fourth
Gospel.

This passage is not found in any of the important early Greek
textual witnesses of Eastern provenance (e.g., in neither
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Bodmer papyrus); nor is it found in the Old Syriac or the

Coptic. There are no comments on this passage by the Greek

writers on John of the 1st Christian millennium, and it is only

from ca. 900 that it begins to appear in the standard Greek

text. . . . The 3rd-century Didascalia Apostolorum 11 24:6;

Funk ed., I, 93) gives a clear reference to the story of the

adulteress and uses it as a presumably well-known example

of our Lord’s gentleness; this work is of Syrian origin, and the

reference means that this story was known (but not neces-

sarily as Scripture) in 2nd-century Syria.’

Tregelles (1854: 240) noted, “the peculiarities of the lan-
guage [in Jn 7:53-8:11] are indeed remarkable, and very
unlike anything else in St. John’s Gospel; but to this it might
be said, that the copies differ so much that it is almost
impossible to judge what the true phraseology is.”* For exam-
ple, though John 7:53-8:11 does not appear at all in the Old
Syriac versions, in the later Peshitta texts (as in the London
Polyglott of 1657)* there is no word in John 8:6b for the
Greek t¢) daktOAw “with the finger.” It simply reads,

RUIR S NI 2058 AR MRS T 1T v

“While Jesus was bent down he was writing on the ground.”
(By way of contrast, most English translations add a word by
rendering the ¢ daktOAw as “with his finger,” as though a
possessive adtov were in the Greek text.)

The fact that katéypader “he was writing/registering/
drawing” appears in 8:6, in contrast to the éypader “he was
writing,” in 8:8, led Bernard (1928: 719) to conclude that

. .. on this occasion He was only scribbling with His finger

on the ground, a mechanical action which would suggest only

an unwillingness to speak on the subject brough before Him,

and preoccupation with His own thoughts.

Brown (1966: 334) came to a similar conclusion, stating,
“... Jesus was simply tracing lines on the ground while he was
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thinking, or wished to show imperturability, or to contain his
feeling of disgust for the violent zeal shown by the accusers.”
He called attentionto Power’s article in Biblica (1921: 54-57)
with examples from Arabic literature of people doodling on
the ground when distraught.’

However, the parallel of Jesus’ writing before he spoke and
the Roman legal practice of having a judge write his sentence
before reading it aloud (as noted by T. W. Manson [1952—53:
255-256] and cited by Brown) is significant. It matches the
authority of the written word found in biblical tradition (the
phase “as it is written” appears forty-five times in the KJV and
forty-six times in the RSV). In this context Darrett’s words
(1964: 17) are noteworthy:

Everything points to Jesus’ concerns for the woman’s posi-
tion, though not in any particular sympathy for her. It points
in any case serious reflexion. He was concerned, to judge
from the oral reply, that whatever was to be done should be
done in righteousness. The two acts of writing therefore
ought to have formed a piece with the oral reply, and can be
most easily and naturally explained as acts directed towards
the establishment of law [my italics]. If this is so the pos-
sibilities are very few, and our choice is greatly limited.’

Whereas Darrett’s choice involved the unpointed Y07 of
Exod 23:1b as the clue for identifying what Jesus may have
written, a better choice is to consider what may have been the
Hebrew Vorlage of the two verses dealing with Jesus’ writing.
A literal back translation into a consonantal Hebrew text
—with the deliberate underlined dittography of three letters
in 8:6b—produces the following text and translation which
includes two rare Hebrew lexemes:

D382 20D 1wy

=pys S pay
TN SNRWS 12017 WRDY
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DTSR R P
7w 53 oon WA
138 oY Spoe iR
BT Sy an> maw e
Bending over Jesus wrote with the finger
his religious-decision in the dust;
and when they continued to ask him
he rose up and said to them,
“The man from you without sin,
first let him cast a stone upon her.”
And stooping over again he wrote about forgiveness.®

The first Y23 in this reconstructed Vorlage is a variant of
NRD2Z/D2BR, “finger” from V2L, stem II, the cognate of
Arabic él.ua (suba‘) and &wo | Cisha®) “finger”—spelled with
an & (“ayin) as the third letter of the stem.’

The underlined second V23 “religious decision/opinion”
is the cognate of the Arabic dx.o (sibgat)—spelled with an &
(gayin) as the last letter of the stem—meaning “religion,
religious law.” It is a synonym of (1) -p> (din) “religious
judgment,” (2) Lo (millar) “religious practice,” and (3) ixé),&:
(Sari‘at) “religious law and anything whereby one advances
himself in the order of God” (Lane 1872: 1648).'°

Because the Hebrew I appears for the cognate & (‘ayin)
and & (gayin), homographs of distinctly different words may
appear. Such is the case for the W2Y D2¥2 in the recon-
structed Vorlage above. Once written the two words appeared
as though they were a dittography of one word, resulting in a
scribal pseudo-correction of eliminating one of the words, or,
in the case of the Vorlage of the Peshitta, both words.
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In the above reconstructed Vorlage the 92017 S5y “upon
the dust” in John 8:6b is not the same as the BT Y in John

8:8. The Hebrew IBY is a homograph for four lexemes: (1)
QDY “dry earth, dust, (2) 72V “young hart, stag,” (3) DY
“small creeping beast, insect, reptile rodent,” which appears in
Gen 3:14," and (4) 7BV “forgiveness” which appears here in
the Vorlage of John 8:8. This 72U, stem IV, is the cognate
of'the Arabic J.a_c (gafara) “he (God) covered, his sin, crime,
offence; he forgave it; pardoned it; . . . [with] ub.a_ﬁ (gufran)
and ZJ.Q_M (magfirat), on the part of God, signifying the pre-
serving a man from being touched by punishment.” The nouns
J.él.'c (gafir) and 42 (gafiir) are epithets of God meaning,
“covering and forgiving the sins, crimes, and offences, of his
people” (Lane 1877: 2273-2274). Wehr (1979: 794) noted
that O'j"-"‘-” Jus (“id *algufiran) is the “Day of Atonement,”
Yom Kippur. This 92D is a synonym of (7[1?73 and ﬂ%TD
With the recovery of these two lost words, U253 “religious
decision/opinion” and 72 “forgiveness” Darrett’s statement

(1964: 17) that “the two acts of writing therefore ought to
have formed a piece with the oral reply, and can be most easily
and naturally explained as acts directed towards the estab-
lishment of law,” are right on target. Jesus was writing in the
dust (1) his answer to the scribes and Pharisees, and (2) his
word of forgiveness for the woman. There was no doodling or
scribbling.'” He was focused and careful, for a woman’s life
was at stake. Once he had written out his V23 “religious
decision/opinion” in response to the question addressed to
him (8:6b), he stood and recited—no doubt with rabbinic
authority —his new halakah when applying Mosaic law:

128 5 5PeY iR 1ip 92 oon WG
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“The sinless man of you — first let him cast a stone at her.”
‘0 AVapapINTOC DUAV TPRTOG €M avTNV Paiétw ALOov.
Jesus’ second act of writing in 8:8 follows naturally as he
shifted his attention away from the accusers to the accused
woman and wrote something for her. This time it was
probably 721~ (73.7 ‘concerning forgiveness.” (The Vorlage
here may have had the phrase 72Y 5v "py by N2, tobe
read as TBY” 55.7 RN 53.7 202, “he wrote upon the dust

about forglveness ”? If so the second "0y by appeared to be
a scribal dittography and was subsequently dropped.) Having

written 9BY DY/ 7@3}'53_.7 “concerning forgiveness,” Jesus
stood and addressed the accused woman and told her of his
forgiving her: “Nor do I condemn you.”

Jesus’ focus on forgiveness here reflects his agenda and
priorities. In Matt 6:9, 12, 14—15 are these familiar words:

This, then, is how you should pray, . . . Forgive us our sins,
just as we have forgiven those who have sinned against us
.. If you forgive those who sin against you, your heavenly
Father will forgive you. But if you refuse to forgive others,
your Father will not forgive your sins.
According to Luke 23:34 Jesus prayed: “Father, forgive them
[his executioners]; for they know not what they do”; and in
Luke 23:43 Jesus said to a forgiven malefactor, “Truly I say
to you, today you shall be with me in Paradise.”

CONCLUSION

The question “What did Jesus write according to John 8§:
6b—87?” can be answered only through speculation. The Greek
texts offer few clues, but once a Hebrew Vorlage is created
from the Greek texts, with all the ambiguous homographs of
an unpointed Hebrew text, new clues present themselves. The
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options are further enhanced when efforts are made to recover
lost Hebrew lexemes by looking at Arabic cognates, a
technique which has been practiced for centuries. The re-

covery of 1B “forgiveness” and DAY “a religious decision

/judgment,” as proposed in this study, has provided two
lexemes that are contextually a perfect match. Thus, Jesus
appears to have first written in the dust the words he spoke to
the adulteress’ accusers in 8:6b, “Let him who is without sin
.. ..~ His second writing, focused on the adulteress herself,
and dealt with forgiveness (T2Y) and her being forgiven.
Once written Jesus verbalized his judgment: “Nor do I con-
demn you; go and sin no more.” He gave the adulteress’
accusers a new halakah “rule” for applying the Law,” and he

gave the adulteress a new halakah “pathway” for living out
her life.

NOTES
1. K. H. Rengstorf (1964: 334-335) noted,

In the NT the only occurrence [of dvoucptntoc] is in the
challenge of Jesus in the story of the woman taken in adultery:
0 QUoUAPTNTOC LUAY TP®TOG €T abthy BaAétw AlBov
(Jn. 8:7). What is meant is very generally the one who is not
burdened by any guilt; reference to God is the self evident
presupposition. The history of the word gives us no grounds
for taking it to mean those who are not guilty of sexual sin,
i.e., adultery, after the pattern of a specific interpretation of
apeptwrog in Lk. 7:37 and éml apoaptie in Jn 8:3 D
(instead of év poviyelq). Indeed, the context forbids this, for
Jesus is dealing with the scribes and Pharisees, against whom
the charge of adultery could hardly be leveled, and no other
sexual sin seems to be in question. The best explanation of
avapapTnTog in this passage is thus the general but concrete

avev avoulog of ¥ 58:4 [MT 59:5, ]W"‘?;].
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2. Edward F. Hills (1984: 154) argued that the Pericope de

Adultera was originally in the Fourth Gospel but was set

aside out of moral prudery.
The facts of history indicate that during the early Christian
centuries throughout the Church adultery was commonly
regarded as such a serious sin that it could be forgiven, if at
all, only after severe penance. For example, Cyprian (c. 250)
says that certain bishops who preceded him in the province of
North Africa "thought that reconciliation ought not to be
given to adulterers and allowed to conjugal infidelity no place
at all for repentance." Hence offence was taken at the story of
the adulterous woman brought to Christ, because she seemed
to have received pardon too easily. Such being the case, it is
surely more reasonable to believe that this story was deleted
from John's Gospel by over-zealous disciplinarians than to
suppose that a narrative so contrary to the ascetic outlook of
the early Christian Church was added to John's Gospel from
some extra-canonical source. There would be a strong motive
for deleting it but no motive at all for adding it, and the
prejudice against it would make its insertion into the Gospel
text very difficult.

Marlowe (2004) provided online a lengthy extract of Hills’
defense of this pericope as being Johannine, which is available
by clicking here.

3. Brown (1966: 336) made the same point, noting that “the
style is not Johannine either in vocabulary or grammar.
Stylistically, the story is more Lucan than Johannine.”

4. Click here to view the Peshitta of John 8:1-11 in the Lon-
don Polyglot.

5. Note Num 19:4, where the Septuagint also lacks a word for
the MT 15];3&3 “with his finger.”


http://bible-researcher.com/adult-hills.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Polyglot_Peshitta_John_8.pdf
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6. Others associate Jesus’ writing with the handwriting on the
wall in Daniel 5:24, or the “you shall be written on earth” in
Jer 17:13,” or the injunction in Exod 23:1b not to join hands
with a wicked man. For other proposals, see Darrett, 1964:
16, note 3.

7. Darrett’s choice focused on Exod 23:1b, 77) nun- 5&
o v ﬁ"15 SJKLH DY “do not join your hand w1th a
w1cked man to be a mahc10us witness.” Because the written
YW could be either YWT “a wicked person” or SJWW
“wickedness” (in the abstract) “[Jesus’] refusal to be a party
to what may be an unrighteous decision merges imperceptibly
with a warning to the questioners that their own activities
must be justifiable , and that it is not sufficient that they or
some of them saw her in the act of adultery” (1964: 21).

8. Compare the translation of John 8:6b—8 Isaac Salkinson
and Christian D. Ginsburg:

PIWTOY WwasRa M YR nmingm
DITOR MN OP7 IR BWB WOIN WX
FTIUNT JAR 27T PR 0P 022N
PWTOY T M Y nmIng™
and the translation of Franz Delitzsch:

:UPIPTOY wazNa w1 menb ;e 9am
PIUTPR XYM IR waﬁ IPOIT WRD M
M2 NIT pyEn Am 052 M m*%x AN

WWPIPTTOY MM ALRb MY A2 ST 12N
(Click here for the complete Salkinson-Ginsburg Hebrew New

Testament; and here for the complete Franz Delitzsch Hebrew
New Testament.)


http://www.ancient-hebrew.org/docs/13_GinsburgHebrewNT.pdf
http://www.iclnet.org/pub/resources/text/ipb-e/nthebrew/hebrewnt.html
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9. See Jastrow1259; KBS 998-999. V23, stem II, should not
be confused with Y2X, stem I, “to dye, to dip, to immerse,”
the cognate of C«..a (sabaga), which is spelled with an an é
(gayin). Hava (1915: 388) and Wehr (1979: 586) noted that
'@..a (sabaga) “he dyed, dipped, immersed” appears in the
name of John the Baptist, C’La'" L> -3 (yuhanna *alsabig).

10. Lane (1867: 944-945) noted that the synonym - > (din),
the cognate of 1" “to judge/judgment,” means “obedience
without any restriction . . . obedience to, and the service of,
God”; and the noun Qli.v (dayyan) (=1171) means “a judge or
governor . . . a manager, a conductor, or an orderer of [the]

affairs of another.” Similarly, the synonym dlo (millar), the
cognate of TT‘?D “word, utterance” means “a way of belief and

practice in respect of religion” (Lane 1893: 3023). Hava
(1915: 388) cited also C«.aaj (tasabbig) “to profess” and dx.o
(sabgat) “a [religious] opinion.” The synonym ng:..: (Sari‘at)
has become the loanword shariah “(Islamic) religious law.”

11. See Chapter I, “Reptile Rationsin Genesis 3:14 and Isa-
iah 65:25,” in my book Clarifying Baffling Biblical Passages,
available online by clicking HERE. There it is noted that 72,
stem III, is the cognate with Arabic ,i¢ (gfr), which Lane
(1867: 842; 1877: 2274) defined as “Tthe ;i< (gifr) is] a cer-
tain &4 > (duwaybbat) [by which may be meant a small beast
or creeping thing, or an insect]” i.e., a synonym of 4,)> (dab-
bat) about which Lane noted “The dim. [signifying Any small
animal that walks or creeps or crawls upon the earth, a small
beast, a smallreptile or creeping thing, a creeping insect, and
any insect, and also a mollusk, . . .] is 4o 35 (duwaybbat).”


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Volume%20Two.htm
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12. This is in disagreement with Power (1921:54) who stated:
A number from examples from various Arabic authors . . .
will show more clearly the signification of the action of Our
Divine Lord. It should be noted that in all cases the writing is
the mechanical action of tracing figures or letters on the
ground, not the intellectual one of expressing thought by
written words . . . .

Quite to the contrary, Lane (1865: 759) included in his defini-
tion of > (hatta) “he made a marks/lines (on the ground or
in the sand)”—which was used in divination and geomancy—
the following: “You say also, when a man is meditating upon
his affair, and considering what may be its issue, or result,
ub‘)mjéhﬁq s (fulanu tahuttu [T °IParsi) ‘such a one
makes lines, or marks, upon the ground’. . . see St. John’s
Gospel, ch. viii. verses 6 and 8.]”

Lane referred the reader to the synonym =55 (nakata)
(1893: 2846) where he noted,

iy J}" =S5 (nakata °I’arsi bigadibi) “he struck the

ground with a stick, or with his finger, so that it made a

mark, or marks, upon it, with its extremity; an action of one

reflecting, or meditating, and anxious.” [Thus our Saviour

seems to have done in the case of the woman taken in
adultery: see S. John viii. 6 and 8.]



IX
NOTES ON JOHN 19:39, 20:15 AND MATT 3:7

Raymond Brown (1966: cxxix) noted that the presence of
Aramaisms or Hebraisms in the Greek text of the Gospels

is not sufficient to prove that a Gospel was first written in one

of the two languages; at most it may prove that certain

sayings once existed in Aramaic or Hebrew, or that the native

language of the evangelist was not Greek.
A case in point are the three accounts in the Gospel of John
dealing with Nicodemus (John 3:1-21, 7:37-52, and 19:
38-42). There is good reason to conclude that at least the
third account was initially written in Hebrew. The primary
clues are hidden in Greek variants of John 19:39, which reads
as follows in most manuscripts and in the Peshitta:

AABev 6¢ kal Nikodnuog,
0 €ABWV TPO¢ adTOV VUKTOC TO TP@TOV,
Pépwr plype opdprng kol aAONg
W¢ AlTpog €kotov.
And there came also Nicodemus,
he who at the first came to him by night,
bringing a mixture of myrrh and aloes,
about a hundred pounds.

Peshitta
saa v& G am anuy AxCr¥nta
s\ dax &al ne e
oal\na sGann ‘*IS,.‘M . Ldurta

o i r?
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RI7T RORT 37 OMWTPN AR ROANY
xoba g M5 e !
WOUTY RTIMT RADIN FRY NN
D RRD TN
And there came also Nicodemus,
who at first had came to Jesus by night;
and he brought with him a mixture' of myrrh and aloes,

about a hundred pints.*
The list of the major textual variants in John 19:39, as cited

by Aland (1968: 406—407), is as follows:

e plype P RCAD™PKL XA © I1054 7 £ 28
33565 700 1009 1010 1071 1195 1216 1239 1241 1242°¢
1365 1546 1646 2148 Byz Lect it™™"> e a1 yg
Syr »" cop™® arm geo

o Euype R*B W cop™"

e oplypo ¥ 892 2174 [*7 (a variant of opfiue)

o opfiywo 1242% ['*! syr® (a variant of opfiue)

*  malagmani it° (= poiayue, malagmam).®

b

These variants can be translated (in sequence) as: “mixture,’
“packet,” “ungent,” “ointment,” and “emollient.”*

J. H. Bernard (1928: 653) called attention to the peiyua
“mixture” in Sirach 38:7; and for the variants oulype and
opfiyhe he suggested, “Probably the original was CMII'MA
which could easily be corrupted to EAII'MA.” Brown (1970:
940) acknowledged Bernard’s suggestion but accepted the
uiype in the majority of manuscripts as original, noting that
the éALypw in Vaticanus and Sinaiticus* ““is the more difficult
reading and might well be favored if it were really mean-

9 <6 9 ¢
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ingful.” The fact is that all the Greek variants cited here are
contextually meaningful. Thus, there is no reason to conclude
that scribal corruptions were involved in producing these
Greek variants. Rather the variants reflect differences in the
Hebrew Vorlage involving (1) P2 /70 “sack, bag, package, >
(2) 10 “ointment, ungent”® (3) JIOR “flask,”” and (4) Ton
“mixture, mix.”®

Assuming a Hebrew Vorlage the following identifications
can easily be made:

o iy “mixture” (P77 XA D™ K L X A 0 II etc.)
translated 5O12,
* Euype “packet” (X* B W cop™™) translated TJ0,’
+ oplypo “ointment” (¥ 892 2174 [*7) translated Ekl=2
* opfiyue “ointment” (1242* ['*' syr™) translated 10,
* malagmani[=malagmam] “ointment” (it°) translated 510.
These identifications suggest the following reconstruction
of the Hebrew Vorlage of this verse:
172 MUTOR K2 D25 WK TTRI X3
70 FIOR X2
X253 NITNT Ton
e
And Nicodemus, who at first came to Jesus by night,
came bringing a flask'' of ointment,
—a mixture of myrrh and aloes, about a liter—
moaning / wailing.
The following haplographies (highlighted in red underline)
in the phrase 5012 10 T1OR  “flask ointment mixture”
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produced the variants found in the Greek texts noted above:
o 10 _TIOR RY2R “bringing a mixture”
92710 _TI0NX X231 “bringing a packet”
92710 TION X2 “bringing ointment.”
Recognition of another haplography or a defective spelling

of the last word of the verse, (TR “bemoaning,” which

mistakenly became M2 “one hundred”), clarifies a second

crux about the actual volume or weight of the spices Nicode-
mus brought.

Raymond Brown (1970: 941, 960) noted,

The Roman pound was about twelve ounces, so that this would
be the equivalent of about seventy-five of our pounds; but the
amount is still extraordinary. . . . This Johannine penchant for
extravagant numbers is explained in the other instances [2:6,
21:11] in terms of symbolism, and that may be true here as well.

He suggested that “the large outlay of spices may be meant to
suggest that Jesus was given a royal burial, for we know of
such outlay on behalf of kings,” as in the case of Herod the
Great as told by Josephus'? and in the case of Rabbi Gamaliel
as found in the Talmud, Tractate Ebel Rabbathi."

Leon Morris (1971: 825) called attention to II Chron 16:
14, “they laid him [Asa] in the bed which was filled with sweet
odors and divers kinds of spices prepared by the perfumers’
art.” He recognized that the lavish amount of myrrh and aloes
brought by Nicodemus to the grave site was unusual and if
taken literally it suggests that the wealthy Nicodemus was
“trying to make some reparation for his failure to do more in
Jesus’ life.”

Barnabas Lindars (1972: 592) interpreted the “mixture of
myrrh and aloes” to be in a liquid form (as in John 12:3) and
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calculated one hundred liters to equal eight gallons, which he
noted, “is obviously an exaggeration.”
More recently Craig Keener (2003: 1163) commented on

2 (13

Nicodemus’s “one hundred pounds” of myrrh and aloes:

But the amount of the spices mentioned in 19:39 is extra-
ordinary. The Roman pound was about twelve ounces by modern
standards, and hence the figure probably presents about
seventy—five pounds; some have proposed that if one takes the
amount as a measure of volume equivalent to the biblical log,
one might find an abundant but hardly impossible amount close
to seventy fluid ounces. . . . the lavish amount of spices here,
however, are “as befits a king”. . . . Nicodemus honored Jesus
lavishly, as had the woman in 12:3; but, if her gift had been
worth 300 denarii (12:5), Nicodemus’s was worth 30,000, a gift
befitting “a ruler of the Jews” (3:1).

Whereas the Greek éxatér must mean “one hundred,” the
Hebrew X1 can be the noun “one hundred” or the Pi‘el
participle ITIR1I2/7IRN from the root 171X, a denominative
verb from the interjection MR “Alas” and a by-form of ITIR,
the denominative verb from*IX “Woe!”'* Both 111X and iTIN
have Arabic cognates. Lane (1863: 120) cited of Cahha) and
N (Pahhaha) “he expressed pain or grief or sorrow, or he
lamented, or complained, or moaned as one broken in spirit by
grief or by mourning, and said o} (°@hi) or ol» (hah).”"

Had the participle “bewailing” in the Hebrew Vorlage been
the Qal T7IN, rather than the Pi‘el TTTIRR, there would have
been no confusion with TR “one hundred.” But this TR

which followed the noun NWD’% “liter” was under-
standably—though rmstakenly—rmsread as a number. The
simple loss of a 7 increased “a liter” into “a hundred liters.”
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The fact that Nicodemus came to the grave bewailing loudly
disappeared in the Greek texts. In Greek the focus shifted to
Nicodemus’s wealth which permitted him to contribute so
extravagantly and implied that servants carried the 75-100
pound container of myrrh and aloes—not Nicodemus himself
with a more modest gift of a liter of perfumed ungent.

If the Hebrew Vorlage presented here approximates what
was original, the TJ1OR “flask”® is especially noteworthy. It
appears only in II Kings 4:2—7, when Elisha asked the pro-
phet’s widow who was being threatened by a creditor what
she had of worth in her house, she replied, ‘[ﬂQDW(? N
]?3@7 TIORTER Y2 M2 55 “Your maidservant has noth-
ing in the house except a jar of oil.” Miraculously, thanks to
Elisha, many vessels were filled from that single ]?J@ Ekleh]
“pot of oil,” and when all the oil was sold the income was
sufficient to pay off the widow’s creditor. The 510N, in and
of itself, spoke of the miraculous. Moreover, this 510N trig-
gers one’s recalling other miracles of Elisha and Elijah—
including Elijah’s raising the dead (I Kings 17:17-24) and his
assumption into heaven in a whirlwind (Il Kings 2:1-15).

These intimations in John 19:39 (that death is not final and
that heaven is open for occupancy) appear only in this hypo-
thetical Hebrew Vorlage. There are no such hints here in the
Greek text itself. The variants in the Greek of John 19:39
cannot be accounted for fully by assuming that scribes con-
fused reading/ writing the syllables ui, €A1, onl, and oufy when
prefixed to the syllable po. Haplography in the consonant
cluster JORTIOTION, as demonstrated, seems much more

likely. Just as the ]2 T1ON “flask of oil” paid off richly for
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the widow (I Kings 17), the 7120 10 T1ON (as reconstruct-
ed) “a flask of ointment, a mixture of . . .” pays off nicely in
ascertaining what Nicodemus actually brought to the grave.
Moreover, the &catév/ NI “one hundred,” when read as
TN “bewailing,” pays off well in ascertaining the actual
depth of Nicodemus’s grief after the death of Jesus.

Just as the of (°ahha) and N (Pahhaha) “he expressed pain
or grief,” cited above," provides clarity for the interpretation
of the ITIIN1 /NN in the Vorlage of John 19: 39, the Arabic
o~ (jan), the cognate of the Hebrew ]33 “gardener,” provides
insight into the function of the “gardener” mentioned in John

20:15, , ,
Aéyer avthy Inooic,

[Mvar, tl kAolerg; tive (nTelg;
ékelvn dokodoa OTL 0 KNTOUPOG €0TLY Aéyel aUTE,
Kipie, €l oV éBaotacng adTov,
elmé por mod €0nkag adToV, KAyw adTOV Apw.
Jesus saith unto her,

Woman, why weepest thou? whom seekest thou?
She, supposing him to be the gardener, saith unto him,
Sir, if thou have borne him hence, tell me
where thou hast laid him, and I will take him away.

Lane (1865: 462) included in his definition of -2 (jan) the
following: “it/he veiled, concealed, hid, covered, or protected,
him; it veiled him, concealed him, or covered him, with its

darkness; . . . He concealed it; namely, a dead body; he
wrapped it in grave clothing: and he buried it.” This definitely

suggests that the Hebrew 133 “gardener” could in some
contexts be better translated as “mortician.”
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Moreover, there are also the following derivatives:
s> (janan) “grave” (= 137),

* ¥ (janan) “dead body” (= ]37),

* o= (janin) “grave clothes” (= 139,

* == (janin) “buried, placed in the grave” (= 1733).

These are not related to the words £> (jannat) “garden,”
ul-*-’ (jannan) “gardener,” or -, (jinn) “invisible demons,”
even though they appear on the same page in the Arabic lexi-
cons (Lane 1865: 463; Wehr 1979: 164).

Whereas the Greek knmoup6g “gardener” took care of the
flowers, plants, and trees, the Hebrew ]31 “gardener” mayalso
have handled dead bodies. Thus, Mary Magdalene assumed
that the man she saw outside the tomb was the “gardener /
mortician” responsible for having removed Jesus’ body.

Insupport ofthis appeal to Arabic cognates, haplographies,
or dittographies inthe Hebrew Vorlagen to explain variants in
the Greek texts of John 19:39 (or a puzzling piece in John
20:15), an example from the Ethiopic text of Matt 3:7 can be
cited as a fitting conclusion to my arguments. In the Ethiopic
text of the London Polyglot (1667) of Matt 3:7 it states that
the Pharisees and Sadducees came to John’s baptismsecretly
(the Latin clam translates the Ethiopic samamita).'®

The Greek text of Matt 3:7a reads,

T8 8¢ ToAdolg TV Paproainy kel Laddovkelwv
épyoévovg éml 10 Pamtiope adTod elmev alTolC . . .
But seeing many of the Pharisees and Sadducees
coming for his baptism, he said to them . . . .

The Hebrew Vorlage for this could well have been (minus
the vowels),”
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DYDY 0227 TR
L. 09 MR NSk oW oPITETTT

If so, the Hebrew text behind the Ethiopic variant must
have read Y 25 St “secretly to his baptism” rather than
MDY “to his baptism.” Thus, there was a dittography of
the initial © and 1 of the 1N 25 (or a haplography in the
Vorlagen of the majority texts). (This J ! “secrecy” [BDB
532], was an adverbial accusative, and would not have re-
quired a preposition.) The private visit of the Pharisee Nico-
demus to Jesus at night (John 3:2), provides a striking parallel
to this Ethiopic variant which has Pharisees and Sadducees
going out to John secretly in the daytime. Whereas in Luke
3:7 John publicly called the multitude (6xAoc) “a generation
of vipers,” in Matt 3:7, according to the Ethiopic text, only
many (moAlovg) Pharisees and Saducees were privately
declared to be “a generation of vipers.” Jesus issued this same
charge only against the Pharisees (Matt 12:24—-34) and against
the scribes and the Pharisees (Matt 23:29-33).

NOTES

1. See J. Payne Smith (1957:132) for XD “a mixture of
spices to bury the dead.”

2. “Pint” is Lamsa’s translation (1967: 1079).

3. This phrase in Codex Palatinus, reads “ferens malagmam
murrae et aloen quasi libras centum.” The malagmani was an
obvious error for the original malagmam. See Liddell Scott
(1966: 1076) for the poAaypo “emollient.”
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NOTES ON JOHN 19:39, 20:15, MATT 3:7 147

4. See Liddell Scott 1132, 533, 1619, 1619, 1076, respective-
ly, for these definitions.

5. See BDB 974; Jastrow 1019, 1620; and Payne Smith 387.

6. A cognate of the Arabic Gl (suk), “a sort of perfume
prepared from é/\.ob (ra’mak) or from musk and é/\.ob (ra*-
mak),” the c‘z\.ob (ra°mak) being a Persian loanword for a
certain astringent medicine (Lane 1867: 1159; 1872: 1387).
Hava (1915: 345) cited Jlw (sak) “to rub.”

7. See BDB 691-692; Jastrow 963 “to pour oil, to be oiled,
to be perfumed.” Montgomery (1951: 370) noted that the

710N in I Kings 4:2 was translated in Codex Vaticanus and
in Origen’s Hexapla as the verb aielyouct “I anoint myself;
but in the Lucianic texts it appears as the noun ayyeiov
“vessel, receptacle, sack.” The initial ?5 of qWDKS is a pros-
thetic bT{ (GKC 19™), the root being qWD, as noted by Mont-
gomery, who stated, “for the unusual development from the
root 10, ‘to anoint,” ¢f. 3NN (Akk. zupir), 11X (Syr. giiz)
.. .. But it doubtless means an ointment pot.” Montgomery
called attention to Honeyman’s study of 510X in PEQ 1939,
70.

8. See BDB 587; Jastrow 807, “to mix wine.”

9. The 7O here is a variant spelling of PO “a sack,” like the
variants PP /27 “to crush” and PP / 727 “to be thin,
weak.”
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10. In light of the syntax in 2 Sam 24:2.4 D‘!D?Jﬂ n*%pw
“fifty shekels,” and Neh 5:15, 202N D‘%EW “forty she-
kels,” the retroversion of Altpac éxatdy to FINR ]’7@‘(?

maintains the Greek word order rather than the anticipated
IS N,

11. Another option would be to retrovert the plype to
ﬂ@”ﬂ; “mixture” (Jastrow, 155—156; Payne Smith 41) which
was confused with T2 “packet” (Jastrow, 491-492), the
cognate of the Arabic cdgnate e (hif$"") “receptacle,

vessel, sack” (Hava 132). But this would not account for the
variants opfiype and oplype “ointment.”

12. Josephus, Antiquities VXII: 1961t.:
After this was over, they prepared for his funeral, it being Arche-
laus’ care that the procession to his father’s sepulcher should be
very sumptuous. Accordingly, he brought out all his ornaments
to adorn the pomp of the funeral. The body was carried upon a
golden bier, embroidered with very precious stones of great
variety, and it was covered over with purple, as well as the body
itself; he had a diadem upon his head, and above it a crown of
gold: he also had a scepter in his right hand. About the bier were
his sons and his numerous relations; next to these was the
soldiery, distinguished according to their several countries and
denominations; and they were put into the following order: First
of all went his guards, then the band of Thracians, and after them
the Germans; and next the band of Galatians, every one in their
habiliments of war; and behind these marched the whole army in
the same manner as they used to go out to war, and as they used
to be put in array by their muster-masters and centurions; these
were followed by five hundred of his domestics carrying spices.
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So they went eight furlongs to Herodium; for there by his own
command he was to be buried. And thus did Herod end his life.

Josephus War 1: 6731t

They betook themselves to prepare for the king’s funeral; and
Archelaus omitted nothing of magnificence therein, but brought
out all the royal ornaments to augment the pomp of the deceased.
There was a bier all of gold, embroidered with precious stones,
and a purple bed of various contexture, with the dead body upon
it, covered with purple; and a diadem was put upon his head, and
a crown of gold above it, and a secptre in his right hand; and
near to the bier were Herod’s sons, and a multitude of his
kindred; next to which came his guards, and the regiment of
Thracians, the Germans. also and Gauls, all accounted as if they
were going to war; but the rest of the army went foremost,
armed, and following their captains and officers in a regular
manner; after whom five hundred of his domestic servants and
freed-men followed, with sweet spices in their hands: and the
body was carried two hundred furlongs, to Herodium, where he
had given order to be buried. And this shall suffice for the
conclusion of the life of Herod.

13. Tractate Ebel Rabbathi 8:6

The bodies of kings, and their clothes may be burned, their cattle
ham-stringed, without fear that it is after the usages of the Amor-
ites. The ceremony of burning clothes and other things is
performed for the corpses of kings only, but not for princes.
When Rabban Gamaliel died, Aquilas the proselyte, however,
burned in his honor clothes of the value of eight thousand Zuz,
and when he was asked why he did so, he answered: It is written
[Jer. 34:5]: “In peace shalt thou die; and as burnings were made
for thy father,” etc. Was not Rabban Gamaliel more worthy than
a hundred kings, for whom we have no use?
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The text highlighted in red appears in Brown’s commentary
(1970: 960) as “the proselyte Onkelos burned more than
eighty pounds of spices.” But in Abodah Zarah, 1la, it is
stated that burning of clothes was also done for princes, and
Aquilas’ deed was used as a support without any explanation.
(The T was one fourth of a shekel [Jastrow, 385]).

14. See BDB 13, 17 and GKC 38°. Compare the English de-
nominatives “wail/ bewail” and “moan/bemoan.”

15. Lane (129-130) cited the by-form o), (Pawwaha) in form
5, O)i:; (ta’awwah), meaning “He said ol (°ahi) or o)i (Pawhi)
[i.e. Ah! or Alas!]; he moaned; or uttered a moan, or moaning,
or prolonged voice of complaint.” He also cited under this
root about twenty-five variant pronunciations of the Arabic
equivalents of “Ah!” and “Alas!” including o} (*a/i) and la]
(aha). Wehr (1979: 46) also cited the verb o (°@ha) and its
by-form o)' (Pawwaha), in forms II and V meaning “to moan,
to sigh.” Hava (1915: 16-17) cited verbs o Cah), of (ahha),
st j (Cawha®), o), (Cawwah), jb (ta’awwah), and 4o (ta’ah-

hah), all meaning “to groan, to sigh,” and the exclamatory
particles of (°aha) “Ahal” W] (Caha®) “Alas!” o I Cawwah)
“Alas!” and o), (uthi) “Woe!”

16. This variant was not noted by Allen (1912; 24), nor by
Davies and Allison (1988: 301). It was noticed by Adam
Clarke (1850: 52) and was called to my attention by my friend
and colleague, Dr. Parker Thompson. Also, thanks to Rev.
Preston Bush who called my attention to the Arabic -, (jan),
the cognate of the Hebrew ]33*gardener.”
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RECOVERING JESUS’ WORDS
BY WHICH HE INITIATED
THE EUCHARIST

The accounts of Jesus’ instituting the Eucharist appear in
Matt 26:26—27, Mark 14:22-24, Luke 22:19-20, and I Corin-
thians 11:23-24. In Greek the number of words in the direct
quotations of Jesus’ instructions vary widely. In Matthew 26,
seven words were used for the bread and four for the cup; and
in Mark 14, seven words were used for the bread and possibly
five words for the cup. By contrast, in Luke 22 (including the
variant readings) fifteen words were used for the bread and
fourteen for the cup; whereas in I Cor 11, seventeen words
were used for the bread and twenty words for the cup. With
Matthew’s eleven words total verus Corinthians’ thirty-seven
words total, it is not surprising that there is wide disagreement
among scholars as to what Jesus actually said when he com-
manded the disciples “to eat . . . and drink in remembrance of
me.”

Not only are the direct quotations of Jesus’ Eucharistic
commands of varied length in the Synoptics and in I Corin-
thians, but the precise wording in the individual Gospel ac-
counts—as well as in Paul’s epistle—vary widely in the
manuscripts, translations, and text traditions. The four pass-
ages mentioned are cited in full in the paragraphs below. The
variant reading are highlighted in red font, with the four vari-
ants in I Corinthians 11 highlighted (in red) as four bullets.

Matthew 26:26-27
‘Ec8Lévtov 6¢ altdv, Aafov 6 'Incodg [tov]' dptov,
KoL evyapLotnong, ékiooer kol €5L8ov tolg padntalc,
kel elmer, AdPete, poyete T00TO €0TLY TO OWUO LOV.
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\ \ \ 2 ’ \ 5 ’ b4
Kol AaBwv [Tov]” moTnpLov Kol €VYopLOTNONG €OWKEV
a0Tolg Aéywr: mlete €€ alToD TUVTEG.

And as they were eating, Jesus took [the]' bread, blessed
and broke it, and gave it to the disciples
and said, “Take, eat; this is my body.”
Then he took [the]* cup, and gave thanks, and gave if to
them, saying, “Drink from it, all of you.”

Mark 14:22-24
Kol é00Lovtwr adtdr, Aapwv dptov ebAioynoag
ékdooer, kol €dwker avtolg, kal elmev, AdPete,
dayete: To0TO €0TLY TO OGO LOV.
Kol Aapov motipLov edyapLotnong
EdwKer o0TOLS Kol €mLov €€ o)Tod moVTEC.
Kal elmer adtoic, Tolto éotiv 10 aipd pouv,
¢ [kewvic ]’ drabrikng,
T0 €KY LVVOUEVOY VTEP TOAAWDY
And as they were eating, Jesus took bread,
blessed and broke it, and gave it to them and said,
“Take, eat; this is my body.”

Then he took a cup, and when he had given thanks
he gave it to them, and they all drank from it.
And he said to them, “This is my blood
of the [new]’ covenant,
which is shed for many.”

Luke 22:19-20*
\ \ b4 b ’ b4
Kol APV apTov €LXepPLOTNONG EKANTEV
kol édwkev adTole Aéywr,
r]j ~ ’ b \ ~ ’ \ € \ € ~ 14 .
0070 €0TLY TO OGUK KOV TO DTEP VUGV SLEOuevoy
T00TO TOLELTE €lg TNV EUNV AVaurnoLY.
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Kol TO TOTNPLOV WonUTWE Wete TO deLTriiont, Aéywr,
Todto 10 MotrpLov 1 koLvn SLadnkn év 1@ alpatl Lov
10 DTEP VLAV €KY UVVOUEVOV.

And he took bread, gave thanks and broke it,
and gave it to them, saying,

“This is my body given for you;
do this in remembrance of me.”

And likewise the cup after supper, saying,

“This cup is the new covenant in My blood,
which is shed for you.

I Cor 11:23-24
'Eyw yap mopéiapov amd tod kuplov,
0 kol Topédwka LUV,
0tL 0 kUprog ‘Inoodc év th VukTl 1) Tapedideto
ELafer dpTov Kol €DYapLOTNonG EKANOEY
Kol elmev, Tof)résuoé ¢0TLV TO OQp
s TO UTEP VLWV
o 10 Umep UpGY kAdpevov®
s 10 UMEP VPGV SLdduevov
¢ 10 Umep OpGr Bpumrtduevor®
T00TO TOLELTE €lg TNV EUNV AVaurnoLY.
Woa\TWG Kol TO TOTNPLOV WeTe TO delmviionl Aéywy:
700T0 TO TOTNHPLOV T KoLV SLodnkm
€O0TLY €V TR €U olpotL:
T00TO TOLELTE, OOUKLE €OV TLVUNTE,
elg TV éuny avauvnoLy.
For I received from the Lord
what I also passed on to you:
The Lord Jesus, on the night he was betrayed,
took bread, and when he had given thanks, he broke it
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and said, “This is my body,
«  which is for you’
e which is broken for you®
»  which is given for you’
«  which is broken-in-pieces for you®
do this in remembrance of me.”
In the same way also the cup, after supper, saying,
“This cup is the new covenant in my blood.
Do this, as often as you drink it,
in remembrance of me.”

The variants kAdpuevor “broken,” §Ldopuevor “given,” and
Bpumtouevov “broken-in-pieces” are obviously not the result
of Greek scribal misreadings or misspellings. The synonyms
kAWpevov and Opuntéuevor are most certainly two indepen-
dent translations of a word in the Hebrew or Aramaic source
which Paul had received.

The clue for identifying the Hebrew word which could be

translated correctly as k Awuevov or dLd0uevor or OpuTTo-
uevov is found in the Peshitta of Luke 22:19,

acudm @l A Lud aia unta
2mnR 12BR Pl SRR R DY B PN
“and he said this is my body which is given for you.”
The Syriac 1\ (pegar) means “body, flesh, corpse, carcass”
and is the cognate of the Jewish Aramaic/Hebrew T32/728,
stem III (BDB 803; Jastrow 1136).° The derivative noun
r<c)1cu"1¥ (pagraniita®) means “being in the flesh,” and it is
the term of choice for “the Incarnation” (Payne Smith 434).
Once 118/748, stem I, is in focus one’s attention naturally
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shifts to the other lexemes spelled 722, including

* 71B/72B, stem I, “to split, to break up, to destroy,”
which in the °Aph‘el means “to wound, to bruise” (Jast-
row 1135, where he also noted the phrase N25mamn
“those crushed at heart™). This 78 is a cognate of the
Arabic s (fajara) “to cleave, to brake open, to pour
forth, to gush out . . . to make water, blood, or a fluid to
flow” (Lane 2340; Wehr 816). This 7B could well be
translated by kAcw “to break” or BpUmTtw “to break-into-
pieces.”

* 71B/72B, stem I, “to be exhausted, to be faint” (BDB
803); and Aramaic “to be lax, to faint” (Jastrow 1135).
* 71B/72B stem IV, “to give,” the cognate of the Arabic
>3 (fajara) “he made it to well forth, he made his gift
large” (and in form 7, “he was profuse [in generosity,
liberality, or beneficence]; “to show generosity, to act
bountifully). The derivatives of = (fajara) include (a)
>3 (fajar'") “donation, generosity, munificence, bounty
beneficence”, and (b) ,>U5 (fdjir) “one having much
wealth or property” (Lane 2341-2342; Hava 547). This

9910

92D could well be translated by §{dwuL “to give.

* 728 stem V, “wicked, immoral,” which is the cognate of
the Arabic ;>3 (fajara) “he committed a foul deed, he

2

acted vitiously, immorally,” and 3y (fajrat) “vice,
immorality, wickedness” (Lane 2340-2341).
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The 13\a (pegar) inthe Peshitta of Luke 22:19 undoubtedly
retains the word from the original Aramaic/ Hebrew source,
which became odpa in the Greek text tradition.'' If so, the

statement about the bread could have appeared in Hebrew as
follows (with the lexemes spelled 22 highlighted in red):"

158 > MR T2 A oS mpb
099y T2 YRS IR M

MI5t5 WY PN
He took bread and blessed and broke [it] and said
“Take and eat; this [is] my body, the-broken-one,"
the-one-given' for your sake.
This do in my remembrance.”

This reconstruction accommodates the variants kAo uevov
“broken,” Bpumtouevov “broken-in-pieces,” and §L80puevov
“given.” The shortened form of the saying in Matt 26:26 and
Mark 14:22 (todt6 €otiv 10 o@dpe pov) reflects a simple
haplography of the 912217 972277 which followed the *MB in
the Hebrew narrative. Similarly, in the Hebrew behind Luke
22:19, a haplography changed 912377 D122 Y922 to simply
AR 2D “my body broken.” And the variants in I Cor 11:
23 (listed at notes 5—8) come from a haplography of

e the M2 MADM, with only the 10 vmep VU@V in Greek,

« the 92DJ, with only the 10 UTEp VLAY kKADpevor or TO
UTEp Dp@Y Bpumtopevor in Greek,

* the MMAD7, with only the 10 Umep VU@V SLdopevor in
Greek.

Were the original source in Aramaic the haplographies in-
volved the phrase X772 RII2 "ID.
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The reconstructed text, 32792 TIDIT /72T 712 7
“this is my broken body/ given for you” (a composite of the
variants in the Greek texts) recovers a pithy phrase marked by
paranomasia and assonance—features which are unlikely the
result of random editorial or liturgical interpolations. But the
wordplay could well have been coined to emphasize the point
being made. Moreover, the five words have the 3 + 2 ginah
accent pattern characteristic of a lament. This 3 +2 matches
that in Mark 14:24, D‘aj(? nan /paaTeT e o
“this is my blood, the blood of the covenant /shed for many.”"
This is not to suggest that Jesus was waxing poetic at the Last
Supper. Rather it is to recognize that Jesus’ mood at that table
was somber enough to affect unconscious speech patterns
which can be recovered by a careful philological analysis of
variants in the Greek texts and their probable Semitic origin.

Many scholars have argued for the primacy of the shorter
texts in Matt 26:26—27 and Mark 14:22-24."° For example
Frédéric Godet (1881: 290-291) argued

No doubt, in Paul [I Cor 11:24] this participle [KAWuevov
‘broken’] might be a gloss. But an interpolation would have
been taken from Luke [22:19]; they would not have invented
this Hapax-legomenon kAWuevov. . . . I think, therefore, that
this participle of Paul, as well as the given of Luke, are in the
Greek text the necessary paraphrase of the literal Aramaic
form, This is my body for you, a form which the Greek ear
could as little bear as ours. . . . As to the word is which has
been so much insisted upon, it was not uttered by Jesus who
must have said in Aramaic Haggouschmi, “ This here [behold]
my body!”"

Similarly, Alfred Plummer (1953: 497) concluded that “the
kAwpevov, which many texts add to 0 vmep vpu@v in I Cor
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xi. 24, is not genuine.”

Norval Geldenhuys (1979: 554, 559) concluded that Luke
22:19b and 19:20 did not belong to the original text of Luke.
He stated:

If the supposition which is endorsed by the majority of exposi-
tors of the Bible (liberals as well as conservatives), namely, that
19b and 20 are later interpolations, is right, then Luke in verse
19 merely mentioned the fact in quite general terms that the
Lord also broke bread and distributed it and taught the disciples
that the broken bread is the symbol of his body (which for their
sakes will be broken in his sacrificial death). . . . So nothing is
lost by admitting that everything points to the fact that these
words [in Luke 22:19b-20] are an interpolation of the words
from 1 Corinthians xi in Luke’s original text.”

However, 1. H. Marshall (1978: 800) preferred the longer
text of Luke 22:19-20, arguing that “the external evidence for
the longer text is overwhelming” and that the origin of the
shorter text “may be due simply to some scribal idiosyncrasy.”
That “idiosyncrasy” can now be identified as a haplography
involving the consonant cluster A0 T1127772D.

Although 722, stem V, the cognate of the Arabic > o= (faja-
ra), “‘he acted immorally,” and 3yxb (fajrat) “vice, immorality
wickedness” (noted above) appears at first glance to be con-
textually irrelevant, it may actually be the missing link which
can account for the shorter text (to0t6 €0tV TO OBUK KOV,
“this is my body”) in Matt 26:26 and Mark 14:22. The phrase
NARAYNID AT (with defective spelling of the Qal passive
participle) could be interpreted as either “this is my broken
body” or as “this is my immoral body.” Given that ambiguity
—whether to read the T3I277T as TMIR7 or 7JB7—the deci-
sion was made to drop the rnodlﬁer(s) and Tetain only the
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unambiguous subject-predicate Y710 T “this is my body.”

A similar dynamic may well account for the absence of the
participle ékyvvvopevor “poured out” in Matt 26:27 and in I
Cor 11:24. If the verb in the Semitic source was 743 “to pour”
(as in Psalm 75:9, 7712 2277 ... MM 7722 01D '3, “fora
cup is in the hand of Yahweh. . . and he pours from this”), the
Niph‘al participle 733 (=723) “poured out” would match the
Niph‘al participle 723 (=7723) of 773, stem II “to seduce, to
have illegitimate intercourse” (Jastrow 226). In speech there
is no similarity between 733 and 92, but in writing 723 could
be either. Once the oral tradition was written down in Aramaic
or Hebrew someone decided it was better to remove the
ambiguous modifier than to keep it and possibly distort the
truth being affirmed. Thus, the shorter texts originated in the
written Hebrew and Aramaic sources prior to their being
translated into Greek, Latin, or other languages.

If the phrase “this is my body broken for you,” in I Cor 11:
23 goes back to an original 71D Y912 7T or MR R
NIIB, there was no tension between Jesus’ speaking of his
“broken body” and the narrative in John 19:34-36 (which

alludes to restrictions dealing with the sacrificial paschal
lamb),"

[the soldiers] came to Jesus and saw that he was already
dead, they did not break his legs. But one of the soldiers
pierced his side with a spear, and at once there came out
blood and water. . . . For these things took place that the
scripture might be fulfilled, “Not a bone of him shall be
broken.” . . . And again another Scripture says, “They
shall look on Him whom they pierced.”
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When used with reference to the human body the verb 18 /
NJB, stem I, “to break,” need not be read as a synonym of
73_(@7 “to fracture (bones).” As noted above, 742/718 can
mean “to wound, to bruise, to brake open, to pour forth, to
make water, blood, or a fluid to flow.” Thus, the 742 could
also reference the piercing (Vioow) of Jesus’ side.

One variant in the Eucharist texts which has not been clari-
fied by the 922 lexemes and the 923 lexemes is the absence of
the modifier ke Lvfig “new” in manuscripts X B CD°LO ¥ in
Mark 14:24 (see note 3). Most scholars think Jesus referenced
the TT(TU:TH N2 “new covenant” in Jer 31:31. Ifso, and if he
spoke in Aramaic, the t0 Tfic kaLvfig SLadrkng “the new
covenant” would have been RN RI2M™P, two graphically
dissimilar words unlikely to suffer a haplography. But if he
spoke in Hebrew the “new covenant” may have been N 7277
X727 (with the adjective N2 being attested in Num
16:30, 7777 X2 ARMIEN, “if Yahweh does something
utterly new” [NJB]). The graphic similarity of the words
RN N2 “the new covenant” apparently contributed
to a haplography of the X727 in the R B C DL 0¥
textual tradition." .

Marshall (1978: 801) cited Hermann Patsch (1972: 87—89)
who “confirms the view of Jeremias [that the Marcan form
stands closest to the original form] but stresses that there can
be no possibility of reconstructing ‘the oldest form’ and hence
of regarding the sayings as ipsissima verba of Jesus.” To the
contrary, the reconstructions based upon the variants in the
Greek presented in this study support Marshall’s opinion that:
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the basic motifs expressed in the [Eucharistic] sayings can be
shown to be in agreement with what we otherwise know of the
teaching of Jesus . . . and hence in our opinion a line can be
drawn from the historical Last Supper to the sayings recorded
here [in Luke], even if it is impossible to be sure precisely
what Jesus said. It is in our view less likely that the sayings
represent the early church’s interpretation of the meaning of
the Supper. There is certainly nothing in the sayings that can-
not go back to Jesus who viewed his ministry in terms of the
suffering Servant and who expected to die as a martyr.
Once the T0 €kyvvvopevor LTEP TOAARDY, “which is shed
for many,” of Mark 14:24 (rather than the t0 UTep Op@V

ékyvrvopevor, “which is shed for you,” of Luke 22:20) is
inserted into I Cor 11:23-27, the original Eucharistic text
comes into focus. Itcan bereconstructed in Hebrew as follows
(with vowels added to remove any ambiguity, and highlight in
red what could be Jesus’ ipsissima verba):

12 07K NP3 Y TN ..

TR M3D7 a7 o R

DD'WL’Z 7JDJ'T MART e AT 153& 2
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... The Lord Jesus on the night when he was betrayed
took bread and blessed and broke it, and said,

“Take, eat, this is my broken body, given for you sakes.
Do this in remembrance of me.” %

In the same way after their eating,

he took the cup and said,

“This cup is the new covenant in my blood, shed for many.
Do this, as often as you drink, in remembrance of me.” %
For as often as you eat this bread and drink this cup,

you proclaim the Lord's death until he comes.

The twenty-four Hebrew words (or forty English words)
highlighted in red—which can be quoted in less than thirty
seconds—do not include all of Jesus’ conversation at the Last
Supper. But they may well reflect all that was recorded in the
Hebrew source which Paul received. As long as there was an
active oral tradition available to help interpret the inadvertently
ambiguous consonantal Hebrew/Aramaic records, textual
variants in Greek translations would be minimal. When the oral
tradition became unavailable the variants multiplied and
became inexplicable. As a result, the most frequent explanation
for the Greek, Latin, and other textual variants was to identify
them as puzzling interpolations. But, as demonstrated in this
study and others, by reconstructing hypothetically the
Aramaic/Hebrew Vorlage of a variant, a host of possible
explanations appear. Such was the case with the phrase 10010
éoTw TO 0Mue pov, “this is my body,” which led to the
contextually relevant lexeme TR “body, corpse,” and this in
turn led to all of the other TR lexemes which were a perfect

match for the other variants cited in notes 2—8. The full
quotations of Jesus, with variants included as evaluated above,
appear to retain Jesus’ own words, not later liturgical or
editorial interpolations.
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NOTES

1. Tischendorf (1877: 104) noted that the definite article tov
is attested inmss A'AH.

2. Tischendorf (1877: 104) noted that the definite article tov
is attested in mss ACDHKMSUVTI'II. Aland (1968:102)
noted in addition p*’** £** 565 1009 1010 1071 1079 1195
1216 1230 1241 1242 1253 1344 1365 1546 1646 2148 2174
Byz Lext Justin Diatessaron”".

3. Aland (1968: 184) noted that the 10 Tf¢ kaLvfig dLad1ikNg

appears in manuscripts AKPA ' /' 28 700 892 1009 1010
1071 1079 1195 12161230 1241 1253 13651546 1646 2148 2174
Byz Lext it™"". But tic kawfic dtabnkng (without the to)
appears in X 1242 1344 it®> "9 yg syr %P " cop "™ arm
eth geo” Diatessaron. The tfic Siadrikne without a modifier
appears inX B CD°LO ¥ 565 it* cop™™ ™.

s,p,h

4. Aland (1968: 302—303) cited the variant order of verses in

Luke 22: 17-20 as follows:

« (B} verses 17, 18, 19a (omitting 19b—20: t0 UTep
U@, .. éxyurvduevov) D it =& 211

o verses 17,18 19 20p”"RABCKLTYWXA QI ¥
063 ' 565700892 1009 1010 1071 1079 1195 1216
1230 1241 1242 1253 1344 1365 1546 1646 2148 1274
Byz Lect it™" "% ™ vg syr™™ cop ™ arm geo

o verses 19a (kol Aafov...oQud wov), 17, 18 it™®

* verses 19, 17, 18 syr°

o verses 19, 20 [** syr® cop™™.

sa,bo
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5. The pronoun Ou@v alone appears in p**R" A B C* 33 1739+

arm Origen Cyprian Athanasius®® *© ™4 Pelagius Cyril
Fulgentius (Aland, 1968: 604).

6. The pronoun VLGV plus the participle k Adpevov appears
in N°C DG KPWY 8188 104 181 326 330 436 451 614 629

6301241 17397 1877 1881 1962 1984 1985 2127 2492 2495 Byz
Lect it*** syr™"™ goth Ambrosiasterr Basil Chrysostom Euthalius
Theodoret John-Damascus (see Aland, 1968: 604).

7. Aland (1968: 604) cited the pronoun vucv plus the parti-
ciple 8L80evov, with the following notation: “(see Lk 22:19)
(it® 4ot e X vo fradetur it™ quod tradidi pro vobis, it” quod
pro vobis traditur) cop™ ™ eth Euthalius.”

8. The pronoun Vu@v plus the participle Opuntdpevor ap-
pears in D" (see Aland, 1968: 604).

9. In the Septuagint 72 was translated by odpe in Gen 15:
11, II Kings 19:35, and Isa 37:36.

10. Note Castell’s (1669: 2959) detailed citations of the varied
738 lexemes, especially the Arabic b (fajr) for the dos and
dotale, the giving of the dowry.

11.1. H. Marshall (1978: 802) cited Dalman, Behm, Cranfield,
Kiimmel, and Schweizer among those who thought that Jesus

used XD “body, person, self, substance” (Jastrow 225). But
J. Jeremias (1966: 198—199) argued for xjwz “flesh,” as did
R. Brown in his comments on John 6:51 (1966: 284-285,
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291) and J. Fitzmyer (1985: 1400).

12. With vocalization this reconstruction would read
39717127 ank mpb
MMIBR M T 153& P SRARN
‘JWDT5 WWSJ PNT 02702 7237

13. This appositional modifier reflects a Qal passive participle.

14. This translates the definite Niph‘al particple. It should be
noted that the Niph‘al form was used “too express actions

which the subject allows to happen to himself, or to have an
effect upon himself” (GKC 51°).

15. The parallel text in Luke 22:20 would yield a 2 + 3 +2:

0273 qnmg‘n /172 TT!Q'IHU n2aa/ PNTT 019N
The first five words in I Cor 11:25a would match the first five
words here, but the 37215 IWN WX NY~523 MWy NNt

which would be the reconstruction of 11 :26b has no metrlcal
pattern.

16. See I. H. Marshall (1978: 799—-802) for a good summary
of the varied scholarly arguments about the primacy of the
shorter or longer texts.

17. See Jastrow 228, 274 for the Aramaic NI2WI3, RIAWI, and
the Hebrew DWJ “body, self.” Godet’s retroversion of o@ua
to the Aramaic Haggouschmi can be faulted because the initial
Hag reflects the Hebrew definite article -7 and a noun would
not have the definite article and a possessive suffix.
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18. The relevant texts include Exod 12:10 (LXX), 46; Num
9:1,727172WN e D3 (kel dotodr ol cvvtplyete g’
«0ToD) “and a bone ofit.yé shall not break”; Psalm 34:20 (MT
21)12W KO 130 AR TRMBYOD MY (koproc
buidooer Tavte to 80td adTV v & adTOV od
ovvtpLprioetat) “He [the Lord] keeps all their bones: not one
of them shall be broken”; and Zech 12:10, PN ’L?N plohoiny
WWE?'WWQS, “and they shall look upon me whom they have
pierced.” The LXX of Zech 12:10 reads, kal €mipAéyovtal
TPOg pe avd’ Wy katwpynoarto, “they shall look upon me,
because they have mocked,” which reflects a misreading of the
1727 as 1727 “they danced insultingly [= mocked]” (Brown,
1970: 938).

19. The difference between the T0 UTEP VU@V EKYLVVOUEVOV
“which is shed for you” (=R22%U2 M) (Luke 22:20) and the
TO €kYLVYOUEVoY DTEP TOAAGY (=027 IV 91)) (Mark
14:24) “which is shed for many,” can be recognized as a case
of a defective spelling of the @327 “many” as 827, which
when joined with TTJ2 became R2TTV2 —the 7T of which
was reduced to just a single 7 and the B2 was misread as the
plural suffix D2. For other examples of the confusion of the 7
and 7, see Delitzsch (1920: 105-107, §104%°) and note 18
above with the misreading of the 1727 as 1727

20. The tolto ToLleite eig¢ T éunv avauvnoiy (= DINRT
moth M) became in the NJB “do this in remembrance of

me” (11:24) and as “do this as a memorial of me” (11:25).



UNDERSTANDING SARAH’S
LAUGHTER AND LYING:

NOTES ON GENESIS 18:9-15

As demonstrated in my study ‘“The Meaning of Abram/
Abraham: Gen 17:5,”" Arabic cognates can provide clues for
the proper interpretation of many Hebrew texts and the
recovery of long lost Hebrew lexemes. The raham in the name
Abraham is the word Qi17), meaning “prolific,” the cognate of

the Arabic ‘ol.b ) (ruhdm) “numerus copiosus” (Castell 1669:
3537) and e Ji (Pirham) “fruitful, abundant” (Lane 1867:

1172). Similarly, the change from Sarai to Sarah is best
understood in light of the Arabic bﬁ s sy (tarrd /tart) “he

became great in number or quantity, many, numerous” (Lane
1863: 335), which is confirmed by Gen. 17:16b, %25 nm
“and she will become nations.” o

Difficult readings in Gen 17:17-18 and 18:9-15, dealing
with God’s promise to Abraham and Sarah that within the
year they will become the parents of a son named "Isaac,” can
also be clarified when the lexical options available to the
interpreter include several lost lexemes which can be recov-
ered in light of Arabic cognates.

As traditionally interpreted there appears to be a definite
gender bias favoring Abraham when it comes to his laughing
at these words of God:

As for Sarai your wife, you shall not call her name Sarai, but

Sarah shall be her name. I will bless her, and moreover 1 will

give you a son by her; I will bless her, and she shall be a mother

of nations; kings of peoples shall come from her.
Hearing this Abraham laughed (Pr13%7) so hard he fell on his
face, asking himself, “Shall a child be born to a man who is a
hundred years old? Shall Sarah, who is ninety years old, bear
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a child?”” The answers were in the affirmative and in
recognition of his joyous laughter—so he would never forget
—this son was to be named Isaac (PT137). Although the verb

P13 could be used for all kinds of laughter, including “to jest,
to sport, to ridicule, to deride, to be frightened,” the context
permits the meaning attested from the Arabic cognate Gloeso
(dahaka) “to expand the face and show the teeth by reason of
joy, happiness, gladness and a sense of wonder” (Lane 1874:
1771). Abraham’s laughter was hilarious joy.

By contrast, according to Gen 18:10-15, when Sarah
discreetly laughed to herself (72722 PT3MNI) upon over-
hearing Yahweh tell Abraham, “I will surely return to you
according to the time of life (M1 NY2), and Sarah your wife
shall have a son,” her laughter was perceived as ridicule and
derision. Yahweh became perturbed and—unable on his own
to figure out Sarah’s behavior and disbelief—sought from
Abraham the reason for his wife’s laughter. After
* reassuring Abraham that, “at the time promised (773 1?3(7)3

I will return unto thee, according to the time of life (NY2

1177), and Sarah shall have a son,” and after
 Sarah denied that she laughed upon hearing about her up-

coming pregnancy
Yahweh spoke directly to Sarah and assured her that he knew
that she had laughed/jested/ridiculed/derided the idea ofher
becoming pregnant. Thus, whereas Abraham’s laughter was
apositive, Sarah’s laughter was a negative—assuming that the
P8 in Gen 17:17 and 18:12-15 is the same word.

The initial difference to note is that Isaac appears 108 times
in Biblical Hebrew as Pr3%, from the stem PO “he
laughed.” But four times (Psa 105:9, Jer 33:26, Amos 7:9, 15)
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it appears as PUW’, as though it was derived from the syno-
nym PU(TD “he laughed” (BDB 850, 965). In the Qur’an the
name Isaac appears as dpwl (°ishaq) which, aside from the
shift of the initial ¥ to an X, equals PUW’ . This Arabic spell-
ing is surprising because the Arabic root 3w (sahaga) has

nothing to do with /aughter but means “(God) removed/
estranged him from his mercy,” with the imprecation 4 lise.s

(suhqan lahu) meaning “may God curse him!” This 3>ew
(sahaga) is a synonym of J=s (ba ‘ada) “he perished, he died,”
with its similar imprecation 4 Jx (bu‘dan lahu) “may God
curse him” (Lane 1863: 264; 1872: 1319). With the P13

/ PU(TD “he laughed/he cursed” variants in focus, it is easy to
see how Isaac (P13 = “Cheers”) was at the same time Isaac
(PTIWY =“Accursed”), the one who was to be slain as a sacri-
fice by his father in obedience to God’s command (Gen 22:
1-14). This double spelling and meaning of Isaac mitigates
against the Islamic expositors who argue that Ishmael was the
son whom God commanded Abrahamto sacrifice.” Thanks to
Isaac, the lexeme 3w (sahaqa), stem 11, “he laughed” (=
PUED) should be noted in Arabic lexicons; and PUED, stem I,
“he was alienated, cursed” (= 3> [sahaga], stem I) should
be noted in our Hebrew lexicons.

The next item of note is the Arabic cognate _¢ 4> (hawiya)
which clarifies the meaning of i1 NU2 in Gen 18:10, 14 and
1T Kings 4:16, 17. Montgomery (1951: 371) rightly called this
1 N2 a crux interpretum. The phrase in Gen 18:10 and
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18:14 has been translated as

e ato TOV kolpov todtov el wpag (LXX),

+ “according to this period seasonably” (Brenton),

* “ad te tempore isto vita comite” (Vulgate),

 “at this time, life accompanying” (DRA),

» “according to the time of life” (KJV, NKJ),

* “when the season cometh round” (ASV, JPS),

» “about this time next year” (NIV, NIB),

 “at this time next year” (NAS, NAU, Lamsa),

* ‘“next year” (NJB)

* “in the spring” (RSV),

* Targum Neophyte: "7 13702 RI7 NDYW « at
this time, at this set time”

* TargumPseudo Johnathon: 712372 110NY "7 K102

“at this set time and you are reviving.”

Montgomery concurred with Skinner (1951: 301) that the
phrase has to do with the period of pregnancy (base upon
New Hebrew 1177 “a woman in child-birth”). Skinner trans-
lated 70 NU2 as “according to the time of a pregnant
woman,” or ““9 months hence.” Jastrow (1903: 452) noted the
1177 meaning “a lying-in woman” and “a midwife.” The point
missed by Skinner, Montgomery, and others is that i1 NY2

has to do with the termination of a pregnancy, not its
duration. It has to do with birthing, not with conception.

All of these translations interpret the 7717 in this phrase as
if it were the cognate of Arabic U (hayy) “he was alive”
(Lane 1865: 679-681). However, the 177 in Gen 18:10, 14
and IT Kings 4:16, 17 is the cognate of Arabic,_g 4> (hawiya)
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—with a > (), not a > (#)—meaning “she became empty in
her belly on the occasion of childbirth” (Lane 1865: 827). This
is the correct derivation of the M1 meaning “a woman in
child-birth,” over against the 7771 meaning “an animal.” Far
from being a “Late” Hebrew word, i1 “a woman in labor, in
child-birth” is well attested here in Gen 18:10, 14 and in II
Kings 4:16, 17. The 10 homographs/homophones have
distinctly different etymologies.

Another phrase of interest is the 737D ’L?'HDTU ’D'(?:. in
Gen 18:12, which became odmw pév }..LOL yéyoﬁev ¢we Tod
viv inthe Septuagint, which Brenton (1851) translated as “the
thing has not as yet happened to me, even until now.” The
"N52 was read as the negative particle rather than as the
suffixed infinitive of 193 “to become old.” The 37TV was
read as the equivalent of 1Y TV “until now.” Most English
translations follow the Vulgate’s voluptati operam dabo. The
DRA has “shall I give myselfto pleasure?” In agreement with
a parenthetical note in BDB (726) the NAB is a bit more ex-
plicit, having here the question, “am I still to have sexual
pleasure?” By way of contrast, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan has
MY PRI “(shall) pregnancies happen to me?” Targum
Neophyte has “is it possible for me to return to the days of my
youth, and for my having pregnancies [and] periods ("2 by
MY ENTY ‘(7).” The parallel passage in the Qur‘an Sura
11:72) reads, “She said, ‘Ah, woe is me! shall I bear a son
when I am old, and when this my husband is an old man?>>*
This focus on pregnancy rather than pleasure supports the
interpretations found in the Targums rather than the Vulgate.
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The phrase 12723 ﬂj@ P30 in Gen 18:12 is also of
interest. It became in the Septuagint éyélacev 8¢ Tappa €v
€xvty “Sarah laughed to herself,” and in the Vulgate it
appears as quae risit occulte, “she laughed secretly.” But
Targum Neophyte and Pseud-Jonathan have here the verb
MR “to wonder, to be astonished,” although the verbs 74
“to laugh” and 7177 “to laugh” appear in 18:12 and 18:15 in
both Targums.

The real eye-catcher is the footnote in J. M. Rodwell’s
translation (dated 1861) of Sura 11:71-73 in the Qur‘an.’
Here are the initial words of 11:71, with an asterisk marking
Rodwell’s footnote and my parentheses citing the Arabic with
its Hebrew equivalent:

His wife was standing by and laughed*
(ZSoes = IPIR) *
and we announced Isaac
(dm] = PUQ]S) to her.
* Or, menstrua passa est, in token of
the possibility of her bearing a child.
Rodwell recognized that |18 and P13 were equivalent, with
just the interchange of a K and a Q (analogous to our use of
Koran and Quran). He also recognized a Slowo (sahaka =
P8), stem I, “to laugh, to jest” and a e (sahaka =
P3), stemIL, “to menstruate.” Lane (1872: 1771-72) has an
extended note on the verb "Ssxs (sahikakaf) “she men-
struated,” highlighting the different interpretations of Sura
11:74 among early Islamic expositors like El-Farra (786 C.E.)
and Ez-Zejj4j (890 C.E.) —some of whom inserted the unam-
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biguous ol (hddat) “she menstruated” after the S oeo
(sahikakat) in Sura 11:74 as an explanatory gloss.’

In Gen 18:11 the statement was made, TTjETDB ﬁﬁ’l‘jf? 5'_113
D‘WJT; MR, which is well translated as “Sarah had stopped

having her womanly periods” (NAB). The ninety year old
Sarah had been in menopause for decades. But according to
Gen 18:12, Sarah made the declarative statement—not a

question—i1371D ‘L?'ﬂﬁfﬂ “a menses has happened to me.”
She was at thTaf inomentT halving her period.®

The PIZMY in 18:12 is from P13, stem [, “to laugh, to
wonder,” but in 18:13 and 18:15 the TIP3 and "NPOS are
best read as PUTB, stem II, “‘to menstruate.” Thus, Gen 18:13

d .
U m ok oman oy M e

PRPT INY TN DIRN NT GRRD IR MR

Yahweh said to Abraham, “Verily, this is the situation:

Sarah has menstruated, saying,
‘Oh! Wow! Truly I will give birth though I am old!’

And similarly Gen 18:15 reads
TNDT 2 HpmE NS GRRD Tl unan)
PR 0D XD MR
But Sarah denied [it] saying: “I did not menstruate!”

—for she was afraid—
and he said, “Not so! You did indeed menstruate!”

Contributing to the traditional mistranslation of these two
verses are two more homographs (but not homophones). The
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emphatic adverb S (= TT?;J%) “verily, indeed” was always

read as the interrogative 'TD% “why.” But as Frank Cross

noted (1973: 235) with reference to the TT?J5 in Judges 5:17,

the emphatic (7 /9% — well known from Ugarltlc—was often

extended with the syllable 13-, This emphatic 7?35/ 7?35
“surely, verily, boldly, mdeed” appears in

» Judges 5:17, “Boldly (MM 5) Dan attacked the ships!””’

 II Chron 25:16, “Stop! You will surely (i 5) be struck
down!”
* Ps2:1, “Indeed (MM 5), the nations rage!”

* Ps22:2 “My God, my God, you have surely (i 5) made

me suffer!””!°

By shifting the initial vowel of 115 from an accented a to
an unaccented u, and by changing this interrogative adverb
into a declarative, the very nature of God depicted in Gen
18:13 is transformed from a perturbed deity who seeks
information from the mortal Abraham fo a God who knows all
the facts and informs Abraham about the present situation as
follows:
 Sarah is menstruating!

* Her reproductive organs are working just fine!
* She will soon become pregnant!
* She will be the mother of your son Isaac!

Sarah’s words 2T YIN] 'T%N RN ANT in Gen
18:13 have similarly been misread as the question, “Shall I

indeed bear a child, now that I am 0ld?” But the initial FJR7J
is a compound interjection composed of RiT “Oh! Behold!”
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and IR “Yea!” (implying something surprising and unexpect-
ed).!' But the haplography of an X changed Sarah’s emphatic
affirmation, “Oh! Wow! (XN ) [ will truly bear a child!”
into a question of doubt, “Indeed shall I (F]R77) bear a child?”
Sarah’s instantly believing what she overheard from behind
the door, and her being aware at that moment of having some
vaginal bleeding, gave way to some scary second thoughts.
Was the bleeding a menses or a malady (such as that of the
woman mentioned in Matt 9:20, who was cured of her twelve
year long “issue of blood” by touching the hem of Jesus gar-
ment)? Her fear was enough to induce a denial of her new
reality. Therefore, according to Gen 18:15, she denied that she
was having her period, saying simply ‘NP3 X5 I have not
menstruated.” Sensing her fear, Yahweh himself'* addressed
Sarah directly to allay her fear and bring her back to the
marvelous reality with just these three words:
* the negative particle N5 “Not so!” by which Yahweh re-
futed her statement "NPIS N5 “I did not menstruate,”

* the emphatic particle 72 “surely, verily,” and
* the verb NPTS “you did menstruate!”

According to the traditional translations of Gen 18:12—15
Yahweh reproached Sarah for her inappropriate laughter. But
the Hebrew text itself permits—if not requires—this alter-
native interpretation wherein Yahweh addressed Sarah’s fear
with affirming words about (1) her period, (2) her pregnancy,
and (3) her progeny, so as to assure her that his words to
Abraham (in Gen 17:16) would indeed become her reality:
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13 77 7 N0 B3 0K N30
T TN By tR5n oG Amm ph2aa
I will bless her, and moreover I will give you a son by her;
I will bless her, and she shall be a mother of nations;
kings of peoples shall come from her.

Yahweh’s promise, “I will return to you, at the time of the
birthing” (Gen 18:14) was fulfilled (Gen 21:1-7), at which
time there was much laughter by Sarah, for Sarah, and with
Sarah—thanks to Isaac (PTI8Y):

“And Sarah said,
‘God has made laughter (Pﬁ$) for me;

everyone who hears will laugh (PT13) with me.””

However, when Sarah saw Ishmael laughing that was a
different matter. Gen 21:9 reads 7277127NR TT?@ NOM
PSR D7ARS MIOTWN NS, “Now Sarah saw
the son of Hagar the Egyptian, whom she had borne to Abra-
ham, laughing.” This PrT31 became

* “mocking” in the KJV, NAS, YLT,

» “scoffing” in the NKJ,

* “playing” in the TNK, NJB, RSV,

* “making fun of” in the NLT.

But the Septuagint ends the verse with the additional phrase
weta Iooak tod viod avtfic, “with Isaac her son”; and this
addition has been adopted by the the NJB, RSV, and NLT.

The Targums, on the other hand, are much more expansive

in seeking to legitimate Sarah’s call for the expulsion of Hagar
and Ishmael. The Cairo Geniza Targum has the accusation:
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nn Swpnb wa 172 oy Phple
“[Ishmael’s] jesting with her son, seeking to kill him.”

Targum Pseudo-Jonathan expanded the PrTS13  to mean:

w5 I RN RmowS Jan,
“mocking with a strange worship, and bowing to the Lord.”

The Targum Neophyte interpreted the PIT312 to mean
1S RS 112w T
“[Ishmael’s] “doing deeds which were not kosher.”

CONCLUSION

Biblical translators and exegetes have interpreted Abra-
ham’s raucous laughter (upon his hearing that Sarah would
bear him a son) to have been very pleasing to God, so much
so the baby boy would be named “Laughter/Cheers.” But
Sarah’s silent laughter (upon overhearing about her upcoming
change-of-life, was said to be disturbing to God. The trans-
lators and exegetes can be faulted, in words taken from James
Barr (1968: 268), “for a strong tendency towards leveling the
vocabulary and the interpretation of that which is rare as if it
was that which was more normal.”” Such is the case with the
following seven words for which the rare meaning was missed
by many (with the rare meanings cited here in italics):

« W = “prolific,” not “princess,”

« M0 = “giving birth,” not “life” or “animal,”
. PU(TD = “accursed to death” as well as “laughter,”
« MY = “menses,” not “pleasure,”

* P08 = “to menstruate” as well as “to laugh,”
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. S “verily/indeed” as well as “why?”
« IR = “Oh! Wow!” as well as “is it really?”

Thanks to Arabic cognates the first five of these seven
rare Hebrew words have been recovered and can be in-
cluded in the new lexicons of Biblical Hebrew. If Ishmael
were alive he could well get in the last laugh, knowing that
his descendants compiled the Arabic lexicons used by stu-
dents of Biblical Hebrew who study the texts which tell
about the birth of stepbrother Isaac. The language of Ish-
mael clarifies many of the ambiguous homographs found in
the stories Isaac. So, with enough smiles to go around to
make everyone happy, Gen 18:12-15, which tells about
Sarah’s laughing and lying is best translated as follows:

So Sarah laughed to herself saying, “After I have grown
old, amenses has happened to me—but my husband is old.”
Yahweh said to Abraham, “Verily, this is the situation:
Sarah has menstruated, saying, ‘Oh! Wow! truly I will give
birth though I am old!’ Is any thing too hard for the
Yahweh? At the time promised I will return to you, at the
time of the birthing, and Sarah shall have a son.” But Sarah
denied [it] saying: “I did not menstruate! "—for she was
afraid—and he said, “Not so! You did indeed menstruate!”

NOTES

1. This study is now available on line at http://tmcdaniel.
palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter 4.pdf.

2. Because the Arabic & (¢) is routinely equated with the
Hebrew U, the new name 717 should have been pointed as


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_4.pdf
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T rather than 717, for the name change was from Sarai

to Sharah. Because the unpointed U is ambiguous there was
no way for well over a thousand years to distinguish between
Y (Sarah) and Y (Sharah). The popular name TTjETD
“Princess” prevailed, and the rare " (Sarai) and MU
(Sharah) dropped out of use. ' v

3. Note that the Arabic cognate of 1Y “appointed time”
carries the idea of a “promise.” See Lane 1893: 2953.

4. Note J. M. Rodwell’s translation of the Qur“an (London:
1861, second ed 1876) Sura 11:71-73 (with the parenthetical
Hebrew/ Arabic notations being added by this writer):

His wife was standing by and she laughed (ZSoeo =
FI27X);* and we announced Isaac (dzw] = PU(Z]&) to
her; and after Isaac (dm] = PUQ]S), Jacob (gins =
2IP27). She said, “Ah, woe is me! shall I bear a son when
I am old, and when this my husband is an old man? This
truly would be a marvellous thing.” They said, “Marvellest
thou at the command of God? God’s mercy and blessing be
upon you, O people of this house; praise and glory are His
due!”
* Or, menstrua passa est, in token of the possibility
of her bearing a child.

5. See the Qur’an Sura 37:98—109. An online study presenting
the evidence for recognizing Isaac as the son to be sacrificed
can be found by clicking HERE; and a study presenting the
evidence for recognizing Ishmael as the son to be sacrifice can
be found by clicking HERE.


http://www.answering-islam.org/Shamoun/sacrifice.htm
http://www.theholybook.org/content/view/9236/12
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6. For the plural 717D and B™MTY “pregnancies” see
Jastrow 1903: 1067; and for the singular 3TV “period,
menses” see Jastrow 1903: 1045. Note the @37V 7D in
Ezk 16:7.

7. For the unambiguous ol (hddat) “she menstruated”
see Lanel1865: 686—-687.

8. The Septuagint reads, éyéiaoev &¢ Zappa év €auti
Aéyouoe oUW pév pol yéyovev €wg to0 viv 6 ¢ ki LOG
Louv mpeafutepog, “And Sarah laughed in herself, saying, ‘The
thing has not as yet happened to me, even until now, and my
lord is old.”” All other translations read the declarative 7077,
as if it were an interrogative 1T which suffered a
haplography of the initial 7. -

9. For this translation see my book The Song of Deborah:
Poetry in Dialect, pp. 181-182, available online by clicking
HERE.

10. For this translation see my book Clarifying New
Testament Aramaic Words and Names and the Shem Tob
Hebrew Gospel of Matthew, pp. 31-42, available online by
clicking HERE.

11. Jastrow 1903: 328 and BDB 64-65.

12. Yahweh is mentioned by name in 18:1 and 18:13, in
preference to the unnamed three men who appear as his mes-
sengers.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Deborah.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Volume-4.html
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DVD AND ONLINE SOURCES

The Biblical texts and the Targums have been copied from
BibleWorks 7, P.O. Box 6158, Norfolk, VA 23508.

The Etheridge translation of the Targum is available at
http://targum.info/?page id=S.

The Arabic text of the Qur°an is available online at
http:/www.2muslims.com/images/downloads/arabic-quran.
pdf.

The English text of the Qur’an is available at
http://www.muslimaccess.com/quraan/arabic/001.asp .

The Rodwell translation of the Quran is available at
http://www .sacred-texts.com/isl/qr/01 1.htm.


http://targum.info/?page_id=8
http://www.2muslims.com/images/downloads/arabic-quran.pdf
http://www.muslimaccess.com/quraan/arabic/001.asp
http://www.sacred-texts.com/isl/qr/011.htm

XII

REDEFINING THE
€Lk, poka, AND pwpé
IN MATTHEW 5:22

MATTHEW 5:22
yw 6¢ Aéyw ULulv OtL mdg O OpyL{Ouevog TW
adeAdp@ adtod [elkn]* évoxog éotaL TH kploeL: O¢
8 dv €lmn 10 adedd® adtod, Poaka, évoyog €otal
1@ ovvedplw: 0¢ & av elmn, Mwpé, &voyog éotal
el v yéevvav tod mupdg.'
But I say unto you that whoever is angry with his brother
[without a cause]* will be in danger of the judgment: and
whoever will say to his brother “Raka” shall be in danger
of the Sanhedrin: but whoever will say “Fool” will be in
danger of the fire of Gehenna.’

The manuscript evidence for the textual variant in Matt

5:22 (marked above with asterisks) as cited by Aland (1968:
13) and Davies and Allison (1988: 512, n. 4) is as follows:

e 0derdpd adrod (“his brother”): B C p®“ R" vg eth
Gospel of the Nazarenes Ptolemy Justin Irenaeus™"” Ter-
tullian™® Origen Eusbius Basil mss*> ™ Augustine
Greek mss™® © Avestine Cagsiam Ps-Athanasius;

o wdeddd avtoD elkn (“his brother without cause”): XD

KLWA 0 II /' /2833565700892 1010 1071 1079
11951216 1230 1241 1242 1365 1546 1646 2148 Byz Lect
ita, aur, b, ¢, f, ff', g h, k, 1, q Syr ¢, s, p, h, pal Copsa, bo gOth arm geo
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Diatessaron Irenaeus®**? Origen Cyprian Eusebius Lucifer
Ps-Justin Chrysostum Ciyril.

The English translations which have a word for the variant
elkn—which appears in the Peshitta and Old Syriac as
<a.r< (°iga’) (Lewis 1910: 11)—include Murdoch’s Peshitta
(“rashly”),’ Lamsa’s Peshitta (“for no reason”), the Bishops
Bible of 1599 (“unadvisedly”), the Geneva Bible of 1595
(“unadvisedly”), and the KJV and NKJ (“without a cause”™).
The Hebrew translations made by Delitzsch (1877, 1937) and
Salkinson (1885) have Q7T “for nothing, gratuitously, gratis”
for the Greek eikr).

However, the etk is not reflected in the early translations
of Wycliffe (1389) and Tyndale (1534), who followed the
Vulgate and the shorter Greek text without the eikn.* Subse-
quent English translations which followed the shorter text
include (in alphabetic order) the ASV, DRA, NAB, NAS,
NAU, NET, NIB, NIV, NJB, NLT, NRS, and the RSV. The
Shem Tob Hebrew Gospel of Matthew (Howard 1995: 18-19)
lacks any word equivalent to the Greek e Lk, although it reads
DITD “inferior” for the Greek ‘Poaxa and I “madman,
fool” for the Greek Mwpé.

Aside from citing the texts which have the ek, Davies and
Allison (1988: 512, n. 4) simply asserted that the eiky was
inserted “after «0t00, no doubt to allow room for righteous
indignation (cf. Eph 4.26 [0py((€06e kal um opoptovere
‘Be angry and sin not’]).” This assertion followed that of
Allen (1951: 49) who conjectured,

The word [€ikn] has strong second century attestation, but may
perhaps more probably have been added as a limitation of a wide
generalisation, than omitted as unnecessary.
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Keener (1999: 183, n.70) noted that the eikn “may, how-
ever, represent a legitimate interpretation of Jesus’ more
graphic statement, which may have circulated orally in both
forms.” By contrast, Albright and Mann (1971: 60—61) made
no reference to the variant elkn and translated 5:22 (with two
parenthetical glosses) as,

But I tell you that everyone who is angry with his brother shall
be in danger of (divine) judgment. Whoever insults his brother
will answer to the Sanhedrin, while whoever says ‘Rebel!
(against God)’ merits a fiery death.

Contrary to the prevailing preference of New Testament
scholars, translators, and Bible publishers for the shorter
Greek texts of Matt 5:22, which lack the adverbial eikT (as
listed above), a challenge to that preference is in order once it
is acknowledged
+ that Jesus’ statements in Matt 5:21-26 were spoken in Ara-

maic or Hebrew rather than Greek, and
« that the translator(s) may have misunderstood a word in the

Aramaic or Hebrew text of 5:22a, similar to the uncertain

meaning of the pwpé in 5:22b, which became “traitor” in

the NJB, “curse” in the NLT, “rebel” in the YLT, and

“fool” in most other English translations.

As noted above, Salkinson and Delitzsch translated the
Greek eikn “without a cause” into Hebrew as B3 “for no
reason,” which is equivalent to the Aramaic Ja12 “for nothing,
undeserved, gratis” (Jastrow, 1903: 729). Had Jesus spoken
in Aramaic one can assume that the written record would have
had an unambigious ]33 (]212), with the homographs ]ar2
[=]412] “he delivered” and ]R3 [=1412] “shield” being con-
textually irrelevant.
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However, if Jesus spoke in Hebrew one can readily assume
that the Hebrew text behind the Greek eikn contained the

adverb RIM. The Hebrew QJM, like the Aramaic ]213, had
three possible derivations—but with BT all three derivations
could be contextually relevant. First is the widely attested 37
“for no reason, without a cause” from ]37, stem I, “to show
favor, to be gracious,” with its Arabic cognate being >
(hanna) “he was merciful, compassionate, he longed for.”
Second is the rare 1377, stem I1, “to be loathsome,” attested in
Job19:16-17 (along with 1317, stemI). This text reads in part:
M3 125 MM .. I9TMON, “ entreated him . . . And
I am loathsome to my own brothers.’ The standard Hebrew
lexicons cite the Arabic -,> (hanna) “it emitted a stench” as
the cognate of 137, stem II (BDB 337). (This accounts for the
translation of Job 19:17 in the NJB as “My breath is unbear-
able to my wife, my stench (‘Dﬁm) to my own brothers.”)

The third derivation ofthe B3 in the hypothetical Hebrew
Vorlage of 5:22a is 1317, stem II1. This would be the cognate
ofthe Arabic e (hanaya) “he uttered foul, abominable, un-
seemly, or obscene speech,” with the noun L/ e (hanna
/hannay ) meaning “foul, abominable, unseemly, or obscene
speech” (Lane 1865: 819; Wehr 1979: 305).6

This third QM [=037] in the Vorlage of Matt 5:22 was
—understandably but mistakenly—misread as the Q3T from
stem I; and in the Greek translations it became eiky “without
cause.” The BT of 1377, stem IIL, is a contextually perfect
match for 5:22a. Consequently, simply by repointing the Q31
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“without a reason” to B3 “obscenely” the translations of
Delitzsch (@3 TIR-DY N%2Y WX22) and Salkinson
(R MIR2 72VN1T) could be read as “the one / everyone
who is obscenely angry with his brother.” Once the B3rT is
modified to QJM, either translation could well approximate
what Jesus said. There was no ambiguity when he said “who-
ever becomes obscenely (R31T) angry with his brother.” How-
ever, once his spoken words were written down, the DM
(without vowels) was for no apparent reason read as 23T “for
no reason”—even though Jesus immediately identified in
5:22b the words which he considered vile and obscene.’

The two obscene words identified by Jesus are ‘Pakd * and
Mw pé. The former, ‘Pakd, is simply transliterated as Raca or
Raga in most English texts, although “Fool” appears in the
NIJB, “You fool” in the RSV, “idiot” in the NLT, and “You
good-for-nothing” in the NAU. The latter, Mw pé, appears as
“Fool” inthe KJV, ASV, NIV, NIB, NAS, NAV, NKJ, NAB,
as “Rebel!” in the YLT, and as “Traitor” in the NJB.

According to Allen (1951: 49) and many other commenta-
tors the “Pakd seems to be equivalent to the Aramaic P27
“empty”—even though it is spelled as ‘Paka rather than as
‘Pnka—which was evidently a term of contemptuous ad-
dress.” (Allen compared this Pakd to the kevé in James 2:20,
& dvbpwte kevé “O foolish fellow.”) Davies and Allison
(1988: 513) agreed with Allen and cited not only the kevé in
James 2:20 but also the kevdg in Neh 5:13. They suggested
that Paka could be translated as “empty-head,” “good for
nothing,” or “fool,” and conjectured that,

Matthew's failure to translate the term might suggest an audience
familiar with an oriental word of abuse, although it is also
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possible that the evangelist could leave raka untranslated be-
cause its field of meaning was roughly indicated by the more in
5:22c.

But the equation ‘Pnkd =RP) = “empty” = “empty-
head” =*“Fool” is seriously flawed. It is a no-brainer because
in the Hebrew and Aramaic mind-set it was the heart, not the
brain, which was the seat of reason and intelligence. The
mindless fool was one who “lacked heart” (35 70m)' and
the intelligent, smart person was one with an “understanding
heart” (]122 35) or a “wise heart” (3(? R2r7). Being a fool
had nothing to do with the head, empty or otherwise, or the
brain. Hatch and Redpath (1954: 306—307) cited thirty seven
texts in which the Hebrew 35 / 3?5 “heart” was translated in
the Septuagint as dravoie “mind, intelligence.” This is why
in Luke 10:27 and Mark 12:30 the commandment from Deut
6:5 to “love the LORD your God with all your /4eart, and with
all your soul, and with all your might,” was expanded to
include 6An 9 dravole oou “all of your mind.” The Sravole
“intelligence”in Luke 10:27 and Mark 12:30 is an explanatory
gloss on the Hebrew 35 “heart,” for in Greek kopd Lo “heart”
was used “especially as the seat of feeling and passion, asrage
or anger, . . . of sorrow or joy” (Liddell Scott (1940: 877).
Consequently, there must be a better derivation of this
‘Pnka than that based upon X2 “empty.”

Philologically, there are five Arabic lexemes which come
into focus for clarifying the meaning of the Hebrew / Aramaic
P/ RPM /A2 —none of which support the idea that
PP/ R “empty” meant “empty-headed,” which could
then be paraphrased as “fool.” These Arabic cognates are:
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1.

&) /&y (ra*qalrayq) “it poured out, he poured forth,”
with the nouns 3 y (rig"™) “strength” and 3y (rig"")
“saliva,” noting that the phrase “he swallowed his saliva”
means “he restrained his anger” (Lane 1867: 1203; BDB
937). This is the basis for Lamsa’s (197: 955) parenthetical
gloss in Matt 5:22, “Raca (which means, I spit on you).”
This lexeme does not mean “empty,” “empty-head,” or
“fool.”

&) /3y (ra*qalrawg) “he exceeded in excellence,” and

in form 4, 3, Jl (Parwaga) he poured out, he poured forth,”
with the noun (34 ) (rawg™") “pure or sincere love” and the
adjective 33 (rayyig"") “most excellent, goodly, or beau-
tiful” (Lane 1867: 1190-1192). Likewise, this lexeme has

nothing to do with being “empty,” “empty-head,” or a
“fool.”

. &3 (ragiq) “weak, abject, mean, paltry contemptible,”

with the feminine 4, (rigqaf) meaning “weakness (of
religion), abjectness, meanness, paltriness, contemptible-
ness” (Lane1867: 1131-1132). This lexeme has nothing to
do with being “empty” or “empty-head,” but were it trans-
lated as “fool” the translation would be on target.

J) (raqig) “a slave,” with (3. (muragq"") meaning
“made a slave, possessed as a slave, kept as a slave”
(Lane1867: 1131-1132). This lexeme has nothing to do
with being “empty” or “empty-head,” but the pejorative
“Slave!” might well be on target (see below).

NORY ) (rakik) “low, ignoble, vile, mean, sordid, possessing

no manly qualities, weak in his intellect, and in his judgment
or opinion” (Lane1867: 1141). This is a by-form of (5.3
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(raqiq), number (3) above. There is nothing with this lex-
eme meaning “empty” or “empty-head,” but its being trans-
lated as “fool” would be on target.

Cognates (1) and (2) are obviously contextually irrelevant;
but cognates (3) and (5) are most relevant. They permit—if
not require—the ‘Paka to be translated as a “Vile Fool!”"!
Cognate (4) is especially noteworthy in light of the statement
in Kiddushin 28°, “He who calls his neighbor a slave (72D),
let him be excommunicated;'? he who calls him a bastard, let
him be punished with forty stripes; if he calls him a malefactor,
this is to cost him his life.”"* With definitions 3—5 in focus it is
reasonable to conclude that ‘Paka had three layers of mean-
ing: “vile, fool, slave,” which can be paraphrased in English
by the compound pejorative “Vile-Foolish- Slave!™"

The second obscene word pinpointed by Jesus in Matt 5:22
is Mwpé, which, as noted, appears as “Fool” in most English
translation, but as “Traitor” in the NJB and as “Rebel!” in the
YLT. Mwpé could be a transliteration of 7171 or XM,
which could be read as Tﬁj?ﬁ “authority,” 7171 “teacher,”
or Njﬁ?ﬁ “reverence.” But these do not it the context of ob-
scene anger. Bertram (1968: 840) suggested that Mwpé “may
be regarded as the rendering of a Heb-Aram term from the
stem 77N (Tﬁj?ﬁ) [sic] 1191 or XM, to be bitter, recalci-
trant.” He called attention to Psalm 78:8, 717131 7730 717 “a
stubborn and rebellious generation.” Allen (1951: 48) noted
that Mw pé “has quite unnecessarily been identified with the
Hebrew 11711, Nu 20" [“Please listen, O rebels™].”"* Never-
theless, Albright and Mann (1971: 60—61) opted for “Rebel!”

Allen suggested that Mw pé, a vocative of wwpaog “fool,”
may be a translation of ‘Paka, and this idea is duly noted by
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Arndt and Gingrich (1957: 533).'° Bertram (1967: 841) came
to the same conclusion, arguing as follows:

It is in fact difficult to distinguish between these two [paka and
wwpé], or to differentiate them from anger. Hence these sayings
may be regarded as an explanatory addition [by Jesus] to the
saying about anger, and this gives us a saying we might well
expect from Jesus, in which all such things as anger and terms of
abuse are characterised as equally reprehensible and culpable.
... This implies that there can hardly be a crescendo in the three
sayings. Terms of abuse are not a heightened form of anger; they
are its most obvious and common expression. It is also hard to
make any basic distinction between the two terms of abuse,
namely, paka and pwpé. They both belong to the category of sins
of the tongue, and are both subject to judgment.'’

The translations of Mwp¢é in the Peshitta as A\ (lela”)
“fool,” in the Old Syriac as =<\ x (§atya’) “fool,” in the
Shem Tob Hebrew Matthew as I “fool,” provides suf-
ficient reason to conclude that uw pd¢ “moron” had become in
pre-Christian times the loanword 91711 “fool.”

With reference to Mwpé Davis and Allison (1988: 514—
515) concluded,
. .. it follows that Mwpé = ‘you fool’, and it presumably trans-
lates either mrs [sic]'® or—more probably—the Aramaic §1)°.
This conclusion means in turn that raka and more are practically
indistinguishable; both could be translated by ‘fool’ or by “idiot’.
Were that the case the question arises, “Why is it that the
one who says ‘Paka “Vile Fool!” will only be in danger of the
Sanhedrin, while the one who says M wpé “Moron!” will be in
danger of Gehenna? The Aramaic/Hebrew words for “fool,
moron, numskull, nitwit, dunce” include 5’1& , 5‘@?, N(?b,
5;;, (7?70, NI, and N:WQ Were these words on Jesus’
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proscription list, or did Mwpé and ‘Peka only make up the
list? How is one to account for the fact that pwpog “fool,”
which appears twenty-six times in Sirach, still appears nine
times in I Corinthians, and in Matt 7:26;25:2, 3, 8, 17; plus 11
Tim 2:23; Titus 3:9; and Eph 5:4? Did the proscription involve
only the vocative when an argument became personal, where-
as, if the pwpo¢ was applied to oneself or to others in general,
it was not considered an obscene pejorative?

Similar questions were raised and answered by Davies and

Allison (1988:515), which I present in the following lengthy
quotation (with the bullets added by this writer).

Because there is an ascending order of punishments in 5:22—
local court, sanhedrin, Gehenna—one expects a corresponding
ascent in the severity of the crimes listed. It does not attain.
Anger, rebuking a fellow with raka, and insulting another by
calling him more [Mwpé]—one is not more obviously heinous
than the others. The difficulty thus created has been solved in
several ways—

by arguing that more [Mwpé] is more odious than raka
[‘Paka] and that the uttering of either is worse than anger (cf.
Augustine, De serm. mont. 1.9.24, and Schweitzer, Matthew,
p- 119);

or that by claiming kp oL, ouvédpLov, and yéevva are func-
tionally similar, each being three different ways of refernng
to the death penalty (J. Jeremias, TWNT 6, p. 975)

or by emending or rearranging the text;

or by seeing 22a as a general statement which is then illus-
trated by two concrete examples (so Luz I, p. 253);

or by inferring that the incongruity is intentional and serves
as an ironic commentary on a parody of scribal exegesis: as
all wrongs against one’s neighbour are equally wrong, it is
foolish to make casuistic distinctions with regard to degrees
of punishment.
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We [Davies and Allison] should like to add another possibility.
As spoken by Jesus, the saying consisted only of 5:21-2b and
affirmed, in hyperbolic fashion, that anger and insulting words
were deserving of punishment as murder; and, originally, the
Aramaic or Hebrew words behind kptaLg and ouvédpLov were
roughly synonymous or of similar import, both referring to judi-
cial trials. Problems arose only when Matthew, in order to clarify
raka ['Paxd] and to create a triad, tacked on the final clause. His
choice of more [Mwpé] created no difficulty; but ‘into the
Gehenna of fire’ (cf. 18.9 diff Mk 9.47), which he no doubt felt
justified in adding to underline the severity of the named offen-
ces, created the possibility of apprehending an ascending order
of punishments.

None of these speculations cited and offered by Davies and
Allison are convincing. Better answers to the questions raised
above are available once the focus of attention shifts to this
one sentence above from Davies and Allison: “the Aramaic or
Hebrew words behind xplov¢ and ovvédprov were roughly
synonymous or of similar import, both referring to judicial
trials (italics added). However, Davies and Allison did not
speculate as to what were the Aramaic or Hebrew words
behind kploig and ovvédprov. But this is the direction in
which the speculation must go.

Speculation about the Hebrew Vorlage of ‘Paka was very

productive once the lexemes PP and 127 came into focus
and produced the layered pejorative “Vile! / Fool!/ Slave!”
Speculation about the Hebrew Vorlage of M wpé will prove to
be equally rewarding.

Asnoted above, the Hebrew words for “fool” include (7’1&,
(7‘03, 5:0, and 923. Of these four only 533 s ambiguous.

The consonantal D23 has four different meanings: (a) (723
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“skin-bottle, jar, pitcher”; (b) (723 “a musical instrument”; (¢)
(7;2 “be foolish,” (7;2 “a fool”; and (d) (7;2 “to wither, to
die,” with the noun TT?;J: “carcass, corpse.”” The Arabic

cognate of this (723 1S J..q (nabala) which, in forms 5 and 8§,
also means “to die” (BDB 614-615).

Once lexemes (c¢) and (d) are in focus the Hebrew Vorlage
of Matt 5:22b could well approximate these translations:

:03my wxb oy 95Ny 521 oR) (Salkinson)
03 URS 2 R 95 XY D23 WK (Delitzsch).

The vocalization of the 923 in both translations has inten-
tionally been omitted. To approximate more closely what
Jesus said, should this 523 be vocalized as the vocative (733
(= Mwpé) “Fool!” or as the intensive imperative (723 (—
"AmoBvrioke) “Die! / Drop Dead!”* One can further speculate
that a Greek popé “death!” was changed to pwpé “fool,” on
the assumption that this 523 was a synonym of the 1P/
127/ Paka “Vile Fool.” But the introductory component of
Jesus’ statement in 5:21 alludes to Exod 20:13 and Deut 5:17,
“. .. whoever kills shall be liable to judgment.” Jesus’ halakah
in Matt 5:22 expands the law to include any brother who
becomes angry enough to use vitriolic pejoratives so as to
humiliate or “verbally assassinate” his kinsman.*'

Thus, the last phrase in Matt 5:22 needs to be translated as
“whoever says ‘Die!/Drop Dead!” will be in danger of'the fire
of Gehenna.” This was indeed a more offensive pejorative than
calling someone a “Vile-Fool-Slave”—for which the Sanhe-
drin** might well apply the penalty of “forty stripes” as stipu-
lated in Deut 25:1-3.% To tell a brother to ‘Drop Dead!
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would be an expression of hate, and as spelled out in I John
3:15, “Everyone who hates his brother is a murderer; and you
know that no murderer has eternal life abiding in him.
Anyone uttering the imperative (732 ‘Drop Dead!” was him-
selfa 5;; “fool,” for in so speaking he would open the gates
to Gehenna—not for his brother but for himself.

Bertram (1967: 841) and France (2007: 199) called atten-
tion to Mesia 58b which indicates how seriously evil epithets

were taken in Jewish tradition.?’ Here is an abbreviate text of
Mesia 55b:

Our Rabbis taught: Ye shall not therefore wrong one another
[Lev 25:17]. Scripture refers to verbal wrongs . . . . Then to
what can [ refer, ye shall not therefore wrong each other? To
verbal wrongs. E.g., If a man is a penitent, one must not say to
him, ‘Remember your former deeds.” If he is the son of
proselytes he must not be taunted with, ‘Remember the deeds of
your ancestors.” If he is a proselyte and comes to study the
Torah, one must not say to him, ‘Shall the mouth that ate
unclean and forbidden food, abominable and creeping things,
come to study the Torah which was uttered by the mouth of
Omnipotence!’ Ifhe is visited by suffering, afflicted with disease,
or has buried his children, one must not speak to him as his
companions spoke to Job . . . .

Abaye asked R. Dimi: What do people [most] carefully avoid
in the West [sc. Palestine]? — He replied: putting others to
shame. For R. Hanina said: All descend into Gehenna, excepting
three. ‘All” — can you really think so! But say thus: All who
descend into Gehenna [subsequently] reascend, excepting three,
who descend but do not reascend, viz., He who commits adultery
with a married woman, publicly shames his neighbour, or fastens
an evil epithet [nickname] upon his neighbour. ‘Fastens an
epithet” — but that is putting to shame! — [It means], Even
when he is accustomed to the name.

9924
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The ‘Paka “Vile/Fool /Slave!” would certainly qualify as
an “evil epithet,” and saying (732 “Die! / Drop Dead!” to a
brother would surely cause public shame for the person so
addressed.

CONCLUSION

Wernberg-Meller (1956-57: 72)° wisely argued that the
elkn in Matt 5:22a was original and that the Greek translator
followed his Semitic Vorlage word by word. But he was
wrong in assuming that theeikh “went back to some Aramaic
phrase (the equivalent of D2WA2 XY in Classical Hebrew).”
The case has been made in this study for a Hebrew Vorlage
which was misunderstood because of the ambiguities involved
when reading a consoantal Hebrew text.

It has been argued that e ikt) “without cause” was in the ori-
ginal Greek translation for the 8317 that was in the original
Hebrew Vorlage. This R should have been read as Q37
“obscenely,” an adverb derived from 7T “foul, obscene
speech,” rather than being read as RJIT “without cause.”

While disagreeing with Davies and Allison that the best
solution for understanding the meaning of ‘Paka is the equa-
tion “Empty = Empty-head = Fool,” they were on target with
their suggestion that “Matthew’s failure to translate the term
[‘Paka] might suggest an audience familiar with an oriental
word of abuse.” That Jewish audience, no doubt, understood
the layered meaning of this Hebrew ‘Poaka /Paya (“Vile/
Fool/Slave!”) which is why the 1127/ 727) in the Hebrew
Vorlage was transliterated rather than translated. What Greek

word was there that could match the layered meanings of
“Vile/Fool/ Slave”?
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It has also been shown that the pwpé “moron/fool” in Matt
5:22b is a translation of an ambiguous 523 in the Hebrew
Vorlage. Jesus, using an intensive imperative, spoke of the
abusive expression 5;2 “Drop Dead! / Die!” But the conso-
nantal D23 was mistakenly read as (7;2 “fool.”

Once the QI, TTPﬁ, and (723 in the Vorlage became in
Greek elkn, pakd , and pwpé Jesus’ statement was given a
new meaning. As interpreted in this study Jesus no doubt said,

Whoever is obscenely angry with his brother
shall be in danger of the court:
and he who says to his brother “Vile Fool Slave'!”
shall be in danger of the Sanhedrin:
and he who says “Drop Dead!”
will be in danger of the fire of Gehenna.

Though not prurient, 1127 and 5;2 were definitely obscene
expressions.

Although Black (1988: 7) accepted the eikn) as original,
with no hint of there being a mistranslation, he rightly noted:

There is anger that is both legitimate and justified. Jesus himself
looked on the hypocritical Pharisees “with anger” (uet’ 6pyfg,
Mark 3:5). This anger, or indignation against sin, is not what
Jesus speaks of here. What he condemns is anger without cause,
anger that erupts where no offense has been given . . . it is a
feeling which would lead one to commit murder if it were fully
acted out.

Following the halakah of Jesus, when anger is legitimate
and justified it must also be civil—free from profanities and
obscene expressions like “Vile/Fool/Slave!” and free from
the violence insinuated in the death threat, “Drop Dead!”
Otherwise, the gates to Gehenna will open and the stench
(i7317) of the obscene (M37) offender will fill the air.
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Noland (2005: 230) stated, “interpreters have struggled to
find some ascending sequence in being angry, saying ‘Raka’,
and saying ‘Fool’. But such efforts are probably misplaced.”
This echoes the earlier sentiments of Hendrickson (1973: 298)
who cited four objections for finding in Matt 5:22 three
gradations of offenses (anger, saying “Raka!” or “Fool!”) and
three gradations of punishments (danger of the judgment, dan-
ger of the Sanhedrin, and danger of a fiery Gehenna).

But if my reconstruction of the Hebrew Vorlage and its
interpretation are on target thereis (1) atherapeutic anger and
(2) apathological obscene anger. The first imperative in Eph
4:26 “Be angry!” involves therapeutic anger; and the second
imperative “do not sin!” involves the pathological obscene
anger that manifests itself in (a) vitriolic speech “Vile/Fool/
Slave” (NP7 / Paxd) and in (b) explicit death threats, “Drop
Dead!”). Jesus’ anger inMark 3:5 (net” opyfic) and in 10:14
(fyavaktnoen) was a therapeutic anger revealing his passion
for the eternal salvation of friend and foe. But the hateful
obscene anger of his adversaries was pathological, revealing
their desire for his damnation and death: “Die! Drop Dead!
then finally, Crucify him!”

France (2007: 199) duly noted the statement of Rabbi
Eliezer ben Hyrcanus (circa. A.D. 100): “One who hates his
neighbor is among those who shed blood” (Der Er. Rab, 576
[11:13]). Had Jesus’ enemies been content with simply shout-
ing at him (27 / ‘Paka, “Vile/ Fool/Slave,” he may well have
responded with a Aramaic or Hebrew saying comparable to
“Sticks and stones may break my bones, but nasty words will
never hurt me.” But when they said 5;2 “Die! / Drop Dead”
he knew his days were numbered and his execution would
amount to legalized murder, with his murders doomed to
Gehenna along with his accusers.
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Obscene words may not always hurt those to whom they
are addressed, but the speaker will pay—sooner (with the
lashes ordered by a Sanhedrin) or later (with the stench and
fires on the dung heaps of yéevvar “Gehenna.” Most English
translations render yéevvav in 5:22 as “hell,” but the simple
transliteration, “Gehenna,” in the NAB is the most accurate.
The Valley of Hinnom (2377 % = Gehenna) was accessible
through Jerusalem’s Dung Gate (NBUNTT 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 and
dung produced endless fires and hot spots ready to reignite.
Criminals executed by stoning were more likely to be cre-
mated in the 2377 ]/ Gehenna than to be buried in the tombs
of their fathers. Verbal assassins who in anger order someone
to “Drop Dead” are en route to this Gehenna along with the
actual assassins who carry out the murders.

Though in disagreement with Bertram (1967: 842) that
paka and Lwpé may be equivalent, there is agreement with his
conclusion that “All material arguments against the authenti-
city of Mt. 5:22 are thus dispelled at once” (italics added). |
would change Bertram’s “at once” to just “once,” and com-
plete his sentence this way: “. . . once it is recognized that
behind the words elkn, paka, and pwpé was a Hebrew Vor-
lage with the ambiguous words RJM, 11P7, and 523 The
interpretations presented above for elkm, pakd, and pwpé
provide examples of how Arabic cognates provide the requi-
site clues for recovering lost Hebrew words which can clarify
enigmas found in the Greek text of the Gospels.
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NOTES
1. The Peshitta reads,
PS5 RIX MNP RN
RPW R Sy ot e 5o
RS T 2
RP7 MRS kT 5o
RO M 2
X5 N e
RO XIS 2

See below, note 3, for Murdock’s translation of this verse.

2. Note the statement in the Manual of Discipline “One shall
not speak to his brother in anger, or in complaint, or with a
[stiff] neck, or a callous heart, or a wicked spirit.” See
Brownlee 1951: 22.

3. Murdock translated this verse as “But I say to you, That
every one who is angry with his brother rashly, is obnoxious
to judgment: and every one that saith to his brother, Raka! is
obnoxious to the council: and every one that shall say, Fool is
obnoxious to hell-fire.” Murdoch’s translation of the .~
(mehaya®) as “obnoxious” should not be misunderstood as
meaning “objectionable, offensive, unpleasant.” In this context
obnoxious means “to be liable (for punishment), to be
censurable.” (Click HERE to view James P. Murdock’s The
New Testament: Translated from the Syriac Peshito Version,
published in 1852.)

4. Black (1988:2) noted that Jerome, Erasmus, Mill, Bengel,
Lachman, Tischendorf, Westcott, Hort, Metzger, and Carson


http://www.aramaicpeshitta.com/AramaicNTtools/Murdock/murdock.htm
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thought the eikn was suprious, with only Whitney, Hodges,
Farstand, and Wernberg-Mpller finding the e ikn to be original.

5. Note here the Septuagint which did not recognize 377, stem
I, “to be loathsome,” but read the JAMNR and the "N as if
both were from ]I, stem I. It reads, édéeto . . . mpooeka-
AoUpny &€ korakebwy vioLe Taddekidwy pou, “I supplicated
.. . I earnestly entreated the sons of my concubines.”

6. On the by-forms ]I and 77T see GKC 77° where eight
examples of the interchange of ¥ and 11" verbs are cited,
including 171 /7137 For the use of the adverbial 2— see GKC
100¢&.

7. Wernberg-Mgller (1956-57: 71-73) argued that the eiky
was original and
that the Greek translator followed his Semitic Vorlage word by
word, and that consequently the word [eikn] is not a later addi-

tion, intended to make allowance for ‘just’ anger in certain cir-
cumstances.

Wernberg-Moller cited the phrase TR Y5 2% WK
pBWR X1 “and the one who bears a grudge against his
neighbour without reason” in the Manual of Discipline, V11, 8
—noting that the DWW NS “without reason” appears also
in Jer 17:11 and Ezek 22:29. He cited the Arabic 3> J.gu
(bigayri haqqi) “without right” in the Qur’an (3:20) as a close
parallel. However, Wernberg-Mgller did not assume that the
BBWMI RIS was inthe Semitic Vorlage of 5:22; rather “some
Aramaic phrase (the equivalent of HDWNI2 xB) o
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8. The variant ‘Peyo appears in mss X" D W lat Tert Cypr.
9. Jastrow 1903: 1476.

10. See BDB 524 §3, where the 27 M0 “fool” in Prov 6:32,
7:7,9:4,9:16, 10:13, 10:21, 11:12, 12:11, 15:21, 17:18, and
24:30 is noted.

11. On the by-forms P*7) and P27, see GKC 77" where other
examples of the interchange of D"V and 1"V stems are noted.
This interchange of an V"D and an *"D stem is analogous. On
the interchange of P and 2 compare 27 / PP “to crush,”
and P27 / P27 “to be thin, weak.”

12. On the issue of slavery note especially Exod 21:1-11,
Deut 15:12-17, and Lev 25:39-55.

13. Jeremias (1968: 974) called attention to the use of <a%
(raga®) as a Syriac term for addressing servants, and sug-
gested that the a vowels of the Syriac raga® may be the basis
for the a vowels in ‘Pake.. He made no mention of the Arabic

348 (raqiq) “slave.”

14. For quotations in which Raca appears in the Talmud, see
Lightfoot 1859: 109. Click HERE for an online edition of
Lightfoot or HERE for just his Matthew Commentary.

15. The @177 of Num 20:10 was interpreted by Jastrow
(1903: 749, 842) as (a) “rebellious” (the plural participle of
171 “to rebel”), noting that in the Hiph“il of post-biblical


http://philologos.org/__eb-jl/default.htm 
http://philologos.org/__eb-jl/matt05.htm
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11713 meant “to disregard the authority of the Supreme Court”
or (b) “fools” (“for in the sea towns they call fools morim,”
with the Tﬁj?ﬁ being the Greek vocative pwpé of pwpdg (=
DI7IM) “fool”—with the adjective pwpd “foolish” having
been transliterated as Tﬁj?ﬁ / Njﬁ?ﬁ . For an entirely different

interpretation of Num 20:10, see McDaniel, “Moses Said
‘Please! Behold!” (Exodus 17 & Numbers 20),” available
online by clicking HERE.

16. Davies and Allison (1988: 514) rightly noted that ww pog
was “a word beloved by Sirach.” It was also well loved by
Paul for it appears in I Cor 1:18, 21, 23, 25, 2:14; 3:18, 19;
and 4:10.

17. Surprisingly, Lamsa (1967: 955) translated Mwpé as
“effeminate,” with only a footnote citing “Aramaic, brutish,
abnormal.”

18. The words morés and mrs in the middle of page 514 ap-
pear to be typographical errors for mérés (= D17 “fool”)
and mrs (=071). The Hebrew mrs (}"712) means “to be sick”
or “to flow rapidly” (BDB 599; Jastrow 1903: 749, 846).

19. Note the phrase ]15137 WD'I P27 in Psalm 37:2,
which appears as “like green plants they will soon die away”
in the NIV and NIB. Compare Gen 25:18, 1‘!:[?5'(7; ’J@'%IJ
(7;2, which appears as “he died in the presence of all his
brethren” in the KJV, DRA, and NKJ.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CMBBP_FIVE.pdf
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20. The Pi‘el imperative here would match the Arabic cognate
J..,J (nabala), which means “to die” in forms 5 and 8. The
nouns NBD?_J “carcass” and TT?;J: “carcass” indicate that 5?2

“to fall down in a violent death” (Jud 5:27) and 5;2 “to die”
were by-forms.

21. For the Mosaic law dealing with anger, killing someoe,
and then the slayer being sentenced to death, note Deut
19:4-13.

22. Contra Jeremias (1968: 975), who stated that “the three
phrases which follow in 5:22a-c do not refer to three different
courts, the local, the supreme, and the divine (hell), but are
simply three expressions for the death penalty in a kind of
crescendo.” Jeremias suggested the following translation of
5:22, which lacks a word for the disputed eik1).

Any man who is angry with his brother

deserves to be punished (with death).
He who says to his brother ‘Thou blockhead!’

deserves to be condemned (to death) by the supreme court
He who says: ‘Thou idiot!’

deserves to suffer (death) in hell.”

23. Deut 25:1-3 reads:

If there is a dispute between men, and they come into court, and
the judges decide between them, acquitting the innocent and
condemning the guilty, then if the guilty man deserves to be
beaten, the judge shall cause him to lie down and be beaten in his
presence with a number of stripes in proportion to his offense.
Forty stripes may be given him, but not more; lest, if one should
go on to beat him with more stripes than these, your brother be
degraded in your sight.
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24. For the enigmatic statement of Jesus in Luke 14:26, “If
any one comes to me and does not hate (o0 pLoel) his own
father and mother and wife and children and brothers and
sisters, yes, and even his own life, he cannot be my disciple ,”
see McDaniel “The Misreading which Led to the ‘Hate’ in
Luke 14:26-27,” available online by clicking HERE .

25. Daiche, Salis and H. Freedman. 1937. Baba Mazia
Translated into English with Notes, Glossary, and Indices.
London: Soncino Press. Click HERE to view the full text of
Baba Mazia; or click HERE to view other texts in the Talmud.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_31.pdf
http://www.come-and-hear.com/babamezia/index.html
http://www.come-and-hear.com/talmud/index.html

XIII

LUKE’S MISINTERPRETATION OF
THE HEBREW QUOTATION IN ACTS 26:14

In a previous study on the contradiction between Luke
10:27, “Love (&yammoeig) your neighbor/kin as yourself,”"
and Luke 14:26, “If any one comes to me and does not hate
(nLo€l) his own father and mother and wife and children and
brothers and sisters, yes, and even his own life, he cannot be
my disciple,” I concluded that Luke misunderstood the verb
RIWY/MIW in his Hebrew source for Jesus’ statement which
appears now in Luke 14:26. Luke read the unvocalized R3Q"/
W as XIWY/MIW? “he hates,” but it should have been read
as NI /MW “he forsakes.”?

A similar misinterpretation probably occurred in Acts
26:14, where Luke reports that Paul told King Agrippa that
Jesus had spoken to him in Hebrew, which included what
most scholarsrecognize as awell known Greek aphorism. The
verse which ends with the aphorism reads:

TAVTOV 8¢ KATOTECOVTWY NUAY €l TNV YRV,
fikovoo pwrnv Awrodoov TPog pe
kel Aéyovoov t7 ‘Efpaidl dLaiéktw,
YooUA, TooUA, TL pe SLukelg;
OKANPOV coL TPOC KEVTpo AoKTL(ELV.

KJV
And when we were all fallen to the earth,
I heard a voice speaking unto me,
and saying in the Hebrew tongue,
Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me?
it is hard for thee to kick against the pricks.

This last phrase in the Greek text of 26:14 was translated
quite literally by Robert Young (1862) as “hard for thee
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against pricks to kick,” whereby he read (a) okAnpov as a
singular nominative neuter adjective, (b) kévtpa as an accu-
sative plural noun, and (¢) AaktileLv as a present active
infinitive.

The Hebrew phrase spoken by Jesus and quoted by Paul—
which Luke translated as ok Anpdv ool mpo¢ kévtpe AakTi-
Cewv, “hard for thee against goads to kick”—was probably
DYWID3 BYI TS WP If so, Luke read the phrase as
D‘Wj@ﬂ EKJ; '[5 HWE, “it is hard for you to kick against
goads.” However, what Jesus said may well have been
D‘WWD; EKJ; '[5 HWE , “it is hard for you to resist/reject
the Pharisees.”

Marcus Jastrow (1903: 180) cited the Qa/BY 2, stem I, to
mean not only “to trample, to strike, to kick,” but also “to
resist, to reject”; and the Pi‘e/ Y2 to mean “to rebel, to kick
against, to be contumacious.” Jastrow (1903: 1243) also cited
the Aramaic XU “goad,” which appears in the Targum of
Judges 3:31 for the "T?_D%?_J “goad” in the MT.? The verb U2
“to sting” appears in Prov 23:32, "IDD¥>Y U0 wnio
Wj;j , “it bites like a serpent, and stings like an adder.” One
can assume that the noun Wj‘;: “goad” and participle W7
“stinger” were used in Hebrew as well as in Aramaic and in
Syriac (J. Payne Smith, 1903: 466).

After Paul recited before King Agrippa the Hebrew words
of Jesus there must have been a written record which had the
word QY072 (= D‘WWD / D‘Qjﬁ@) “Pharisees,” which Luke
read as D’Wj B “goads,” even though Paul had bragged about
his being a zealous Pharisee, as in

* Acts 22:3, Ey& elpt . . . mopd tovg modag opaiini
TemoLdevpévog  kote  akpiferar Tod TaTpWou  vOpov,
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(MAwtng LTapxwy Tod Beod, “I am . . . brought up at the
feet of [the famed Pharisee] Gamaliel, educated according
to the strict manner of the law of our fathers”;

¢ Acts23:6, éyw Daproaioc elpt, viog Paproaiwy, “Iama

Pharisee and the son of Pharisees”; and
¢ Acts 26:5, 6tL kate TNV akpLPeotatny aipeoiy thg Mue-

Tépag Opnokelag €noa daproaiog, “I lived as a Pharisee

according to the strictest sect of our religion.”

The Tpog kévtpa in the Greek text lacks the definite arti-
cle. Were its Hebrew Vorlage QY0722 this 207D could
be read
* as the indefinite 3"WD 2 “against goads” or as MWD

“against Pharisees,” or
» asthe definiteD WD 2 “against the goads” or as DMWIB2

“against the Pharisees.”

But in Aramaic there would have been no ambiguity. The
indefinite “against goads” or “against Pharisees” would have
been]"WIE2, and the definite “against the goads” or “against
the Pharisees” would have been X¥07D2, with the conspic-
uous shift from the final | with the indefiniite to a final R with
the emphatic definite. Although most commentators interpret
the Greek 1§ ‘Efpaidt Saiéxtw “in the Hebrew dialect” in
26:14 to mean “in the Aramaic dialect,” the absence of a
definite article before kévtpa is more easily explained as being
due to the ambiguity created when the i7 of the Hebrew defi-
nite article is elided when a preposition is prefixed to the
definite noun.

Before surveying some of the exegetical gymnastics re-
quired to explain Luke’s reporting that Paul cited Jesus’ using

a Greek aphorism, a comment on the adjective okAnpov
“hard” is in order. Martin Culy (2003: 495) noted that there
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was an implicit verb used with the predicate adjective
ok Anpdv. He cited Stanley Porter (1994: 85) who argued that
the nominative by itself can be used to form a nominal clause,
like the &dpwvog “is silent” in Acts 8:32. (In 26: 14 the infinitive
LaktiCewv “to kick™ is also subject to an implicit verb.) The
implicit verb would be one in the present tense, not a future
tense. If the ok Anpov referred to a future situation one would
expectto find ok Anpov éotat, the same phrase which appears
in Deut 15:18 as the translation of the verb TTWP’ “it will be
hard,” not the adjective TT(UE “(it 1s) hard.”

Although okAnpov means “difficult, hard, harsh, un-
pleasant” (Arndt and Gingrich, 1957: 763; Liddell and Scott,
1966: 1612) the RSV (1952) and the NRS (1989) translated
okAnpdv ool as a verbal phrase “It hurts you,” and similarly
the NET (1996) has “You are hurting yourself.” Surprisingly,
the NLT (1996, 2004) paraphrased the five Greek words as
“It is useless for you to fight against my will,” and Pervo’s
paraphrase (2009: 623), “you can’t swim against the flow,” is
even more surprising and well off target.

However, it is not surprising that the vulgarism in English
slang which uses “prick” for the penis resulted in the termi-
nation of translating kévtpa as “pricks,” which had been the
customary translation of kévtpa in the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries—appearing in these well known Bibles:

» Tyndale Bible (1534) “It is harde for the to kicke agaynste
the pricke,”

 Bishops Bible (1595) “It is harde for thee to kicke agaynste
the prickes,”

* Geneva Bible (1599) It is hard for thee to kicke against
pricks,”

» King James Bible (1611) “it is hard for thee to kick against
the pricks.
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Contemporary translations now have the plural “goads” for
the plural kévtpa. The Vulgate’s singular stimulum “goad”
may account for Tyndale’s singular “pricke,” and it definitely
accounts for the singular “goad” in the DRA (1899), as well
as the singular “goad” in the ERV (1885), the NJB (1985)
and the NAB (1986). Other English translations rightly render
kévtpw as a plural, but take the liberty to make the indefinite
kévtpw into a definite by translating it as “the goads.”

The proverbial phrase “kicking against the goad” is cited by
Liddell and Scott (1966: 429, 1025) in their definitions of
kévtpov “goad” and Aakti{w “to kick,” including its appear-
ance in Acts 26:14.* The classical Greek texts of the sixth to
fifth centuries B.C. in which this proverb appears include:

* Pindar, Pythian Odes 2.95:’

One must not fight against a god, [89] who raises up some
men's fortunes at one time, and at another gives great glory to
others. But even this [90] does not comfort the minds of the
envious; they pull the line too tight and plant a painful wound
in their own heart before they get what they are scheming for.
It is best to take the yoke on one's neck and bear it lightly;
kicking against the goad [95] makes the path treacherous. I
hope that [ may associate with noble men and please them.

» Aeschylus, Agamemnon, 1624:°

You speak like that, you who sit at the lower oar when those
upon the higher bench control the ship? Old as you are, you
shall learn how bitter it is [1620] at your age to be schooled
when prudence is the lesson set before you. Bonds and the
pangs of hunger are far the best doctors of the spirit when it
comes to instructing the old. Do you have eyes and lack
understanding? Do not kick against the goads lest you strike
to your own hurt.

 Euripides, The Bacchae, 795’

Pentheus, though you hear my words, you obey not at all.
Though I suffer ill at your hands, still | say that it is not right
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for you to raise arms against a god, [790] but to remain calm.
Bromius will not allow you to remove the Bacchae from the
joyful mountains. . . . I’d sooner make an offering to that god
than in some angry fit kick at his goad—a mortal going to
battle with a god.®
Lothar Schmidt (1966: 666) in his comments on the use of
kévtpov in the New Testament concluded,
It thus seems that Christ’s warning to Paul not to attempt
futile and harmful resistance takes the form of a suitable
Greek proverb. To be quite blunt, Paul or Luke puts a Greek
proverb on the lips of Jesus. . . . There is little point in
labouring the minor flaw that a Greek proverb is put on the
lips of one who speaks Hebrew or Aramaic. (italics added)

Schmidt rightly challenged the opinion of the scholars who
argued that the plural kévtpa “goads”—which was required
by the meter in The Bacchae but optional for Luke’s prose
—pointed to a direct quotation from The Bacchae.’ He sur-
mised,

It might well be, then, that there is at least an allusion to the

famous play. But this cannot be proved, since . . . the proverb

had passed into the common stock of quotations of the
educated Greek.

Because this proverb “does not occur at all in the Jewish
sphere,” Schmidt, as noted above, attributed its quotation to
Paul or Luke, rather than to Jesus himself.
Johannes Munck (1967: 242) translated ,“It hurts you when
you kick against the goad,” and stated
. . . the sentence is a very common Greek proverb which
means: “from now on it will be difficult for you to kick
against the goad,” or in other words: “the call of Christ will
from now on constrain you.”
In this interpretation the plural kévtpe “goads” was translated
unnecessarily as a singular and the adjective ok Anpov “hard”
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became a verb in the future tense (will be difficult | will con-
strain) rather than being in the present tense.
William Neil (1981: 243) was of the opinion that the apho-
rism “kicking against the goad”
expresses vividly Paul’s growing doubts before his conversion
as to the justice of his course of action in persecuting the
Nazarenes, his increasing conviction that Stephen may have
been right and himself wrong, and his redoubled fury against
Christians in an attempt to kill his conscience.

Similar to the way that Schmidt challenged the opinion of
the commentators who argued that the proverb was a direct
quotation from The Bacchae, F. F. Bruce (1988: 466) chal-
lenged the scholarly opinions, like those of Lewis, that this
proverb addressed the “prickings” of Paul’s uneasy con-
science. His interpretation of Acts 28:14 was as follows:

This homely proverb from agricultural life has been thought
to suggest that Paul had already begun to suffer from pricks
of an uneasy conscience, from a half-conscious conviction
that there was more in the disciples’ case than he was willing
to admit. But there is no hint . . . he was subject to any such
inward conflict. . . . The “goads” against which he was told it
was now fruitless for him to kick were not the prickings of a
disturbed conscience but the new forces which were now
impelling him in the opposite direction to that which he
hitherto pursued, the new “necessity” which was henceforth
laid upon him (I Cor 9:16, [*. . . Woe to me if | do not preach
the gospel!])."

Following the translations of the RSV, NRS, and NET,
which refer to okAnpdv as “hurts/hurting,” some commen-
tators have made the aphorism “it is hard to kick against the
goads” speak to Saul’s experience of physical pain as a result
of his persecution of Christians—despite the fact that Saul
was untouched or oblivious to any goading directed at him by
Christ or by Christians. As Ajith Fernando (1998: 296) rightly
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noted, “. . . while Saul was hitting the church, Jesus was
actually feeling the pain.” Pharisees like Saul actually had an
easy time hurting others, and it was easy for Saul to goad
Christians into prisons and pits for execution by stoning. The
goaded Christians (D‘Wﬁ@) did not kick at their goaders
(@ WMIR). The Pharisees (2 WIIR) had convinced them-
selves they were on a godly mission to kill infidels—as re-
quired in the Torah (Exod 22:20, Deut 13: 1-20, and Deut
18:20) and exemplified by Moses and the Levites (Exod
32:25-29).

A glimpse, in chronological order, at some ofthe comments
from over the past twenty years will suffice to show how
varied have been the interpretations the aphorism “hard for
thee against pricks to kick.” The first comment to be noted is
that of Luke Johnson (1992: 435) who stated,

The idea is that God has been pushing Paul to become a
Messianist and he has resisted. The phrase skleron soi should
not be read in the sense of “difficult,” however, but as
pointing to Paul’s stubbornness in resisting the goad,"
echoing the theme of “hardness” (sk/eros) in Torah.

When it comes to interpreting okAnpdv as “hurt,” the
comments of Ronald Witherup (1992: 82—83) arenoteworthy:

Invv. 9—11 Paul describes his activities as opposing the name
of Jesus, shutting up in prison many of the 'saints' (¢yiwVv),
participating in their condemnation to death, punishing them
in synagogues, trying to make them blaspheme, raging in fury
against them, and even persecuting them abroad. Thus, by
this description the irony of Paul’s situation is even more
prominent. He, who now identifies with ‘the saints’, is
undergoing the very persecution which he himself had
perpetrated prior to the Lord’s call on the road to Damascus.
This also helps to explain the expansion of Jesus’ words to
Paul in the form of a proverb. The saying, ‘It hurts you to
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kick against the goads’ (26.14), not only means that Paul

cannot escape the power of God calling him to a mission, but

that he will also suffer for the sake of that mission.

In the same year John Pohill (1992: 502—503) discounted
any idea that Paul’s “kicking against the goads” referred to
his having a guilty conscience for persecuting Christians. He
succinctly stated, “He was fighting the will of God (cf. Acts
5:39) ... It as a futile, senseless task.” A few years later Ben
Witherington (1998: 743) also discounted the idea of Paul’s
having a guilty conscience and simply stated similarly, “It was
fruitless for Paul to resist God.”

Ajith Fernando (1998: 296, 595) again discounted any idea
that Paul’s “kicking against the goads” referred to his having
a guilty conscience for persecuting Christians. He stated, as
noted above, . . . while Saul was hitting the church, Jesus was
actually feeling the pain.” and “it is now futile for him to try
any longer to work against Christ as it would be for an ox to
kick against the plowman’s goad.”

Joseph Fitzmyer (1998: 758), in agreement with F. F.
Bruce, commented:

Though the risen Christ addresses Paul in Aramaic, he quotes

a common Greek proverb, which is otherwise not found in

Jewish literature. . . . So that from that moment on Paul is

being pressed into the service of the risen Christ. It does not

express a reflection on Paul’s past life or conduct, or indicate

a crisis of conscience.

Five years later Beverly Gaventa (2003: 343) noted that
“The aphorism [“kicking against the goads”] reveals the crisis:
Paul has been acting upon his own perception of God’s will,
all the time resisting God’s will.” Darell Bock (2007: 716)
simply stated, “Saul is kicking against God’s discipline and
direction.” J. Bradley Chance (2007: 489), in a slightly longer
statement, concluded,
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The implication is that God had other plans for Paul and Paul
was only hurting himself to be resisting these by persecuting
the very ones whose ranks God fully intended Paul to join.
Commentators regularly point out that the expression was
proverbial and it always has the meaning of resisting ones
destiny or fighting the will of the gods. . . . [Paul] was
fighting the will of God. . . It was a futile, senseless task.

Most recently David Peterson (2009: 666) commented,
This is not a reference to Paul’s guilty conscience, but a way
of speaking about the Lord’s prodding him in another direc-
tion which he had no choice but to follow—the path of pro-
claiming this same Jesus he had been attacking.

CONCLUSION

None of the commentators cited in the above paragraphs
ventured to speculate about what Jesus actually said to Saul
in Hebrew. Most were content to assert that, although the
Greek text has tf) ‘Epaidt dixAéktw “in the Hebrew dia-
lect,” Jesus spoke to Saul in Aramaic.'* Some were convinced
that Paul or Luke added the Greek proverb to the words of
Jesus to impress their respective audience, rather than Jesus’
having used the aphorism in a reprimand or warning to Paul.

An Aramaic text underlying the Greek ok Anpov oL mpoc
kévtpo Aaktilelv “hard for you against pricks to kick” could
have approximated the Peshitta which reads '1(7 i xw‘p
NDPWB WYY and can only mean “it is hard for you to
kick against a crook” (though the English “crook” has two
meanings). The Hebrew translations of Isaac Salkinson

(1886), ﬁﬂ?f 12977 mDUi? '[L? TT{L_}E,” and Franz
Delitzsch (1937), N133772 BY2% 75 MUP." can only
mean, respectively, “it is hard for you to strike the goad back-
wards,” and “it is hard for you to kick against the goads.”
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Once the ]2777/N1277 “goad/ goads” is replaced by the
synonymous W78/ YWD, ambiguity is instantaneous for an
unpointed WD (scriptio defectiva and plene) could be inter-
preted as WWD “excrement,” Wj‘;: “horse,” Wj‘;: “horseman,”
Wj‘;: “ploughshare,” Wj‘;: “goad,” W1 “commentary,”
!Uﬁ? “seceder,” !Uﬁ? “Pharisee”—not to mention the verbs
W72 “to spread” and WID “to declare.”

In Acts 26:14, when Jesus addressed the zealous Pharisee
Saul, whom he was about to convert and to commission, he
made a simple statement of fact: “I¢ is hard for you to reject
the Pharisees.” 1t was not an aphorism about kicking goads.
The aphorism was created when the ambiguous 272 was
misread by Luke as D‘WWTD rather than the intended D‘WWD
The move from his being a Pharisee to being a Christian re-
quired Saul to reject his “Pharisee families” (Acts 23:6, viog
®opLoaiwy) inthe same manner in which Jesus required all of
his disciples to “forsake tather and mother, wife and children,
brothers and sisters, and his own life” (Luke 14:26)."

This stipulation in Luke 14:26 is the basis for my adding the
parenthetical gloss “/but you must]” to my translation of Acts
24:16 once the Greek kévtpa “goads” is translated back into
Hebrew as YWD and this QYWD is then read as D‘WWD (=
DYWID) “Pharisees.”

“Saul, Saul, why do you persecute me?
1t is hard for you to reject the Pharisees [but you must].
And I [Saul] said, “Who are you, Lord?”
And the Lord said, “I am Jesus whom you are persecuting.
But rise and stand upon your feet; for I have appeared to
you for this purpose, to appoint you to serve and bear

witness to the things in which you have seen me
and to those in which I will appear to you.

2
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NOTES

1. The quotation of Lev 19:18 appears also in Matthew 19:19,
22:39, Mark 12:31, Romans 13:9, and James 2:8.

2. Click HERE to view online the full volume entitled Clari-
fving Baffling Biblical Passages, or click HERE to view only
Chapter 31, “The Misreading which Led to the ‘Hate’ in Luke
14:26-27,” where other possible readings of RJW"/ MW" are
recognized.

3. Schmidt (1966: 666) noted four Hebrew / Aramaic terms for
a goad or the point of a goad: U771 (Jastrow 837), RDDR
(Jastrow 803),7277 (Jastrow 320), and NPT (Jastrow 411).

But Schmidt overlooked the "T?_D%?_J in Judges 3:31 and the
NUI2 in its Targum. The Hebrew verb WD “to pierce, to
sting” appears in Prov 23:32, and it is reasonable to assume
that the noun Wj‘;: “goad, stinger” was also used in Hebrew.

4. This proverb is also noted by Arndt and Gingrich (429,
464) and interpreted as a figure of speech for the unreasonable
resistance of one who resists the divine call, as in the Greek
text of Acts 26:14 (and in the Latin manuscripts ar, ¢, A, I, p,
ph, of Acts 9:5, as well as in Georgian, Slavonic, and Ethiopic
translations of Acts 9:5).

5. Click HERE to view online the full text of Pindar’s Phythian
Odes edited by Steven J. Willett.

6. Click HERE to view online the full text of Aeschylus’ Aga-
memnon, translated and edited by Herbert Weir Smyth.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Volume%20Two.htm
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_31.pdf
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/ptext?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0162&layout=&loc=P.+2.95
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/ptext?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0004&layout=&loc=1624
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7. Click HERE to view online the full text of Euripides’
Bacchae, edited by T. A. Buckley.

8. See Lothar Schmidt (1966: 665) for a list of the most im-
portant examples of this proverb in early Greek literature.

9. Note that Arndt and Gingrich (1957: 429) called attention
to the plural kévtpov in The Bacchae, line 795.

10. Note also Bruce’s statement (1988: 491),

But the goad kept on pricking his conscience, until at last the
truth that Jesus was risen indeed burst forth into full realization
and acknowledgment as He appeared to Paul in person and
spoke to him by name outside the walls of Damascus.

11. On God’s use of a goad, note Psalms of Solomon 16:4,
“He jabbed me as a horse is goaded to keep it awake; my
savior and protector at all times saved me” (Wright 1985:
665). Philo, On the Decalogue, 87, spoke of the goading done
by one’s conscience:

“for the conscience . . . being itself at the same time an accu-
ser and a judge; . . . as a judge it teaches, admonishes, and
recommends the accused to change his ways, . . . butifhebe
not able to do so, then he wages an endless and implacable
war against him, never quitting him neither by day, nor by
night, but pricking him, and inflicting incurable wounds on
him, until he destroys his miserable and accursed life.”

Click HERE and then select Book 26 to view Charles. D.
Yonge’s complete translation of Philo’s The Decalogue.

12. Click HERE to view online a brief article focused of mis-
takes made when identifying Hebrew and Aramaic words or
speech.


http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/ptext?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0092&layout=&loc=795
http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/yonge/
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/hebrew-aramaic-confusion.pdf

218 LUKE’S MISINTERPRETATION OF THE

13. Click HERE to view Salkinson's translation online (PDF
page 197).

14. Click HERE to view Delitzsch’s translation online (Acts
PDF page 57).

15. See the initial paragraph ofthis chapter and note 1, above.


http://www.ancient-hebrew.org/docs/13_GinsburgHebrewNT.pdf
http://www.iclnet.org/pub/resources/text/ipb-e/nthebrew/hebrewnt.html

X1V

THE ORIGIN OF JESUS’
“MESSIANIC SECRET”

Joseph Fitzmyer (1979: 29, 30, 45) writing about “The
Languages of Palestine in the First Century A.D.” noted that

Hebrew did not wholly disappear from Palestine, either
when Aramaic had become the more common language
or when Palestinian Jews gradually began to use Greek.
... There were areas or pockets in Palestine, and per-
haps even strata of society, where Hebrew continued as
a spoken language too. . . . Since, however, the majority
of sectarian literature was composed in Hebrew, this
seems to mean that it was being spoken.'

In response to Birkeland’s assertion (1954: 16) that He-
brew was the language of Jesus because it remained the lan-
guage of the common people, Fitzmyer stated, “That Hebrew
was being used in first-century Palestine is beyond doubt, as
we have been saying; but this fact is scarcely sufficient evi-
dence for maintaining that Jesus therefore made use ofit. We
would have to look for further indications of this fact.””

This study on “The Origin of Jesus’ ‘Messianic Secret
provides some of the “further indications” which Fitzmyer
wanted to see. When relevant texts from the Gospels are
translated back into Hebrew, ambiguities appear as to whether
a ¥ should be read as a¥ or a @, or whether a X5 should be

read as N5 “not” or x% “indeed,” or if 12 equals 12 “lest” or
]B “would that.” It will be shown that the ‘Messianic Secret,’

no doubt, stemmed from mis-readings of consonantal Hebrew
texts, coupled with consistent mistranslations into Greek of
several words in Jesus’ Hebrew vocabulary—one of which
never made it into any standard Hebrew-English lexicon until
the publication of The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew (1993—
1998). As Grintz (1960: 32—47) argued that Hebrew was the
language of the first edition of Josephus’ Bellum Judaicum

299
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and the original language of the Gospel according Matthew,
the arguments which follows support Grintz’s conclusion
about the Gospel of Matthew, as well as Birkeland’s assertion
(1954: 16) that Hebrew was the language of Jesus.

THE EMPHATIC LAMED

As early as 1894, when Paul Haupt made the following
statement, the emphatic lamed was recognized as occurring in
biblical Hebrew,

A comprehensive study of the use of the 5 praefixum in the

Old Testament will no doubt reveal a considerable number of

cases where the  is not the preposition but the emphatic

particle > = Arabic la and Assyrian I “verily’ . .. >
Since this statement was made the emphatic /lamed has been
detected in most Northwest Semitic dialects* and a host of
scholars have added to Haupt’s original list of the particle’s
appearance in Hebrew.’

Although the Arabic cognate ) (/o) “indeed” appeared in
E. W. Lane’s Arabic—English Lexicon (1893: 3006),° the em-
phatic ‘7 / x% / TTTQ‘? “indeed” were not cited in the widely used
lexicons of Brown, Driver, and Briggs (BDB, 1906) and
Koehler, Baumgartner, and Stamm (KBS, 1969-1990). The
Aramaic cognate of the emphatic ‘7 / x‘?/ TTTQ‘? does not
appear in Jastrow’s Dictionary of the Targumin and Talmud
(1903) nor in Payne Smith’s Compendious Syriac Dictionary
(1903). However, David Clines and his fellow lexicographers
wisely included the emphatic 5/%5 in The Dictionary of
Classical Hebrew, which was published in five volumes in
1993-1998.’

The unpointed emphatic 5/x5 “verily” is a homograph of
the preposition ‘7 “to” and the negative particle X “not.” In
speech there would have been no ambiguity between x%
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“verily, indeed” and N5 “no, not.” But once the particles were
written without vowels there was instant ambiguity. As a con-
sequence, the emphatics ‘7 / x% / TTTQ‘? dropped out of usage in
post-Biblical Hebrew and disappeared from the memory of the
scribes who vocalized and standardized the text of the Hebrew
Bible. From the Septuagint translations of the 3rd—1st
centuries B.C. until the 20th century A.D. every emphatic
5 /85 /115 inthe Hebrew text was vocalized and interpreted
as the preposition ‘?, or as the negative particle &‘7, or as the
interrogative TTTTJ‘? “why?” But, as will become evident in this
study, the emphatics ‘7 / x% / TTTQ‘? appeared also in Shem
Tob’s Hebrew Gospel of Matthew—although they were not
recognized as such in George Howard’s translation—and
were spoken by Jesus and understood by his hearers."
Twenty-seven occurrences of the emphatic 5 and RS are
cited in The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew. Over the years
I have identified the emphatics ‘7 / x% / TTTQ‘? in twenty-one
more verses in the Hebrew scriptures and in six verses in
Shem Tob’s Hebrew Gospel of Matthew.’ These twenty seven
occurrences are cited in the following list—with an endnote
for each directing one to the publication where the new trans-
lation was first proposed. The emphatics 5 /85 /1115 inthese
verses are cited as found in the MT with a traditional trans-
lation—which read the D /8> /15 asa preposition, a nega-
tive particle, and an interrogative—followed then by the new
translation with the emphatic element cited in italics.

GENESIS 18:13
IR MRS T omIaNoR M
Yahweh said to Abraham, “Why this? Sarah laughed.”

Yahweh said to Abraham, “Indeed this (happened).
Sarah had (her) period.”"
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GENESIS 39:6
TIIND AR DTIRD)

And he knew not with him anythlng
And he would indeed entrust to him anything."'
Exobus 6:3
2% YT XD M
By my name Yahweh I did not make myself known.
By my name Yahweh I did indeed make myself known.'?
NUMBERS 21:15
axin 51215
It leans to the border of Moab.
We easily entered the very borders of Moab."
Josnua 10:13
oMn oP3 RI2H PRND
It did not hurry to set for about a whole day.
Indeed it hasten to set as though it were a whole day.'
JosHuA 24:10
o535 piw’ mar N5
I was not w1111ng to listen to Balaam.
I was indeed willing to listen to Balaam."
JUDGES 5:11
MTTEY BTWYD 3T N
Down to the gates marched the people of Yahweh.
When indeed the storms would descend from Yahweh. '
JUDGES 5:17
AR T b 1M
And Dan, why d1d he ablde with the ships?
Then Dan indeed attacked ships.'’
JUDGES 5:25
ARRT AP IR 5?@;3 (MT)
ARBM 72MPT 2MIRS N3 (McDaniel)
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She brought him curds in a lordly bowl.
In a truly magnificent goblet she brought cream. '

IT CHRONICLES 25:16
T MR 757570
Stop! Why should you be struck down?

Stop! You will surely be struck down!"”

PsALM 2:1
0¥ W S
Why do the nations rage?

Indeed the nations rage!*

PsaLm 22:1
InaY A’ o8 o8
My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?
My God, my God, you have surely forsaken me!*'
PsaLm 19:4
o2 Sanob wnyd

In them he has set a tent for the sun.
Verily the scorching sun shines in them.*

PrOVERBS 30:1
Soxy Sxenrh SRS 1237 ong

The man says to Ithiel, to Ithiel and Ucal.
The oracle of the man: Surely there is a God!
Surely there is a God! 1 will be safeguarded.”

SONG OF SoLOMON 1:3
D35 TIRY mb
Y our anointing oils are fragrant.
Truly, the scent of your perfume is very delightful.**

LAMENTATIONS 3:37-38
mE NS N

23m AT NEA NS TSy e
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The Lord has not commanded it.
Out of the mouth of the Most High
there shall not come forth evil and good.

Verily the Lord has ordained it!
Verily from the mouth of the Most High
there shall come forth evil and good.”

LAMENTATIONS 4:3
M1o85 wyna
The daughter of my people is cruel.
The daughter of my people is truly cruel.*
EZEKIEL 20:25
2'3% XS opn onb nm
D72 P XD DBDYm
I gave them statutes that were not good,
and ordinances wherein they should not live.
I gave them statutes that were indeed good,
and ordinances wherein they could indeed live.”’

EZEKIEL 32:27
2503 032NN 123YY N
Nor do they lie beside the fallen heroes.
They are indeed buried with the fallen heroes.”®

AmMos 7:14
DI X272 NDY oI RarNS
I am not a prophet, nor am I the son of a prophet.
Indeed 1 am a prophet, but not of the corps of prophets.”

SHEM ToB HEBREW MATTHEW 10:17
OM7p2 OONN Ton° 8D

They will not deliver you up in their congregations.
They will surely deliver you up in their congregations.”



“MESSIANIC SECRET” 225

SHEM ToB HEBREW MATTHEW 12:16
M 8D MRD 2% (mss G)

M RHY RS DI (mss H)

He commanded them saying
that they should not reveal him.

He commanded them saying

they should indeed reveal him.”'!

SHEM ToB HEBREW MATTHEW 18:10
0 7AW2Y IR 12 TN DORID O OONDnRD

Their angels always see the sons of my father in heaven.
Verily their angels are reporting to my father in heaven.™

SHEM ToB HEBREW MATTHEW 19:4
07pn omwy? onRIp KO
Have you not read that he who made them of old . . .
Have you not read that indeed he who made them of old . . .**

SHEM ToB HEBREW MATTHEW 19:14
TORD KD OR 070 MDHRa 010 KYY
One will not enter the kingdom of heaven

except (he shall be) like these.

Indeed one will enter the kingdom of heaven
if one (is) indeed like these.**

SHEM ToB HEBREW MATTHEW 19:22
M2 MYPIP 12 T KDY D A o0
He went away angry because he did not have much property.
He went away angry because he indeed had much property.*

SHEM TOB HEBREW MATTHEW 27:46
021D 7D DN R
My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?
My God! my God! Oh how you made me suffer!*®
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THE EMPHATIC LAMED
NEGATES THE MESSIANIC SECRET

As noted above, in speech X5 and x% would never be
easily confused. But once written RS was always read as a
negative, the 5 was always read as a preposition, and the b
was always read as an interrogative.’” This ambiguity of the
consonantal XD—whichacco rding to Howard’s translation of
Matt 19:22 in Shem Tob’s Hebrew Gospel of Matthew turned
the very rich (mhovorog 0dpodpa) young ruler of Luke 18:
18-25 into a man without much property—contributed no
doubt to the inconsistencies in what Jesus said to those whom
he healed. According to the Greek texts he commanded some
to keep their healing a secret—a command which was imme-
diately disobeyed—whereas others who were healed received
no such strict instruction. Indeed, Jesus’ “messianic secret”
may well be the by-product of a misreading of all of the RS’s
in the Hebrew Vorlagen of Jesus’ sayings as “not” rather than
reading some of them as x% “verily/indeed.” Thus, a survey
ofthe core texts contributing to the claim that Jesus called for
his messianic ministry to be kept a secret is in order.

The first text tells of the healing of a leper, found in Matt
8:1-4, Mark 1:40-44, and Luke 5:12-15. The Greek text of
Matt 8:4 has the phrase "Opa undevi elmc®® “Behold, you
may tell no one,” which can be translated back into Hebrew as
RS Tan 8D 7IRT. If this approximates what Jesus said,
the translator read this as W’x‘? mEly ) X7 “See! You
must not tell anyone.” But what Jesus probably said was
W’x‘? iy x% IR “See! Indeed you must tell everyone!”

The synoptic account in Mark 1:44 has a double negative,
reading “Opa undevi undev elmne, “Behold you may say
nothing to no one.” This can be translated back into Hebrew
as 727 WRE a0 &S e If so, this was read by Mark
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as 7277 wRS T30 XD FINT “See! You may not tell anyone
a thing!” But Jesus probably said 72777 W& 130 85 1787
“See! Indeed you must tell everyone the matter!” The com-
mand in the synoptic account in Luke 5:14 has only two
words, undevi eimely (meaning literally “to no one to tell”),
which can be translated back into Hebrew as @5 a0 &b,
Luke obviously read this as %85 1371 85 “Tell not to any-
one,” whereas Jesus probably said W’x‘? mEly x% “Indeed,
you must tell everyone.”

The story in Matt 9:27-31 of the healing of the two blind
men ends with Jesus commanding the men, ‘Opdte undelg
Ywwokétw “See, to no one be it known.” But in the similar
story in Matt 20:29-34 of Jesus healing two blind men, and in
the story in Mark 10:46-52 and Luke 18:35-43 of blind
Bartimaeus’ being healed, Jesus does not command those
healed to tell no one. This inconsistency can, no doubt, be
credited to the ambiguity of the particle R, Jesus probably
said WRS p1 8RS W7, which when properly interpreted
would have been vocalized as W‘}_{? v &‘7 RT “See!
Indeed, let it be known to everyone.” But the command was
misread as RS bl N5 387 “See! Let it not be known to
anyone.” ' '

According to Matt 12:9-14, the man with the withered
hand whom Jesus healed on a Sabbath day was not com-
manded to tell no one. But the “many” whom Jesus healed
after this (Matt 12:15) were told, un ¢ovepov adtov moLn-
owoLv “they should not make him known.” In the synoptic
account in Mark 3:7-12, the unclean spirits were ordered not
to cry out and announce “You are the Son of God.” But there
was no such silence required by those who had been healed.

Again, the differences may be due to the ambiguity of the
particle RS, The phrase un ¢oavepor adTOV TOLHOWOLY,
“they must not make him known,” in Matt 12:15 could well be



228 THE ORIGIN OF JESUS’

a translation of the phrase N 1530 RS if it was read as
plgh 153‘ ND. But what was said was probably IR 1‘7]’ N(7

“Indeed they should make him known!” Otherwise it is very
difficult to reconcile Matthew’s quotation of Isaiah 42:1-4,

which announced that God’s Servant will proclaim justice to
the Gentiles, if the Servant himself actually forbade everybody
from making him known to the Gentiles.

According to Mark 1:34 Jesus did not allow the outcast
demons to speak” (ovk fdprer Aadelv ta Saipovia); and
according to Mark 3:12 the unclean spirits who proclaimed
“You are the Son of God!” were “strictly ordered not to make
him known” (u1) a0tov dpavepov moinowaoty ). These prohi-
bitions are quite understandable in light of the Pharisees’
charge that “it is only by Beelzebul, the prince of demons, that
this man casts out demons” (Matt 12:24). Pro-Jesus testi-
monials by demons or demoniacs would only have added fuel
to the fire of the Pharisees. Jesus’ silencing the demons had
nothing to do with trying to maintain an alleged “messianic
secret.”

The closing verses in the Greek synoptic accounts of the
healing of Jarius’ daughter differ with reference to (a) the
healing being kept a secret, or (b) its being widely publicized.
The account in Matt 9:18-26, ends as follows:

N7 YORT D02 DNT T KRR
kol €ERABer 1 dMun altn elg OAnY v yhAv ékelvny
And the report of this went through all that land.
By contrast the account in Mark 5:21-43 ends this way:

kool SteotelAnto a0TOlC TOAAR
Tva undelg yrol todto
But he commanded them strictly
that no one should know it.
The account in Luke 8:40-56 ends with a similar prohibition:

0 6¢ mopnyyeLder abTolg undevi eimelv tO yeyovog
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But he ordered them to tell
no one what had happened.

The prohibitions in Mark 5:43 and Luke 8:56 could well go
back to a Hebrew text which read ¥11° XD =91 2mn 18
w5 92711 and was interpreted to mean T ODIN RN
W‘x? Q2T »an N5 “But he commanded them strictly: the
matter must not be made known to anyone.” But the text
should have been read and interpreted as

YRS 7277 v RS T EniR 3N
And he commanded them strictly: .
“Verily! Let the matter be known to everybody!”

The account in Matt 9:26, “And the report of this went
through all that land,” indicates just how obedient Jarius and
his wife were in obeying Jesus’ command to publicize the
healing of their daughter. This interpretation removes the in-
consistency in the Greek texts of Jesus’ commanding Jarius
and his wife to tell no one about their daughter’s being healed,
but the woman who was healed just moments earlier of her
hemorrhaging and the large crowd that witnessed her being
healed were free to tell what happened to anyone and
everyone. If Jesus had wanted to keep his messianic ministry
a secret he surely would have required a vow of silence from
everyone. Instead of attracting crowds he could have with-
drawn into the privacy he enjoyed between the ages of twelve
to thirty.

The account in Mark 7:32-37 of the healing of the man
who was deaf and dumb ends with this prohibition:

kol Sreotelinto adtole v pndevi AéywoLy
Then he ordered them that they should tell no one.
The Vorlage was probably Wb 1 85w omN 8, in
which case the XD was misread as x%w “that not,” rather
than being read as intended as x%w “that indeed.” Once this
change is recognized, verse 7:36a (“he ordered them that they
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should indeed tell everyone™) and verse 7:36b (“and the more
he ordered them, the more zealously they proclaimed it”) are
in complete harmony. There was no disobedience by those
who “were astounded beyond measure, saying, ‘He has done
all things well; he even makes the deafto hear and the mute to
speak™ (7:37).

In the account of this healing in Matt 15:29-31 there is no
hint of any secrecy to be maintained or any disobedience to be
tolerated. The crowds testified to what they saw and praised
God:

And great crowds came to him, bringing with them the lame,

the maimed, the blind, the dumb, and many others, and they

put them at his feet, and he healed them, So the crowd mar-
veled as they saw the mute speaking, the crippled restored,
and the lame walking, and the blind seeing; and they glorified

the God of Israel. (15:30-31)

After Jesus healed the deaf and dumb man in Decapolis
(Mark 7:32-37), which was well publicized, he went on to
Bethsaida where he healed a blind man (Mark 8:22-26). In the

Greek text*" this healing story ends with a compound com-

mand: \ b \ ’ bl ’
UNOE €LG TNV KWUNY €L0EABNG

kel undevi elmng elg Ty Kwunv
Do not go into the village;
and do not tell anyone in the village.

The Hebrew Vorlage behind these commands was probably
=252 wR5 7an 851 99023 Rap &S

which was read and interpreted by Mark as if Jesus said
M523 WS T30 KDY 9533 830 RS

But what Jesus meant required the text to be interpreted as
mD332 YN T30 KDY 7932 Nan R

Indeed, you must go into the village;
and you must indeed tell everyone in the village.

The account in John 9:1-43, telling of Jesus’ healing near
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the pool of Siloam the man who was blind from birth, contains
no hint that the healing was to be kept a secret. Quite the
contrary, the healing occurred at the public pool without
Jesus’ being present. But the man announced to all that Jesus
was his healer (9:11). Shortly thereafter, when Jesus again met
the healed man after the man’s being challenged by the
Pharisees because his healing occurred on the Sabbath, Jesus
announced to the healed man—within earshot of some Phari-
sees—that he was “the Son of Man” (tov viov 100 ardpw-
mov).*" This led the healed man to worship Jesus publicly
before those Pharisees. For John Jesus’ healing ministry was
not subject to any “messianic secret.”

But the Greek synoptic accounts which tell of Peter’s de-
claring “You are the Christ” end with a clear call for secrecy:

* Matt 16:20, undevi eimwoLy 6tL adTog €0TLY O Y PLOTOG
“they should tell no one that he was the Christ”;

» Mark 8:30, undevi AéywoLv mepl avtod
“to no one may they tell about him”;

* Luke 9:21, mapnyyetder pundevi Aéyelv todT0
“he commanded they should tell this to no man.”

Matt 16:20 in Shem Tob’s Hebrew Gospel of Matthew reads
MR NI 1R 525 natnd ms e

which Howard translated as “Then he commanded his disci-
ples not to say that he is the Messiah.” But the 178" 925,
meaning literally “to not they should say,” is awkward. One
expects an infinitive after the adverb ‘7; “not,” rather than a
verb in the imperfect. Idiomatic Hebrew appears once this
525 is emended to 927, which changes the meaning com-

pletely:
TWR R 178 999 1 1nTeh mx N

“then he commanded his disciples (that)
to all they should tell that he is Messiah.”
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In John 11:27 Martha made her confession of faith (before
her brother Lazarus was raised from the dead) saying,
Nol kiple, éyw memloTevke 0TL oL €l 0 XpLoTog
0 vLo¢ t0D Beod O elg TOV kOopov €pyduevoc.
“Yes, Lord, I believe that you are the Christ,
the Son of God, the one coming into the world.”

Jesus was satisfied upon hearing Martha’s confession of faith
and proceeded to prove publicly that he was the resurrection
and the life: “he who believes in me, though he die, yet shall he
live, and whoever lives and believes in me shall never die.”
Martha was not admonished to keep her confession of faith a
secret.*?

The change of the 2 to a O in the Shem Tob text of Matt
16:20, whereby Jesus ordered the disciples to tell all that he
is the Messiah, brings uniformity to Jesus’ response to Peter’s
affirmation, “You are the Christ!” and to Martha’s affirmation,
“You are the Christ!” The uniform response can be expanded
to include Mark 8:30 once it is recognized that the Greek
undevi Aéywoiy mepl avtod, “to no one may they tell about
him,” reflects a misreading of 15U 110 RS I8 in the
Hebrew Vorlage as 1’?3;7 113 X5 218" “and he com-
manded them not to tell about him,” which should have been
read as 1’53] e x% 038" “and he commanded them to

indeed tell about him.” Slrmlarly, Jesus’ uniform response can
be expanded to include Luke 9:21 once it is recognized that
the Greek mapnyyetder pndevi Aéyewv todto “he com-
manded they should tell this to no man” reflects a misreading
of WD 271 1190 XD 18N in the Hebrew Vorlage as
WRS 277 17737 X5 187, which should have been read
as W’&‘? 03T AT x% 1873, “he commanded they should

indeed tell the matter to everyone.”
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AN ARAMAIC PARTICLE AND ARABIC COGNATE
NEGATE THE MESSIANIC SECRET

Jesus’ warnings in Matt 8:4,0TRS T30 12 72 1nwn
“Beware lest you tell a man,” and in 9:30 J77° 12 1M12WA
92777, “Beware lest the matter be made known,” may also
have been misread and mistranslated.. The 12 was read by the
Greek translators and by George Howard as the conjunction

12 “lest.” But it can also be read as the defectively spelled

particle 12 “would that,” which introduces a subjunctive, as

in Targum Onkelos Num 11:29, 277 /0 (7; ]ﬁﬂ"! ]15

17723 “Would that all of the people of the Lord were pro-

phets” (Jastrow 1903: 1143).* Recognizing this Aramaism in

Jesus’ Hebrew speech helps to negate the idea that he was

trying to maintain a “messianic secret”—but this Aramaism

does not negate the conclusion that Jesus spoke in Hebrew.

A second misreading in these verses involves the ambig-
uous W, which could be either the W (sh/5) or the ¥ (s). The
imperative 171WIT in Matt 8:4 and 9:30 can be read as either

ﬁ?;@ﬁ “Be on guard!” or as ﬁ?;@ﬂ “Strive vigorously!”

The stem 7?_3@7 is the cognate of the Arabic ey (Samara)

which Lane (1872: 1595-1596) defined as follows:*

o el (Samara) “he strove, or labored, exerted himself
vigorously or his power or ability, employed himself
vigorously or laboriously or with energy or took extra-
ordinary pains and was quick in [the affair or the religious
servicel”;

* the noun oy (Simr"™) “one who acts with a penetrative
energy, or who is sharp, vigorous, or effective”;

* thenoun g G yous (Sammariy"") “aman penetrating, or acting
with a penetrative energy, or sharp, vigorous, and effective,
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in the performing of affairs, and expert, or experienced”;

* the noun | oy (Simir™) “one who strives, labors, or exerts
himself; who employs himself vigorously, or laboriously,
or with energy in the performance of affairs.” (Lane’s
italics)

Thus, the 7277 DT 12 1WA in Matt 9:30 can be
translated as “Strive vigorously! Would that the matter be-
come known.” Thus, in obedience to this command, Matt 9:31
states, “As for them, they went out and made him known in all
that land.” The same command and response fits the narrative
about the leper who was healed (Matt 8:2—4, Mark 1:40-45,
and Luke 5:12-16). In obedience to the command, W1
Dj&j? TN R ['?[5], “Strive vigorously! Would that you
declare to the people,” the leper “went out and began to talk

freely about it” (Mark 1:45), and “so much the more the
report went abroad concerning Him” (Luke 5:15).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Without knowing that the archaic English word prevent
meant “to precede” (pre+venire), expositors of Psalm 119:
147, “I prevented the dawning of the morning” (KJV) and “I
prevented the dawning of the day” (DRA), could misinterpret
this verse to mean that the psalmist claimed to have stopped
the sun from rising. Similarly, without knowing that the
archaic Hebrew particle N5 meant “indeed” (x%) as well as
“not” (&5), exegetes past and present have turned Hebrew
emphatic affirmatives into highly problematic negatives—
suchas (1) Yahweh’sallegedly telling Ezekiel (20:25), “I gave
them [the Israelites] statutes that were not (RB) good and
ordinances by which they could not (&5) have life,” and (2)
Jesus’ telling Jarius “that no one should know this (Mark 5:
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43), nevertheless the report of Jesus’s healing of Jarius’s
daughter ends up in Holy Scripture! Simply by reading XD as
x% rather than N5 most verses in the Hebrew Vorlagen of the
Gospels which call for secrecy can be transformed into a call
for publicity. The emphatic x% may have been more widely
used in the Galilean dialect of Hebrew, the dialect of Jesus and
Peter (Matt 3:13, Mark 14: 70). Thus, Mark and Luke—as
well as the translators of Matthew’s Hebrew Gospel into
Greek*—were apparently more familiar with the Judean
dialect which very rarely used the emphatic x% (This would
account for the absence of the emphatic x% in the Mishnaic
and Rabbinic dialects which grew out of the Judean dialect.)

The defective spelling of |12 (=118) “would that” as |
(which was misread as]2 “lest”) in the Hebrew Vorlage

utilized by the Gospel writers, along with the misreading of a

D as al, and a ¥ as W rather than ¥, contributed to the
creation of the alleged “messianic secret.”

The Hebrew texts of Jesus’ sayings, as reconstructed
above, called for those healed to give great publicity to their
being healed. This interpretation restores a consistency of the
healing texts with the accounts in Matt 11:2-6 and Luke
7:18-23, which tell of John the Baptist who having learned of
Jesus’ performing “the work of the Christ” (ta €pyo T0D
Xplotod) sent to inquire, “Are you he who is to come, or
shall we look for another?” Jesus’ responded, “Go and tell
John what you hear and see: the blind receive their sight and
the lame walk, lepers are cleansed and the deaf hear, and the
dead are raised up, and the poor have good news preached to
them.” Jesus did not command John the Baptist to keep this
report on the “work of the Christ” a secret.

Rather Jesus gave a blessing: koL pokepLog éotiy 0¢ €av
un okavdaAilodf év éuot, “And blessed is he who keeps
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from stumbling over Me” (NAS Matt 11:6, Luke 7:23)—
which recognizes that many knew of “‘the work of the Christ.”
Keeping it a secret was impossible. Moreover, if the Hebrew
Vorlage of the blessing was 72 S e ®D uR N,
it could mean, “Blessed is he who truly has trust in me!” The
X5 was the emphatic x%, and the ¥ was not ‘7!@73 “to
stumble,” but '7!273 “confidence, trust” a variant spelling of the
503 in Psalm 78:7, D03 DYION2 M, “that they
might put their trust in God.”*® Jesus’ Hebrew benediction,
which lay behind the Greek benediction in Matt 11:6 and Luke
7:23, was an indirect invitation for John the Baptist to trust
him as did the crowds who “were astounded beyond measure”
(Mark 7:37).

It was the ambiguities found in un-vocalized Hebrew texts
(in the Galilean dialect) which caused some understandable
mis-readings to come from those who translated the Hebrew
into Greek. While the consonantal Hebrew text called for
those healed to publicize Jesus’ healing power, a simple error
in vocalization (opting for an o vowel rather than a u vowel)
produced Greek texts with inconsistent prohibitions against
publicity. The inconsistency finds no easy explanation when
working only with the Greek texts and the Greek language.

However, speculation about the Hebrew wording which lay
behind the Greek translations has been quite productive and
leads to my conclusion that Jesus had nothing to do with any
“Messianic Secret.” This “Messianic Secret” was the gift of
translators—including Mark, Luke, and whoever translated
Matthew’s Hebrew Gospel.”” As noted initially, Fitzmyer
(1979: 45) thought Jesus spoke in Aramaic and stated, “We
would have to look for further indications of this fact [that
Jesus made use of Hebrew].” Presented above are the “further
indications” Fitzmyer was looking for. The retroversion of
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Jesus’ prohibitions into Hebrew produced fourteen verses
having an unrecognized emphatic ‘7/ x%/ TTTQ‘? These four-
teen emphatics in the Synoptic Gospels can be added to the
twenty-seven emphatic XS and 5 cited in The Dictionary of
Classical Hebrew and to the twenty-one I found over the
years and have listed above.*’

NOTES

1. In response to J. T. Milik’s assertion “that Mishnaic [He-
brew] was the normal language of the Judean population in
the Roman period” (1959: 31, 139), Fitzmyer stated,

While it seems apparent that certain pockets, or perhaps
strata, of the population in the early Roman period were using
Hebrew and that this language became enshrined in the
Mishnah in a still more developed form, as of its codification
ca. 200, I find it difficult to think of Hebrew as “‘the normal
language of the Judaean population” in the whole Roman
period. (1979: 45, Fitzmyer’s italics.)

2. Fitzmyer (1979: 7-8) favored Aramaic as the language
most commonly used by Jesus. He provided (page 22, notes
36 and 37) a bibliography of some of the authors debating
whether Jesus used primarily Aramaic or Hebrew.

3. “A New Hebrew Particle,” Johns Hopkins University
Circulars 13, No. 104 (1894) 107-108.

4. See for AKKADIAN: W. von Sodon, Grundriss der akkadi-
schen Grammatik (Rome 1952) §81f, 121c; for AMORITE:
Herbert Huffimon, Amorite Personal Names in the Mari Texts:
A Structural and Lexical Study (Baltimore 1965) 223; Moran,
The Bible and the Ancient Near East, 60, 69; William
Albright, JBL 69 (1950) 389; for ARaMAIC: H. Ingholt,
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Rapport préliminaire sur sept campagnes de fouilles a Hama
en Syrie (1932-1938) (Kebenhavn 1940) 117, n.4; Donner-
Rollig, Kanaandiische und Aramdische Inschriften (Wiesbaden
1964), 1I, 211; for PHOENICIAN: Johannes Friedrich,
Phonizisch-punische Grammatik (AnOr 32; Pome, 1951) §
257°%; G. A. Cooke, A Text-Book of Northwest Semitic
Inscriptions (Oxford 1903) 47; for Punic: H. Berthier — R.
Charlier, Le Sanctuaire punique d’El Hofra a Constantine
(Paris 1955) 33-34, 139; for Ugaritic: Cyrus Gordon
Ugaritic Textbook (1965: 76, 425 #1339); Albrecht Goetze,
“The Tenses of Ugaritic,” JAOS 58 (1938) 292.

5. See 1. M. Casanowicz, “The Emphatic Particle 5 in the
OT,” JAOS 16 (1896) cLxviICLxXXI; Henry P. Smith, “Old
Testament Notes,” JBL 24 (1905) 30; Israel Eitan, “Le parti-
cule emphatique ‘/a’ dans la Bible,” Revue des Etudes Juives
Historia Judaica 74 (1922) 1-16; idem, “Hebrew and Semitic
Particles,” American Journal of Semitic Languages and
Litertures 45 (1928) 202; William Albright, “The Old Testa-
ment and Canaanite Language and Literature,” CBQ 7 (1945)
24; Mitchell Dahood, “Canaanite and Phoenician Influence in
Qoheleth,” Biblica 33 (1952) 192—194; F. Nétscher, “Zum
emphatischen Lamed,” V'T 3 (1953) 372-380; Dahood, “Two
Pauline Quotations from the Old Testament,” CBQ 17 (1955)
24; idem, “Enclitic Mem and Emphatic Lamedh in Psalm 85,”
Biblica 37 (1956) 338-340; idem, Proverbs and Northwest
Semitic Philology (Rome 1963) 19; idem, Psalms I (Anchor
Bible 17A, New York 1966) 143, 158, 188; John Bright,
Jeremiah (Anchor Bible 21, New York 1965) 333; and H.
Neil Richardson, “A Critical Note on Amos 7:14,” JBL 85
(1966) 89; A. C. M. Blommerde, Northwest Semitic Grammar
and Job. (BibOr 22, Rome 1969) 31; Thomas McDaniel,
“Philological Studies in Lamentations, I and I1.” Biblica 49
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(1968) 27-53, 199-220; Dahood, “The Emphatic Lamedh in
Jer 14:21 and Ezek 34:29,” CBQ 37 (1975) 341-342; C. F.
Whitley, “Some Remarks on /ii and lo.” ZAW 87 (1975)
202-204; and John Huehnergard, “Asseverative */a and
Hypothetical */u and law,” JAOS 103 (1983) 569-593.

6. Click HERE to view the citation on Lane, p. 3006, col. B.

7. Clines, David J. A. Editor. 1993—1998. The Dictionary of
Classical Hebrew. 5 Volumes. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press. Click HERE to viewClines 495 lu indeed.pdf.

8. On April 25, 2007, Bart Ehrman, author of the New York
Times best seller Misquoting Jesus: The Story Behind Who
Changed the Bible and Why (Harper Collins, 2005), was the
guest lecturer at Stanford University for the Heyns Lecture
Series (available online at http://video.google.com/videoplay/
?docid=397006836098752165 [click here]. The question and
answer period which followed the lecture is also online at
http://www .youtube.com/watch?v=8T{fAToyojg&feature=r
elated [click here]. Ehrman stated, “They didn’t speak Hebrew
inJesus’ day; they were reading Hebrew. Jesus could probably
read Hebrew, I think, but it wasn’t a spoken language in
Palestine in his time.” But this opinion has been challenged
(see note 2, above). Many were able to speak Hebrew but
were 1lliterate, unable to read texts which were written
without vowels. For a glimpse of the ongoing debate about
Hebrew in Jesus day, check out the web page of the Jerusalem
School of Synoptic Research [click HERE] and the Hebraic
Roots Movement [click HERE].

9. Howard, George. 1987. The Gospel of Matthew according
to a Primitive Hebrew Text. Macon, GA: Mercer University
Press. Revised and retitled in 1995 as The Hebrew Gospel of
Matthew (Macon, Georgia:Mercer University Press). In the
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preface to the second edition, Howard stated,
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44. Note that the sibilants usually shift with Hebrew-Arabic
cognates: the ¥ = Arabic oV (5) and the ¥ = Arabic o (8).
The Arabic & (¢) appears as a U in Hebrew and as a I in
Aramaic.

45. See Howard (1987/1995: 155—-160) for a summary of the
debate concerning Papias’ statement that “Matthew collected
the oracles in the Hebrew language, and each interpreted them
as best he could.”

46. For the interchange of © and ¥, note Ezra 4:5 where 020
appears for 7;@ “to hire,” and Ecc 1:17 where NWBDW
appears for NWB;D “folly.”

47. The only Aramaic emphatic 5 that T am aware of is the
one cited by Donner and Rollig (1964: 211) which appears in
the name B3N “the Lord is truly elevated,” found on a
graffiti at Hama, in Syria, dated to the 9th—8th century B.cC.



XV

LOST LEXEMES CLARIFY
MARK 1:41 AND JOHN 3:3-4

As early as 1894, when Paul Haupt made the following
statement, the emphatic lamedh, a lost lexeme, was initially
recognized in biblical Hebrew,

A comprehensive study of the use of the 5 praefixum in the

Old Testament will no doubt reveal a considerable number of

cases where the  is not the preposition but the emphatic

particle = Arabic /a and Assyrian /4 ‘verily’ . . . .!

A hundred years later the Hebrew emphatic lamedh was
finally cited in a standard Hebrew-English lexicon, The Dic-
tionary of Classical Hebrew, edited by David Clines.” As
demonstrated in Chapter 14, the Hebrew emphatic 5/Rb/
115 was used by Jesus but was misread as the negative parti-
cle or an interrogative by those who—past and present—
translated his Hebrew into Greek, thereby creating the alleged
“Messianic Secret.” Without the recovery of the lost lexeme
‘?/ x‘?/ TTT;‘?, coupled with the recognition that Jesus used
Hebrew as well as Aramaic, the enigma of Jesus’ telling only
a few out of all those whom he had healed to keep their
healing a secret would remain a mystery.

Semitic cognates provided the clues for the recovery of the
forgotten emphatic lamedh; and thanks to Arabic cognates
other lost Hebrew lexemes have been recovered which clarify
what Jesus actually said and what was said about him. Some
words in Jesus’ Galilean dialect were forgotten by those who
spoke and perpetuated the Judean dialect. Perhaps within the
next hundred years the lost Galilean words will find their
rightful place in the Hebrew lexicons of tomorrow.

The two lost Hebrew lexemes introduced here are ‘7?;!3 “to
be angry” and ‘7'?3;7 “to do again, to do a second time.” The
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former addresses the Greek textual variants which report that
Jesus became angry with the leper whom he healed (Mark
1:41, but the anger is not mentioned in Matt 8:3 or Luke
5:13). The latter focuses on John 3:3, where Jesus tells
Nicodemus that he must be born again.

MARK 1:41

Bart Ehrman, in his New York Times best seller entitled
Misquoting Jesus: The Story Behind Who Changed the Bible
and Why,’ chose the textual variant in Mark 1:41 as his initial
example for illustrating how “most English translators have
chosen the wrong reading and so presented a translation not
of the original text but of the text that scribes created when
they altered the original” (2005: 132). In Mark 1:41 fifty-three
manuscripts and codices have oAy yxviofelc, “having com-
passion” to describe Jesus’ response to the leper’s request, “If
you will, you can make me clean”. But Ephraem (fourth
century), five manuscripts (Codex Bezae from the sixth cen-
tury [= D], and the Old Latin manuscripts a, d, {2, and r"),
have 0pyLoBeic “becoming angry” as Jesus’ initial response to
the leper’s request (Aland 1968: 123, noting that the Old Latin
mss. b omits the 6pyLo0eic). Ehrman (2005: 133-135) was
convinced that opyLofeic “becoming angry” was the original
reading which was changed by unknown scribes long ago to
omiayyvioBelg, “having compassion.” His reasoning was as
follows:

The question to be asked is this: which is more likely, that a

scribe copying this text would change it to say that Jesus be-

came wrathful instead of compassionate, or to say that Jesus
became compassionate instead of wrathful? Which reading
better explains the existence of the other? When seen from
this perspective, the latter is obviously more likely. The
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reading that indicates Jesus became angry is the “more diffi-
cult” reading and therefore more likely to be “original” . ..
What is striking in the stories [of Mark 9] is that Jesus’s
evident anger erupts when someone doubts his willingness,
ability, or divine authority to heal. Maybe this is what is in-
volved in the story of the leper [in Mark 1] as well. As in the
story of Mark 9, someone approaches Jesus gingerly to ask:
“If you are willing you are able to heal me.” Jesus becomes
angry. Of course he’s willing, just as he is able and author-
ized. He heals the man and, still somewhat miffed, rebukes
him sharply and throws him out. [{]] There’s a completely
different feel to the story, given this way of construing it, a
construal based on the text as Mark appears to have written
it. Mark, in places, portrays an angry Jesus.

A year later, in his Studies in th Textual Criticism of the
New Testament* (2006: 95, 120-141, 330) Ehrman suggested
that the scribes may well have changed Jesus’ 6pyLo6eig “be-
comingangry” toomiay xvio Belg “having compassion” due to
a fear “that the pagan opponents of Christianity like Celsus,
who were known to be pursuing the Gospels for incriminating
evidence against the divine founder of the faith, might find
here ammunition for their charges.”

Ehrman noted that Jesus did not know Greek or Latin but
spoke in Aramaic, with “the probability that he was able to
read Hebrew.”” That being the case, Jesus’ being “misquoted”
probably occurred when his statements were first translated
from Aramaic—and I would insist from Hebrew also—into
Greek. The misquotations would be the gifts of early trans-
lators, not later scribes or copyists. But Ehrman, with few
exceptions, refrained from speculating about the early oral
traditions and written texts of what Jesus said. The lost Ara-
maic / Hebrew texts of Jesus’ sayings would have had an
abundance of ambiguous homographs because all of Jesus’
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words would have been written without vowels, and possibly
there were no spaces between the words.
As noted, fifty-three Greek manuscripts of Mark 1:41 read
kel oTAayyviofelg éktelvag THY xelpo adtod HPato
kol Aéyel adT®, OAw, kobaplodnTL
which can be translated back into Hebrew to read
T TIN 71817 N2 pa el Emxyn

If the first word, Sramm , 1s read as the Qal imperfect Sia mM
the Greek text and this Hebrew text are correctly translated as
“And moved with compassion,
He stretched out His hand, and touched him,
and said to him, ‘I am willing, be cleansed!’”

Moreover, the dpyLabeic “being angry”—found in codex
D, in four Old Latin manuscripts, and in Ephraem—is also a
perfectly correct translation of the Hebrew text as reconstruc-
ted here once the initial DIM™ is read as ‘7?31'!’1 a Niph‘al
imperfect. The Hebrew bamisa homograph of two different
verbs. There is ‘7?3!'! stem I, “to have compassion,” which ap-
pears in Jer 21:7,8M7Y X571 S 851 omby o Rb,
“he shall not spare them neither have compassion, nor have
mercy.”® This 51 is the co gnate of the Arabic o> (hama-
la) “to accept responsibility, to accept the trust” (Lane 1865:
647; BDB 328). But there was also '7?31'!, stem II, “to be
angry,” the cognate of Arabic Ja> (hamala), stem II, which
in forms 1 and 8 means “he became angry” (Lane 1865: 647;
Hava 1915: 144)." In speech the Qal ‘7?31'!’1 “he had com-
passion” could not be confused with the Nlph ‘al ‘7?3 7" “he
became angry.” But the ambiguous consonantal 51 H’W could
mean either, which is probably why, in the parallel texts in
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Matt 8:3 and Luke 5:13, there is no mention ofeither anger or
compassion. This ambiguity about the meaning of 51M in

the Hebrew source used by Matthew and Luke caused them
simply to ignore the word—another example of “when in
doubt leave it out.”

Working strictly with the Greek textual variants, Ehrman
(2006: 126, 313) concluded, “Thus it is hard to understand
why Matthew and Luke would have removed omAayyviofelg
from the account of Jesus healing the leper but easy to see
why they might have removed dpyiofelc.”

Writing in reference to the Gospel of John, Ehrman (2005:
61) conjectured,

John no doubt had sources for his account—possibly a source

that narrated Jesus’ signs, for example, and a source that

describes his discourses . . . . It is possible, though,” that John

actually produced several different versions of his Gospel.
The same would hold true for Mark. In one version Mark
translated the D11 as kel opylobeic “being angry” and in
another version he opted for kal omAayyvioBelc“and moved
with compassion.” Either way he honestly translated what he
saw at a particular moment, but there is no way of telling
which version came first.®

Thus, there is no need to speculate as did Ehrman (2006:
138, 141) that,

Mark described Jesus as angry, and, at least in this instance,
scribes took offense. This comes as no surprise: apart from a
fuller understanding of Mark’s portrayal, Jesus’ anger is
difficult to understand. . . . Jesus’ anger in this instance did
not seem to fit, and so the text was altered. It had been
changed previously by the prescribal copyists, Matthew and
Luke, who omitted his anger; and it was changed by the
scribes themselves, who transformed his anger into compas-
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sion. . . . My point is that Christian scribes who wanted to
defend Jesus’s character against the assaults of hostile pagan
critics may have had real-life motivations for changing the
texts of the Gospels in places were Jesus did not appear . . .
to be portrayed as one who merited the appellation “Son of
God.” (McDaniel’s italics)

Too the contrary, the differences in the manuscripts in this
case go back to the author, not to scribes or copyists. It is
analogous to my changing my mind about the meaning of the
phrase D‘T‘Tk‘_&b 'T‘jfy 77 ™WinJudges 5:13. Inthe LXX
this became t0te kaTéPn kaToAcLupe tolc Loyvpolg, “then
went down the remnant to the strong.” But I first translated
the Hebrew phrase as “when the truly noble ones went down
to assist” (1983: 130, 200—-202). Then I changed my mind and
translated it as “when the caravan-leader went forth against
the nobles” (2003: 161-164). Both translations are in circula-
tion. When it came to the ambiguous‘??ﬁ M inMark’s Hebrew
source, Mark simply changed his mind without appreciating
the problem he was creating for his readers once two versions
of his work were copied and in circulation.

JOHN 3:3
Apny apny Aéyw oot, éav un tig yervndi dvwbev,
oV dvvatal Loelv v Baoitieloar to0 Beod.
Verily, verily, I say unto you,
except one be born from above,
he cannot see the kingdom of God.

Friedrich Biichsel (1964: 378)' listed four different mean-
ings of the Greek dvwdev : (a) “from above,” as in the Sep-
tuagint of Job 3:4 and James 1:17, 3:15, 3:17; (b) “from an
earlier period,” as in Acts 26:5; (¢) “from the first,” as in Luke



MARK 1:41 AND JOHN 3:3-4 251

1:2; and “anew, a second time,” as in Gal 4:9. For Biichsel
recourse to an underlying Hebrew suggested definition (a) be-

cause TT?SJT_J%?; has this meaning. For him the suggestion that
both (a) and (d) were meant “is both superfluous and unprov-
able”—thereby disagreeing with C.K. Barrett (1955: 171),
who noted that the dvw8év “is capable of two meanings and
here [in John 3:3] it probably means both.”
Raymond Brown (1966: 130) noted in his commentary on
John that
The Gr. anothen means both “again” and “from above” and
the double meaning is used here as part of a technique of
misunderstanding. Although in vs. 4 Nicodemus takes Jesus
to have meant “again,” Jesus’ primary meaning in vs. 3 was
“from above.” This is indicated from the parallel in iii 31, as
well as from the two other Johannine uses of anothen (xix 11,
23). Such a misunderstanding is possible only in Greek,; we
know of no Hebrew or Aramaic word of similar meaning
which would have had this spatial and temporal ambiguity.
Once again, it is not impossible that the second meaning
“again” is intended by John on a secondary, sacramental level.
(McDaniel’s italics)

Thus, for Brown, the author of the Gospel must receive credit
for using the double entendre, 4vw6év, not Jesus.
According to Ehrman,'' also, Jesus probably did not say
what is recorded on John 3:3 as his initial answer to Nico-
demus. In response to a question addressed to him in a dis-
cussion period following a lecture at Stanford University, in
2007, Ehrman stated,
There are sayings which cannot be retroverted back into
Aramaic—which means Jesus probably didn’t say them . . .
The word &vwBév is interesting because it actually has two
meanings. It can actually mean “from above” or it can mean
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“a second time” . . . You cannot reproduce this double enten-

dre in Aramaic (nor in Hebrew).

Since Jesus did not speak in Greek credit for the use of the
double entendre 4vwBév —in agreement with Brown—must
be given to John rather than to Jesus.

However, in disagreement with Brown, Ehrman, and a
number of their colleagues, the Greek phrase éav pn tig
vevvndf dvwbev, in John 3:3, can be translated back into He-
brew with an ambiguity which approximates that of a double
entendre. The second lost Hebrew word introduced on the
first page of this chapter is ‘75U stem IV, “to do again, to do
a second time,”'? and its by-form '153.7 stem I1."> The Arabic
cognate of ‘75U stem IV, is Je (¢ alla) “asecond time” (Lane
1874: 2123).14

One of the noun formations for "2 lexemes (i.e., stems in
which the second and third letters are the same, like ‘7‘?3;7)
comes with a prefixed 12 and an affixed 17, with a doubling of
the stem’s middle letter and the loss of the stem’s third letter.
A good example is the TT?TD(;??J “desolation” in Ezek 6:14,

which appears along with 11213 W “waste.” Both are from the
same stem, D?_J@' “to be desolate” (BDB 1030-1031). When
the "D stem S5V appears in the same noun formation as
TMWN “devastation” it would become TT(?S_J?; and would
mean “a second time” and could be used adverbfally. Without
vowels this “adverb” would appear in a text as 7153.7?3, which
is a homograph of the adverb ;'T?S:J?_D “above.” In this case the

ambiguity was not in Nicodemus’ misreading of TTBSJ?D, but it
was a problem with his hearing correctly what Jesus said—

was it TT?S:J?_D “above” or TT(?S_JD “again?”
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George Lamsa (1967: 1054), commenting on the transla-
tion of the dvwBev in the Peshitta as .43 > (men deris),
stated, “Born again in Northern Aramaic means to change
one’s thoughts and habits. Nicodemus spoke Southern Ara-
maic and hence did not understand Jesus.” I doubt, however,
that the problem was caused by different Aramaic dialects.
The similarity in sound of TT(?S_JD (me‘alld) “again” and
TT?S.J 13 (ma ala) “above” was close enough for anyone to mis-
hear. The real dialect problem was apparently in Hebrew with
the word ‘7‘?3;7 “to do a second time,” which was used by Jesus
in his Galilean dialect.” It did not survive, however, in the
Judean dialect which developed into Rabbinic Hebrew.

Consequently, ‘75U “to do again,” became a lost lexeme.
But the word has been recovered thanks to cognates. bR
has two meanings because it comes from two different stems.
There is not a double entendre here. But the unvocalized
M5UM—without the benefit of cognates—could easily be
mistaken for a double entendre: “above” and “again.”

The 11OV used byJesus was undoubtedly TT?S:J?; “above.”
Nicodemus simply misunderstood this one word of Jesus.
Subsequently, so also have the exegetes who interpreted the
dvwdev in John 3:3 as John’s editorial addition to the story or
translated the avwOev into Hebrew as 755]?35?3 “from above”

rather than TSR “above,” which only 001n01dentally is a

915

homograph of TT(?S_JD “again.
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NOTES

1. “A New Hebrew Particle,” Johns Hopkins University
Circulars 13, No. 104 (1894) 107-108.

2. Clines, David J. A. Editor. 1993-1998. The Dictionary of
Classical Hebrew. 5 Volumes. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press. Click HERE to view the citation ofthe emphatic lamedh
on page 495.

3. New York: Harper Collins, 2005.
4. Boston: Brill, 2006.

5. On April 25, 2007, Bart Ehrman was the guest lecturer at
Stanford University for the Heyns Lecture Series. This lecture
is available online: http://video.google.com/videoplay/
?docid=397006836098752165 [click HERE]. The question and
answer period which followed the lecture is online at http:
/Iwww.youtube.com/watch?v=8TffAToyojg& feature=related
[click HERE].

6. See also Gen 19:16, Exo 2:6, 1 Sam 23:21, and Isa 63:9.

7. Click HERE to view Lane, page 647b “anger” and HERE to
view Lane, page 648c “anger.”

8. The harsh words of Jesus appearing in the Greek text of
Mark 1:43—44 led Ehrman to comment (2005: 136),

They are harsh terms used elsewhere in Mark always in con-
texts of violent conflict and aggression (e.g., when Jesus casts
out demons). It is difficult to see why Jesus would harshly
upbraid this person and cast him out if he feels compassion
for him; but if he is angry, perhaps it makes better sense.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Clines_495_lu_indeed.pdf 
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http://Lane648c_anger.jpg
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But in Chapter 14, pp. 233-234, it was argued that the harsh
words were due to mistranslations of Hebrew words. Note
also pp. 113117 in Volume 1V, Clarifying New Testament
Aramaic Words and Names and the Shem Tob Hebrew Gospel
of Matthew, available on line by clicking HERE.

9. See also Ehrman 2005: 200-2001.
10. Biichsel, Friedrich. 1964. avw8ev. In TDNT, 1: 378.

11. See above, note 5.

12. ‘7‘?3;7, stem I, means “to act severely, wantonly” with a by-
form ‘7]31.7 “to act wrongfully”; stem II means “to act or play
the child,” with a by-form 51 “to give suck”; and stem III
means “to insert, to thrust in.”

13. The by-forms are comparable to TT?; “to complete” and
‘75; “to complete” (BDB 477, 480).

14. Click HERE to view Lane, page 2123a “second time.”
Click HERE to view Lane, page 2123b “second time.”
Click HERE to view Lane, page 2124a “second draught.”
Click HERE to view Lane, page 2124c¢ “second drink.”

15. Jastrow (1903: 817) translated 17U as “on high, in
heaven,” which parallels the use of MLC (“illayyina) inthe
Qurran (Sura 83:18—19), which is a place in the Seventh

Heaven to which ascend the souls of the believers (Lane 1874:
2125).
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XVI

LOST LEXEMES CLARIFY
JOHN 11:33 AND 11:38

In Chapter XII two lost Hebrew lexemes were identified.
First of the two was the textual variant eikn “without cause”

in Matt 5:22 which originated when the word QT in Mat-
thew’s Hebrew text was mistakenly read as QI “for no
reason” when it should have been read as Q37T “obscenely,”
which comes from 117, stem I1I, the cognate of the Arabic
s> (hanaya) “he uttered foul, abominable, unseemly, or
obscene speech” (Lane 1865: 819). Second, the untranslated
‘Prka (= XP™) in 5:22 was recognized as the cognate of the
Arabic 1.3 ) (raqig) “a slave” (Lanel867: 1131). Thus, the
relevant lines in Matt 5:22 state, “Whoever is obscenely angry
with his brother shall be in danger of the court: and he who
says to his brother “Vile-Fool-Slave ” shall be in danger of the
Sanhedrin.”

The focus in Chapter XIV was on the recovery in the 20th
century of the lost lexeme x% “verily, indeed,” which over the
centuries was always read as the negative particle N “no,
not.” Once x% “indeed” is in focus, Jesus’ commanding some
whom he healed not to tell anyone (as if they could hide their
healing) can be interpreted as commands to indeed tell every-
one (which was obediently followed). Thus, Jesus’ alleged
desire for a “messianic secret” can be recognized as his desire
for “messianic publicity”—which is exactly what happened.

The two lost Hebrew lexemes introduced in Chapter XV
were ‘7?_3?] “to be angry” and ‘7‘?3;7 “to do a second time, to
do again.” The former involved the Greek textual variants
which report that Jesus became angry with the leper whom he
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healed (Mark1:41). The Hebrew ‘7?;!3 “to be angry” is the
cognate of Arabic _}e> (hamala), stem1l, “he became angry”
(forms 1 and 8) (Lane 1865: 647), which was easily confused
with ‘7?_3?1, stem I, “to have compassion.” The lost lexeme
‘7'?3;7 “to do again” involved John 3:3, where Nicodemus
understood Jesus to have said that he must be born again.

In this chapter the focus of attention shifts to John 11:33
and 11:38, where the lost lexemes (a) BYT “to become asser-
tive, to assume responsibility,” and (b) 117 “to act promptly”
clarify the Greek texts which report that Jesus became angry
just before he raised Lazarus from the dead.

The Greek text of John 11:33 and the literal translation of
Ramsey Michaels (1989: 206) read:

EvePpLunonto T6) Treluatl kol étapafey €qutov
He became angry in his spirit, and shook himself.

Michaels commented briefly,

. . . the Greek verbs used unmistakably denote anger and
agitation. Whether the agitation (or “shaking”) is physical as
well as emotional is difficult to say. The active voice (“he
shook himself”’) suggests that it is. The anger seems to be on
the inside, while the shaking or trembling is the outward ex-
pression of it.'

Most translation have soften the statement that Jesus be-
came angry with Mary and Martha. Here are five examples,

» KJV: he groaned in the spirit, and was troubled

* NAS: he was deeply moved in spirit, and was troubled

* NAB: he became perturbed and deeply troubled

* NRS: he was greatly disturbed in spirit and deeply
moved

* NLT: he was moved with indignation and was deeply
troubled.
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The Peshitta reads FTWR) YMNRY 7102 MYPNR, which
George Lamsa (1933, 1967) translated as “he was moved in
his spirit and greatly disturbed.” The Vulgate reads plorantes
fremuit spiritu et turbavit se ipsum, which became in the
DRA, “he groaned in the spirit and troubled himself.”

The verb tapaoow (aorist active indicative étapager) “to
shake, stir up, disturb, throw into confusion, agitate” (Arndt
and Gingrich 1957: 812) appears in the Septuagint as the
translator’s choice for forty-six different Hebrew words in
more than ninety verses (Hatch and Redpath 1954: 1336). By
contrast, the éuppLpcopat (aorist middle indicative of éve-
Bpiunoato) “to admonish urgently, to rebuke” (which is re-
lated to PpLpcopal “to snort with anger, to be indignant™)?
appears only twice in the Septuagint, namely in
« Dan 11:30, where the éuBpiproovtal adtd@ translates

1IR3 “he had been disheartened”; and in
* Lam 2:6, 1127 "[5?3 IBRTODTA PRIM, which became

kel TapwEuver éupLunuatt 0pyfic avtod Paoiién kol
lepéa kal &pyovta, “and he vexed with the indignation of
his anger king and priest and chief.”

C. C. Torrey (1936: 41-43) suggested that in John 11:33
and 38 the translator selected the wrong meaning of the am-
biguous Aramaic 737, which can mean “to be angry” or “to be
deeply moved” (Jastrow 1903: 1447). But, as noted by C. K.
Barrett (1955:333), Matthew Black (1946: 174—177) rejected
this proposal, asking the question, “If 127 was the original,
why did a translator go out of his way to select so unusual an
expression in Greek?”

Barrett concurred with the interpretation of Matthew
Black, whose conclusion he quoted at length:
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The assumption of an Aramaic source of which the two
expressions [évepiunoato T Trelpati and étapofev
€outov] are ‘translation-variants’ can account for the Johan-
nine Greek. The Aramaic equivalent of €tapafer €qvTov is
a reflexive form of the verb za®; in Esther 4:4, . . . the verb

literally ‘she writhed with anxiety’; it is rendered in the

Targum by the equally strong and expressive verb za‘; the

LXX renders étapdyOn. The latter was selected by the Greek

translator of the Aramaic of John 11:33, but he set alongside

it the Syriac expression €veBpLUnoato T¢) TVeUMATL, an

even more expressive equivalent of the Aramaic, and rendered

the same verb za® in v. 38 by the Greek equivalent of the
corresponding Syriac °th‘azaz.

Barrett’s conclusion was, “This [interpretation of Black]
though somewhat complicated by the introduction of Syriac as
well as Aramaic, is probably the best solution of the problem,
ifany linguistic problemreally exists. Barrett (1955: 332-333)
suggested that John 11:33 contributed to John’s version of the
desire of Jesus for a “messianic secret.”

Jesus perceives that the presence and grief of the sisters and
the Jews are almost forcing a miracle upon him, and as in 2.4
the request for miraculous activity evokes a firm, almost
tough, answer, here, in circumstances of increased tension it
arouses his wrath. The miracle will be impossible to hide (cf.
vv 28, 30); and this miracle, Jesus perceives, will be the
immediate occasion of his death (vv. 49-53).
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Raymond Brown (1966: 425) translated the éveBpiunoato
1@ mvevpatt in 11:33 as “shuddered, moved with deepest
emotions,” noting that this word and the éuBpLpwpevog év
¢qutw inJohn 11:38

are Semitisms for expressing the internal impact of emotions.

The basic meaning of embrimasthai seems to imply an

articulate expression of anger. In LXX, the verb, along with

its cognates, is used to describe a display of indignation (e.g.,

Dan xi 30), and this usage is also found in Mark xiv 5. The

verb also describes Jesus’s reaction to the afflicted (Mark I

43; Matt ix 30). In these latter instances does the verb express

anger? While it does not seem that Jesus would have been

angry at the afflicted, he may very well have been angry at
their illness and handicaps which were looked on as manifes-
tations of Satan’s kingdom of evil.

Similarly Leon Morris (1971: 557) noted, “It is moreover
completely out of character for Jesus to give way to anger
against friends who, even if misguided, sought him no harm.”

To the question asked by Raymond Brown in the quotation
above, “In these latter instances does the verb [éveBpiunonto]
express anger?” my reply would be “Yes” if speaking strictly
of the Greek verb. But, if the question was about the verb in
the Hebrew Vorlage, my answer would be an emphatic “No!”

Taking a clue from Lam 2:6, where the MT 12ROV was
translated in the Septuagint as éuBpLurfuatt 6pyfic avtod,
“the indignation of his anger,” the phrase in John 11:33, éve-
Bpiunoato T@ Tredpatt kol étapatev €xvtov, “‘he became
angry in his spirit, and shook himself,” can be retroverted into
Hebrew as M0 QUT DU and vocalized as M7 2Pt Ot
(rather than117 QYT DUT). Obviously, when the phrase was
translated into Greek the reader saw here the well attested
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BT, stem I, “to be indignant, to be angry,” and the widely
attested 1717, stem I, “wind, breath, spirit” (BDB 276, 924;
Jastrow 408, 1458). But there was also Y7, stem II, “to be
assertive” and M17, stem II, “to act quickly, promptly.”
Unfortunately, both @17, stem II, and M7, stem II, became
lost lexemes. But, thanks to Arabic cognates, they have been
recovered and permit a very reasonable reinterpretation of
John 11:33 and 11:38.

The Arabic cognate of Hebrew BT, stem II, is o)
(za‘ama) “he asserted” and “he became responsible, answer-
able, amenable, surety, or guarantee for it”—with the noun
dac ) (za“mat) “an assertion,” the adjective rS) (za‘im) “‘re-
sponsible” (Lane 1867: 1232—1233). Two phrases cited by
Lane are of particular interest, namely, 4dll .eli5 (taza‘am
*algawmu) “the people became responsible for one another,”
and les =) (za‘ama za“man) “he related a piece of infor-
mation respecting which there is doubt.”

The Arabic cognate of Hebrew M7, stem 11, is 790/ C‘ )
(rwh / raha) “he was active, prompt, quick,” with the adjec-
tives C‘ﬁ o (rawah) and &, ) (rawdhat) meaning,

+ “experiencing relief from grief or sorrow, after suffering
therefrom;

 experiencing the joy, or happiness, rising from certainty;

* quick or prompt to do acts of kindness;

* very brisk, prompt, or quick.

The phrase 4 b ) Carydha lah) means “he was prompt to

do what was kind or beneficent” or “he inclined to, and loved,

kindness or beneficence” (Lane 1867: 1177—-1182).
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With these definitions in focus, the 717 QYT QYT, which
was very likely to have been the last phrase in the Hebrew
Vorlage of John 11:33, can be translated as
. DSJI “being assertive” (an infinitive absolute [GKC § 113]

which was mistranslated as éveBpiunoato “he became

angry”);

« QDY “he took responsibility upon himself” (which was
mistranslated as étapafev €avtov “he troubled himself™);

« M7 “promptly” (which was mistranslated as ¢ TvebpatL
“in the spirit).”

Thus, John 11:33-34 initially must have meant,

When Jesus saw her weeping, and the Jews who had

come along with her also weeping, becoming assertive

he immediately tookfull responsibility upon himself and
asked, “Where have you laid him?” They said to him,

“Lord, come and see.”

Similarly, the statement in John 11:38, 'Incod¢ obv TaALy
EUPpLpLdpErog €V €ant €pyetal €lg TO prmuelov, tradi-
tionally translated as “then Jesus, again groaning in himself,
came to the tomb,” initially must have meant, “then Jesus,
again asserting himself, came to the tomb.”

Tucked between the two statements about Jesus’ asserting
himself are the words ¢8akpuoer 6 ’tnoodg, “Jesus wept.”
Lane (1867: 913) noted that & (dam*) “tears” could be
from grief or joy—"if from joy, it is cool; or if from grief,
hot.” When Jesus wept over Jerusalem (Luke 19:41) he shed
the hot tears of grief as he foretold ofthe upcoming death and
destruction of the city and her inhabitants. When he stood be-
fore Lazaarus’ tomb he shed the cool tears of joy as he was
about to bring his beloved friend Lazurus back from the dead.
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Once informed of Lazarus’ death, Jesus made some asser-

tions, including,

» “This sickness is not unto death, but for the glory of God,
that the Son of God may be glorified by it.” (John 11:4)

* “Our friend Lazarus has fallen asleep; but I go, that I may
awaken him out of sleep.” (John 11:11)

* “Your brother shall rise again.” (John 11:23)

* “I am the resurrection, and the life: he who believes in me,
though he were dead, yet shall he live. And whoever lives
and believes in me shall never die.” (John 11:25-26)

* “Did I not say to you, if you believe, you will see the glory
of God?” (John 11:40)

Some, like Martha (John 11:27), in faith took Jesus asser-
tions as truths—no doubt recalling Jesus’ raising from the
dead the son of the widow of Nain (Luke 7:12ff). For Jesus,
standing before dead Lazarus’ tomb, the moment of #7uth and
proof was again imminent. The resuscitation of Jairus’ daugh-
ter was quite different, for according to Matt 9:24, Mark 5:39,
and Luke 8:52, Jesus asserted, “the child is not dead but
sleeping,” and he revived her from her coma. But with Laza-
rus, Jesus asserted, “Lazarus is dead!” (John 11:14); and he
was probably dead longer than was the young man from Nain.

Jesus’ delay in going to the Lazarus’ home was deliberate.
The delay meant that Lazarus would be in his tomb at least for
four days, longer than the three days Jonah was in the belly of
the sea creature (Matt 12:40). Once the tomb of Lazarus was
opened his stench would prove that he was indeed dead. Thus,
while Mary, Martha, and their friends were shedding their hot
tears of grief, Jesus wept, shedding cool tears of joy—
knowing that “this sickness is not unto death, but for the glory
of God, that the Son of God may be glorified by it” (John 11:
4). It was an exhilarating and euphoric moment, for in that
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very moment Jesus’ assertions would be validated. Thus,

Jesus raised his eyes and said, “Father, I thank you for
hearing me. [ know that you always hear me; but because of
the crowd here [ have said this, that they may believe that you
sent me.” And when he had said this, he cried out in a loud
voice, “Lazarus, come out!” (John 11:41)

In that very moment Jesus’ assertions became proven truths:
The dead man came out, tied hand and foot with burial bands,
and his face was wrapped in a cloth. So Jesus said to them,
“Untie him and let him go.” Now many of the Jews who had
come to Mary and seen what he had done began to believe in
him. (John 11:44-45)

For many the hot tears of grief promptly became the cool
tears of joy—Lazarus was alive again and the Son of God was
glorified! But there were others who valued tradition more
than truth, and plans were initiated by Caiaphas and his coun-
cil that Jesus, who had demonstrated his power over death,
must now die because “it is expedient for you that one man
should die for the people, and that the whole nation should not
perish” (John 11:50).

CONCLUSION

The recovery of lost Hebrew lexemes, though speculative,
can be very productive. In plain conversation with his disciples
(John 11:13) and with Nicodemus (John 3:4) Jesus was clearly
misunderstood. The possibility for misunderstanding increased
significantly once Jesus’ words were written in consonantal
Aramaic / Hebrew with their multiple homographs. Moreover,
while the current Aramaic/Hebrew lexicons are excellent,
they are not inerrant. The lexemes DT, stem I1, and 117, stem

II, which are attested in Arabic, do not appear in any Aramaic
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or Hebrew lexicon because they have not been recognized in
the available literature. But once the assumption is made that
these two lexemes were used in Hebrew, new interpretations
spring forth which better fit the broader contexts of the text.

Thus, Jesus’ alleged anger at Mary and Martha after the
death of Lazarus evaporates once BT, stem II, “he asserted,
he became responsible” comes into focus. So also Jesus’ re-
ported depression disappears once 117, stem II, “to act
promptly” becomes a lexical option. The literal meaning of the
Greek texts of John 11:33, 38 has led to much specu-
lation—none of which is convincing unless the texts are
paraphrased to mean “disturbed in spirit and deeply moved,”
or the like, which softens the plain meaning of Greek. The
recovery in this study of three lost lexemes (RUT stem 11, 117
stem II, and T stem II [see note 1]) permits one to clarify
some of the problems that persist when working only with the
Greek text.

NOTES

1. According to the Greek text of Matt 9:30 Jesus became
angry (kal évePpundn adtoig 0 'Inoodc) with the two blind
men whom he had just healed. The Hebrew Vorlage may have
read YUY 22 707, just as Salkinson (1894) translated it. If
so, the early Greek translators of Matthew were aware of
MY, stem II, the cognate of the Arabic J& (form 4) “to be
angry” (Lane 1877:2231a). This would explain why he used
évePpLundn “he became angry” rather than mapekaier “he
exhorted,” which would have translated =1, stem I, “to

exhort” (Jastrow 1903: 1048). In Chapter 14, above, pp.
233-234, it was argued that the harsh words were due to
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mistranslations of Hebrew words. Note also pp. 113—-117 in
Volume 1V, Clarifying New Testament Aramaic Words and
Names and the Shem Tob Hebrew Gospel of Matthew,
available on line by clicking HERE and going to PDF pages
120-124. For Chapter 14, pp. 233-234 ( = PDF pages
15-17), click HERE.

2. See Liddell and Scott 1940: 330, 540 and Hatch and
Redpath 1954: 455-456.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Volume4_ShemTob+.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/MBS_14_pp219-244.pdf

XVII
A NEW INTERPRETATION OF
JESUS’ CURSING THE FIG TREE

Matthew 21:18-22*

18 In the morning, when he
returned to the city, he was
hungry. 19 And seeing a fig tree
by the side of the road, he went
to it and found nothing at all on
it but leaves. Then he said to it,
“May no fruit ever come from
you again!” And the fig tree
withered at once. 20 When the
disciples saw it, they were
amazed, saying, “How did the
fig tree wither at once?” 21
Jesus answered them, “Truly I
tell you, if you have faith and do
not doubt, not only will you do
what has been done to the fig
tree, but even if you say to this
boundary stone, ‘Be lifted up
and thrown into the sea,’ it will
be done. 22 Whatever you ask
for in prayer with faith, you will
receive.”

[vv. 23-28: Jesus’ debate
with chief priests and elders]

* The texts in bold italics are
translations based upon what
was most likely in the original
Hebrew text of Matthew and
the Hebrew source used by
Mark.

Mark 11:12-14, 18-22*

12 On the following day, when
they came from Bethany, he was
hungry. 13 Seeing in the
distance a fig tree in leaf, he
went to see whether perhaps he
would find anything on it. When
he came to it, he found nothing
but leaves—though it was
indeed the season for figs. 14
He cursed and said to it, “May
no one ever eat fruit from you
again.” And his disciples heard
it.
[vv. 15-19: Jesus’
cleansing of the Temple]

20 In the morning as they
passed by, they saw the fig tree
withered away to its roots. 21
Then Peter remembered and said
to him, “Rabbi, look! The fig
tree that you cursed has wither-
ed.” 22 Jesus answered them,
“Have faith in God. 23 Truly I
tell you, if you say to this
boundary stone, ‘Be taken up
and thrown into the sea,” and if
you do not doubt in your heart,
but believe that what you say
will come to pass, it will be
done for you. 24 So I tell you,
whatever you ask for in prayer,
believe that you havereceived it,
and it will be yours.”
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The Passover in 30 A.D. came on Nisan 14—15th, which
corresponds to April 6-7th. Thus, the first Palm Sunday can
be dated to April 2,30 A.D. and Jesus’ cursing the fig tree can
be dated to April 3, 30 A.D. But, according to Mark 11:13b,
this day in early April “was not a time of figs” (0 yap koLpog
ovk fv ovkwv.) However, there are eyewitness accounts and
now photographic evidence that early April was “indeed a
time of figs.” For example, Eric F. F. Bishop (1955: 217)
wrote,

On April 16, 1936, Good Friday, . . . we walked around the

walls of the City. We came unexpectedly on a fig tree

sheltered by an angle in the wall not far from the Church of

St. Anne and opposite Olivet. It had figs quite large enough

to warrant picking. They were unripe, and the were hot

“duffur”. The owner kindly gave us a specimen which was

photographed next day. The fruit had not been artificially

stimulated, ripened for example with the application of olive
oil. Hungry Palestinians will eat unripe fruit—grapes, as we

know from Jeremiah [49:9], figs and almonds. This was a

coincidence of time and place. Thereafter for ten years

whenever we were in Jerusalem this special fig tree was
visited on the Tuesday in Holy week— western or eastern.

There was always foliage, and fruit, but not ripe.

Eric Bishop’s photograph was not published, but seventy
years later David Q. Hall (2006) published online two photo-
graph albums, entitled Israel Photos Il and Israel Photos 111,
which included photographs taken on April 12—13, 2005, of
very fruitful fig trees on the Mount of Olives and in the Tisch
Zoo in Jerusalem (see Addendum). David Hall commented,

During April 13, 2005, I was on the west slope of the Mount
of Olives and photographed a fig tree with figs on a branch
hanging over the road over a garden wall of someone’s yard.
This was ten days before the Passover of the 23rd and 24rth
of 2005. While it was not time for the fig harvest, it was


http://home.att.net/~bibarch/fig_tree.htm
http://dqhall59.com/mt_of_olives_fig.htm
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time for the tree to be growing the figs. These were starchy
and used as food by the poor. As Jesus approached Jeru-
salem close to the time of the Passover celebration, he
arrived in a town called Bethany. He continued towards
Jerusalem and arrived at Bethphage. Bethphage meant
“house of the unripe figs”. It was in this area where Jesus
cursed a barren fig tree. The unripe figs were not considered
proper as food to be served in a Sabbath meal (Babylonian
Talmud - Erubin), but were considered to be acceptable as
an offering to the poor. While one would not normally eat
unripe figs, a grower might curse a tree not fruiting in
season.

The discrepancy between Mark’s stating 6 yap kaLpog
ovk v ovkwv, “for it was not a time of figs,” when in fact “it
was indeed the time of figs,” can easily be resolved once the
Hebrew emphatic particle R'? “indeed” comes into focus. In
Chapter 14, “The Origin of Jesus’ Messianic Secret,” (pp.
226-232) I called attention to Mark’s misreading five times
(1:44, 5:43, 7:37, 8:26, 8:30) the emphatic R = x%/hf)
“indeed, verily” in his Hebrew source as the negative particle
p (= &57 /10°) “no, not”—which contributed to the erroneous
notion that Jesus wanted to keep his messianic role a secret.
The ok “not” in Mark 11:13b—rather than 6vtog “really” or
aAnbd¢ “actually”—marks Mark’s sixth misreading of the

emphatic X5 in his Hebrew source.

But, in all fairness to Saint Mark, it needs to be noted that
the emphatic N5 “indeed, verily” in Hebrew was not recog-
nized by scholars until 1894, when Paul Haupt stated,

A comprehensive study of the use of the 5 praefixum in the

Old Testament will no doubt reveal a considerable number

of cases where the ® is not the preposition but the emphatic
particle 5 = Arabic la and Assyrian i “verily.”'
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Over the past century the study Paul Haupt envisioned was
extended to include the particles X5 and 115, Of the 3,323
occurrences of the X in the Hebrew Scriptures about 50

have now been identified by various scholars as being the
emphatic X5 = N‘?/hf), with twenty-seven occurrences

being cited now in David Clines’ The Dictionary of Classical
Hebrew. It also appears in Shem Tob’s Hebrew Gospel of
Matthew; and, as I have argued in Chapter 14, R (x_Lg/ )
“indeed” was, without a doubt, found in the Hebrew sources
used by the Gospel writers.”

The Hebrew phrase behind the Greek 0 yap keipog ovk
v ovkwr, “for it was not the time of figs” was probably

DOIRA DY 1100 RS D and read as DYIRA N AR N5 2
But Mark should have read this as Q"R DY 7077 x'v "D
“though indeed it was the time of figs.”

The Hebrew 2 “because” corresponds to the Greek 6t
and yap; but "D can also mean “though, although, even
though,” as in Exodus 13:17, X171 :ﬁﬁi? "D “even though it
was near” (NAS)? Similarly, the *2 in Mark’s Hebrew source
of 11:13b should have been translated as €l kol “although,
even though” as in Mark 14:29,

0 &¢ TIétpog €bm adT®" €l Kol TavTeg
okavdaiLodnoovtal, GAL o0k €YW)
But Peter said unto him, Although all
shall be offended, yet will not I. (KJV)

Thus, “although indeed it was the time of figs,” 1.e., the 2B
“early unripe figs, it was not the time of the I'ﬁﬁ_D__;U phigl

“the first ripe figs,” mentioned in Jer 24:2, which were
regarded as a delicacy (BDB 114).
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Jesus, being in the vicinity of Bethphage (Bnf¢oyn / N2
1128 “House-of-Unripe-Fig”), hoped to find there some of the
0B “early unripe figs.” Once it became obvious that the fig
tree which caught his attention was leafy but fruitless, Jesus
responded by cursing that particular tree—swearing

* according to Mark 11:14, MnkétL €lc OV al@dve ék 00D
undelc kapmov dayol, “No one no longer in the future
may eat your fruit,” and

« according to Matthew 19:21b, MnkétL ék 00D kapmog
véuntal €lg tov aldvae, “No longer in the future may
fruit come from you.”

According to Matthew the fig tree withered immediately (kol
éEnpavdn mapaypfine 1 ouvkf); but for Mark it withered
overnight, for “in the morning they saw the fig tree withered
to its roots” (mpwi eldov tHY oukfY EEnpappévny €k
pLLav).

At first glance the initial phrase in Mark 11:14 is a bit sur-
prising. It reads, kel amokpLBeic eimer avt] “and answer-
ing he [Jesus] said to it [the fig tree]”—as if the fig tree had
said something to Jesus which required a reply. In Jotham’s
parable told to the men of Shechem (Judges 9:8-15) there
were many talking trees, including the fig tree (9:11),

PRRTTR NI TINAT 07 YRR
;23 oy y1h Ma%m 72T NaNnTIN
But the fig tree said to them, ‘Shall I leave my sweetness
and my good fruit, and go to sway over the trees?’

But Mark 11:14 is not a verse in a parable. Consequently, the
participle amok pLBelc, “answering,” was ignored in the trans-
lations of the RSV, NRS, NAU, NIV, NIB, NJB, and NLT,
where theka L dmokpLBelg elmer adti was translated simply
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as “and he said to it,” or “he addressed the fig tree.”

The surprising amokpLBelg though need not be translated
as “answering,” It may well translate the Niph‘al participle
VW “swearing” in Mark’s Hebrew source. A similar phrase
comes in I Sam 20:3, IMR™M TIT T YIWM “then David
took an oath again and said.” This phrase was translated into
Greek as kol damekplOn Aavld 1@ Iwvebav kol elmev
“and David swore to Jonathan, and said.” Thus, the participle
amokpLOeic can mean either “answering” or “swearing.” Sup-
port for identifying this drokpiBeic of Mark 11:14 with Y2U
“to swear” comes from Mark 11:21 where Peter is reported to
have said, Pappl, {6e 1 ovkf v katnpoow €1 poviat,
“Master, look! The fig tree you cursed has withered.”

Jesus’ cursing the fig tree calls to mind the parable in Luke
13:6-9 about a barren fig tree.

And he told this parable: ““A man had a fig tree planted in his

vineyard; and he came seeking fruit on it and found none.

And he said to the vinedresser, ‘Lo, these three years I have

come seeking fruit on this fig tree, and I find none. Cut it

down; why should it use up the ground?’ And he answered
him, ‘Let it alone, Sir, this year also, till I dig about it and

put on manure. And if it bears fruit next year, well and good;
but if not, you can cut it down.’”

Given Jesus’ compassion for the sick, lame, blind, and the
hungry, one might well expect Jesus to have had comparable
compassion on the fruitless fig tree near Bethany/Bethphage
as had the vine dresser in this parable. But Jesus acted more
like the “Sir” who commanded “Cut it down!” Ironically,
though Jesus happily fed 5,000 with just five loaves and two
fish, his own hunger led to some anger.

Jesus’ anger is not identified as such in this passage, but
there are other texts where his anger is explicitly mentioned
—as well as some texts where there is a misreading of homo-
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graphs found in the Hebrew sources being used.* Earlier in
Mark 3:5 there was this reference to Jesus’ anger.

And he [Jesus] said to them [Pharisees], “Is it lawful on the
sabbath to do good or to do harm, to save life or to kill?”” But
they were silent. And he looked around at them with anger,
grieved at their hardness of heart, and said to the man,
“Stretch out your hand.” He stretched it out, and his hand
was restored.

Had Jesus found buds or figs on the tree he would have
happily destroyed them by eating them; but since there were
no buds or figs he angrily destroyed the fig tree itself. Where-
as the vine dresser in the parable thought that his master’s fig
tree might become fertile text year, Jesus knew otherwise in
the case of this real tree and pronounced his curse, precluding
others from having a vain hope that next year this tree’s fer-
tility would be a reality.

The important point to note is that while Jesus’ anger led
him to terminate a tree, his anger never led him to terminate
a human being, even when his religious colleagues were seek-
ing to terminate him. This was an important point for Mark.
Matthew (21: 12—14) placed Jesus’ cleansing the Temple on
Palm Sunday (when “the blind and the lame came to him and
he healed them”). Luke (19:45-48) also placed the cleansing
of the Temple on Palm Sunday. But Mark assigned Jesus’
cleansing the Temple to the following day and placed the
story right in the middle of the text of Jesus’ cursing the fig
tree (11:15-19). In this account Jesus was hungry and angry
when he entered the Temple. His disciples were no doubt
asking themselves, “What will the angry Jesus do once in the
Temple? What will he curse? Will he ‘terminate’ anyone” to
fulfill what Isaiah predicted, “he will strike the earth with the
rod of his mouth; with the breath of his lips he will slay the
wicked” (Isaiah 11:4)—as easily as he killed the fig tree? The
four Gospel accounts (cited next) are in agreement that there
was turbulence in the Temple but there were no terminations.
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Matt 21:12-13. He drove
out all who sold and bought
in the temple, and he over-
turned the tables of the
money-changers and the
seats of those who sold
pigeons. He said to them, “It
is written, ‘My house shall
be called a house of prayer’;
but you make it a den of
robbers.”

Mark 11:15-18. He began to
drive out those who sold and
those who bought in the
temple, and he overturned
the tables of the money-
changers and the seats of
those who sold pigeons; and
he would not allow any one
to carry anything through the
temple. And he taught, and
said to them, “Is it not writt-
en, ‘My house shall be called
a house of prayer for all the
nations’? But you have made
it a den of robbers.” And the
chief priests and the scribes
heard it and sought a way to
destroy him.

The following comments of C. S. Mann (1986: 447) are

Luke 19:45-47. He began to
drive out those who sold,
saying to them, “It is written,
‘My house shall be a house
of prayer’; but you have
made it a den of robbers.”
... The chief priests and the
scribes and the principal men
of the people sought to des-
troy him.

John2:13-17. “Inthetemple
he found those who were
selling oxen and sheep and
pigeons, and the money-
changers at their business.
And making a whip of cords,
he drove them all, with the
sheep and oxen, out of the
temple; and he poured out
the coins of the money-
changers and overturned
their tables. And he told
those who sold the pigeons,
“Take these things away; you
shall not make my Father’s
house a house of trade.”

noteworthy with reference to the above verses.

True, Jesus could have denounced publicly the authorities
responsible for the commercial enterprises in the temple, but
this would in all probability have only been heard by those
around him, who were probably sympathetic to his convic-
tions. What Jesus chose to do was to make clear his denunci-
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ation by a brief attack on a small scale, momentarily disrupt-
ing business, and at the same time giving his reasons for his
actions. The disruption would have been slight, but the point
had been made, and judging by Mark 11:28 the reason Jesus
gave is precisely that he was acting as a prophet. . . The
traders themselves were there only because the true offen-
ders—the temple clergy—allowed them to be there. .. But
seen as a symbolic prophetic action, protesting the judgment
of God against the use being made of the temple, the whole
episode falls into place in the ministry of Jesus.

When Peter and the disciples questioned Jesus about his

cursing the fig tree, Jesus responded with several statements
about the power of faith and prayer, including,

Matt 21:21a, “even if you say to this mountain (6pet), ‘Be
lifted up and thrown into the sea,’ it will be done.”

Mark 11:23a, “if you say to this mountain (6per), ‘Be
taken up and thrown into the sea,” and if you do not doubt
in your heart, but believe that what you say will come to
pass, it will be done for you.”

Similar statements appear in

Matt 17:20, “If you have faith as a grain of mustard seed,
you will say to this mountain (6pet), ‘Move from here to
there,” and it will move; and nothing will be impossible to

2

you.

Luke 17:6, “If you had faith the size of a mustard seed, you
could say to this mulberry tree (cukapu(vw), ‘Be uprooted
and planted in the sea,” and it would obey you.””

Thanks to I Sam 20:3 (discussed on p. (272), the equation

amToKpLON = SJ;@T = “he swore” made it easy to translate the
dmokpLbelc in Mark 11:14 back into Hebrew as DaW)

“swearing.” But translating back into Hebrew the dAio kdv
1@ OpeL ToUtw elmmte “even if you say to this mountain”
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(Matt 21:21) or the 6t 6¢ dv elmy 1@ OpeL toltw “who-
ever says to this mountain” (Mark 11:23) is problematic
because the 6pet itself has these three possible meanings.

* As traditionally read 6peL is the dative singular of §pog
“mountain, hill,” appearing here proverbially as something
that seems impossible (Arndt and Gingrich, 1957: 586). It
usually translated the Hebrew 771/, “mountain, hill.”

« Opel read as 8pet could be a Semitic loanword equal to
the Arabic ;b.m (hira®) “a young shoot of a palm tree when

first plucked from the mother-tree” (Lane 1893: 2889).
Castell (1669: 881, under the stem 777/ X777) also cited the
Arabic b.o (hara®) and ;b.m (hard‘/hura“) all meaning
“surculus palmae.” Because Matt 21:21 and Mark 11:21
report what happened the day after the first Palm Sunday
there were plenty of discarded palm shoots and branches
lying around which needed be picked up and tossed away.
« O per could also reflect an equation or interchange of §poc
“mountain” with 6po¢ “boundary stone.” This option is
suggested by Psa 78:54 (LXX 77:54), where the MT reads,
WY MR T WP 9123708 oNtaM, “and he
brought them to the border of his sanctuary, to this moun-
tain, which his right hand had gotten.” The LXX has here
kol elonyoyer adTtolg €l¢ 8pLOV GYLHOUKTOC UTOD
8poc todto 6 éktronto 7 SefLa adtod.’
And he brought them in to the mountain of his sanctuary,
this mountain which his right hand had purchased.
(Lancelot Brenton, 1851, underline added)
and he brought them to the mount of His holiness—

to this mountain which his right hand purchased.
(Charles Thomson, 1808, underline added)®
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The Vulgate reads et induxit eos in montem sanctificationis
suae montem quem adquisivit dextera eius, which became in
theDRA,““And he brought them into the mountain of his sanc-
tuary: the mountain which his right hand had purchased.”
These translation were followed by the NRS which has “And
he brought them to his holy hill, to the mountain that his right
hand had won.” Other translations of the 9123 /& pLovinclude
“border” (KJV, ASV, NKJ, NIV, NIB) and “land” (NAU,
RSV, NAB, NJB, NLT) (underline added).

These varied translations (land, mountain, hill, border)
point to a Hebrew Vorlage of Matt 21:21 and Mark 11:23
having the same ‘?DJ as found in Psalm 78:54.

. ‘7131 can mean 6po¢ “mountain,” as readily as ‘7131 has
been recogmzed as the cognate of the Arabic J.> (]abal)
“mountain” (Lane, 1865: 376). This 5123: was probably in
Paul’s mind when he wrote in I Cor 13:2 of a “faith so as

to remove mountains” (6pn pedLotava).

» 9133 and 1197133 “boundary, border” (BDB 147-148;
Jastrow 204— 205) equal 6poc/ 6prov “border, boundary”
(Liddell and Scott, 1966: 1252, 1255).

. ‘713; means “boundary stone, landmark™ in Deut 19:14,
U9 ‘712; »on N"?, o0 peTaKLYNoeELS OpLo TOD
mAnolov oou, “You shall not remove your neighbor’s
boundary stone,” and 27:17, 3Y7 51:5{ 20 TN,
émikatapatog O petatLdelc OpLa Tod ﬁkhoiov, “cursed
is he who moves his neighbor’s boundary stone.”

. 5_:_3 , as the cognate of the Arabic L= (jibill) “dry tree”

(Lane, 1865: 376) may also be the basis for the “tree” (ov-
kapulvw) in Luke 17:6, cited above.
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In light of this data the following reconstructions are pro-
posed for these three text. The passive Greek verbs have been
translated back into Hebrew as Niph‘al forms, which can be
either passive or reflexive. I translate them as reflexive verbs.

Matt 17:20b
¢pette t6) Opel ToUTW,
MetaPa évbev ékel, kol petaProetal

a1 51205 nnne
M™IPAN PRYN Y T pRun

You will say to this boundary stone,
“Move yourself from here to there” then it will move.

Matt 21:21b
GAAL KAV TG OpeL TOUTW €LTmTe,
"ApOnTL kel BANONTL €l Tv Bddaoooy, . . .
T 512am OX TmRn AR
...07 5N npnun Rwan

But even if you say to this boundary stone,
“Pick yourself up and cast yourself into the sea,” . . .

Mark 11:23
0¢ Qv €lmn 16) dpeL ToUTW,
"ApOnTL kel BANONMTL €l TNy Oadooonv . . .
At 5123 S omne e o
.07 5N npnun Rwn

all who will say to this boundary stone,
“Pick yourself up and cast yourself into the sea,” . . .

Once the imperatives become reflexives human physical
strength is not required to lift and throw a boundary stone.
But great faith is required so as to initiate nature’s affirmative
response to what was requested in the prayerful commands.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Richard Hiers (1968, 394), in the initial paragraph of his
article entitled “Not the Season for Figs,” stated,"'

Certainly one of Jesus’ most enigmatic, and to many readers,
offensive actions was his cursing of a fig tree on the out-
skirts of Jerusalem (Mark 11 12-14). The tree happened to
have no figs on it at the time. Why should Jesus have
behaved so outrageously? The incident is all the more prob-
lematic because, as Mark points out, “It was not the season
for figs.”

However, in this study the evidence has been presented
that, contra the Greek text of Mark 11:14 but in accord with
what must have been in Mark’s Hebrew source, “it was in-

deed the season of figs.” By reading the Hebrew R as xb
(lw>) “indeed” rather than N (o) “not” the statement in

Mark’s Hebrew source was dendrologically correct. In the
areas around Bethany and Bethphage fig trees have unripe but
edible fruit by the first of April.

Moreover, simply by changing an 6 into an & an unac-
cented opoc can be changed from a 6po¢ “boundary stone”
into an 6po¢ “mountain” (Liddell and Scott, 1966: 1252,
1255). Consequently, a simple scribal error in Matt 17:20b,
21:21b, and Mark 11:23 could be responsible for the extreme
hyperbole of “casting a 6pog into the sea,” rather than the
more modest hyperbole of “casting a dpog into the sea,” or
compelling the §pog to relocate itself.

However, instead of being a scribal error in Greek which
transformed a boundary stone into a mountain, the problem
apparently—Ilike the problem wih &‘? (lw*) “indeed” and NS
(lo”) “not”—goes back to the Hebrew source (s) used by the
Gospel writers which contained the noun ‘713:, which can
mean OpLov/dpLo¢ “boundary/boundary stone” as well as
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6po¢ “mountain.” It was not a matter of scribal misspellings
but one of a translator’s (mis)interpretation ofa Hebrew word
having multiple meanings.

Francis Beare (1987: 419), noting that this is the only curs-
ing miracle in the Gospels, expressed his opinion that “It will
not be supposed that it is a report of an actual incident.” In
agreement with numerous commentators of the past, Beare
considered this story to be a sign of the coming destruction of
Israel. John Noland (2005: 850—852) also noted such skepti-
cism,

The original unity of the Markan materials has been widely

doubted: the withering of the fig tree, the casting of the

mountain into the sea, the promise of answered prayer, and
the need to forgive may each have circulated separately. Not
surprisingly the historicity of the withering of the fig tree has
been questioned.
Citing the prophetic texts of Micah 7:1, Jer 8:13, Hosea 9:16,
Noland shared the opinions of Beare and many others, stating
“Though the fig tree is no cipher for Israel, what is imaged can
hardly be anything else than the prospect of judgment on
unfruitful Israel.”

However, once the interpretations offered above come into
focus, the unity of Mark in 11:12-26 becomes transparent.
The euphoria of the first Palm Sunday precluded Jesus’ paying
any attention to his need for daily bread. But next day, a mun-
dane Monday, Jesus became aware of his hungry. Because “it
was indeed the season of figs,” Jesus followed the socially
acceptable practice of helping himself to a fig tree on someone
else’s property. But the leafy fig tree he went to had no edible
unripe figs. Disappointed and irritated Jesus rightly recognized
that the leafy tree was infertile, so he committed an act of
public service, cursing the tree and causing it to wither imme-
diately. Never again would anyone seeking nourishment be
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misled by the leaves of that tree. There was no need to wait
for another season or two; uproot it now and plant anew.

Disappointed and irritated Jesus entered the Temple and
became all the more agitated. Again he took matters into his
own hands; but this time it was not an act of public service but
acts of prophetic zeal. He cleansed the Temple from being a
“den of robbers” back into its becoming “a house of prayer for
all the nations.” With his mission accomplished—but for a
season—Jesus and the disciples left Jerusalem.

Once the withered tree was in view, Peter exclaimed,
“Master, look! The fig tree which you cursed has withered!”
(Mark 11:21), and the disciples then asked, “How did the fig
tree wither away so soon?” (Matt 21:20). Jesus’ response to
Peter’s exclamation and the disciple’s question had nothing to
do with equating that fig tree with Israel and the tree’s
becoming withered as a sign of the immanent destruction of
Israel, as argued by many commentators. Quite to the con-
trary, Jesus teaching at that moment focused on the power of
faith and prayer. That teaching included a hyperbole which
contained the word 6poc and has traditionally been read as,

Whoever says to this mountain,
“Be taken up and cast into the sea,”
and does not doubt in his heart,
but believes that what he says will come to pass,
it will be done for him.

But as argued above the original opog is better read as 6pog:

Whoever says to this boundary stone,
“Pick yourself up and cast yourself into the sea,”
and does not doubt in his heart,
but believes that what he says will come to pass,
it will be done for him.
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NOTES

1. “A New Hebrew Particle,” Johns Hopkins University Cir-
culars 13, No. 104 (1894) 107-108. See Chapter 14, above,
pp. 220-221.

2. See above Chapter 14, “The Origin of Jesus’ Messianic
Secret,” pp. 220-225.

3. See BDB 473 (2. c.).

4. In Mark 1:41 fifty-three manuscripts and codices have
omiayyvig Oelc, “having compassion” to describe Jesus’
response to the leper’s request, “If you will, you can make me
clean.” But Ephraem (fourth century), five manuscripts (Co-
dex Bezae from the sixth century [= D], and the Old Latin
manuscripts a, d, ff 2, and r), have 6pyLofelg “becoming
angry” as Jesus’ initial response to the leper’s request (Aland
1968: 123, noting that the Old Latin mss. b omits the 6pyLo-
Belc). Bart Ehrman (2005: 133—135) argued unconvincingly
that 0pyLoBelc “becoming angry” was the original reading
which was changed by scribes long ago to omAayyvic felg,
“having compassion.” See above, Chapter 15, “Lost Lexemes
Clarify Mark 1:41 and John 3:3,” pp. 246-250.

Contrary to the Greek text, Jesus did not become angry
when he went to raise Lazarus from death. The Greek text of
John 11:33 and the literal translation of Ramsey Michaels
(1989: 206) read: évefpiunoato ¢ TrebuaTL Kol etapatey
¢xutov He became angry in his spirit, and shook himself.
However, the Hebrew source behind this text apparently had
RUT, stem [, “to be indignant, to be angry,” and the widely

attested 1117, stem I, “wind, breath, spirit” (BDB 276, 924;
Jastrow 408, 1458). But there was also QUT, stem II, “to be
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assertive” and M7, stem II, “to act quickly, promptly.” Un-
fortunately, QuT, stem II, and M7, stem II, became lost
lexemes. But, thanks to Arabic cognates, they have been re-

covered and permit this reinterpretation of John 11:33 and
11:38.

When Jesus saw her weeping, and the Jews who had come
along with her also weeping, becoming assertive he
immediately took full responsibility upon himself and asked,
“Where have you laid him?” They said to him, “Lord, come
and see. . . . then Jesus, again asserting himself, came to the
tomb.”

See above, Chapter 16, “Lost Lexemes Clarify John 11:33

and 11:38,” pp. 257-262.

5. In Greek there is no graphic similarity between oukap{voc
“mulberry tree” and 6poc¢ “mountain” or 6po¢ “boundary-
stone (Liddell and Scott: 1966: 1255).

6. For a list of Semitic loanwords appearing in Greek texts,
see T. F. R. G. Braun, “The Greek in the Near East,” pp.
25-26,” which is Chapter 36a in the Camridge Ancient
History, 111, Part 3.

7. Rahlfs (1950, II: 85 ) noted “oprov Gra.] opog mss.”

8. Thomson, Charles. 1808. The Septuagint Bible: The Oldest
Text of the Old Testament. Edited, revised and enlarged by C.
A. Muses. Second Edition 1960. Indian Hills, Colorado: The
Falcon’s Wing Press. Brenton, Sir L. C. F. 1900. The
Septuagint Version of the Old Testament: with an English
Translation, and with Various Readings and Critical Notes.
London: Bagster.
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9. For 6poc “boundary stone” see Liddell and Scott, 1966:
1256, 2c.

10. . The Shem Tob Hebrew Gospel Matthew reads here:
S350 I T TS 1MARD RA O (see G. Howard,
1995, 86).

11. Richard Hiers “Not the Season for Figs,” JBL 87, 1968:
394—400.

ADDENDUM

The following photographs are by David Q. Hall and are
available online at [srael Photos II and Israel Photos III. The
copyright notice below appears online at this address,

http://dghall59.com/index.html.

No copyright claimed. Those who wish to use
these photos or text should cite David Q. Hall
as the provider of such photos or text. This
Israel Photos III site is in the public domain.
Photos and text are in the public domain. No
other author may copyright them but may
include them in copyrighted works that cannot
claim copyright to portions taken from this
site from this date forward June 23, 2005.
Certain exceptions apply such as a photo of a
sign or work of art that may be copyrighted by
another, and citations from other copyrighted
works that are being used according to laws of
fair usage.


http://home.att.net/~bibarch/fig_tree.htm
http://dqhall59.com/mt_of_olives_fig.htm
http://dqhall59.com/index.html

A NEW INTERPRETATION OF 285

Mount of Olives Fig Tree April 13, 2005
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Sycomore Fig Tree in Jericho April, 2005



XVIII

A NEW INTERPRETATION OF JESUS’
PARABLE OF THE WEDDING BANQUET

Matthew 22:1-14*

And again Jesus spoke to them in parables, saying, 2
“The kingdom of heaven may be compared to a king who
gave a marriage feast (yopouvc) for his son, 3 and sent his
servants to call those who were invited to the marriage
feast (Yaoug); but they would not come. 4 Again he sent
other servants, saying, ‘Tell those who are invited,
Behold, I have made ready my dinner, my oxen and my fat
calves are killed, and everything is ready; come to the
marriage feast.” 5 But they made light of it and went off,
one to his farm, another to his business, 6 while the rest
seized his servants, treated them shamefully, and killed
them. 7 The king was angry, and he sent his troops and
destroyed those murderers and burned their city. 8 Then
he said to his servants,  The wedding (yapoc) is ready, but
those invited were not worthy. 9 Go therefore to the
thoroughfares, and invite to the marriage feast (yoL00C)
as many as you find.” 10 And those servants went out into
the streets and gathered all whom they found, both bad
and good; so the wedding hall (youoc) was filled with
guests. 11 But when the king came in to look at the guests,
he saw there a man who had no wedding garment (¢€vdup.o.
Yapov). 12 and he said to him, ‘Friend, how did you get in
here without a wedding garment (évduvua youov)?’ And
he was silent (EpLUWION). 13 Then the king said to the
attendants, ‘Bind him hand and foot, and cast him into the
outer darkness; there men will weep and gnash their
teeth.’ 14 Indeed many have been invited, but few have
been chosen.”

* The focus of this study is on the words highlighted in bold italic.
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This Parable of the Wedding Banquet has been considered
by many to be quite a complex narrative. Craig Blomberg
(1990: 152)" summarized the major problems some scholars
find with this parable.

The four main objections to seeing Matthew 22:1-14 as a
coherent unity are the following: (1) The guests’ action
and king’s response seem extraordinarily violent for the
context of invitations to a wedding feast. (2) The destruc-
tion and burning of the city read like a “prophecy after the
event” of the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans in
A.D. 70. (3) Rejecting a man who appears without a wed-
ding garment makes no sense if he has just been pulled off
the street as a last-minute replacement; he could hardly be
expected to be dressed for the occasion. (4) Verse 14 is
much too general to be the point of the detailed narrative
which precedes it. . . .

But for Bloomberg the parable is not as complex and some
scholars make it. He concluded,

Given that Matthew 22:1-14 can stand on its own as a
united whole . . . . The three main points which derive
from this structure follow: (1) God invites many people of
different kinds into his kingdom; (2) overt rejection of
God’s invitation leads to eventual retribution; and (3)
failure to prepare adequately even when apparently
accepted by God proves no less culpable or liable to
eternal punishment. . . . The first group of guests stands
for the Jews who are hostile to Jesus and the second group
symbolizes the would-be disciples who fail to “count the
cost” is perfectly intelligible and consistent with the set-
ting Matthew gives of Jesus’ teaching in the temple during
the last week of his life.

Richard Bauckham (1996: 482)* noted how the parable in
Matt 22:1-14 has suffered from misinterpretations:
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The Matthean parable of the royal wedding feast has suf-

fered both from its interpreters' preoccupation with its

relationship with another parable (Luke 14:16-24), which

is held to have preserved more faithfully the original

parable on which both are based, and from their failure to

appreciate the Matthean parable s own narrative integrity.

... It is often explained as a conflation of two parables

(vv. 3-10 and vv. 11-14, with v. 2 perhaps originally the

introduction to the second parable.

In disagreement with those who argued for a conflation of two
parables, Bauckham argued for the narrative integrity of the
parable, noting the “political resonances” in the parable and
lamenting the fact that “few interpreters have done justice to
the political nature of the story.”

By way of contrast, Daniel C. Olson (2005: 453)° con-
fessed, “I have simply accepted the common view that the
Gospel of Matthew was written in Greek by a Jewish Chris-
tian in the latter third of the first century C.E.” From this
perspective Olson concluded,

Matthew's parable of the Great Feast is a complex compo-

sition. In Matthew’s hands, exegetical readings of Zepha-

niah [1:9-10] and / Enoch [45:3—6; 51:3-5; 62:1-14]

were combined with a traditional parable of Jesus to create

a new form of this parable, a king-mashal functioning as

amidrash on Zephaniah// Enoch. The fall of Jerusalem in

70 CE. apparently struck Matthew and his community as

fulfillment of Zephaniah's oracle, . . . I still feel that the

most economical accounting of the evidence is to see in

Matt 22:7 an ex eventu reference to the events of 70 CE.,

as most critics do.

Disagreeing with Olson, I will now make the case that this
parable is not at all complex once it is recognized that several
mistranslations were made when the original Hebrew parable
was written down and subsequently translated into Greek.
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Matthew 22:2
‘Quotwdn mn Paotiela TV 0VPAVEY AVOPWTW
BooLAel, 00TLC €Toinoey yapovg T¢) Liw adToD.
Young (1898)

The reign of the heavens was likened to a man,
a king, who made marriage-feasts for his son.

McDaniel (2010)
Tom 9217 omwn mohn annT
19925 mnn/mInn Aoy wN

The kingdom of the heavens was likened to a lord,
a king, who made for his son.
marriage-feasts / a circumcision feast.

The Greek avBpwTw “man” is omitted in the NIB, NIV,
NAS, NAU, RSV, NRS, DRA, NAB, and NLT, and is trans-
lated as “certain” in the KJV, ASV, NKJ, and WEB. But once

avBpwTw is translated back into Hebrew as W21 it can be
vocalized as WDJ “man” or as 7721 “lord” (Gen 27:29, 37),
with the ‘[5?3 “kmg” being in apposition. The yapo¢ “wed-
ding, wedding feast” can be translated back into Hebrew as
nanm/mann, which can be vocalized as T3INM “marriage,
marriage banquet,” or as MINM “circumcision, feast of cir-
cumcision.” The noun JA7T can mean “the infant fit for cir-

cumcision, a circumcised child” as well as “a bridegroom, a
son-in-law” (Jastrow, 1903: 514). Castell (1669: 1451) trans-
lated this YA as “convivium instruxit ob circumcision infantis

vel nuptiale.” Lane (1865: 703-704) cited - %> (hatana) “he
circumcised” and Ol.?y' (hitan"") “circumcision” and “a feast,
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or banquet, to which people are invited on account of a cir-
cumcision . . . . or on account of a wedding.”

Given the fact that a son is mention in the parable but no
mention is made of a bride or bridegroom, and given the fact
that, like the masculine QLZ?’ (hitan""), the feminine NN
/7130 might well designate a feast of circumcision’ as well
as a wedding banquet, the seven occurrences of yapog/
vapoue “wedding” in the parable may not reflect what was
intended in the original Hebrew source. But whether read as
a wedding banquet or as a feast following a son’s circumci-
sion, the teaching found in ths parable remains the same, i.e.,
many have been invited to the enter the Kingdom of Heaven,
but few have accepted God’s invitation.

Chan-Hie Kim (1975: 397, n. 6) in his study of twenty-
five Greek invitations on papyri found in Egypt—including
wedding invitations—noted that, “The similarities between
the papyrus invitation and our own contemporary invitation
is striking, but it should not be taken for granted.” As much
as there is a continuity from antiquity to modernity when it
comes to wedding invitations there is also a continuity when
it comes to wedding gifts. Not only was there the 173 /717272
“gift, dowry” (= Assyrian nudnu “dowry’’) which went from
the bride to the groom (cf. Ezek 16:33), there was also the
N (Arabic oo [mahr™], Syriac <ta> [mahra’), “a
nuptial present, dowry” which the groom offered the father of
the bride (Gen 34:12; Exod 22:17; I Sam 18:25). Following
the etiquette of biblical times which has perpetuated itself
over the ages—comparable to inviting guests to the wedding
banquet—guests gave gifts to the bride and groom, as well as
the bride and groom giving gifts to the guests.
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In Jesus’ parable in Matt 22:1-14, when first spoken in
Hebrew, a “wedding gift” was probably mentioned. For that
reason a fresh look at the évdupe “garment” in Matt 22:12 is
in order, for behind the “garment” (777112) there may well be
a “gift” (7I1).

Many scholars, including T. W. Manson (1935: 226), J.
Jeremias (1963: 188) W. F. Albright and C. S. Mann (1971:
270),° have used the parable of Rabbi Johanan ben Zakkai (c.
30-90 A.D.) as the key for interpreting Jesus’ parable because
of its focus on “adorning oneself ” for a wedding.”

It is like a king who summoned his servants to a banquet
without appointing a time. The wise ones adorned them-
selves and sat at the door of the palace; they said, ‘Is any-
thing lacking inaroyal palace?’ The fools went about their
work, saying, ‘Can there be a banquet without prepa-
rations?’ Suddenly the king desired the presence of his
servants. The wise entered adorned, while the fools enter-

ed soiled. The king rejoiced at the wise but was angry with

the fools. He said, ‘Those who adorned themselves for the

banquet, let them sit, eat and drink. But those who did not

adorn themselves for the banquet, let them stand and
watch.’

Jesus’ parable recorded in the Coptic Gospel of Thomas
(64) provides additional commentary, although the dinner
may not have been a king’s wedding banquet where proper
attire was expected.

Jesus said, A person was receiving guests. When he had
prepared the dinner, he sent his slave to invite the guests.
The slave went to the first and said to that one, “My master
invites you.” That one said, “Some merchants owe me
money; they are coming to me tonight. [ have to go and give
them instructions. Please excuse me from dinner.” The slave


http://www.misericordia.edu/users/davies/thomas/Trans..htm
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went to another and said to that one, “My master has invited
you.” That one said to the slave, “I have bought a house, and
I have been called away for a day. I shall have no time.” The
slave went to another and said to that one, “My master invites
you.” That one said to the slave, “My friend is to be married,
and I am to arrange the banquet. I shall not be able to come.
Please excuse me from dinner.” The slave went to another and
said to that one, “My master invites you.” That one said to the
slave, “I have bought an estate, and I am going to collect the
rent. [ shall not be able to come. Please excuse me.” The slave
returned and said to his master, “Those whom you invited to
dinner have asked to be excused.” The master said to his
slave, “Go out on the streets and bring back whomever you
find to have dinner.” Buyers and merchants [will] not enter
the places of my Father.

The parable in Luke 14:15-24—Ilike the parable in the
Gospel of Thomas—the one hosting the banquet was just a
“man” (&vpwméc / POME) not a “king.” Appearing only in the
parable in Matt 22:6—7 are there references to the murder of
the king’s messengers, the king’s subsequent killing the mur-
derers, and the king’s torching the city of the murderers.

Francis Beare (1981: 432—433) identified the Matthean
parable as a full-blown allegory having these incongruities:

* it is hardly conceivable that a king would wait until the
meal was ready to invite his guests,

* it is barely conceivable that a royal invitation would be
bluntly refused,

+ it is unlikely that prospective guests would have murdered
the king’s messengers,

* it is absurd to have the king murdering the murders and
then burning down his own city in retaliation,

« it is hard to believe that the king was so offended by one
guest in informal attire that he has him bound and cast into
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the outer darkness where men weep and gnash their teeth.

But as an allegory the servant messengers in 22:3 could
allude to the prophets from Moses to Samuel; the messengers
in 22:4-7 could be the prophets from Nathan to Jeremiah; and
the messengers in 22:8—10 could be the prophets from Ezra to
John the Baptist. The city burned by the king in retaliation for
the murdering the king’s messengers could be Samaria (which
fell to the Shalmaneser V in 722 or to Sargon Il in 721 B.C.)
or to Jerusalem (which fell to Nebuchadnesser in 586 B.C.).
The messengers who were slain would include Urijah the son
of Shemaiah (Jer 26:20-24), who was killed by the sword of
King Jehoiakim, and Zechariah the son of Jehoiada (Il Chron
24:20-22) who was stoned to death by the command of King
Joash—not to mention Jezebel’s killing Israel’s prophets in
retaliation for Elijah’s killing the prophets of Baal (I Kings
18:4;19:1-2).

This interpretation of the allegory has Jesus addressing
Israel’s past. But when the beheading of John the Baptist and
Jesus’ own impending crucifixion come into focus, Jesus was
also addressing his own moment in history.

However, many scholars interpret the allegory in terms of
the eschatological future. For example D. C. Sim (1992: 14)*
argued that

This Matthaean tradition describes in allegorical form the

notion of exclusion fromthe eschatological kingdom (cf. Mt.

8.11-12; 25.30). . . . This reading of the text entails that the

garment motif in the parable represents the eschatological

garment, a theme which is common in both contemporary

Jewish and Christian texts and which is found elsewhere in

Matthew's Gospel. It is not to be identified directly with the

conditions of entry, but is awarded on the basis of fulfilling

those conditions. °
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Similarly, W. D. Davies and Dale C. Allison (1997: 197)
came to this conclusion:

Obviously [Matt] 22.1-10 is an allegory very much influ-

enced by 21.33ff. The king is God. His son is Jesus (cf.

21.37-8). The royal wedding feast is the eschatological ban-

quet. The dual sending of the servants is, as in the preceding

parable, the sending of God’s messengers. The murder of the
servants represents the murder of the prophets and Jesus (cf.

21.35-9). And the third sending of servants is the mission of

the church, in which good and evil stand side by side until

the end. All this has been evident throughout the history of

exegesis. Here the traditional allegorical interpretation . . .

has been correct.

However, this interpretation requires the king’s burning the
city in retaliation for the murder of his messengers (Matt
22:7) to refer to the Roman destruction of Jerusalem in 70
A.D., which precludes Jesus’ having made the statement—
requiring this part of the parable to be a Matthean addition.

If Jesus taught this parable in Hebrew there may well be a
double entendre in Matt 22:11-12, for the noun 11712 can

mean “garment” as well as “tribute, contribution, gift.”'® The
M1 “garment” appears in Psalm 133:2,
PrIop 79 uRaTby 2ien Jws
20T B0V T IR
W¢ pvpov €ml kepaAfic T0 kKatafaivor €l TWywrw
TOV TWywra Tov Aapwr Tokatopelvoy
emil Ty Jav tod évdvpatoc avtod
It is like the precious ointment upon the head,

that ran down upon the beard, even Aaron’s beard:
that went down to the skirts of his garments.
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The 117112 “tribute, contribution” appears in Neh 5:4,
MBI WNTY T7RT 0INC A0 M
¢dovetoapedo apyvpLov €lg Gopovc To0 PaoLiéwe
AyYpoL MUY Kol AUTEADVEC NUAY Kl olKLoL MUY
We have borrowed money for the king’s tribute
upon our fields and our vineyards.

With Psalm 133:2 and Neh 5:4 in focus, translating the
Greek of Matt22:12 (‘Etaipe, Td¢ €lofilbec wde un €xwv
évdupa yapouv; “Friend, how did you come in here without a
wedding garment?”) permits this back translation:

IO AR 0D P93 OO0 DN2 TR W)
Friend, how did you come in here without
« putting on a wedding garment? "’
e giving a wedding gift?"

This “friend” without proper attire and without even a
small gift—which could have been as simple as some honey
for the honeymooners—became belligerent and rancorous
once confronted by the king. The Greek text has it that he be-
came “speechless” (0 6¢ €épLpwdn “he was put to silence”).
This “silence” in the Greek text points to a Hebrew source
which had BN that was read as D5&, stem | (D5§ or D‘??_{
“silence, dumb, speechless.” This stem appears in Delitzsch’s
translation of édpLpuaidn as D‘?tf‘] “and he was silent.”'* But

the 85N in the original Matt 22:12 should have been read as

obR /D‘?tﬁ / or D%Z’T{, stem II, which is the cognate of:

* the Syriac m\ ¢ (= D??S) “to keep anger” and <=2\ ¢
(= N?Q‘?:ﬁ) “lasting anger, ill-will” (cited by Payne Smith,
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1903: 18), and
* the Arabic 4, }” (Calumat / nr_:n‘ag) “lowness, ignobleness,

baseness, vileness, or meanness” (cited by Lane, 1863: 82)
and f’“ﬁ (Calim/ D”%S) “ranchorous” and F’JU (ta’allam/

D‘?t‘_{@) “to be irritated” (cited by Hava, 1915: 12).

Thus, the 058" in the Hebrew source was misread as the
Niph‘alpassivel 5?5‘1, meaning ¢dLuwdn “he was silenced”;
but it should have been read as the active Qal D‘?'x’], mean-
ing 6pyLoBel¢ “he became angry/rancorous.”" .

This restoration and interpretation resolves the incongruity
noted by many commentators and succinctly stated by Beare
(quoted above), “it is hard to believe that the king was so
offended by one guest in informal attire that he has him bound
and cast into the outer darkness where men weep and gnash
their teeth.” But this man, whom the king call “friend,” was
obviously one of the “bad ones” (Matt 22:10) who were in-

vited to the banquet. Once the guest became 2 5X “rancorous”
the king returned the o5 “anger,” commanding his servants
to “@5N” the man. In the original Hebrew parable there was
surely a wordplay involving D?hs, stem II, “to be rancorous,
angry” and D‘??T(, stem I, which in the Pi‘e/ means “to bind,”
as with the D‘?;D%?S D’D%&_{D “binding sheaves” in Gen 37:7.

Once it is recognized that the person in the parable who
was bound and cast into the darkness had not been “silent”
@ 5&) but had become “rancorous” (B 5&), the king’s re-
sponse in having him bound (2 5&) and expelled ceases to be
problematic. Using a very powerful wordplay the point was
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made that those who accept the invitation to the banquet (i.e.,
to enter the Kingdom of Heaven) are expected to make a con-
tribution to the Kingdom with their gifts, tithes, mites, and
talents (monetary and otherwise). Moreover, in the Kingdom
anger and rancor will not be tolerated, especially when it is
directed toward the King of the Kingdom. Israel’s history
provides the proof of the accuracy of this allegory, for the
‘Ten Lost Tribes’ were bound and carried into the darkness
of Assyria, and the tribes of Levi and Judah were bound and
carried into the darkness of Babylon—with all twelve tribes
“weeping and the gnashing of teeth.”

Once the parable is recognized as an allegory on Israel’s
past and her new “generation of vipers” (Matt 3:7, 12:34,
23:33, Luke 3:7), the meaning of Matt 22:14 becomes trans-
parent—the analogy was historical, not eschatological.

Matthew 22:14
ToAAOL yap €lolv kAntol, OAlyoL 8¢ ékiektol
for many are called, but few are chosen.
This Greek can be translated literally back into Hebrew as '
DY QYN DNt on 02" D
and this Hebrew text can be vocalized and translated as
DBYR 2UITIRT 2R o7 £°37 3
Indeed, many have been invited,
but the ones accepting are few.
The initial "2, translated as yap “for,” was actually an
asseverative "2 “yea, indeed” (GKC 118*), whereby this

closing verse of the parable refers back to those who rejected
the king’s invitations (22:3-9)."” The passive adjective
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¢kAextol can only mean “chosen,” which in Hebrew would
have been2"7M2. ButQ"MM2 can be the scriptio defective for
the Qal active participle 212 “the ones choosing/
accepting” or the Qal passive 'D"ﬂﬂ; “the ones being
chosen.” The translator who read the 2712 in light of the
predestination spelled out in Sirach 33:10-13 would under-
standably have opted for the passive ékiektol “chosen,”
whereas the translator who read the 2712 in light of the

freewill in Sir 15:11-20 would understandably have opted for
the active € A0pevog “choosing, accepting.”

CONCLUSION

The Greek text of the Parable of the Wedding Feast is a
translation of what Jesus said in Hebrew or Aramaic. Once his
words were written down with consonants only there was im-
mediate ambiguity, permitting diverse correct translations. An
English analogy would be my making the statement “that is
the person who speaks weakly in church.” In speech there is
no ambiguity, but once the statement appears in print without
vowels as “tht s th prsn wh spks wkly n chrch” it can rightly
be interpreted to mean “that is the parson who speaks weekly
in church.” Interpreting the prsn as “parson” rather than
“person” and the wkly as “weekly” rather than “weakly” can
transform a soft-spoken layman into a clergyman who
preaches every week. Both interpretations of “tht s th prsn wh
spks wkly n chrch” are valid but only one of them actually
reports what I said.

In this study I have identified several words in the Greek
text of the parable which reflect a similar misinterpretations
of Jesus’ original words. The parable can be restored to read
as follows.
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Matthew 22:1-14 Revised

And again Jesus spoke to them in parables, saying, 2
“The kingdom of heaven may be compared to a king who
gave a feast of circumcision (MINN) for his son, 3 and sent
his servants to call those who were invited to the feast of
circumcision (TINM), but they would not come. 4 Again he
sent other servants, saying, ‘Tell those who are invited,
Behold, I have made ready my dinner, my oxen and my fat
calves are killed, and everything is ready, come to the
marriage feast.” 5 But they made light of it and went off, one
to his farm, another to his business, 6 while the rest seized
his servants, treated them shamefully, and killed them. 7 The
king was angry, and he sent his troops and destroyed those
murderers and burned their city. 8§ Then he said to his
servants, ‘The feast of circumcision (MIDN) is ready, but
those invited were not worthy. 9 Go therefore to the
thoroughfares, and invite to the feast of circumcision
(MANN) as many as you find.” 10 And those servants went
out into the streets and gathered all whom they found, both
bad and good, so the feast of circumcision (T1DMN) was
filled with guests. 11 But when the king came in to look at
the guests, he saw there a man who had no banquet gift
(7307 NTN). 12 and he said to him, ‘Friend, how did you
get in here without a banquet gift (TINN NT12))?” And he
was rancorous (:bex). 13 Then the king said to the atten-
dants, ‘Bind (D%?S) him hand and foot, and cast him into
the outer darkness,; there men will weep and gnash their
teeth.’ 14 Indeed (*2) many have been invited, but the ones
accepting (2°719277) are few.

Following Jesus’ telling this parable, the Pharisees in their
attempt to entangle him focused on the word 1112 “tribute,
gift” (22:11-12) and asked him, “Is it lawful to give tribute
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(kfivooc) unto Caesar, or not?” The Greek kfjvooc would
equal the 77771 “tribute, gift” in the original parable. Conse-
quently, Matt 22:1-22 can be read as a literary unit composed
of the parable and an audience response. The question posed
by the Pharisees focused on their present situation—not on
eschatological implications hidden in the parable. Once the
MM NI “banquet gift ” in 22:11 was read as a “wedding
garment” the natural transition to the Pharisees’ question was
lost.

Finally, 22:14, “Indeed many have been invited, but few
are the ones accepting [the invitation],” provides a verifiable
notice that freewill had been at work. In disagreement with
many commentators—including Francis Beare (1981: 437)
who stated with reference to 22:14 that “This line is a tag,
inappropriately attached to this parable”™—22:14 is a fitting
conclusion to the parable once the2*MM2 in the reconstructed
Hebrew is read as the active D“]I:Th “choosing” (€A6pevoc)
rather than the passive 07112 “chosen” (éxAektol). Many in
Judah thought of themselves as having been 27172 “chosen”
(éxrextol) for the Kingdom of Heaven, but Jesus’ parable
made it clear that too many in Israel had been Dﬁijh “choos-
ing” (€ A0pevoc) not to accept the repeated invitations to enter
the Kingdom and to bring their contributions and talents with

them. The invitation was then extended to anyone who would
accept it, be they Israelite, Judean, or Gentile.

NOTES

1. Blomberg, Craig L. 1990. Interpreting the Parables.
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Lame Man and the Blind Man (Apocryphon of Ezekiel).” JBL
115: 471-488.

3. Olson, Daniel C.2005. “Matthew 22:1-14 as Midrash.”
CBQ 67: 436—453.

4. The cognates of M3INMT “marriage” are 497> (hutiinat™)
“marriage,” Swdhre (JOTNR) “to marry” and r<drasdus
(RP1INM) “nuptials.” See BDB 38; Lane, 1865: 704; and
Payne-Smith 1903: 164).

5. Click HERE for an online account of the Feast of Circum-
cision which the was observed over the centuries by Roman
Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, and Coptic Churches.

6. Cited by Francis Beare (1981: 436).
7. Babylonian Talmud, Shabbat 153a,

8. Sim, David C. 1992. “Matthew 22.13a and 1 Enoch 10.4a:
A Case of Literary Dependence?” JSNT 47: 3—19.

9. In the Apocalypse of Abraham 13:14, Azazel tries to con-
vince Abraham not to complete a sacrifice to God. The angel
laoel intervenes and commands Azazel to depart, concluding
with these words, “For behold, the garment which in heaven
was formerly yours has been set aside for him (Abraham) and
the corruption which was on him has gone over to you.” See
the translation by R. Rubinkiewicz in The Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha, edited by James H. Charlesworth, Vol. I,


http://www.catholic.org/encyclopedia/view.php?id=2978

PARABLE OF THE WEDDING BANQUET 303

695, which is also cited by D. C. Sim (1992: 14). The heaven-
ly garment in this apocalypse was not a wedding garment.

10. See BDB 551, Jastrow , 1903: 733. Payne Smith (1903:
251) cited h < (maddta®) “tribute, tax.”

11. Compare the translations of Franz Delitzsch (1877),
TN TR TR TR M DN TN DY

and that of Isaac Salkinson and Christian Ginsburg (1894),
TTINTT W3 W2tR NP3 OO DND TR Y.

12. For the verb JN “to give, to put on” used with W;? “to
wear” and 7217 “to gird ” note Lev 8.7,
U H i3 oM ohoby e A AR Tobd
e e DU o R - L)
kol €véduoer alTOV TOV YLTOVK Kol . . .
¢lwoev . .. Kkal évéduoev . . . émédnkev . . .

He put the tunic on him and girded him . . .
and clothed ... and puton...and girded . . . .

13. For the traditional importance of gift giving at a circum-
cision banquet, see David Gollaher, Circumcision: A History
of the World’s Most Controversial Surgery (New Y ork: Basic
Books, 2000) p. 49.

14. See BDB 48 and Jastrow, 1903: 71. Compare Salkinson
and Ginsburg who translated the épLpwn as W"j[!?;? “as
one being silent.”

15. Compare Luke 14:21 and 15:28.
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16. Delitzsch translated the verse as@R1721 Q17 0°27 2
D227 oYY, and Salkinson translated it as @27 2
DBYR 2¥N237) 2¥R7PIT 817, both translating the adjec-
tive kAntoL as passive.

17. For the Pu‘al }131 “to invite” see BDB 273 and Jastrow,
1903: 404.



XIX

RESTORING THE ORIGINAL
VERSIFICATION OF ISAIAH 8

Isaiah 8:1
LUK BIM2 MHY anoy By 1k AR
NAS, NAU
Take for yourself a large tablet
and write on it in ordinary letters . . . .
Septuagint
AaPE 0€auT() TOUOV KoLvoD WeyaAov
kol ypayov elg abtov ypadidl avbpymou . . .
Brenton (1844)
Take to thyself a volume of a great new book,
and write in it with a man’s pen. . . .

Vulgate
sume tibi librum grandem et scribe in eo stilo hominis
Douay Rheims
Take thee a great book, and write in it with a man’s pen.

Although the Septuagint (tépov) and Vulgate (librum)
translated ]ﬁ‘?; as a “book,” the Hebrew ]ﬁ‘?;, like the Syriac
~aaa\\ (gilytina®), meant a “writing tablet,” The singular
WN 89112 traditionally read as “with a man’s pen” has more
recently been translated as a plural “in ordinary letters” (NAS,
NAU, NAB) or “in common characters” (RSV, NRS). But the
singular can be maintained by translating the 717 as “script,”
with the modifier WX “man” being translated as “familiar” in
light of the Arabic cognate w:’i ! w )si (°anis/ aniis) “familiar,
friendly,” used with reference to a person or a thing (Lane
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1863: 115; Wehr 1979: 38-39; Hava 1915: 15). The “writing
tablet” and “familiar script” mentioned in 8:1 provide the clue
for reestablishing the original versification of all of Isaiah 8.

The abrupt transitions from paragraph to paragraph in the
contemporarytranslations ofIsaiah 8 suggests that the original
Hebrew text was first written on three small tablets rather than
on a single scroll. On the face of tablet ONE the scribe wrote
what are now vv. 1-4, and turning it over he wrote on the
reverse side what followed sequentially in his source—texts
which are now vv. 14-15. Then on the face of tablet Two he
wrote what came next in his source, which are now vv. 5-8.
Then on the reverse side of tablet TWO he wrote what was
next in his source—texts which are now verses 16-18.
Similarly, on the face oftablet THREE he wrote what followed
next in his source, which are now vv. 9—13. Then on the
reverse side of tablet THREE he wrote what are now verses
19-22.

However, when the tablets were copied by a later scribe the
verses were copied in a different sequence. After the text on
the front of tablet ONE (vv. 1-4) was copied the scribe then
copied the text on the front of tablet Two (vv. 5-8), followed
by the text on the front of tablet THREE (vv. 9-13). The three
tablets were then turned over and in sequence the reverse of
tablet ONE became vv. 14-15, the reverse of tablet TWO be-
came vv. 16—18, and the reverse of tablet THREE became vv.
19-22. (The “O Immanuel” of 8:8 is definitely out of place
and should be move to the end of 8:13.) If the conjectures
presented here are on target, the original sequence of verses
(cited below as verses A to V) in Isaiah 8 was probably as
follows. (The three phrases cited in bold italics will be ad-
dressed in the remainder of this study.)'
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TABLET ONE

[A] 8:1 Then Yahweh said to me, “Take a large tablet and
write upon it in common characters, ‘Belonging to Maher-
shalalhashbaz.”” [B] 2 And I got reliable witnesses, Uriah
the priest and Zechariah the son of Jeberechiah, to attest for
me. [C] 3 And I went to the prophetess, and she conceived
and bore a son. Then Yahweh said to me, “Call his name
Mabhershalalhashbaz; [D] 4 for before the child knows how
to cry ‘My father’ or ‘My mother,’ the wealth of Damascus
and the spoil of Samaria will be carried away before the
king of Assyria.”

TABLET ONE REVERSE
[E] 14 And he will become a sanctuary 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. [F] 15 And
many shall stumble thereon; they shall fall and be broken;
they shall be snared and taken.

TABLET TWO

[G] 5 Yahweh spoke to me again: [H] 6 “Because this
people have refused the waters of Shiloah that flow gently,
and melt in fear before Rezin and the son of Remaliah; [I]
7 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; [J] 8 and it will sweep on into Judah, it
will overflow and pass on, reaching even to the neck; and its
outspread wings will fill the breadth of your land.

TABLET TWO REVERSE
[K]16 Bind up the testimony, seal the teaching among my
disciples. [L] 17 I will wait for Yahweh, who is hiding his
face from the house of Jacob, and I will hope in him. [M]
18 Behold, I and the children whom Yahweh has given me
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are signs and portents in Israel from Yahweh of hosts, who
dwells on Mount Zion.

TABLET THREE

[N]9 Be broken, you peoples, and be dismayed; give ear,
all you far countries; gird yourselves and be dismayed; gird
yourselves and be dismayed. [O] 10 Take counsel together,
but it will come to nought; speak a word, but it will not
stand, for God is with us. [P] 11 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: [Q] 12 “Do not call
an alliance all that this people call an alliance, and do not
fear what they fear, nor be in dread. [R] 13 But Yahweh of
hosts, him you shall regard as holy; let him be your fear,
and let him be your dread.” (8:8 God is with us!)

TABLET THREE REVERSE

[S] 19 And when they say to you, “Consult the mediums and
the wizards who chirp and mutter,” should not a people
consult their God? Should they consult the dead on behalf of
the living? [T] 20 To the teaching and to the testimony!
Surely for this word which they speak there is no dawn. [U]
21 They will pass through the land, greatly distressed and
hungry; and when they are hungry, they will be enraged and
will curse their king and their God, and tumn their faces
upward; [V] 22 and they will look to the earth, but behold,
distress and darkness, the gloom of anguish; and they will be
thrust into thick darkness.

Isaiah 8:14 [E]
Sigonm M1 M 1285 wIpnb mm
ikl :wvb wvm%n me5 Sxawr N3 ‘JW5
And he shall be for a sanctuary and for a stone of stumbling

and for a rock of falling to both the houses of Israel,
for a trap and for a snare to the inhabitants of Jerusalem.
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According to the traditional sequence of verses Yahweh,
who is mentioned 8:13, becomes in 8:14 “a sanctuary, a
stumbling-stone, a rock to trip up the two Houses of Israel”
(NJB). But with the revised versification it is the king of
Assyria, mentioned in 8:4[D] who will become according to
8:14 [E], “a sanctuary, a stumbling-stone, a rock to trip up the
two Houses of Israel.”

Either way 8:14 [E] is problematic in that Yahweh would
be both a sanctuary (WjPD) and a stumbling-stone (743 12R)
for Israel. On the other hand it is very unlikely that Isaiah
predicted that the king of Assyria would become a sanctuary

(WjPD) for both houses of Israel. But once the MT WjPD‘?
“for a sanctuary” is emended to W™ Pf;‘? (the preposition plus
the Hiph‘il participle of ij) “for an oppressor,” this prob-
lem disappears. The lost lexeme WjE is the cognate of the
Arabic & JS (karata) “he oppressed, he afflicted” (Lane 1885:
2604).> The misreading of a 7 as a 71° appears also in
* 8:9 [J] where the MT U7 was read by the Septuagint
translators as W07 meaning yvéte “know ye!” and
* 8:20 [T] where the MT WU@' “dawn” appears in the
Septuagint as @ pa “gift, bribe” (=" “gift, bribe”)
and in the Peshittta as ~rwax (Sihada®) “bribe.”*

Isaiah 8:8 [J]
TN X5 T pRen M
And its outspread wings will fill the breadth of your land.
Septuagint
Kol €otal 1) TapepBoAn adTod Wote TANP@owL TO
TAXTOG THg XWpag oov
and his camp shall fill the breadth of your land.
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McDaniel
And it shall come to pass that the flooding
on both sides of (the river)
will fill the breadth of your land.’

R. E. Clements (1980: 97) noted that “The sudden transi-
tion to the imagery of a bird with outstretched wings is awk-
ward and unanticipated. With most modern commentators it
should be regarded as a later addition.” However, the original
statement in 8:8 [J] probably made no mention of “wings.”
The Hebrew 712 has three different meanings. In addition to
the well attested 532, stem I, “wing, extremity” (BDB 489;
Jastrow 1903: 651) there is also 532, stem II, the cognate of
wiiS (kanafa), “to enclose, to fence in” and i S (kanif™)
“enclosure, shelter” (Hava 1915: 667), and 732, stem I11, the
cognate of the Arabic _i S (kanafa) “on both sides, on the
right and the left” (Lane 1893: 3004). The Vulgate’s alarum
“wing” reflects F]32, stem I, whereas he Septuagint’s mop-
eppoin “encampment” reflects 732, stem II. In the context of
Isaiah 8:7-8 [I-J], which speaks of an overflowing river, the
best reading is, without a doubt, F]32, stem III, “on both sides
/on the right and left” of the river.

Isaiah 8:9 [N]
PIRTEI 55 MM w2y o
ARM VRN M RN
KJV
Associate yourselves, O ye people,

and ye shall be broken in pieces;
and give ear, all ye of far countries:
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gird yourselves, and ye shall be broken in pieces;
gird yourselves, and ye shall be broken in pieces.

NIV, NIB
Raise the war cry, you nations, and be shattered!
Listen, all you distant lands.

Prepare for battle, and be shattered!
Prepare for battle, and be shattered!
Septuagint
Yr@dte €0vun kol MTTAo0C
érakovoate €wg éoyatou ThHS YAC
LoyvkOTeC MTTAOOE
¢y yop TEALY Loxuonte TaALY MTTNOnoeobe

Brenton
Know, ye Gentiles, and be conquered;
hearken ye, even to the extremity of the earth:
be conquered, after ye strengthened yourselves;
for even if ye should again strengthen yourselves,
ye shall again be conquered.

McDaniel
Band together, O peoples, and be dismayed!
Everyone from the ends of the earth listen!
Help each other—but be dismayed!
Help each other—but be dismayed!

The initial verb in 8:9 [J], 107, has been interpreted in five
different ways:®

* U7 here was read by the Septuagint translators as 1™

“yv@te / know ye,” which was followed by the NAB
(“know”) and NJB (“realise”).’
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« D7 “shout,” including the ASV (“make an uproar”), NIB
and NIV (“raise the war cry”).

« 17, stem I, “associate,” including the KJV and WEB
(“associate yourselves”), NRS (“band together”), DRA
(“gather yourselves together”), YLT (“be friends”), and
Targum Jonathan (1720NR).*

« UD7, stemll, “break,” including the NAS, NAU, RSV (“be
broken”) and NKJ (“be shattered”).

* ason (zu‘ua) “tremble!” in the Peshitta reflects a Vorlage
having 1707 for the MT 9.

Once the imperative 197 in 8:9a is identified with 1137,
stem I1, “to associate with,” the repeated imperative 1IRNIT,
which follows in 8:9b, can be identified as a synonym coming
from N, stem I1, “to unite, to join forces,” rather than TN,
stem I, “to surround, to clothe, to gird.” The lexeme TN,
stem II, is the cognate of the Arabic ;! (>azara), which in
form VI means “to help each other, to rally, to unite, to join
forces” (Wehr 1979: 17). This is the basis of my translation
given above. The 17 “band together” and 17IRNIT “join
together” in 8:9 [N] are balanced by the T8 8D “take
counsel” in 8:10 [O] and the WEDP “alliance” in 8:12 [Q]. The
four words fit very well the context of the Syro-Ephramite
coalition of Rezin and Remaliah and Ahaz’ alliance with
Tiglath-Pileser (II Kings 16).}

The emendation of the MT ijfﬁ5 “for a sanctuary” in
8:14 [E]to WM pr;% “for an oppressor,” coupled with making
“the king of Assyria” in 8:4 [D] the subject of the verb i12M
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in 8:14 [E], removes any possibility that when Isaiah said
RO 2 wh Sl MR T 135 M
“he will become a stone of stumbling
and a rock of offense to both the houses of Israel”

that he was speaking about Yahweh. Quite to the contrary
he was speaking about Tiglath-Pileser, the king of Assyria.

NOTES

1. Note my study entitled “Seven Problems in Isaiah 8:1-15,”
which is Chapter XIII in Clarifying More Baffling Biblical
Passages. CLICK HERE to view the full volume, or HERE to
view only Chapter XIII. Isaiah’s pronouncements in chapters
8—12 are marked by haphazard transitions. In “A Reordering
ofthe Verses in Isaiah 8:16—12:6 and 14:24-27 according the
Themes of Divine Judgment and Restoration” I propose the
following sequence of verses: 8:16-23; 9: 16-21; 10:5-11;
10:27b-32; 11:14-15; 14:24-27; 10: 12-27a; 10:33-34; 11:
16;9:1-7; 11:1-13; 12:1-6. Click HERE to view the texts in
this sequence.

2. For the interchange of the 2 and P note the following
stems: 722/722 “to rise early, morning,” J27/PR7 “to
crush,” 927 /PP “to be weak,” and 125 /2R “to adjust, to
arrange.”

3. Click HERE to view Friedrich Delitzsch, Lese- und
Schreibfehler im alten Testament, 105-107, where numerous
examples of the confusion of 77 and 7 are cited.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/MBS_1_19+BIB_1-331.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CMBBP_THIRTEEN.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Isaiah 9-12.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/DelitzschErrorList.html
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4. See Jastrow 1920: 1530 and Payne-Smith 1903: 570.
Lamsa’s translation (1957: 706) reads, “As for the law and the
testimony, if they do not speak according to this word, it is
because they do not receive a bribe for it.”

5. Compare the text of Targum Jonathan ben Uziel and the
translation of C. W. H. Pauli (1871):
TN MP2T RN LN
wne oSUTY Y D2 Sms
TR BY T
N IR NpR o
And he shall pass through the land of the house of Judah
as an overflowing torrent, unto Jerusalem shall he come;

and the people of his army
shall fill the breadth of thy land, O Israel.

Click HERE to view the Aramaic text in Walton’s London
Polyglott.

6. Note the statement of G. B. Gray (1912: 159) that the
form of Y7 cannot be satisfactorily explained. If the word
meant “associate yourselves” it would require a reflexive

conjugation. (4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Book of Isaiah. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark.)

7. Note in 8:12 the Septuagint’s okAnpov “difficult, hard,”
which reflects a misreading of the MT WP as TUP.

8. Click HERE to view my study on the prophet Oded, who
was a Samaritan hero and benefactor for the captured Judeans
in the Syro-Ephraimite war.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Targum_Isa_8.jpg
http://Pauli_TargumJonathan_Isaiah.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_12.pdf
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A BETTER INTERPRETATION
OF ISAIAH 9:5b-6a

Isaiah 9:5b
DISYIY AR 7133 SR pri 85D Y xopn
NKJ (9:6b)
And His name will be called Wonderful, Counselor,
Mighty God, Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace.

The seven Hebrew words which make up the name of the
messianic child are variously transmitted and translated. The
Septuagint has only one name based upon the initial words ‘73
’r‘;ﬁ’ x%a, which were apparently read in reverse order as
NPl [@°AN 5X. The Vorlage used by the Septuagint trans-
lators in 9:6b does not match the MT. It apparently read

XD pu» SR MY RPN
mb 215w mbw omw Sy v
which became in the Septuagint (9:5b)
Kol KeAelTal T0 Ovope adTod
peydAng' Boudfic dyyerog’
éyw yop GEw elpnyny éml Tolg dpyovTag
elpfrnr kol Vyletov adtd’
and his name is called
“Messenger” of Great' Counsel,”
for I will bring peace upon the princes,
peace and health to him.

There is nothing in Septuagint for the MT 7323 “mighty,”
and the elprivny kal Uylerav “peace and health” is a doublet
for the single Dﬁ%@ in the MT. The MT U 2R “everlasting
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Father” was read as OY RN, “T will bring upon,” followed
by a plural D% “princes” for the MT singular 7.

In contrast to the Septuagint, the Targum has four names:

) ’5@?_3 “Wonderful Counselor,”

+ X727 RN “Mighty God,”

. x;r_:%:; 0P “One Living Forever,” and

« NN “Messiah,” followed by the modifying clause,

TR x;?:; phle) N@?WW “whose peace shall be
great upon us in his days.” -

The Vulgate also has four names: Admirabilis consiliarius,
Deus fortis, Pater futuri saeculi, and Princeps pacis. Similar-
ly, the RSV, NAS, NAB, NIV, NIB, NLT, and NJB have four
names:“Wonderful Counselor, Mighty God, Everlasting Fa-
ther, Prince of Peace,” or the like. These translations read the
x%a “wonderful” as an adjective which precedes the noun
Ty 1 “counselor.” Normally in Hebrew an adjective follows
the noun it is modifying, although there are exceptions with
the adjective preceding the noun, as in Isa28:21, 17091 77
“his strange work” and 072V 112721 “his strange deed.”*
Consequently, other translations (inéluding the NKJ, ASV,
WEB, YLT) read the x%a as the initial noun/name and have

five names: “Wonderful, Counselor, The mighty God, The
everlasting Father, The Prince of Peace” (KJV) or “Wonder-
ful, Counselor, God the Mighty, the Father of the world to
come, the Prince of Peace” (DRA).

Instead of the traditional four or five names—composed of
one or two words each—the original Hebrew text of Isaiah
9:5b—6a probably had only three names composed of three
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words each, namely,
. by &N N5D “Wonderful Counselor of God,”
¢ TUIN =323 “Mighty One of the Eternal Father,”
. D? Dﬁ5(§ "% “Reconciling Prince of Peace.”

There are two reasons for reading the names in this way.
First, there is the Septuagint’s aVtw at the end of the verse
(coming after the Uyleiav “health™). It is a translation of the
25 (read as VD? “to him”) of the TT:_IW:Q‘? in 9:6a (MT).
Older commentators (cited in BDB, 916) considered this
unusual ﬂ;j@%—having a final Q rather than the normal
medial —to be a dittography of the 25 on the preceding
abw “peace.” The Septuagint translator obviously read the
BSasa separate word which concluded the verse.

The second reason for reading three names with three
words each in 9:5b—6a is the Dead Sea Isaiah Scroll’s reading
of the verse compared to that of the Aleppo Codex.

ALEPPO CODEX
n270% 05U

QUMRAN SCROLL

fsy 28 v v

The Qumran text has a definite article which is lacking on
the MT Dﬁb@. The final D and the initial/medial 23 are quite
distinct. The space between the )jB and the T1.5 ") matches
the space between separate words, indicating that the Qumran

scribe read two words here but wrote an initial/ medial 2
rather thana final D. This ©% /1% is not the defective spelling
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of the well attested preposition VD? “to him/to them” (which
lay behind the Septuagint’s a0tw). Rather it is a long lost
lexeme meaning “to reconcile,” a cognate of the Arabic verb
(d (ldm), which in Form 3 means “to reconcile,” and the noun
\"LJ (li*m) “peace, concord, agreement, unity” (Lane 1893:
3007; Wehr 1979: 1001).

Isaiah did not envision a messianic war lord, but a re-
conciling prince of peace. The best commentary on this trans-
lation comes in Isaiah 11:1-9. There the reason for the
messianic name, “Wonderful Counselor of God,” is spelled
out: “The Spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him, the spirit of
wisdom and understanding, the spirit of counsel and might, the
spirit of knowledge and the fear of the Lord.” This counselor
would be hailed as a hero, “the Mighty One of the Everlasting
Father.” The language here hints of the military model, “he
shall smite the earth.” But the heroic imagery was immediately
redefined. This hero’s weapons would not be those of violence
or war, but would be those of diplomacy and judicial power.
He would smite the earth with “the rod of his mouth and the
breath of his lips.” His defense would be the garments of
righteousness and faithfulness.

His third title, “the reconciling Prince of Peace” speaks of
his political agenda, the full reconciliation of all human and
earthly relationships. All too often the imagery of the “Peace-
able Kingdom” (spelled out in 11:6-9, “the wolf shall dwell
with the lamb. . . and a little child shall lead them. . . they shall
not hurt or destroy in all my holy mountain”) is taken so
literally its fulfillment must be projected into the end of time.
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Such literalism would have the Messiah be of no earthly or
historical benefit. But when read as poetic hyperbole, the
vision remains earthly and sets the new political and social
agenda. The peace of the Messiah would not be built by war.
All violence will come to an end by the dynamics of recon-
ciliation, with the poor being treated rightly and the meek
being judged with equity. The messianic titles in Isaiah 9:5b—
6a, and their commentary in 11:2-9, were the poetic prophetic
precedent for Paul’s affirmation, “in Christ God was recon-
ciling the world . . . and entrusting to us the ministry of
reconciliation” (II Corinthians 5:19).

NOTES

1. The lexeme x?; “wonderful/ great” appears as a Niph‘al
plural participle in Job 42:3 (mx?r_:u_), which was translated

in the Septuagint as the doublet peyaie kol Bavpaota “great
and wonderful.”

2. The translation of ‘73 asdyyelog “messenger” appears also
in Job 20:15, where DX 1WY71* fwan VRN v52 S
“he swallows riches but will vomit them up; God will expel
them from his belly,” became in the Septuagint mAodtoc
adlkwe ouvvayluevog €fepecdoetal €€ oikleg o0TOD
éEedkVoeL adTOV dyyerog, “wealth unjustly collected shall be
vomited up; a messenger will drag him out ofhis house.” (The
oiklog “house” for the MT |2 “belly” reflects a confusion of

103 and 102 [Est 1:5], like the variants BT /70T “to seize”
and YL /AU “to err.”) Note also Psalm 8:5 and 97.7 where



320 A BETTER INTERPRETATION
D’ﬂ%& was translated as &yyeloc “messenger, angel.”

3. The wVtw coming after the Uy leLar “health” is a translation
of the 05 of the next word, TT:_H:Q‘? “to the increase of,” in

9:6a (see below). The VD? in Psalm 28:8 (LXX 27:8) was
translated as t00 Aood «vtod “to his people,” and in Psalm
49:14 (LXX 48:14) simply as a0tot¢ “to them.”

4. See GKC §132°.
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THE SEPTUAGINT HAS THE CORRECT
TRANSLATION OF EXODUS 21:22-23

When Nina Collins (1993:290) concluded with reference to
Exo 21:22 ”Yet the verse as a whole fails to make sense” she
was referring to the Hebrew Masoretic text of this verse and its
many variant translation, not to the Hebrew Vorlage behind the
Greek translation in the Septuagint, a translation which makes
perfect sense. Consider first the Masoretic text and its varied
translations.

EXODUS 21:22-23 (MT)
"TW'T 'T!DN 'IBJJ'I D’WJN 133‘ ‘31
ToR x‘vw 'r*‘r‘a* WS
muRT Sz vy MU UKD U Uy
27782 10N
RB) NOD W) OO M TioN TN
KIV
“If men strive, and hurt a woman with child, so that
her fruit depart from her, and yet no mischief follow:
he shall be surely punished, according as the woman's
husband will lay upon him; and he shall pay as the

judges determine. And if any mischief follow, then
thou shalt give life for life.”

Targum Onkelos'

RITUD ROAW TR 123 98T VN
230 AINDAMR RO T XD RATSY ppEn
TR TRM RO 1‘7::: *115:: YT RRD
INUD) 721 RYD) PRM DY RO ONY X7
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Etheridge’s Targum Paraphrase’

“If men when striving strike a woman with child, and
cause her to miscarry, but not to lose her life, the fine on
account of the infant which the husband of the woman
shall lay upon him, he shall pay according to the sentence
of the judges. But if death befall her, then thou shalt judge
the life of the killer for the life of the woman.”

Once upon a time there were two distinctly different Hebrew words
which were spelled consonantly as J1ON. There was the well recog-

nized ﬁD?f, cited in all the standard Hebrew lexicons, which was

related to the Arabic . (Casaya) “he grieved or mourned” (Lane,

S
1863: 61).°> There was also another ]10& in the old Israelite and

Alexandrian dialects of Hebrew which became lost in the later
Judean and Samaritan Hebrew dialects. This lost ]WON wasrelated to
the Arabic _g g (sawaya) “he made it equal, he became full-grown

inbody” and “of regular build and growth” (Lane, 1872: 1478.) This
lost AOR which was in the Hebrew Vorlage behind the Septuagint
has yet to be recognized by the Hebrew lexicographers.

In the KJV, cited above, the MT ]70?5 became "mischief,” which
appearsalsointhe WEB and YLT. Other English translationsinclude
“harm” (ASV, RSV, NRS, NKJ, JPS), “further harm” (NJB),
“injury” (NAB), “serious injury” (NIV, NIB), and “further injury”
(NAS, NAB, NAU, NLT).

In the Targum, cited above, the MT 110&5 e NBW was trans-
lated as &Dﬁ?ﬁ m x';w “and there is no death” [of the woman]. A

similar interpretation appears in the Vulgate and DRA, which read:
Si rixati fuerint viri et percusserit quis mulierem praeg-
nantem et abortivum quidem fecerit sed ipsa vixerit
subiacebit damno quantum expetierit maritus mulieris et
arbitri iudicarint. Sin autem mors eius fuerit subsecuta
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reddet animam pro anima..

“If men quarrel, and one strike a woman with child and she
miscarry indeed, but live herself he shall be answerable for so
much damage as the woman's husband shall require, and as
arbiters shall award. Butif her death ensue thereupon, he shall
render life for life.”

Josephus, in Antiquities 4: 278, also made the MT 7171 NBW
]ﬁOKs apply to the mother, stating:

“He that kicks a pregnant woman, if the woman miscarry,

shall be fined by the judges for having, by the destruction of

the fruit of her womb, diminished the population, and a
further sum shall be presented by him to the woman’s
husband. If she die by the blow, he shall also die, the law
claiming sacrifice of life for life.’

Similarly, the ]10?} which is related to the Arabicd.w‘ (Casaya)
“he grieved, mourned” appears in Genesis 42:38,
PIY PINTD O3BY 2 TITRD RN
772 TIOR ORI WU 125 KA
I'T‘?ﬁ&@ ]7]:3 ’D;’@'ni‘f Dﬁ'TjVH :'-T;'WD‘?B 7!27&
KIJV
“And he said, My son shall not go down with you; for his
brother is dead, and he is left alone: if mischief befall him by

the way in the which ye go, then shall ye bring down my
gray hairs with sorrow to the grave.”

Targum Onkelos
“But be said, My son shall not go down with you; for his
brother is dead, and he alone remains of his mother; and if
death should befall him (NDVD mMIDADMY) in the way
that you go you will bring down my age with mourning to
the grave.”
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Septuagint
8¢ elmer ov koataPrioetal 0 LLOC oL Wed VPRV OtL
adeAdpoc adtod améBaver kol odTOC KOVOC KOTO-
AédeLmTal kol oupfroetal alTOV Lodaklo®fval €év Ti
08¢ M AV mopeinobe Kol KATAEETE LOL TO YAPOG HETH
AUTNG elg (dov

O~ O~

“But he said, My son shall not go down with you, because
his brother is dead, and he only has been left; and suppose it
shall come to pass that he is afflicted by the way by which
you go, then you shall bring down my old age with sorrow
to Hades.”

All of the above translations which read the J1ON as ]ﬁO?T{
“mischief, harm, injury, death” can be recognized as extensions of the
basic meaning of the Hebrew lexeme which was related to the
Arabic d‘w‘ (Pasaya) “he grieved, mourned.” Even the poAokLo-
BfraL “to be afflicted” in the Septuagint of Gen 42:38 can be so
identified—as well as the]ﬁD?f in Gen 42:4, ]ﬁDZS NPRIPTIR, Yo p
unTote oUUPT aVTw Medak Lo, “lest disease befall him,” and in Gen
44:29,]10?5 WP, kel oupph edr@ pecdo b, “lest disease befall
him.” Even the ]1ON in the Hebrew text of Sirach 41:9 (which was

published by Cowley and Neubauer ° can be related to the Arabicd.w'

(Pasaya) “he grieved, mourned.” It reads as follows:

PMIRS 11SIA]L LR T n oN
mo5e5 N ozt 25w nrnRwS 1Swsn R

If [ye increase, it shall be into]
the hands of bodily mishaps,
and [if ye] begat, it will be for sighing” . . ..
If ye stumble it will for perpetual joy;
and if ye die it shall be for a curse.’
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However, the translation of the 7O in the Septuagint of Exodus

21:22-23 cannot be related to this ]ﬁ ON which is related to the
Arabic ;5“‘ (Casaya) “he grieved, he mourned.”® The Septuagint
translation of Exodus 21:22-23 reads:
éov 8¢ poywrtel 600 Gvdpeg Kol TaTEEWOLY Yuvalke
év yaotpl €xovoav kol €£€A0T TO TaLdlov alTA¢g un
€EELKOVLOUEVOY emlfutor (Mulwbfoetar kabdtL &v
EMPBAAn 6 dvnp THS YUroLkSS SWoeEL HeTh GELWIOTOS €NV
8¢ €EeLKOVLOUEVOY A Scoel Yuxtwy dvtl Yuyfic

Brenton’s Translation
“And if two men strive and smite a woman with child, and
her child be born imperfectly formed, he shall be forced to
pay a penalty: as the woman's husband may lay upon him, he
shall pay with a valuation. But if it be perfectly formed, he
shall give life for life.”

In addition to the well recognized ]7 DN which was related to the
Arabic d‘w‘ (Pasaya) “he grieved, mourned there was, as noted

above, also the word ]1DN which was related to the Arabic _g g
(sawaya) “he made it equal, he became full-grown in body” and “of

regular build and growth.”’ This J1OR is a perfect match for the
Septuagint’s ¢ZeLkoviopévor, “to make like, to be perfectly/fully

formed.” '’ Thus the J1OR in the Vorlage of the Septuagint could
have been read as ]70?5 (Paswon) or 11OR (*aswan) from the stem
710 — with (a) a prosthetic X,'' (b) an affixed 1,12 and (¢) the 1 of the
170K being a consonant rather than a vowel letter. 13

Contrathe MT plural 'T"'TB‘ INZ"] “and her children come out,”
the Septuagint has the s1ngu1ar Kool e&eken 70 mocLdlov adTthc, “and
her child came out,” which is in agreement with the Samaritan
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Pentateuch which has the singular 57 REM. Once the singular
157 XXM “and her child came out” is in focus it becomes obvious
that the subject of the masculine singular verb 171" in the phrase
O8N 1N NPy (v.22) and 7Y TIOR ORI (v. 23) is the sing-

ular TT'T‘?W “her child,” permitting the following translation of these
phrases: “...her child come out but he is not fully formed, . . . butif

he is fully formed. . . .” The masculine TDY/TSY “child” is

obviously gender inclusive like the 2T\ “man” in Gen 1:27 and 5:2.
Simply by substituting the antecedent noun child for the pronoun
HE the Septuagint text in 21:22-23 stipulated:

“And if two men strive and smite a woman with child, and
her child be not fully formed, he shall be forced to pay a
penalty as the woman's husband may lay upon him, he shall
pay what seems fitting. But if the child be fully formed, he
shall give life for life.”

This law was so perfectly clear that Sprinkle (1993:247) well
noted:

The penalty paid is assessed on the basis of the stage of the

development of the dead fetus. The rationale for this view is

that the later the stage of pregnancy, the more time has been

lost to the woman, the greater the grieffor the loss of a child,

and the more difficult. This may have been the view of the

LXX, which paraphrases ]WDN mm N‘?T as “imperfectly

formed child” and translates 5’5553 “with valuation.”

Furthermore, Speiser’s'* view gains cred1b111ty in that penal-

ties for miscarriage actually do vary with the age of the dead
fetus in the parallel ancient Hittite Law §17, which states,
“If anyone causes a free woman to miscarry—if (it is) the
10th month, he shall give ten shekels of silver, if (it is) the
5th month, he shall give five shekels of silver and pledge his
state as security.”"”
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A fetus aborted in an accidental miscarriage which is not fully
formed—nor equal to an infant born prematurely—was to be treated
as property.'® However, if the aborted fetus was fully formed—and
equal to an infant born prematurely—it was to be treated as a
person. A property which is accidentally destroyed called for a fine
to be paid by the destroyer. But the lex talionis became applicable
when a person—including a fully developed fetus— was accidentally
injured or killed. Accordingly, in Mosaic law a woman’s fertilized
egg or an imperfectly formed fetus was not considered to be a W@J,
a person."” Only a fetus that was ]103‘5 IMOR (Caswon [ aswan)

“fully formed” was recognized as a UBJ, a person.'®
Unfortunately the Septuagint translétors were the only ones who
recognized the rare hapax legomenon 110N (= ]70?5 / 1IOR) “fully
formed.” They did not confuse it with the well attested ]ﬁOKs. But the
rare ]WDX‘_( /119N never made it into the Masoretic or rabbinic texts
nor the Hebrew lexicons. Instead every J1OR in Hebrew became

]ﬁO?T{, with its various translations cited above: “mischief, injury,
harm, death, etc.”
However, Philo followed the Septuagint’s translation of 71O as

éEELKOVLOLLéVOV, “fully formed.” In his Congressu Quaerendae
Eruditionis Gratia, xxiv 137, he wrote:

And with respect to these matters the following law has been
enacted with great beauty and propriety: “If while two men are
fighting one should strike a woman who is great with child, and
her child should come from her before it is completely formed,
he shall be muleted in a fine, according to what the husband of
the woman shall impose on him, and he shall pay the fine
deservedly. But if the child be fully formed, he shall pay life
for Life."{35). For it was not the same thing, to destroy a
perfect and an imperfect work . . . .”

Similarly in De Specialibus Legibun, iii 108—109,% Philo wrote:
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But if any one has a contest with a woman who is pregnant, and
strike her a blow on her belly, and she miscarry, if the child
which was conceived within her is still unfashioned and
unformed, he shall be punished by a fine, both for the assault
which he committed and also because he has prevented nature,
who was fashioning and preparing that most excellent of all
creatures, a human being, from bringing him into existence. But
if the child which was conceived had assumed a distinct shape
in all its parts, having received all its proper connective and
distinctive qualities, he shall die; for such a creature as that is

a man, whom he has slain while still in the workshop of nature,

who had not thought it as yet a proper time to produce him to

the light, but had kept him like a statue lying in a sculptor's
workshop, requiring nothing more than to be released and sent
out into the world.”'

Other than being quoted by Philo the Septuagint translation of
Exodus21:22-23 hasnotbeen taken seriously. For example Bernard
Jackson (1973: 293) stated:

The LXX and Philo preserve the meaning of the original in that

they take aswn, both in v. 22 and in v. 23, to refer to the child

..... But if aswn refers to the foetus, does not Exod. xxi 23

indicate that causing a miscarriage was treated as homicide,

and thus that legal personality was accorded the foetus? . . . .

Once Exod. xxi 23 is freed from the context forced upon it by

the addition of vv. 245, this phrase does not have to indicate

the death penalty. . . . But though the MT uses aswn in

reference to the foetus, it is impossible to read into itthe LXX's

distinction based on viability.*

William Propp in his Anchor Bible Commentary, Exodus 19—40
(2006), simply concluded, “this [translation of JION as “fully

formed.”] cannot be a straight rendering of a Hebrew Vorlage.”
Having dismissed the Septuagint translation and beingunaware of the

rare hapax legomenon J1OR “fully formed,” Propp concluded that
the Hebrew text is deliberately ambiguous, stating:
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Something comes out of the pregnant woman. There are four

possible outcomes: healthy mother and child, dead-or-injured

mother and healthy child, healthy mother and dead-or-injured

child, and dead-or-injured mother and child.

The Septuagint though is unambiguous: aborted the fetus may or
may not be fully formed. Once its form was decided (be it ]WDZ‘_( or

]70?5 N%) a penalty was fixed. If it was ]70?5 “fully formed” the
penalty was death (P15 WBJ WBJT) If it was ]ﬁ O RS “not fully

formed” the penalty was a fine.*

CONCLUSION

The Septuagint translators understood correctly the meaning of
Exodus 21:22-23 which states quite clearly that a fully developed
fetus was a person protected by the lex talionis, but a fetus which was
not fully formed was not a person but was a property properly
protected by the lex pensitationis. The Hebrew dialect of the Sep-

tuagint translators in Alexandria included two words spelled J1ON,
namely, (a) the ]ﬁOKs which was translated as podok Lo, “affliction,
disease” (Gen 42: 28) and (b) the ]WDZ‘_( /119K which was translated
as €EeLtkovi{oput, “to be fully formed” (Exo 21: 22-23) The word
710N /PDS/DDS did not survive in the Judean and Samaritan

Hebrew dialects.
Thanks to Septuagint translation of Exo 21:22-23 and the Arabic

cognate g (sawaya), “he made itequal, he became full-grown in

body,” the lost lexeme ]WD{Q /119K has been recovered. Exo 21:
22-25 can be properly interpreted once the accuracy of the Sep-
tuagint translation is duly recognized. This old lost lexeme PDS/
110N, “fully formed/ full-grown,” needs to be included in all the new
commentaries of today and the Hebrew lexicons of tomorrow.**
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NOTES

1. A. Berliner, Targum Onkelos: Herausgegeben und Er-
ldutert. (Berlin: Gorzrlanczyk, 1884).

2. J. W. Etheridge, The Targums of Onkelos and Jonathan
Ben Uzziel On the Pentateuch With The Fragments of the
Jerusalem Targum From the Chaldee. (2 vols. London:
Longman, Green, Longmanand Roberts, 1862-1865.Reprinted
in one volume by KTAYV Publishing House, New York, 1968).

The xDﬁD wm &?7 “and there not be death” is paraphrased

as “but not to lose her life,” and the &D‘ID 1Y ORI became
“if death befall her.”

3. See sub voce: (a) Francis. Brown, S. R. Driver, and C. A.
Briggs, A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament
with an Appendix Containing the Biblical Aramaic. (Boston:
Houghton, Mifflin, 2nd ed., 1906; reprint 1962, Oxford:
Clarendon Press). (b) David J. A. Clines, The Dictionary of
Classical Hebrew (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993),
and (¢) Ludwig. Koehler and W. Baumgartner, The Hebrew
and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament (Leiden: Brill).
(Click here to view Lane, 1863:61).

4. H. St. J. Thackeray, Josephus, Vol. IV [Loeb Classical
Library], Cambridge, MA: Harvard University; London:
Heinemann, 1967. This quotation from Josephus was alsonoted
by Stanley Isser (1990: 33)

5. Inlight of all these varied translations it is not surprising that
scholars like Nina Collins (1993: 290), as noted above, would
conclude ”Yet the verse [21:22] as a whole fails to make
sense.” Note the statement of Bernard Jackson (1973: 292),
“Exod. xxi 22 refers not to a miscarriage, but rather to a pre-


http://www.studyquran.org/LaneLexicon/Volume1/00000098.pdf
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mature birth, a Friihgeburt, not a Fehlgeburt . .. .. In fact,
aswn did not originally refer to the mother, but to the child.”

Compare the following opinion of Joe Sprinkle (1993: 253):
On the other hand, the case of the pregnant woman cannot be
used to prove the humanity of the fetus either. Contrary to the
exegesis common among certain anti-abortion Christian
theologians, the most likely view is that the death of the fetus
is to be assumed throughout the entire case. It cannot be proven
whether the formula "life for life" applies to the fetus since it
occurs in the instance with J1OR (“seriousinjury”), whichdeals
exclusively with injuries to the mother. The wording of the case
does not rule out the possibility that the fetus was considered
subhuman

6. A. E. Cowley and Ad. Neubauer, 1897. The Original
Hebrew of a Portion of Ecclesiasticus (xxxix. 15 to xlix. 11)
Together with the Early Versionsand an English Translation

. ... (Oxford: Clarendon Press), pp. 8 and 10.

7. The Greek text Sirach 41:9 is kal éav yevvndfjte €ig
Katepoy yevvndnoeofe kol éav amobuvnte €ic KaTopoy
nepLoBnoeoBé, “when you were born, you were born to be

accursed, and when you die, that curse will be your portion.”

8. Note the conclusion of Stanley Isser (1990: 30):

Either the translators worked from a Hebrew text that differed
from MT, i.e., it had a different word in the place of °dson, or
the translation represents an interpretation of °dson, whose
original meaning may have been unclear to the translators. In
any case LXX relates °dson not to the mother but to the
fetus—whether it be formed or unformed—and wéndtan
bipélilim to a determination of the value of the unformed fetus.
Thus there were two separate legal traditions concerning the
law of Exod 21:22-23, one based on damage to the woman,
and one based on the stage or age of the embryo.
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9. E. W. Lane, Arabic-English Lexicon, 1872: 1478 and H.
Wehr, 4 Dictionary of Modern Written Arabic, 1979: 519.
The Arabic _g g (sawaya) “he became full-grown in body, of

full vigour, or mature in body and intellect” is a synonym of C‘L

(balaga) “he attained his manly vigor or full maturity,” which
appears in the Qur’an in 12:22, “When Joseph attained his full

manhood (o.,\.:';:i CL ([balaga’asuddahu]), We gave him power

and knowledge” (Lane 1863: 250). (Click here to view Lane
1863: 250 or here to view Lane 1872: 1478).

10. H. G. Liddell and R. Scott, 4 Greek-English Lexicon,
New (ninth) edition, 1966: 589.

11. Wilhelm Gesenius, Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, E.
Kautzsch, editor, A.E. Cowley, translator. 1974: §19™.

12. Wilhelm Gesenius, Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, E.
Kautzsch, editor, A.E. Cowley, translator. 1974: §85".

13. Stanley Isser (1990: 42, 45) considered the possibility of

emending the TID?T{, stating:
The Greek version reads *dsdn as an adjective referring to the
embryo and does not translate it as malakia. There have been
suggestions that either the Greek translator misunderstood the
Hebrew or that his Hebrew Vorlage had something beside
°’dson. Given its odd appearance in the Hebrew text and the
problem of phrasing, the latter is not unlikely. We can only
speculate how to emend the original text to give it the sense of
“unformed . .. formed.” Was there a term commonly used in
reference to a fetus, functionally similar to the rabbinic ben
qgayydmd or méragam? . . . As difficult as it may be to make
a case for emending the text, that the reading °dsén may be
corrupt should not be dismissed out of hand.


http://www.studyquran.org/LaneLexicon/Volume1/00000287.pdf
http://www.studyquran.org/LaneLexicon/Volume4/00000202.pdf

TRANSLATION OF EXODUS 21:22-23

14. E. A. Speiser, “The Stem 558 in Hebrew,” Journal of
Biblical Literature 82 (1963) 536-541.

15.Russell Fuller (1994: 171, n. 8) noted that Albrecht Goetze,
(in Ancient Near Eastern Text Relating to the Old Testament,
edited by James Pritchard) cited this Hittite law on page 190
§17.

16. Note Joe Sprinkle’s statement (1993:247) :
The LXX seems to imply the view that an imperfectly formed
child who is not yet viable independently of the mother is not
yet fully human; consequently, there can be no case of 110N

(“deadly injury”) in the case of the death of the fetus.

Note that Russell Fuller (1994: 174, 179, 180) argued as
follows for the personhood of every fetus:

Consistent with the culture and society of the ancient Near
East, the Exodus covenant code also refutes the argument that
differences in punishments imply differences in personhood by
showing various legal statuses, the parade example being the
slave. .. . Hence whereas Exod 21:22 does not directly address
the personhood of the fetus, the passage does intimate, by using
yeled instead of golem or nepel, that the fetus is more than just
parental property. It is a yeled, a human being, a child, a fetus
with personhood. . . . Various Biblical passages and Exod
21:22, by specifying the fetus as a yeled, clearly suggest the
personhood of the fetus. . . . . Exodus 21:22 does not indicate
that the Bible values the fetus as less than human or as non-
human.

17. In light of the Septuagint’s reading of Exodus 21:22-23
whereby only a fully formed fetus required the lex talionis it is
impossible to concur with Robert Congdom (1989: 146) who
affirmed, “It has been shown that the unborn fetus was regarded
as fully human life from the time of conception. However, the
valuation placed on the unborn was less than that placed on a
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Hebrew adult or child.” Likewise it is not possible to concur

with Meredith Klien (1997: 200) who stated:
It is of particular importance for the Biblical view of the nature
of the fetus that the life-for-life formula is applied to the de-
struction of a fetus, with no qualification as to how young the
fetus might be. The fetus, at any stage of development, is in the
eyes of this law a living being, for life (nepes) is attributed to it.
... But if it is the fetus of a human mother that is identified by
the life-for-life formula as a living being, there can be no ques-
tion that this living being is a living hAuman being.

18. Note the rabbinic conclusions in the Babylonian Talmud,
Tractate Niddah III, about a woman’s status after an abortion.
(Click here or the text of Folio 21a.)

19. Yonge’s Chapterl8, ”On Mating with the Preliminary
Sudies,” which he entitled “A Treatise on the Meeting for the
Sake of Seeking Instruction.” (Click here.)

20. Yonge’s Chapter 29, Special Laws III, which he entitled
A Treatise on Those Special Laws Which Are Referrible to
Two Commandmentsin the Decalogue, the Sixth and Seventh,
Against Adulterers and All Lewd Persons, and Against
Murderers and All Violence. (Click here.)

21. The referencesto Philo’s following the Septuagint were well
noted by Nina Collins (1993: 292 note 14).

22. Jackson (1973: 293) argued at length that Exo 21:24-25
was a late interpolation, noting,

Only the LXX and PHILO (DSL. iii 108-9) took the view that
the death of a foetus could be homicide, by interpreting Exod.
xx1 23 to mean that if a viable foetus was miscarried, the
penalty was death. The view of the interpolator of vv. 24-5 was
reaffirmed by the Rabbis, who gave damages, whether the


http://halakhah.com/niddah/niddah_21.html
http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/yonge/book18.html
http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/yonge/book29.html

TRANSLATION OF EXODUS 21:22-23
foetus was viable or not.

23. Given the fact that the Latin technical term lex talionis was
not available to Moses and the lawyers who followed him the
lex talionis was fully spelled out in verses 21:23-25. These
three verses in the MT could be paraphrased simply as “If any
harm follows, then you shall implement the /ex talionis.”

24. The Septuagint translation of Exo 21:22-23, which is the
oldest available translation of the Hebrew Scriptures, needs to
be included in the current political debate about whether or not
personhood begins at conception or when an embryo is fully
developed.
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XXII

RECOVERING THE WORDPLAY IN
ZECHARIAH 2:4-9 [MT 2:8-13]

ZECH 2:8-13 [MT]
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KING JAMES VERSION 2:5-9

4 Run, speak to this young man [Zechariah], saying, Jerusalem
shall be inhabited as towns without walls for the multitude of
men and cattle therein: 5 For I, saith the LORD, will be unto
her a wall of fire round about, and will be the glory in the midst
of her. 6 Ho, ho, come forth, and flee from the land of the
north, saith the LORD: for I have spread you abroad as the four
winds of the heaven, saith the LORD. 7 Deliver thyself, O
Zion, that dwellest with the daughter of Babylon. 8 For thus
saith the LORD of hosts; After the glory hath he sent me unto
the nations which spoiled you: for he that toucheth you
toucheth the apple of his eye. 9 For, behold, I will shake mine
hand upon them, and they shall be a spoil to their servants: and
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ye shall know that the LORD of hosts hath sent me.

Originally the phrase in the MT of 2:9, TR 'ﬁl?%ﬁ
ﬂ?ﬁﬂ; “and for glory I will be in her midst.” would have been
written without vowels and vowel letters as TV 1255
1202, The phrase ’JU‘?W 712; AMN “after glory he sent
me,” in 2:12 would have been written as ‘Jﬂbw 93D N,
When these texts were vocalized with vowel letters the 722 in
2:12 was equated with the 122 in 2:9. Both nouns became
1122 “glory” and the wordplay between 722, stem I “glory,

honor, and 122, stem II “difficulty, distress, struggle,”
disappeared.’
Hebrew 12D, stem 1, is the cognate of the Arabic J.S

(kabad"") “difficulty, distress”; J.S (kabada) 111, “to struggle
with difficulties, to suffer” (Lane 1885: 2584; Wehr 1979:
947).2 This 722, stem II, appears in Isaiah 21:15°
TTQHDJ: 200 ’JDTJ ﬁ'TjJT Nﬁljl_'j "J,Q?_D"'D
H?TJUBD "TDD ‘JDDW TT;W'I ﬁWP BN

For they fled from the swords, from the drawn sword,
and from the bent bow, and from the distress of war. *

If the MT 'T;b “distress, struggling” were spelled with
vowel letters it Wduld appear as 1212, which could easily have
been misread as T1122. Once the wordplay involving 'T:;/
"ﬁDTD “glory” and 'TDD /"T;ﬁD “struggle” disappeared the three
words ‘JU‘?W 'ﬁﬂ; R in 2:8 (MT 2:12) became a
stumbling block for translators and commentators.

One hundred years ago H. G. T. Mitchell (1912: 141-142)
noted with reference to Zech 2: 8 (MT 2:12) that:


http://www.studyquran.org/LaneLexicon/Volume7/00000112.pdf
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The speaker next proceeds, as if about to give a reason for
the summons he has issued, but interrupts himself, or is
interrupted, by a parenthetical statement that has never been
satisfactorily explained. It reads, literally, after glory hesent
me. The subject is evidently Yahweh. The object, who is
undoubtedly the same as in vv. 13/9 and 15/11, must be the
prophet. There is great difficulty with the phrase after glory.

Mitchell translated the ‘JU‘?W 'HDTD N as “After the glory

(vision) he sent me.”

Decades later Ralph Smith (1984: 196) noted that the phrase
"JU‘?W 'ﬁZTD AN, “after glory he sent me” is still the “most
puzzlihg clause in the book [of Zechariah],” and David Petersen
(1984: 173) agreed noting that this phrase “is extremely

difficult.” Here are other translations and paraphrases of the two
puzzling words 'ﬁ:? minhy

« drmiow 80fng (LXX)

e postgloriam (VUL)

« after glory (ASV, NKJ, JPS, NAS, NAU)

e after honour (NLT)

o after the glory (KJV, WEB, DRA)

 after his glory (RSV, NRS)

 after this glory (GNV)

* since the Glory (NJB)

e after he has honored me (NIV, NIB)

 that for his own glory (NET)

e after a period of glory (NLT)

* after he had already (NAB)

* on a glorious mission (way) [N to MTIR] (NEB).

Some commentators focused their attention on the TN,

hoping to find a more contextually suitable definition than
“after” or “since.” Herbert Leupold (1956) and Thomas Mc

Comiskey (1998) translated the NN as “in pursuit of,” a
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translation which is followed by Phillips (2007: 53).°> Joyce
Baldwin (1972) translated‘lﬂ?w WﬁDP NN “with insistence
he sentme”; and D. W. Thomas (IB 1066) emended the NN to
SWR and translated “whose glory sent me.”® Carola Kloos
(1975: 734) argued that IMX meaning “behind” can be ex-

tended to include the meaning “in order to reach, to obtain, to
bring about.” She concluded that “as far as Zech. ii 12 is
concerned the consequence must be that ‘kabod’ is the purpose
of the mission,” i.e., “for the sake of [his] honour, Yahweh sent
me among the nations.”

Other commentators focused their attention on the 712?
“glory,” trying to find a logical basis for 'ﬁDTD to be the subject
of the verb ‘JU‘?W “it sent me.” Carol and Eric Meyers (1987:

166) concluded that “Glory” is probably elliptical for “Glory of
Yahweh,” therefore “Glory” and “Yahweh of Hosts” can be
equated.

Lena-Sofia Tiemeyer (2004:361) proposed to regard “71122

as an abstract quality, referring to God’s glory, but nevertheless
not to be identified with God on a grammatical level. As such, it

‘sends’ or rather ‘commissions’ God BT OX.”
For Tiemeyer the "ﬁDTD is the subject of the verb ﬂb@ and the
object suffix 3- “me” of the ‘JU‘?W is God. She concluded:

The idea that “honour” commissioned God against the
nations (2Y1277 5&) concerns the issue of God’s reputation
being at stake after the fall of Jerusalem in 586 BC. . ...
My proposition is to see the whole clause as a metaphorical
expression where God is sent by (His) honour to proclaim
punishment for the nations. (2004: 370-371)

She offered the following translation of Zech.2: 11-15, which

reflects her reading the MT 1% “his eye” as Y%V “my eye”
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and reading the MT '5& “to” as if were '53_.7 “against.”

Up, oh Zion, flee, you who dwell in fair Babylon! Because
thus says the Lord of Hosts: “Afterwards, honour will send
me against the nations who are spoiling you, because
whoever touches you touches the pupil of my eye.”

Michael Stead (2009: 115) followed Tiemeyer’s approach
and offered his slightly different translation of Zech 2:12-13,

Because thus says Yahweh of Hosts: “Afterwards, [my]
honour will send me against the nations who are spoiling you,
because whoever touches you touches the pupil of my eye.
And behold I am stretching out my arm against them, and they
will become spoil to their servants” [and you will know that
Yahweh of Hosts has sent me].

It is of interest that the commentators who focused their at-
tention on the noun 'ﬁDTD considered only 722, stem I, “glory,”

seemingly unaware of 722, stem II, “distress, struggle” and the

<122 in Isaiah 21:15, noted above.

A misplaced phrase in the Hebrew text may have contributed
to this oversight. The phrase mx;s N1 MmN M2, “thus
says Yahweh of Hosts,” found now in 2:8a tMT 2:12a) needs
to be moved to 2:9a (MT 2:13a). Once this phrase is moved the
oracles and words of Yahweh in 2:5-9 (which contain the
wordplay on 712? and “12D) can be accurately identified as
follows (with Yahweh’s words in italics, the transposed phrase

in small caps, and the ambiguous pronouns clarified by
bracketed nouns):

For Iwill be to her a wall of fire round about, THE ORACLE
OF YAHWEH, and I will be the GLORY within her. 6 Ho!
Ho! Flee from the land of the north, THE ORACLE OF
Y AHWEH; for I have spread you abroad as the four winds
of the heavens, THE ORACLE OF YAHWEH. 7 Ho! Escape to
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Zion, you who dwell with the daughter of Babylon. 8
Indeed [. . .] after a STRUGGLE he [Yahweh] commis-
sioned me [Zechariah] to the nations who plundered you
[Zion], for he [anyone] who touches you [Zion] touches the
apple of his [Yahweh’s] eye. 9a THUS SAID YAHWEH OF
HosSTS, “Behold, 1 will shake my hand over them
[Babylonians), and they shall become plunder for those
who served them.” 9b Then you [Zion] will know that
Yahweh of Hosts commissioned me [Zechariah].

The devouring fires which destroyed Jerusalem will be replaced
by fires which will protect Zion. Zechariah’s struggling ('T;D /
"TDWD) will be replaced byY ahweh’s glory ('ﬁDTD).

The clue to the nature of Zechariah’s struggling can be found
in the universalism attested in Zech 2:11a (MT 2:15a):

NYTT o2 MITOR ov37 ot o
722 masyt £y% o

And many nations shall join themselves to Yahweh
in that day, and shall be my people;
and I will dwell in the midst of you.

IfZechariah’smission had been simply toproclaim Yahweh’s
promise to destroy Babylon (as stated in 2:9 [MT 2:13], “Be-
hold, I will shake my hand over them, and they shall become
plunder for those who served them”) there would have been no
struggle for him. But Zechariah’s struggle was profoundly theo-
logical. It involved the ethnocentric versus the universalistic
components which hewas commissioned to deliver. He struggled
with his options: should he become a disobedient ethnic purist
defending the the W'TPU V7T, “holy race” (Ezra 9:2) or an
obedient universalist? The struggle ended when he became the
obedient universalist who would prophesy :

Many peoples and strong nations shall come to seek Yahweh

of Hosts in Jerusalem, and to entreat the favor of Yahweh.
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Thus says Yahweh of Hosts: In those days ten men from the
nations of every tongue shall take hold ofthe robe of a Jew,
saying, “Let us go with you, for we have heard that God is
with you.” (Zech 8:22-23)

CONCLUSION

The phrase ‘JU?W 'ﬁ:? MR, “after glory he sent me,” in
Zech 2:8 (MT2:12) has been consistently identified as the most
difficult phrase to understand in the book of Zechariah. Simply
by changing two vowels and transposing the Y vowel letter so
that "ﬁDTD “glory” became 121D “struggle, distress, difficulty”
the phrase is readily translated as “after a struggle he sent me.”
This 'TDWD is scriptio plene for the 733 attested in Isaiah
21:15, where the TTD ﬂbfﬂ 'TDD can be translated as “the strug-
gle/distress of war.” Once Yahweh restored Zion it would be
filled with his 'ﬁDTD “glory.” This promise of God’s glory
('ﬁDTD) being restored in Zion surely influenced Zechariah who
was struggling (721D) with the idea that 227 0¥ “many
nations” would become “the people of Yahweh.” In English
glory and struggle can never produce a wordplay; but in the
original Hebrew of Zech 2:5 and 2:8 the "ﬁDTD “glory” and the
W;ﬁD “struggle” were an obvious wordplay. Once the original
T22/7212 “struggle” was misread as 122 /71122 “glory” it
mistakenly attracted to itself the phrase in 2:9 (MT 2:13)
ﬂﬁ&;E au1Y AR 12 “thus said Yahweh of Host.”

With all of the evidence presented above the MT phrase
‘JHBW "TWZD TN, “after glory he sent me,” when vocalized
as ’JHBW 'TD?D AN becomes one of the easiest phrases in
the book onecharlah to translate. It means “After a struggle he
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[Yahweh] sent me [Zechariah].

NOTES

1. T.J. Finley (1988: 337-338) recognized in Zechariah’s
AbRb N33 “gate of his eye” an ironic pun that highlighted the
pride of Babylon which call herself (bd bilt) “gateway to god.”
When Babylon (BN P22) laid her finger on Judah she should
have realized that she had poked at the pupil (i123) of
Yahweh’svery own eye. Finley concluded “the prophet alludes

to both the arrogance of Babylon as well as to Yahweh’s
abiding presence with his people.”

2. The Arabic JS (kabad™) “difficulty, distress” and J.S
(kabada) 111, “to struggle with difficulties” are noted in BDB
(457) and KBS (II: 455) but are not designated as being the
cognate of a Hebrew 'T;TD stem II. There is no Arabic cognate
for 'ﬁDTD, stem I, “glory, honor.” The Arabic word for
“glory/ glorious” is Joxs / Juoxe (majd"" / majid) ( click here),

and for “honorable” it is V_’:JS (karim) (click here).

3. Other translations of the TT?TJT:TLWQ 7_:}3 include the Septu-
agint’sTeMTwKOTWY €V T6) ToAEUW “the ones fallen-to-ruin in
the battle,” and the following English translations:

* the grievousness of war (KJV, ASV, WEB, YLT)
e the heat of battle (NIB, NIV)

* the press of battle (NAS, NAU, RSV, NJB)

* the stress of battle (NRS)

e the distress of battle (NKJ)

e the terrors of war (NLT).

4. A. A. van Hoonacker (1908: 602—-603) appealed to this
verse to justify his translation of Zech 2:11-12 as
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“Sion! Sauve-toi, qui habites chez la fille de babel! Car ainsi
parle Jahvé des Armées: Apres [le temps de] souffrance, il
m’a envoyé¢ vers les nations qui vous ont dépouillés; car qui
vous touche, touche la pupille de son ceil!”

His commentary included this statement:
Nous proposons de comprendre 71122 non pas au sens de
glorie, mais a celui de charge, au moral malheur, en lisant
si I’on veut 7_:}3 (Is. xxi, 15; — comp. I’emploi du verbe
122, gal et hiph.): aprés la tribulation, il m’a envoyé. . .;
c’est-a-dire : vos tribulations ayant pris fin, il m’a envoyé
aux nations qui vous ont dépouillés; savoir, comme le

contexte ’explique aussitdt, pour tirer vengeance des
mauvais traitements qu’elles vous ont infligés.

5. Cited by Richard Phillips (2007: 53).
6. Cited by Ralph Smith (1984: 196).
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