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INTRODUCTION

In dealing with a comparative study of the problems
pertinent to Biblical scholarship in the periods of 1850 and
1950, one is confronted with such vast fields of interest and
multitude of details that it becomes necessary to limit the
discussion of the problems to some particular phase of the
total field. It is for this reason that I am considering in this
paper only those problems concerned with the attempts of
scholars to discover the true and historic nature of Christ and
the determination of the historicity and validity of the New
Testament narratives as developed primarily in Germany
around 1850 and relevant to the total field of scholarship in.
1950. Other problems equally important and pertinent to
Biblical scholarship during these same periods, such as
textual criticism, Biblical introduction, theology, exegesis,
etc. will be considered only as they enter into the discussion
of the stated subject

In studying the eras of 1850 and 1950, it is impossible to
isolate a definite time within the immediate periods when the
problems were initially introduced. Intellectual and historical
problems are rarely created overnight; and the problems of
1850 and 1950 were not among the exceptions to this general-
ization. (On the contrary, these problems had backgrounds
which involved many years.) For decades and centuries, those
who dared to doubt and deny the existence and presence of
complete supernaturalism in the life and ministry of Christ
and the apostolic record of these events were not only a small
minority, but the few that there were were dismissed with
little attention and concern. However, the nineteenth century
witnesses the downfall of “tradition” as it came to be doubt-
ed, denied, and rejected. A result of this downfall was the
decline of supernaturalism and the substitution ofrationalism.



But even the reign of rationalism subsided to the steady
growth of skepticism.

It was this growing rationalism and fatal skepticism that
became the center of the stated problem in 1850. The first
section of this paper will be concerned with this problem as
it grew and developed in Germany and began to filter into
English thought.

Within a century, the storm of skepticism, and the shocking
disturbances it had created, had for the most part passed away.
What followed though was not a return to the previous status
quo, for the problems and questions on the nature of Jesus and
the validity of the Biblical accounts still remained and were
awaiting a satisfactory answer. It was the task of twentieth
century scholarship to produce the answer from its growing
reservoir of improved materials, method, and insight. In the
second section of the paper the work and progress of the first
half of the twentieth will be considered. (Here again other
relevant problems will be mentioned only as they become
involved in the general problem.)



CHAPTER ONE
PROBLEM IN 1850

The nineteenth century was not a silent century in the field
of Biblical scholarship. In Europe, and especially in Germany,
It was preceded by a century in which the characteristic
atmosphere had already become one of growing doubt and
criticism. The advent of new modes of thought, the accumula-
tion of material and knowledge, and the fresh intellectual and
scholarly impulses forced the nineteenth century to bring to
maturity this skepticism which had been born and nursed in
earlier years. Where tradition had once been accepted almost
universally as an adequate and complete source of authority,
it came more and more to be thought of as an impostor and an
obstacle in the search for truth. Tradition was then subse-
quently dismissed, and the resulting vacancy was filled with
both rationalism and skepticism.

The first significant influences of the rationalistic approach
came from such men as Ernesti (died 1781) who formulated
the principle that the “verbal sense of the Scripture must be
determined in the same way in whioh we ascertain that of
other books,” and his pupil, Johann Semler.! Of the two, it
was Semler who marked the coming of a new era and revolu-
tion in Biblical introduction and interpretation. In the early
church the interpretation had been typical, with the church
fathers it had been allegorical, in the middle ages it had been
dogmatic, in the Renaissance grammatical, since the Refor-
mation confessional. But as introduced by Semler it was to be
historical which implied and permitted a naturalistic explana-
tion when desired.

1. Frederic W. Farrar, History of Interpretation, 402.
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In his book, Abhandlung von Freier Untersuchlung des
Kanon, (Halle, 1771-1775) Semler originated and defended
his new concept of interpretation; namely, there is a distinc-
tion between what in the New Testament should be regarded
as “the Word of God” and that which is purposed only for
moral improvement and had the nature of being temporal,
local, or Jewish in context.” This view was completely op-
posed to the traditional view held in the first half of the
century by Bengel (1734), Wetstein (1750), and Michaelis
(1750) that the assumption of having an inspired Scripture
could be proven through an appeal to miracles and prophecy,
the incredibility of the books themselves, and throught the
testimony of the early church. Thus, Semler initiated the com-
plete separation of scholarship from what he considered the
“burden and restraint of tradition.

Though not by unanimous consent, the eighteenth century
closed its doors with the introduction of a new critical and
rationalistic approach to New Testament scholarship. It was
hoped by some that the philosophical approach of Immanuel
Kant would be the means whereby this new critical approach
would be reduced and dismissed; but Kant’s postulates were
negative in effect and only added to the rationalistic approach
already created.’

In the early part of the new century, rationalistic scholarship
went beyond the historical critical interpretation to a point

2. Bernhard Weiss, 4 Manual of Introduotion to the New Testa-
ment. Vol.1, p. 7.

3. Eduard Reuss, History of the Sacred Scriptures of the New
Testament. p. 596.
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where it began to theorize. Expressions of such theorizing are
found in the works of J. E. C. Schmidt, who attempted to
relegate all examinations respecting the origin of the New
Testament material to the realm of dogmatics, and J. G. Eich-
horn, by whom the attempt was made “to read and examine
the writings of the New Testament from a human point of
view” and raise Biblical introduction to a criticism of the
canon.*

The situation in England was for the most part completely
different than that of the continent, for in England the tradi-
tional standards of inspiration and authority still prevailed.
The statement made by Locke in 1703, “[The Bible] has God
for its author, salvation for its end, and truth without any
mixture of error for its matter,” was held in the strictest form
almost everywhere in England throughout the eighteenth
century.” However, exceptions were present, for Conyers
Middleton (1752) and Edmund Law (1774) arrived at the
same conclusions as had Ernesti; and Herbert Marsh closed
the century in England with an analysis of gospel origins
which was neither acceptable nor compatible with the con-
temporary evangelical conceptions.” The introduction of
rationalism by these men gained little support and received
even less appreciative attention.

On the continent the years immediately preceding the
middle of the eighteenth century were ones in which rational-

4. Weiss, op. cit., p. 11.
5. I. E. Carpenter, The Bible in the Nineteenth Century. p. 7.

6. Ibid., p. 14.
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ism was channeled into what appeared to be a more construc-
tive movement. In Germany Friedrich Schleiermacher, whom
the orthodox called a rationalist because he believed in the
right to free criticism, and whom the rationalists called a mys-
tic becaused he believed equally in positive spiritual qualities,
founded what has been called “the psychological school of
exegesis.”” Schliermacher was not concerned with a restate-
ment of a theory of dogmatics but with an indication of the
necessity of going beyond the historical point of view, show-
ing the source of faith and religion as basically a “religious
feeling.”® Having united within his thought the principles of
speculation and faith, which had generally been considered as
completelyhostile to each other, Schleiermacher offered hope
towards a netural and mediating position of faith and
rationalism.

His advocates were divided amongst themselves depending
upon their following the impulses of the faith more com-
pletely or the pursual of added investigation and thought.
Listed among them were the men of strict orthodoxy as
Nitzsch and Muller and those of a rational inclination as De
Wette and Gieseler. Inintermediate position were Olshausen,
Hagenbach, and Neander. The most notable contribution of
Sohleiermacher was expressed in the attitude of his followers
as they concerned themselves with the finding of the higher
harmony of all revelation instead of dwelling upon mere argu-
ment over subordinate points and emphasizing the lack of
agreement in the letter of the Scriptures.

7. Frederic W. Farrar, History of Interpretation. p. 409.

8. Reuss, op.cit., p. 608.
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In England the work of Schleiermacher was translated by
Cannop Thirwall, and an increasing change of attitude in
English scholarship is noted in the translators introduction,
for he states:

The doctrine of inspiration once universally prevalent . . .

according to which the sacred writers were merely passive

organs or instruments of the Holy Spirit. . . .had been so long
abandoned that it would now be waste of time to attack it.”

However, this “long abandoned” doctrine still held strong
reins, and English scholarship retained its slowness in ac-
cepting the rationalistic approach to Biblical studies. It seems
quite natural then that the next impetus of rationalism came
not from the field of theology but rather from philosophy and
history. It was the poet-philosopher Coleridge and the his-
torian Arnold who announced the final introduction of his-
torical criticism into English scholarship.'’ It should be noted
though that this rationalism of Coleridge and Arnold came not
from skeptical and agnostic backgrounds, but it pursued the
direction of Schleiermacher’s mediating school of thought.
The quieting and positive influence of Schleiermacher’s
approach was comparatively short lived and soon lost in the
quake of the newly developing Hegelian philosophy. Where
Schleiermacher had attempted to establish the Christian con-
viction from the point where it met human needs and satisfied
human objectives, Hegelian philosophy ushered in again the
trend towards theorizing and treated religious dogma as the
method whereby a priori principles could be explained.

9. Carpenter, op. cit., 22

10. Ibid., p. 28.
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Hegel’s “contribution” to the problems faced in Biblical
scholarship came not from his works in the field of the philos-
ophy of religion, as significant as these were, but his lasting
effects came from the religious critiques of his followers:
Strauss, Bauer, and Baur. It was their attempt to unite and
couple the principles of Hegelian philosophy to the already
existing critical and historical techniques that composed the
characteristic atmosphere of Biblical scholarship around
1850.

David Friedrich Strauss, Bruno Bauer, and Fredreich Chris-
tian Baur were the three men responsible for the extreme
rationalistic and skeptical atmosphere of German thought.
These men who were the final products of the rationalism that
had preceded their full load of criticism at the steps of Bibli-
cal scholarship between the years 1830 and 1860. Strauss and
Bauer were concerned with the analysis of the New Testament
accounts on the life of Jesus in order to determine the the
historical validity of the total portrayal found in these narra-
tives. Baur was concerned with the literary relationships of
the Gospels to each other and their respective values when
compared.

Leben Jesu (Life of Jesus), a two volume work of 1480
pages, was published between 1833 and 1836. Its author,
David F. Strauss, sensed the need for a new approach toward
Biblical studies as a result of the advancing historical re-
search. The following depicts his attitude:

He ventured to believe that the time had come when all

religion was to be destroyed; the hour (had come) when the

sacred writings and sacred history no longer satisfied the con-
sciousness of the age, and the claim of religion to be absolute
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and divine must be abandoned.!!

Making use of the critical studies, the historical methods,
and Hegelian constructs, Strauss sought to prove his theory
that traditional material in the Biblical record was for the
most part little more than the free creation of the contempo-
rary imagination and its finished products of myths and
legends.'> Where Immanuel Kant had seen in the existence of
the church adequate proof for the pre-existence of'its founder,
Strauss could see but the opposite. The idea of Christ could
but prove itself to be the invention of an already existing and
established church." Strauss was free to go futher in his anal-
ysis and study than those who had preceded him for he had
attained through his Hegelian philosophy an inner “emanci-
pation” from the thoughts and feelings which had restrained
his predecessors who, in their respective works had limited
themselves in fear of what little would remain of the historical
life of Christ were they to apply completely the concept of
myth and legend."

Not only did the Hegelian philosophy forbid normal re-
straint and caution in Strauss’ approach, but the Hegelain

11. H. W. Weinel and A.G. Wedgery, Jesus in the Nineteenth
Century.p. 77.

12. Albert Schweitzer, Quest for the Historical Jesus. See p. 79,
where Schweitzer defines “myth” as “the clothing in historic form
of religious ideas, shaped by the unconsciously inventive power of
legend, and embodied in historic personality.”

13. Farrar, op. cit., p. 413.

14. Schweitzer, op.cit., p. 79.
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model became Strauss’ method, namely that of synthesis,
thesis, and antithesis. The criteria of his analysis was basically
four-fold. First, the Biblical account could not be considered
historical if its component parts were irreconcilable with the
established universal laws which govern natural phenomena.
Second, an account was unhistorical if it was inconsistent
with itself or other parallel accounts. Third, an account was
unhistorical when the actors conversed in poetry or elevated
discourse which was not characteristic of their training or
situation. And fourth, the account was unhistorical if it was
not in agreement with the contemporary religious concepts
peculiar to the region where the narrative originated."”

Th. following is a brief listing of several of the main con-
clusions which were the results of Strauss’ extreme criticism
asreviewed by Albert Schweitzer.'® All the stories prior to the
baptism of Jesus are mythological for there is not only a com-
plete lack of historical evidence outside of the Gospels, but
even the Gospels’ giving a genealogy indicates that the
authors are endeavoring to present concepts which had not
previously been suggested—the Davidic lineage being one of
them. Jesus was actually a “follower” of John the Baptist and
the concept of Jesus’ receiving the Holy Ghost at the baptism

15. Milton S. Terry, Biblical Hermeneutics. p. 169. Weinel and
Wedgery, op. cit., p. 78.

16. Schweitzer, op. cit., pp 81-84. In each case it should be noted
the traditional acceptance of supernatural qualities are not merely
rationalized to explain their existence in the narrative, but they are
rejected and are forced to give way to his theory of mythological
development.
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by John arose later. If otherwise, how could John have ever
doubted the office of Jesus?

The story of Jesus temptation is equally unhistorical, re-
gardless whether it be interpreted literally or symbolically.
Even the calling of the twelve disciples has its origin, not in
a historical fact, but in the story of Elijah’s calling Elisha. The
healing ministry of Christ is true only in part, and the miracle
performances are but a collection of “sea-stories and fish-
stories.” Strauss concluded that eveh the ressurrection account
is mythological in character as is evident from the forms the
story followed in its legendary development: Matthew had
access to the legend which was familiar with only the Gali-
lacan appearances, whereas Luke has access to the legend
which contained the account of an appearance in Jerusalem.
Such were the conclusions of Strauss.

The manner in which Strauss derived such conclusions
from the application of his criteria to the problem is illustrated
very vividly in his analysis of the infancy narratives. For
Strauss the accounts of the birth of Jesus are filled with a
series of miraculous events (angels, dreams, visions, wander-
ing stars, etc.) which are not true to the real world. Such
events as these which are natural phenomena can have their
origins only in myths and legends. The following argument
is the base which he stated for such a deduction.'” The star in
the east could only announce the birth of a king through the
medium of astrology; but this practice had long since been
recognized as superstition, and it would be absurd for one to
believe that such a false and deceitful art could have been

17. Weinel and Wedgery, op. cit., p. 82.
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correct on this one occasion.

The infancy accounts as found in Matthew and Luke are
also too divergent to be harmonized adequately. Matthew
states that the birth was announced to Joseph in a dream by
night, whereas Luke records that the event was announced to
Mary by day. Luke likewise records that the shepherds who
had witnessed the appearance of the angels had spread the
news everywhere; but if this were true, how was it that no one
in Jerusalem had heard of the event. Was not Bethlehem just
a short distance from Jerusalem? Why also would it have
been necessary for a special star to have guided the wise men
to the child if all had heard? A final point necessitating a
dismissal of the narratives as legendary was the different
statement of Matthew as to the home of Joseph being in Beth-
lehem, for Luke had stated it as being in Nazareth.

Such evidence was sufficient for Strauss to discount the his-
torical accuracy of the narratives on an internal basis, but to
add to his positive proof he also submitted external evi-
dence."® There is a complete absence of any other account or
record which attributed to Jesus a supernatural birth other
than the two gospel accounts. There was also the apparent
ignorance of such a fact on the part of John the Baptist and
even his own family. In a similiar manner, Strauss preceded
to illustrate through the entire life of Jesus the error of tradi-
tion in attributing a historical value to the New Testament
portrayal of Jesus.

To be certain, Leben Jesu stirred Biblical scholarship more
than had any other previous work in this field. Strauss had
denied tradition and supernaturalism, had by-passed rational-

18. Ibid., pp. 82-83.
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ism, and had introduced skepticism. In reply to this work,
August W. Neander, August Tholuck, Edgar Quinet, and
others raised their voices in protest and refutation. On the
other hand there were some, such as Christoph von Ammon
and Christian Wilke, who commended him and sought to con-
tinue the work thus initiated.

In 1837, The Credibility of the Gospel by Tholuok was
published with the purpose of showing that the miracle stories
as recorded in the Gospels were historically valid. One of the
main indictments of Strauss’ work by Tholuok was the man-
ner in which Strauss had pursued his work under the influence
of preconceived ideas. Tholuck stated:

Had this latest critic been able to approach the gospel miracles
without prejudice . . .he would certainly, since he is a man
who in addition to acumen of a scholar possesses sound com-
mon sense, have cometo different conclusions in regard to the
difficulties. As it is however, he approached the Gospels with
the conviction that miracles are impossible; and on that as-
sumption it was certain before he started that the Evangelists
were either deceived or were deceivers."

Neander produced the most significant and important criti-
cism against the works of Strauss. His approach to the total
problem was more reserve than had been the approach of
Tholuck. This is evident from his statement of the problem
and its answer, and through his reaction to the Prussian
government which was considering banning of the works of
Strauss. Having been requested to review the book Leben
Jesu for the Prussian government, Neander reported that the
book was extremely rationalistic in content and would be a

19. Schweitzer, op. cit., p. 101.
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danger point to the interests of the church. However, he urged
the government not to suppress the book for he thought the
book could be challenged by argument for argument, for the
former method would be “unfavorable . . .interference with
the freedom of science.”?

The manner in which Neander refuted Strauss’ work is
illustrated in his treatment in the miracle of Cana. Admitting
that it is impossible to have any clear concept of what hap-
pened when the supernatural creative power was introduced
into natural occurrences, since there had been no contempo-
rary or immediate experiences of such, Neander concludes
that it is not necessary to go to such extreme ends as had
Strauss, but one may well suppose that Christ by an “immedi-
ate influence upon the water communicated to it a higher
potency which enabled it to produce the effects of strong
drink.”?' For states Neander, “Christ’s miracles are to be
understood as an influencing of nature, (both) human and
material.”**

The attack of Edgar Quinet against the works of Strauss
was more of an indictment against German theology as a
whole as viewed from the major French scholars and from the
Catholic Church. The following is a typical expression of his
attitudes:

A new barbarian invasion was rolling up against sacred
Rome . . . bringing their strange gods with them, . . . let

20. Ibid., p. 103.
21. Ibid., p. 102.

22. Ibid., p. 101.
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the Papacy wave back the devastating hordes into that
moral wilderness which is their home.”

Such opposition as this continued to plague Strauss through
the remaining years of his life to such a degree that it could be
said that Leben Jesu had inwardly and outwardly cost Strauss
his life’s blood. Yet nearly thirty years later (after the first
publication of Leben Jesu) Strauss published another book,
The New Life of Jesus. But this later writing taken as a whole
was far inferior to his earlier work, for, having advanced in
years, Strauss lacked not only the form and power of recon-
struction but also original ideas necessary for another book.

In such a manner Strauss made his mark upon Biblical
scholarship, but it was not long before the mark was com-
pletely erased. From the beginning, his work had been inade-
quate and one-sided. For while he attempted to show how the
church spontaneously originated the Christ of faith, be failed
to show the cause for the origin of the church or Christianity.
According to Milton Terry, his four-fold criteria was illogical
for a religious problem in that in simply denied miracles and
stated if two counts varied both were wrong; and his criteria
left the door open for any and all subjective opinions.**

In 1838, shortly after the publication of Leben Jesu, C. H.
Weisse published his critical and philosophical treatise on the
same problem. This two volume work, entitled Evangelical
History, employed the same basic principles of Strauss. His
method has been termed “idealistic” for the gospel history is
but an “ideal representation of the divine process by which

23. Ibid., p. 108.

24. Milton S. Terry, Biblical Hermeneutics, p.170.
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God reveals himself subjectively in man through all periods
of the world’s history,” and the character and person of Jesus
exhibits this revelation in the highest perfection.® Through-
out this work, persons and events are regarded as symbolical
representations of religious truths. For example, John the
Baptist represents the whole body of Jewish prophets in their
relation to Christ.”®

This work of Weisse encountered the same objections and
criticisms as had the works of Strauss for he had depicted the
Gospel narratives as being the products of the imagination
and loving devotion of the disciples of Christ who were ex-
tremely impressed with the excellent and magnetic personality
of Christ and his healing abilities.

Bruno Bauer was the next to proceed with this same prob-
lem, and he intended “to take by regular siege the fortress
which Strauss had thought to surprise by storm.”” As has
been indicated, Strauss conceived the Christ of faith as being
an invention of an already existing church based upon a his-
torical Jesus who actually had lived, but only in the sphere of
natural phenomena. On the other hand, Bruno Bauer attempt-
ed to offer positive proof that not only was it impossible for
Christianity to have been founded by an individual named
Jesus but there is an equal impossibility that the man Jesus
had ever lived. If Jesus had ever lived there is no dependable
source in existence of his life and sayings.

25. Ibid., p. 711.
26. Ibid., p. 710.

27. Farrar, op.cit., p. 414.
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At the outset of his studies and investigations, Bauer was
concerned with continuing the theory of Strauss as it was
stated. His writings were numerous consisting of his critique
of John’s Gospel (1840), volumes on the Synoptic Gospels
(1841-42)), and his last work, Christus und die Caesaren. It
is in this last work that he states his theory fully. In the midst
of his investigations Bauer concluded that the myth and le-
gend concept of Strauss was too vague to explain the apparent
“transformation of a personality,” and there must be substi-
tuted for the “myth” theory the theory of “reflection.””®

The life which pulses in the Gospel history is too vigorous to
be explained as created by legend; it is real “experience,”
only not the experience of Jesus but of the church.”’

By this Bauer means that the narratives are historical only in
the sense that they are the experience of the church personi-
fied in and animated through an individual who was created
and purposed for such a projection; namely Jesus.

Bauer’s theory follows the following line of thought: “The
representation of this experience of the Church in the life of
a Person is not the work of a number of persons, but of a
single author, the original evangelist.”*” Between 117 A.D. and
135 A.D., during the reign of Emperor Hadrian, an unknown
evangelist created out of his own philosophical genius the

28. Schweitzer, op. cit., p. 145.
29. Ibid.,

30. Ibid.
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work which isnow known as the Gospel of Mark.”' Stemming
from the philosophical and reform groups of the ‘Jewish
Greco-Roman world, this was to act as a philosophy of re-
demption for the lower classes of people. The other gospels
were the later products of this same group of philosophers and
reformers who were endeavoring to expand the original ideals
depicted in Mark, as well as furthering the projection of the
“church” experiences upon the created Christ.

The facts that Jesus is practically not mentioned in the con-
temporary extra-biblical literature and that what is essentially
characteristic of Christianity appears almost identically in the
other contemporary writings are the two main factors which
Bauer considered as adequate justification for such a theory.
What records of Christianity there are, Bauer attempted to dis-
credit by stating that they must be spurious or in part falsified.
And much of what exists in the New Testament narratives,
Bauer dismissed as the result of evolution and addition to the
original writings in order to explain the increasing experi-
ences of the church.

The following example illustrates the manner in which
Bauer dismissed much of the Gospel narratives. In the temp-
tation experience there exists a “reflection” of the temptation
experiences of the early pre-existing church.’® It presents the
inner conflicts of this church as it passes through the wilder-
ness of the world and as it is confronted with the diverse
methods in its possession for the attainment of its goals. The
mission of the twelve disciples is equally unhistorical in its

31. Weinel and Wedgery, op. cit., p. 91.

32. Schweitzer, op. cit., pp. 146-147.
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literal meaning; it is a reflection of the struggles of the church
as it later encounters the hostile world and severe sufferings.

It should be noted that Bauer’s skepticism came from a
hostile and repugnant attitude toward theologians and not
from any inner compulsion to discover the truth in and about
Christ. In expressing his feeling of contempt for theologians
on one occasion Bauer stated:

The expression of his contempt is the last weapon which
the critic . . . . has at his disposal for their (the theo-
logians) discomfiture; it is his right to use it, that puts the
finishing touch upon his task and points to the happy time
when the arguments of theologians shall no more be
heard.”

This contempt was not limited to theologians alone but was
extended to Christianity in general. It is this reason that his
ideas of Christ to a large degree were rapidly rejected by
scholars. His contemporaries considered him eccentric; and
his contributions to Christian scholarship were completely
negative, naturalistic, and skeptical.

Both Strauss and Bauer had availed themselves to the
works and ideas of Fredreich Christian Baur and were in-
fluenced to a certain degree by him and the school of thought
which he founded, called at times the Tiibigen School, based
upon its locations and at other times the “tendency school,”
based upon the nature of its theories. Baur’s concern was not
with the life of Jesus directly, but his interest lay in the anal-
aysis of the New Testament books and narratives.

In 1831 Baur first introduced his theory in an article

33. Ibid., p. 153.
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published in the Tiibigen Zeitschrift, but he did not fully
develope it until 1845 in his publication of a work entitled
Paulus.*

According to Baur, the New Testament books did not com-
pose a canon of the “innocent, purposeless colldction of
legendary tales for which the disciples of Strauss might have
taken them,” but all of the books, even those which seem the
least artful, are constructed with “a purpose and a ‘tendency
The early church yielded to the temptation of falsifying the
historical narratives. Each of the New Testament books
regardless of their apparent innocence was “written with a
secret design to inculcate certain dogmatic views.”*® These
original dogmatic views are now obscured in the Biblical
narratives as a result of the reworkings in later years in an
attempt to cover over the original difficulties.

Basic to the Tiibigen school was its theory of church his-
tory. For them the early church was split apart in bitter and
hostile factions. Dissension was strong and party lines were
rigid. This hostility was between the Petrine and Pauline
parties in the church. The indication of the strife which is
found in the New Testament is but the small remanant still
visible from altered narratives. It was a controversy over the
gentile gospel of Paul and the Jewish gospel of Peter. With
this basic assumption of a divided church, the Tiibigen school

34. George Salmon, 4 Manual of Introduction to the New Testa-
ment, p. 12.

35. Ibid., p. 13.
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asserted that each book in the New Testament had a “ten-
dency” toward the Pauline interpretation of the gospel or the
Petrine interpretation.’” And for the Tiibigen school this
underlying tendency had to be determined before one could
make an analysis or factual history of the life of Christ. And
discovering what was the work of later scribes, who attemp-
ted to conceal this tendency factor, made the task all the more
difficult and less accurate.

The “tendency school” ultimately collapsed for it lacked
evidence, made extreme hypotheses, and merely dismissed
contrary evidence. The portrayal of an abrupt ending of the
schism without listing any reasons is an example of the weak
theorizing of the Tiibigen school and the theories of F. C.
Baur. Some of the other leading advocates of the “tendency
theory,” though they did not all agree completely, were
Edward Zeller, Albert Schwegler, Kostlin, Hilgenfeld, and
Volkmar.

These were the basic problems of Biblical scholarship
around 1850 as affected by the minds of the German rational-
ists. As has been seen, there was a change from the accep-
tance of tradition and complete supernaturalism to the
introduction and growth of rationalism—this in turn giving
way to the increasing tide of skepticism. In general, Germany
was the center of the whole rationalistic development. Eng-
land, France, etc. did not feel the full impact of these trends
until after 1850. By the time it had spread to other countries,
the weakness and shortcomings were becoming more and
more apparent. It was not many years after 1850 until the
cycle began to turn in reverse, going back to rationalism and

37. Ibid., p. 12.Weinel and Wedgery, op. cit., p. 107.
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tradition and advoiding skepticism. (This was not necessarily
true of Old Testament scholarship.)

As the cycle moved in reverse, it did not draw back within
itself the problems and questions which had been raised.
These remained to be answered. It was the hope of Biblical
scholarship that a more successful medium of faith and reason
would be determined so that these question and problems
could be given a satisfactory answer. Within the past century
this hope has been realized in part; and it is this development
that will be considered now.
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CHAPTER TWO

Though it is still too soon for an accurate and complete
retrospect, the problems of Biblical scholarship in 1950 were
basically the same as those of 1850, for, not only were the
questions of 1850 still remaining since they had been answer-
ed inadequately, but the increasing discoveries, the continual
development of method and technique, and the rising demand
placed upon Christ and the Bible to meet the needs of a more
complexed and advanced society were pressing the issue even
futher than ithad been advanced before. And so 1950 scholar-
ship continued to determine the accurate historical life of
Christ and the historical validity of the New Testament ac-
counts.

It should be noted that 1950 scholarship differed for the
most part in its approach to the problem in comparison with
the rationalistic and skeptical approach of 1850. The preced-
ing scholarship was characterized by its inductive method and
theorizing contrary to the known facts. This was not charac-
teristic of 1950 scholarship. It is true that it remained rational-
istic, but for the majority this was a deductive method.

To attain the answers to the question with which it was con-
fronted scholarship approached the subject through a careful
examination of the sources of the New Testament and through
a thorough study of the contemporary environment of Jesus.
The basic prerequisite to any accurate study, the ruling out of
all preconceived ideas, was also employed, but with varying
degrees.

First to be considered will be the attempt of scholars to
determine the nature of Jesus and the New Testament through
the analysis of the sources. Prior to 1918 rationalistic critics
and scholars, as led by H. Holtzman, B. Weiss, T. Weiz-
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sacher, and John Hawkins, had generally agreed that the
solution to the synoptic problem was found in the “two-
document hypothesis.”*® According to this hypothesis Mark
was assumed to have priority (as the oldest) over the other
Gospels, and the strange concordia discors of Matthew and
Luke could be explained by ascribing to each two common
sources; namely, the Gospel of Mark and a source containing
the sayings of Jesus which is usually designated as “Q” (the
first letter in the German word for “source” being “Quelle”) >

The basis for listing Mark as a source were the common
subject matter (Matthew and Luke contain over half the
material in Mark), common wording (Matthew and Luke
reproduce 51% and 50% of Mark’s language respectively),
and a common order of events (both follow Mark’s chron-
ology largely and when one deviates the other still follows).*
The bases for considering the probability of another source
such as “Q” are that Matthew and Luke have from 200 to 250
verses peculiar to themselves and often in close agreement.
These sayings are in relatively the same order in Matthew and
Luke, and there are some sayings which appear in two forms
in Matthew and Luke, one of these apparently Markan and
thus the other form inferred by analogy was derived from

38. Edwin P. Booth, New Testament Studies. p. 43.

39. Laurence J. McGinley, S.J., Form-Criticism of the Synoptic
Healing Narratives, p. 1.

40. Vincent Taylor, The Gospels. pp. 45-46.
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another written source.*'

Since 1918 source criticism has proceeded largely upon this
basis and has enlarged its scope also to include two futher
aspects of this same subject: first, a study of the source mater-
ial which is peculiar to Matthew and Luke not derived from
Mark or “Q”; and second a study of those years between the
death of Christand the first written Gospel. Rowlingson diffe-
rentiates between these by applying the term “source criti-
cism” for the former and “form criticism” for the latter.*

This differentiation was also a result of the influence of
Wrede and Wellhausen. Looking back again at the turn of the
century, it can be seen that the two-document hypothesis was
widely accepted by everyone, although there were some diver-
gent differences on details, such as the existence a primitive
Mark (Urmarkus) or an earlier form of “Q.” The acceptance
was so wide spread that for a time the investigations changed
from a study of the sources to a study of the development of
Jesus’ career. It was at this time that Wrede shook the foun-
dation of the hypothesis and the historicity of Mark, for he
had come to the conclusion that

though the author of Mark had genuine historical material at
his disposal, he grouped and interpreted it in accordance with
his own dogmatic ideas and the beliefs of the Christian com-

munity.*

And thus, according to Wrede, tradition had to be disting-

41. Ibid., pp. 20-22.
42. Ibid., p. 44.

43. McGinley, op. cit., p. 1.
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uished from the evangelist’s redaction, and the historicity of
Mark was no longer valuable.

In response to this, the majority of critics sought to renew
their efforts in an analysis of the sources and they continued
further to solve the problems by analysis of the Gospel mater-
ial as recorded. Here again then was “source criticism” and
“form criticism.”

One of the most significant studies in the field of source
criticism was that of Canon B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels,
(1924). He set for himself the task of solving the questions
stemming out of the material peculiar to Mathew and Luke
which was not found in Mark or “Q.” His conclusion was a
“four-document hypothesis” instead of the two-document
hypothesis. In this manner the problems—which were pre-
viously thought of as results of different recensions containing
a common nucleus, or the results of a translation from other
Greek or Aramaic sources, or even the results of free editorial
work of the evangelists themselves—now had a satisfactory
explanation.*

The four-document hypothesis is generally as follows: in
addition to Mark and “Q” there was a Jerusalem sayings-
document called “M” which was used by the first evangelist.
This would suggest that Luke also had access to another
source to account for the material peculiar to his Gospel, this
being called “L.” And there were also the oral stories of the
nativity peculiar to each Gospel.** Although Streeter makes
no attempt to reconstruct “M,” he believes there is ample

44. Booth, op. cit., p. 46.

45. Taylor, op. cit., pp. 9-10.
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evidence for its existence in three factors. First, the evident
overlapping of Mark and “Q” makes it reasonable to assume
that other similar and. identical sayings of Jesus have been
preserved served in different cycles of tradition. Second, as
Matthew conflated the material of Mark and “Q” into a
mosaic, it is equally possible that he did the same with
another source (“M”) and “Q.” Third, the material in Matthew
exhibits a strong Jewish character which is in contrast to the
Gentile material in “Q.”*

Many other scholars and critics along with Streeter have
traced the material peculiar to Luke to a special source en-
titled “L.” Among these have been Feine, B. Weiss, J. Weiss,
Easton, and Manson. The contemporaries who agreed with
Streeter most favorably were C. H. Dodd, A. H. McNeile, V.
Taylor, and T. W. Manson. But criticism of Streeter’s work
was not always favorable. B..S. Easton, M. Goguel, E. F.
Scott, J. M. C. Crum, and F. C. Grant balanced the scale with
their vigorous criticisms against Streeter’s hypothesis.

Although the whole of the four-document hypothesis is
being debated, the focus of criticism is centered upon the lack
of adequate criteria for separating “M” from “Q.” The opin-
ions of F. C. Grant will illustrate the general feelings on this
subject:

I am strongly convinced of the fundamental correctness of
Streeter’s hypothesis of the development of Luke’s Gospel

.. . (and) the conviction that L was a real document. . . . but I
am equally strongly unpersuaded of the existence of a docu-
ment, which Streeter labels ‘M,” underlying the peculiar
matter of Matthew. Neither on linguistic nor historical or

46. Ibid., pp. 30-31. Booth, op. cit., pp. 46-47.
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literary-critical grounds does the evidence seem sufficient to
warrant its isolation.*’

And it is here that Grant postulated his “multiple source
theory” to take the place of Streeter’s four-document hypo-
thesis; and Easton suggested the title “three document-hypo-
thesis” as more applicable to the true situation. It is interesting
to note the reason which Grant gives for a “multiple source
theory” in preference to any of the documentary hypotheses.
He states:

Instead of identifying the “peculiar” matter of Matthew as
fragments of a special source or document, M, a careful ex-
amination of it suggests as equally tenable . . . the hypothesis
that we have here a number of strands of tradition whose
homogeneity is due, not to a single or distinct document, but
to a common origin in the teaching, praxis, and worship of the
early Syrian or North Palestinian church.*®

Another of the hypotheses which Streeter set forth caused
a great deal of consideration. This was the “Proto-Luke”
hypothesis. According to this theory Luke was not the same
as Matthew (being a new edition of the Gospel of Mark), but
was originally a combination of the sources “L” and “Q,”
beginning with “world-historical datum” and ending with the
resurrection narratives.* It was a complete Gospel free of all
Markan influences. However, before it was published the
author came across a copy of Mark and decided to enlarge his

47. Frederick C. Grant, The Growth of the Gospels. pp. 9-10.
48. Ibid., p. 14.

49. Ibid., 159.
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original work by incorporating within his own work the
Markan accounts.

In general most of the critics have rejected this hypothesis,
especially Easton, Cadbury, Bacon. Easton was of the opinion
that all that had been proven was that the author of Luke knew
his sources well and his preference for “Q” and “L” could
have come from sundry reasons.’® V. Taylor and Grant were
two of the critics who favored the “proto-Luke” hypothesis.

Another branch of this general field of source criticism was
concerned with the sources from which Mark had derived his
Gospel. Scholars and critics who had written on this field in-
clude B. W. Bacon, Streeter, Grant, Taylor, A. T. Cadoux,
E..Meyer, W. Bussmann, and H. Branscomb. The general
attitude of this group is well expressed in a statement of
Branscomb:

The last half century of study has definitely eliminated this
comfortable and easy answer (that Mark is simply the
memoirs of Peter). For it has become increasingly clear that
instead of the simple, direct testimony of an eyewitness we
have an account made up by piecing together materials of
different origin and date.”’

and a statement by Rowlingson:

Peter is not eliminated as one important source of Mark’s
material, but the Papias statement is interpreted in such a
liberal manner as to allow for Mark’s use of other material.

Except for A. T. Cadoux none of the critics attempt to recon-

50. Ibid., p. 160.

51. Booth, op. cit., p. 52.
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struct the sources of Mark, but they would include as a por-
tion of the sources the “apoclyptic flyleaf” in chapter 13 and
some of the passion narrative.

McNeileis one of the scholars who is not in agreement with
this theory, as well as a host of the more conservative scholars
who follow as stated the Papias account of Mark’s origin.
This theory has not been met with any degree of general ac-
ceptance.

Perhaps the most outstanding problem of the twentieth cen-
tury was that of “form-criticism.” The exponents of this type
of study followed the same basic concept as had those who
worked on the sources of Mark; namely, the Gospels reveal in
themselves something of the processes through which their
respective source material has grown. Form-criticism from its
firstinitial works was greatly influenced by Wellhausen, espe-
cially by one of his fundamental principles:

. . . that in the Gospels we have an historical picture not of
Jesus himself, but only the concept of Jesus which prevailed
in the primitive community. Tradition fashioned and trans-
mitted, as words of Jesus, ideas actually arising from the faith
of the community.>

(Throughout this entire discussion of form-criticism it is
evident that there is a strong hangover of the ideas of Strauss
and Bauer.)

To begin with, form-criticism was confronted with a two-
fold problem: first it had to distinguish the tradition itself
from the editorial work of the evangelists; and second, it was
necessary to separate the layers of tradition as created by the
community. K. L. Schmidt was the first to undertake the first

52. McGinley, op. cit., p. 2.
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of these two problems. His conclusions were answers to both.
Upon study of the problem from this perspective, he came to
the following conclusions: the source units existed in definite
and fixed form prior to their incorporation into the Gospels;
the framework of history listed in Mark was the creation of
the evangelist; and this artificial chronology created by the
evangelist could not be of great value in furnishing the details
on the life of Jesus.”

With this work of Schmidt, the way was open for a clear
study of the individual units composing the “Gospel tradi-
tion.” The studies and publications in this phase of scholar-
ship began to multiply. First had appeared Schmidt’s book,
Die Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu, then followed Martin
Dibelius’ From Tradition to Gospel (1919 and translated in
1935), Ruldoph Bultmann’s The History of the Synoptic
Tradition (1921), and E. Fascher’s The Method of Form-
Criticism (1924). Other less important works were L. G.
Bertram’s The Story of Jesus’ Passion and the Cult of Christ
(1922), and L. M. Albertz’s The Synoptic Disputations
(1921). American and English scholarship 1ater wrote exten-
sively on the subject: B. S. Easton, The Gospel Before the
Gospels (1928); R. H.. Lightfoot, History and Interpretation
in the Gospels; F. C. Grant, The Growth of the Gospels
(1933); F. V. Filson, Origins of the Gospels; and other works
by V. Taylor and D. W. Riddle.

The most significant work in this field came from Dibelius
and Bultmann who independently of each other followed the
introductory work of Schmidt and applied the principles of
formgeschichte to the Gospels in general. The aim of the

53. Booth, op. cit., p. 55.
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method as stated by Dibelius was two-fold:

The method of formgeschichte has a two-fold objective. In the
first place, by reconstruction and analysis, it seeks to explain
the origin of tradition about Jesus and then penetrate into a
period previous to that which our Gospels and their written
sources were recorded. (Secondly) . . . it seeks to make clear
the intention and real interest of the earliest tradition.™

The complete aim for the whole school was to distinguish
earlier and later strata from among the single units of tradition
and to evaluate the historical value of these units by discover-
ing their original form.”

Both Dibelius and Bultmann were students of folklore, and
they approached their investigation of the Gospels with a
three-fold theory. First, in folklore the material falls into fixed
forms and patterns which is transmitted with little or no
change. Second, the forms are shaped and developed by the
situation out of which the investigation came. And third, one
can determine the history (apart from the history which it
seeks to convey) by a study of form.*

The result of the application of these theories of folklore to
the Gospels was found in five general principles.’” The
synoptic Gospels are popular, sub-literary compositions. They

54. Martin Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel, preface, p. v.
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depict the faith of the Christians who created them, not the
faith of the historical Jesus. They are artificial collections of
isolated units of tradition. These units originally had a definite
literary form which can still be detected. And, this form was
the creation of a definite social situation.

Both Bultmann and Dibelius offered theories as to the
causes which operated in the formation of the tradition. Bult-
mann suggested the growing need for sayings of Jesus which
would combat the Jewish opposition in the growing gentile
churches. Dibelius on the other hand suggested and stressed
the need there must have been for illustrations in the early
Christian evangelism, for it was esentially a preaching mis-
sion to the unconverted and gentile world. Bultmann and
Dibelius also classified the narratives in the synoptic Gospels
into their corresponding literary forms. For Dibelius these
forms included paradigms, which is a short illustrative notice
or story of an event that is no more descriptive than is neces-
sary to make the point for which it was introduced.”® They
are: (a) “stories” which supplement the preacher as teacher
and story-teller and contain no general application; (b)
legends where the additions, making it an enlarged paradigm,
give individuality to some one other then Jesus; (c¢) epiphany
stories wherein the supernatural is revealed to the chosen but
hidden from the public; and (d) the “myth” which shows the
doings of the divine person,which in turn explains some
cosmic phenomena or cultus aspect.”’

58. Dibelius, op. cit., p. Xv.
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Bultmann on the other hand classified them as (a) “apo-
thegms,” short, pithy sayings and significant acts that were
enclosed in an historical setting and always depicted Jesus as
being questioned; (b) “sayings of Jesus” which consisted of
logia or maxims, prophetic or apoclyptic utterances, legalistic
rules for the church, parables, and sayings in the first person;
(c) and all the rest classified as “miracles” and “legends,” the
former being defined as having independent value and the
latter as that which gains significance only as it is applied to
the life of a hero.”

The contemporaries in Germany reacted immediately.
Martin Albertz’ reaction and opinion—that despite the fact
that the primary motives for the collection was practical and
apologetical, rather than historical, the final literary form
could be traced back to the utterances of Jesus himself—was
wholeheartedly commended. Betram’s conclusion that the
passion narrative of Mark contained more of the reflections of
the early church than it did of the true historical situation was
dismissed as being far more unreasonable and skeptical even
than Bultmann.®'

The most significant criticism in Germany came from
Fascher. The entire reconstruction by Dibelius is questioned
by Fascher for he thinks the assumption that “preaching” set
the mood for the development of the forms is unwarranted
and too heavily depended upon by Dibelius.”” And although

60. Ibid., pp. 44-46.
61. Booth, op. cit., p. 57.
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he gave credit for Bultmann’s analytical skill, he still con-
demned him for his extreme skeptisism and inadequate
criterion. In addition, Fascher also argued that “form” was in-
adequate and unable in itself to establish an accurate test
whereby historical judgments could be made. And he in the
same manner rejected the terminology used by both Bultmann
and Dibelius.*

The most important critiques of form-criticism outside of
Germany came from England by such men as A. E .J. Rawlin-
son, A. H. McNeile, J. M. Creed, M. Jones, T. W. Manson, G.
Kendall, and the others already cited above. Of all of these the
works of V. Taylor in his The Gospels (1930) and The For-
mation of the Gospel Tradition (1933) are the most effective
treatment of the subject. Although he accepts the method of
form-criticism in its general approach, he (a) is less skeptical
of the historical value of the tradition, (b) avoids the termi-
nology of folkore, and (c) avoids also the extremes of
Debilius and Bultman.

C. H. Dodd in a series of articles between 1931 and 1936
took issue with Schmidt on the Gospel of Mark; but R. H.
Lightfoot retained a large part of the skeptidism when he
stated:

Forall the inestimable value ofthe Gospels, they yield us little

more than a whisper of his voice; we trace in them but the

outskirts of his way.*

Another work in this field was that of E. B. Redlich, Form

63. Ibid.

64. H. Lightfoot, History and Interpretation in the Gospels. p.
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Criticism, which is a review of the whole movement.
American scholarship has also entered the field of form
criticism. B. W. Bacon had anticipated the ideas of Schmidt
and Dibelius. Cadbury, although he criticizes the classifica-
tion of material under a foreign terminology, accepts the
general approach and was in full sympathy with Schmidt’s
conclusions. E. F. Scott also accepted the approach generally
but would not go so far as to state the historical interest of
Jesus played only a minor role in bringing the early Chris-
tians’ thoughts of Jesus back again. J. .S. Case was influenced
by Schmidt and considered Mark only a “literary mosaic.” F.
C. Grant was critical only of formgeschichte in its extremes.*
B. S. Easton rejected the conclusions of form-criticism, for
he believed that from the beginning there existed a tradition
of sayings of Jesus which was highly respected. He made his
greatest criticism against the ability of the early community
having a creative influence upon the tradition. He stated:

Where beliefs of the Synoptic period can be distinguished
with certainty from the teachings of Jesus, we find the former
most scantily supported by sayings placed in his mouth.*®

In addition to these criticisms listed under the respective
critiques of other scholars, the major weaknesses of the form-
gesohichte school would include the following factors. The
date of the composition of Mark appears to be closer to 50
A.D. then 70 A.D. This would mean that the period of active
evolution as designated by form-criticism was only approxi-
mately fifteen years, with the full development as early as 35

65. Booth, op. cit., pp. 61-63.
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A.D. and no later than 85 A.D. This would indicate that the
eyewitnesses were a constant check on the historicity of the
“tradition,” both those eyewitnesses who were hostile and
friendly to the new faith.”” Another weakness of this whole
school is its complete neglect of the historical testimony
offered on this same question. Papias statement is dismissed
as error by Dibelius and as the false view of the sub-apostolic
age by Bultmann.®®

Still other short comings were the neglect of the role which
individual influence played in the shaping of the tradition, for
it was more likely that the teachings of the apostles were
depended upon rather than any community creation. The in-
ability of the form critics to explain by the rule of develop-
ment out of the church those elements which were difficult
and obscure for the primitive church.

Upon such conclusions the general field and science of
formgeschichtehas been widely rejected by 1950 scholarship.
The ultimate question imposed upon the scholarship of 1950
was whether the truth of the matter lies in the conservatism of
Easton or in a middle position between Bultmann, Bertram,
and Lightfoot, on the one hand, and Easton, Burney, Albertz
on the other. The question is still being studied, but the impli-
cations are pointing toward the conservative approach. The
real value of form-criticism is being reduced to its pointing to
the pre-synoptic period and having given an impetus to a type
of study which is beneficial as a tool in the study of the
historical Jesus.

67. McGinl.y, op. cit., pp. 23—26.
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As was indicated earlier, the second manner in which 1950
scholarship attempted to ascertain the historicity of the New
Testament (the Synoptic Gospels in particular) was through
a careful study of the environment in which Jesus lived and
within which the Gospels were composed.

This complete field of study is concerned mostly with the
religious environment and the socio-political environment.
One of the important aspects of the study of religious environ-
ment is the renewed interest in the relation of the Old Testa-
ment to the New Testament. The trend which scholarship has
taken is not in the analysis of type and antitype as carried
through Cooceius, Hutchinson, Marsh, and Fairbairn, but it is
instead more concerned with the general Semitic backgrounds
of New Testament times and the realization of Old Testament
ideas and ideals in the New Testament.” Scholarship was
seeking to see fully all that was implied in Augustine’s state-
ment, “The New Testament lies hidden in the Old:the Old
Testament lies open in the New,” and the statement of G. A.
Smith, “The Old Testament lies not under but behind the
New.””

Perhaps more important of the scholarship in this field was
that devoted to the contemporary religions of Rome, Greece,
and the mysteryreligions of the East. Some of the conclusions
reached in this sphere were for a large part extreme and
rationalistic, but the greatest contribution were not found in
these but in the background material which they furnished.

69. Booth, op. cit., p. 12.
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The attempt some have made to derive important elements of
the New Testament message from pagan cults and philo-
sophies has been widely and rightly rejected. Study of the
Gentile world throws light on the background and setting and
details of the New Testament. But as Cadbury says, “There is
a noticeable absence of traceable Gentile religious influence
on the New Testament.” '

And thus for the most part the study of the religious envir-
onment aided in a negative manner, through the argument of
silence, the authenticity of the Synoptic Gospels and their
portrayal of the life of Jesus. The greatest contributions to
Biblical scholarship from this whole field is found in its en-
lightenment on the problems of the early church, not in the
origin and content of the Gospels. This is true also of the
socio-political and philosophical environment and will for
that reason not be discussed here.

In concluding this discussion of Biblical scholarship on the
questions of the historical value of the Gospels and the ac-
counts of the life of Jesus which they contain, it should be
noted that the problems have in no wise been answered com-
pletely, nor has the investigation and examination ceased. It
is apparent though that the closer the faculties of intellect and
reason are integrated with a deep spiritual faith, the closer the
scholar is to the answers to the basic questions. The Biblical
scholarship of 1975 looks extremely encouraging if these. two
faculties are in the future brought even closer together.

One cannot make such a survey of a problem without hav-
ing come to some conclusions of one’s own in reference to

71. Arnold S. Nash, Protestant Thought in the Twentieth Century.
p. 67.
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the total appearance of the problem. It would be so easy from
my conservative outlook just to pass over the great works of
the critics and skeptics as the ultimate results of sin and self.
But I sense through it all the strange and mystical Providence
of God. For in the extremes of rationalism and skepticism two
dynamic factors have been the ultimate and eternal results.
First, the Word of God has endured the severe test of'it all. It
has come out as a diamond, unharmed by the scratches and
cuts of glass. It has been tempered through the ages, not by
the mechanical acceptance of the pious, but by such blows of
criticism, making it stronger with each critique. Second, the
criticism has been able to remove the “fetish nature” attached
to the New Testament by so many, and has made possible a
much clearer understanding of the origin, nature, and content
of the New Testament.

Numerous works have appeared on the general subject of
life and thought in the New Testament world. Included would
be Jackson and Lake, The Beginnings of Christanity (1920);
S. Angus, The Mystery Religions and Christanity (1925); E.
R. Willoughby, Pagan Regeneration (1929); T.R. Glover,The
World of the New Testament (1931); M. Rostovtzeft, The
Social and Economic History of the Hellenistic World (1941);
Riddle and Hutson, New Testament Life and Literature
(1946); R. H. Pfeiffer, A History of New Testament Times
With an Introduction to the Apocrypha (1949); and F. V.
Filson, The New Testament Against its Environment.
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CHAPTER I

THE TRIBAL PARTICIPANTS OF THE EXODUS

The first phase of the conquest of Palestine by the
Israelites followed the initial migration of the Hebrew
patriarchs into Palestine from the northeast' by some three
hundred fifty to five hundred years.” During this interval from
entrance to conquest, the tribal descendants of the patriarchs,
having settled in the hill-country of western Palestine and
desert Negeb, lived as immigrants without legal rights or
territorial claims.’ This region of settlement, which was only
sparsely populated and a relatively good distance from the
settled civilizations and cultural centers along the Palestinian
coast, was susceptible to two types of migratory movements;
namely, the successive waves of migrating ethnic units and
composite groups, and the ever shifting movements of
nomadic clans seeking grazing and pasture lands.*

It was in response to the conditions involved in either
one or both of these two types of migratory movements that
certain elements of the Israelite tribes went down into Egypt.
Meek’ asserts that the Hyksos avalanche from the north was
the cause of the initial entrance and descent of some Hebrews
into Egypt, with the possibility that the Hebrews even
constituted a part of the conglomerate mass of the Hyksos in
Egypt. The basic reasons underlying this assertion of Meek
are (1) the reflection in the Old Testament accounts of
Abraham’s visit to Egypt (Gn. 12:10) and Joseph’s sojourn
(Gn. 391f) of the successive waves by which the Hyksos
invaded Egypt; and (2) the presence of a Hyksos king named
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Jacob-Har, which would indicate that Jacob was a good
Hyksos name and suggests that the Hebrews participated in
the Hyksos regime in Egypt.®

However, Meek does not identify the Hebrews of the
Hyksos period with the Hebrews involved in the Biblical
accounts of the Egyptian sojourn and exodus. He states:

The Hebrews who went with the Hyksos to Egypt
must have had an exodus, but it can scarcely have
been th e exodus recorded in the Bible. No people
who had been in Egypt as conquerors and masters
would have represented their sojourn there as
servitude, as the Hebrews have throughout all their
literature.’

As for the Hebrew participants of the exodus narratives
in particular, Meek maintains that the cause of their entrance
and descent into Egypt was the Habiru migration and
activity.® As a result of the Habiru movements in Palestine,
certain masses of migrating hordes (of which the Hebrews
were a part) had been forced to seek home and pasturage
elsewhere for their flocks and families. The push of this
migrating mass was westward; but, according to Meek, be-
cause of their inability to conquer southemn Palestine, some
groups from the total body made a circuit southward and
mingled with the Calebites, Kenites, and Jerahmeelites while
others went to the border country of Egypt where they were
allowed entrance into Wadi Tumilat, the land of Goshen.’
This latter group which entered Egypt made up that element
of Hebrews which experienced the sojourn, oppression, and
exodus as recorded in the biblical tradition.

Albright accepts as definite the hypothesis which identi-
fies the Hebrew descent into Egypt with the Hyksos inva-
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sion.'” This he states in summary as follows:

The Hyksos conquerors are now known to have been
mainly—perhaps entirely—of Hebrew Semitic stock.
closely akin to the Hebrews, who probably formed
one of their component elements. . . . There are
numerous details in Hebrew tradition which square so
completely with Egyptian records that an intimate
connection between the Hebrew settlement in Egypt
and the Hyksos conquest may be considered certain."'

Albright, differing from Meek, identifies the Semites of
the Hyksos invasion with the Israelites of the biblical sojourn
and exodus narratives.'””> However, along with Meek, he does
not identify the retreat and exodus of the Hyksos after their
defeat by Amosis I, the founder of the eighteenth dynasty,
with the biblical account ofthe Hebrew exodus. According to
Albright, the Semites were not necessarily driven out of the
country, although some of the leaders and the more nomadic
elements may have withdrawn to Palestine. It is more likely
that those who escaped death at the time of the Hyksos fall
were either enslaved or permitted to remain in a status of
serfdom."

Wright,'* however, asserts that the migration of the
Hebrews to Egypt was due to the nomadic search for agri-
cultural and grazing lands. Egyptian reliefs and inscriptions
indicate that Egyptian border officials were constantly allow-
ing such nomadic peoples to enter the land in the area of
Wadi Tumilat."”” According to Wright, the inevitable problem
which arose from an increase in the nomadic minority were
solved by the Egyptians by forcing the people into public
works and labor battalions. Such was the experience of the
Hebrews in Egypt and the nature of their oppression until the
exodus under Moses.'*
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Rowley'” has not only disassociated the Israelite descent
into Egypt from the Hyksos invasion, but he has completely
rejected the possibility. His rejection is based primarily on the
absence of any biblical evidence indicative of such an en-
trance and the incompatibility of such a view with the biblical
tradition as it now stands, especially the chronologies of Ex
12:40 and I Kings 6:1. Rowley prefers to assign the Hebrew
descent to the Amarna age, with the cause of the migration
being the physical insecurity in this era and the inability of
certain tribes to maintain their land claims. According to
Rowley, it is the Amarna period which is in closest harmony
with the Joseph traditions in reference to both chronology and
the cause and effect sequence.'®

Thus, while there is lack of complete agreement as to the
immediate reason and era of the Hebrew descent into Egypt,
it is now—in light of the vast amount of corroborative evi-
dence coming from the delta area'*—agreed that the Hebrews
did go to Egypt.*® The question on which there is almost total
disagreement addresses itself to determining the particular
migrating groups which, from all of the Hebrew tribes, went
to Egypt.”’

It has long been realized that the traditional interpreta-
tions as derived from the Joseph traditions (Gn, 39ff) and the
fragments of P (Ex. 6:16-23; Num. 3:17-19, 16:1, 26:33),
which assume that all the sons of Jacob participated in the
sojourn and exodus, give rise to a great number of problems
when related to other biblical data.

These problems and differences may be summarily listed
as follows:

(1) The place of settlement in Egypt, which was only
sixty to eighty square miles, could not have supported the
supposed 600,000 as reported by P in Ex. 12:37 and Num.
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11:21.% Thus it has been suggested by Petrie that no more
than 5,000 people could have been taken out of Goshen or
into Sinai.”’

(2) According to Ex. 1:15 the Hebrew group in Egypt
was small enough to be ministered to by only two midwives;
and, according to J, was small enough to be called together to
one place to be addressed by Moses.

(3) The record of P in Gn. 46:27 is that only seventy went
into Egypt.

(4) The genealogies in I Chronicles 1-8 ignore the
exodus and suggests the continuous presence of Hebrews in
Palestine since their initial migration.

(5) According to Skinner** Gn 46:12 (P), which is from
a cycle of tradition quite independent of the Joseph traditions
and speaks of Judah’s separation from his brethren, has the
intention of relating Judah’s permanent settlement in Pales-
tine, and evidently ignores the exodus altogether.

(6) Ju. 11L26 speaks of the Hebrews as living in certain
cities in the Trans-Jordan three hundred years before Jephtah
which is c. 1400 B.c., and they would subsequently precede
the Hebrews of the exodus.”

The obvious conclusion which grew out of these prob-
lems and differences within the narratives of the sojourn and
exodus was that all the tribes did not go down into Egypt.
This same conclusion is reflected in the later developments of
the individual tribes, and indirectly in the available extra-
biblical material.

The available extra-biblical data, pertinent to this prob-
lem, consists primarily of names found in texts and inscrip-
tions which possibly refer to or are equal to Israelite names.
These sources include Egyptian execration texts of both the
Eleventh and Twelfth Dynasties; inscriptions from the reign
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of Seti I and Ramases II; alleged references from Ras Shamra,
Mari, and Amarna; and the names of certain Hyksos rulers.*

In 1926, Sethe”” published a series of Egyptian execration
texts which were from the Eleventh Dynasty (c. 20th century
B.C.). These texts contained the names of numerous
Palestinian and Syrian states and rulers, including a name
which Albright vocalizes as Thinw and equates it with
Zebulun.*® However, if this is equated with the Israelite tribe
of Zebulun, it would necessitate dating Zebulun’s existence
some two centuries before Abraham since the text is dated to
the twentieth century B.C. Thus the identification would
invalidate all the biblical chronology and tradition as it is
known today. Consequently, the identification of this group
with the Israelite tribe has not been widely accepted.”

In 1940, another series of Egyptian execration texts were
published by Posener’® which were dated within the Twelfth
Dynasty. Among the names which appear in this list is >sm “n,
which is vocalized by Posener as su-ma-°-ni and identified
with Simeon. Posener had made the following statement
earlier:

11 ya de fortes possibilités que nous ayons de la nom
propre 120120 (Zupeov) que est escrit dans les textes
cuneformes Sa-ma-af-u-nu.”'

However, this identification is not commonly accepted;
and Albright makes the following statement rejecting the
identification with Simeon:

(Shamu‘anu) i1s probably Samhuna of the Amarna
tablets, reflecting a later pronunciation of sam’on(a).

. while the latter form of the name cannot be
separated from the name Simeon (Sim on in Hebrew),
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the Brussels spelling suggests an original form which
contained the elements Samu . . . and ‘Anu . . . .

Were the identification of su-md-°-ni with Simeon certain and
fully accepted, there would still exist the problem of
chronology since Simeon would antedate Abraham by more
than a century. Thus, this alleged reference offers little aid in
identifying the tribal participants of the Egyptian sojourn and
exodus.

Mention of °Asaru (°sr) in the inscriptions of Set I (c.
1301 B.c.) and Rameses II (c. 1301-1234 B.C.) has generally
been accepted as the equivalent of the biblical Asher since the
name refers to precisely the same territorial district.** On the
basis of a late date of the exodus, this would indicate that
Asher was already settled in Palestine and had not partici-
pated in the Egyptian exodus.** However, Rowley and others
accept this reference as an indication of an early exodus with
Asher being one of the tribes which was settled only after the
exodus.” The value of this identification is relative to the
interpretation placed on the date of the exodus and is thus
non-conclusive of itself as Asher’s participation.

From Ras Shamra there have come several alleged refer-
ences to Asher and Zebulun, which, if identified for certain,
would necessitate their residence in Palestine prior to the
fifteenth century and would thus prohibit their participation in
the Egyptian sojourn and exodus. Rowley, who states, “it is
clear that the alleged occurrence of the names of the Israelite
tribes are too insecure to build on,”® accepts the following
conclusions of Albright: (1) the alleged reference to Zebulun
is to be pronounced approximately as zabiildnim which is a
collective plural formation of zabul (exalted, noble) and has
nothing to do with the Israelite tribe of Zebulun; (2) and the
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alleged reference to Asher is but the perfect plural of the verb
°atr (to step), and likewise is not a reference to the tribe of
Asher.”’

The possible mention of an Israelite tribe from Mari
stems from the words Banii Yamina, identified with Benja-
min.”® However, Albright pointed out the meaning of these
words to be manifest in its counter part, Bani Sim’al; the
meaning of these being “children of the South” and “children
of the North,” respectively.”

Dossin’s identification of Banii Yamina with the southern
branch of the Rachel tribes of Israel limits this term far more
than is likely, for such a term could well be applied to any
number of different groups who lived in southern territory. If
this identification were made, it would also necessitate the
existence of the tribe of Benjamin c. 2000 B.c., which is much
earlier than the birth of Benjamin in any chronology.

The reference to Jacob and Joseph in the place names
Jacob-el and Joseph-el which were inscribed in the time of
Thutmoses III (c. 1504—1450B.c.) in the temple of Karnak are
only questionably so read.* The § sibilant in the Egyptian
text, which reads Y-s-p°a-ra and is identified with Joseph, is
not the normal sibilant equivalent of the © in Joseph’s name.

Thus, in summary it should be noted that of the six
alleged references to Israelite tribal names coming from
Egypt, only two are considered as somewhat definite, namely
T'b;nw with Zebulun and “4saru with Asher. But of these two,
the first is in disagreement with the chronology of the period,
and the second is relative to the dating of the exodus. The
other four alleged references are extremely doubtful from a
linguistic examination, and three of these four are incompat-
ible with the chronology. Consequently, the extra-biblical
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data, consisting primarily of names in texts and inscriptions,
offer no definite evidence of settled Israelite tribes in Pales-
tine, and which, by virtue of the fact that they were settled,
would probably not have participated in the Egyptian sojourn
and exodus.

Most biblical scholars have approached this question of
identifying the tribal participants of the Egyptian sojourn and
exodus through either (1) an analysis of the biblical material
in an attempt to attain the primary source(s) and historical
elements and thereby determine the actual events, or (2)
determine the course of events by retrospect after the exami-
nation of the later developments in the individual tribes. The
biblical scholars at the turn of the twentieth century, including
Meyer, Cook, Luther, Schiele, Haupt, Wellhausen, Benzinger,
Steuernagel, and Paton, approached this problem primarily in
terms of the latter option.

The older scholars made a sharp division in the tribes of
Israel into the Rachel group and the Leah group. This division
was extended further so as to identify the Rachel group with
Sinai and the Leah group with Kadesh—the assumption being
that Sinai was geographically distinct from Kadesh and the
activities at each locale were the activities of distinct groups.*!
The problem was then simply a matter of determining which
group, Kadesh-Leah or Sinai-Rachel, made the descent into
Egypt.*

Paton in a summary presentation of this approach listed
the following factors as the basic areas of inquiry in this
approach: (1) the most prominent tribe in the sojourn tradi-
tion; (2) determining the tribe to which Moses belonged; (3)
determining the site to which Moses was connected, i.e., Sinai
or Kadesh; (4) what was the source of the Mosaic religion.*
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But as evident from the lack of agreement, these factors were
inadequate and unsatisfactory to determine the tribal partici-
pants. for, although the Joseph tribes were admitted to the
most prominent in the sojourn traditions of Genesis 3749,
this tradition was dismissed by the advocates of the Sinai-
Rachel group as a late invention.

The determining of the tribal relationship of Moses was
also non-conclusive. For, as Paton summarized, Ex. 2:1 (E)
and 6:16-20 (P) consider Moses as a Levite, but Ju 7:17
mentions a Levite from Bethlehem-Judah, and 18:30 says of
him, “Jonathan, the son of Gershom, the son of Moses,* he
and his sons were priests to the tribe of Danites unto the day
ofthe captivity of the land,” thus witnessing to a tradition that
the Levites of Dan were descended from Moses.*

Paton also maintains that J never refers to Moses as a
Levite, but rather (after Luther) refers to him as an Ephramite.
Likewise, the attempt to identify Moses with either of the two
sites was unsuccessful. On the one hand Ex. 2:15f(J) and 3:1
(E), which state respectively that Moses fled from Egypt to
Midian and lived with the priest of Midian and that Moses
attended the flocks of his Midianite father-in-law in Horeb,
identify him with Sinai. On the other hand, Meyer joined Ex.
2:33 with 4:19 and asserted that the revelation of Yahweh
came to Moses on his way to Egypt from Midian, and argued
that the burning bush (Ex. 3:2) was a thorn bush in Kadesh
which burned from natural gas in the area.*

The conclusion of these earlier scholars as to the origin
of the Mosaic religion was also unsuccessful in definitely
identifying the tribal participants of the sojourn and exodus.
While maintaining that Judah and the Kenites worshiped
Yahweh prior to the exodus*” and that the Mosaic concept of
Yahweh was introduced to the Joseph tribes in consequence
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of the exodus, it was impossible to account for the following:
(1) the compound names with Yahweh in the Rachel tribes*
and (2) that the ark of Yahweh was connected with Sinai and
the Rachel-Sinai group.*’

It was assumed necessary for purposes on consistency to
assign an early settlement in Canaan to that group of Israelite
tribes which did not go down into Egypt. Thus, Myer, Schiele,
and Haupt claimed that the Rachel tribes were settled in
Canaan long before the Leah tribes went to Egypt; and
Wellhausen, followed by Steuernagel, Benzinger, and Paton,
claimed the weight of evidence was in favor of the earlier
settlement of the Leah tribes.™

Burney in his Schweich lectures of 1917 claimed that
Joshua led only the Joseph tribes across the Jordan and that in
all probability, if Joshua were the successor to Moses in the
leadership of Israel, the tribes led out of Egypt by Moses
included only Joseph and certain elements of Simeon and
Levi.’! Burney reconstructed the course of events as follows:
Simeon and Levi suffered together in the retribution which
followed their treacherous outrage against Shechem and
subsequently settled as two small tribal remnants in the desert
region bordering Egypt where they would perforce be nomads
and probably seek refuge at some time in Egypt. This they
did, according to Burney, and thus came into association with
the Joseph tribes who had settled in Goshen.”

Of the other tribes, Burney claimed that five of the six
Leah tribes were grouped together in early times in the central
hill country at a period possibly long before the entrance of
the Joseph tribes under Joshua. These tribes include Simeon
and Levi in the Shechem district, Issachar in an unidentifiable
position, Zebulun in the southwest, and Reuben in the
southeast.” Judah, the remaining Leah tribe to be accounted
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for, was considered by Burney to have been stationed in the
neighborhood of Adullam where it entered into relationships
with the Canaanites prior to “its reinforcement by the Arabian
clans to which its name was subsequently extended.”** The
concubine tribes were not involved in the Egyptian sojourn
and exodus according to Burney since they were at least
partially of alien extraction.”

This position of Burney was generally accepted and
followed by Jack, even though he considered the solution as
extremely questionable since there was little or no direct
evidence available.”®

Rowley in his reconstruction of early Israelite history
comes to the following conclusions concerning the tribal
participants of the exodus and sojourn:

A group of Israelite tribes including Joseph,
Simeon and Levi, with associated Kenite and other
elements, pressed into Palestine from the south in
the Amarna age. . . .. In the same age other Israelite
elements’” separated from the group that pressed in
from the south, and went into Egypt. . . .The
Simeonite and Levite elements reached the district
of Shechem, of which the took treacherous advan-
tage, with the result that they suffered some serious
disaster. This caused Simeon to fall back on Judah,
to be absorbed in the tribe, while Levi was more
widely scattered. Some Levite elements fell back on
Judah, while some went into Egypt to join the re-
cently separated group that had gone thither.”®

Rowley arrived at these conclusions in the following
way. According to Ju 11:16, which is identified by Rowley as
the earliest tradition, the Israelites who came out of Egypt
proceeded straight to Kadesh; but, as the tradition now stands
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in the Pentateuch, the tribes went to Horeb or Sinai and only
came to Kadesh, which was a good distance away, sub-
sequently. It is therefore likely that the two accounts have
been combined, namely a J narrative which displays a partic-
ular interest in Judah, and an E narrative which has a similar
interest in Ephraim. The conflation of these two accounts is
unhistorical, but the separate traditions may be accepted as
genuinely historical.*

Even though every element cannot be taken literally,
since accretions are generally made to such stories, Rowley
accepts the substantial historical value of the Joseph story.
Thus, he accepts the evidence of the biblical tradition that the
Joseph tribes which were born in Egypt came out under
Moses rather than the group of tribes associated with Judah.
According to the biblical account, Joseph is later joined by
several of his kinsmen (plus wives and dependents) who
include the ancestors of all the tribes. For Rowley this joining
of the seventy was the descent of the Levite and Simeonite
elements who were scattered after the treachery of Shechem.
Included amongst them was the ancestor of Moses.”

Rowley draws this same conclusion from his considera-
tion of Yahwism. In view of the differences in the statements
of J and E®' he maintains that the Leah tribes which were not
with Moses at the time of the exodus were the ones that did
not ascribe their Yahwism to him, and the Joseph tribes who
were with him did so ascribe their Yahwism to him.%

Asher, Dan, and Zebulun are considered as kindred tribes
of the north who were generally related to the Israelites
proper. They exerted pressure simultaneously from the north
as the Hebrew, including Judah, at Kadesh exerted pressure
along with the Kenites from the south.”’

Albright claims that both the Leah tribes and the Joseph
tribes were in Egypt and that each of these tribal groups had
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an exodus of its own.** That Moses was a Hebrew who was
born in Egypt and reared under a strong Egyptian influence is
assumed by Albright on the basis of biblical tradition and the
evidence of his Egyptian name and the Egyptian names cur-
rent among his Aaronid kinsmen for two centuries.®” Thus, on
the basis of the Egyptian background of Moses, Albright finds
it necessary to identify the Leah tribes with Moses and Egypt.
He states:

The close connection of the Leah tribes with
Moses is supported by a number of traditions, and
especially by the fact that the first conquered
territory, the land of Sihon, became the heritage of
Reuben, the eldest son of Leah. Moses himself, as a
Levite, belonged to a Leah tribe.®®

On the basis of this identification, Albright states that Judah
itself probably came with Moses out of Egypt since it was one
of the Leah tribes and entered the land from the north in the
thirteenth century B.C.

However, Albright also maintains that the Joseph tribes
were in Egypt at the time ofthe Hyksos control, and may even
have played a part in the Hyksos movement.”” But as early as
1918 he maintained that Joseph returned from Egypt to
Palestine much earlier than the group led by Moses.®

Meek limits the participants of the sojourn and exodus to
the tribe of Levi alone, and interprets the biblical account
which represents all the tribes as being in Egypt as a later
fused account. This later account reflects, according to Meek,
the consolidation of various tribes and groups into a national
unit, at which time the traditions of each tribe became the
common possession of the whole.”” Meek’s reasons for identi-
fying the Levites as the only Israelite tribe in Egypt may be
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summarily listed as follows:

(1) Both Moses and Aaron were traditionally “Levites
and chief shamans of the Levites.””

(2) Ex. 2:1 (J), which is identified by Meek as the oldest
source, calls them Levites.

(3) I Chr 6:3, 23:13 state that Moses was the son of
Amram, a Levite.

(4) Ex. 6:20 and Num. 26:59 (P) state that Moses was the
son of Amram and Jochebed, both of whom were Levites.

(5) I Sam. 2:21-22 which reads “house of your fathers”
equals the house of Levi.

(6) Egyptian names in Levite genealogies (I Chr. 6:22,
23,37; Jer. 20:1,21:1, 38:1; Ex. 2:38, 8:33; Ju. 20:28, I Sam.
1:3,2:27), e.g., Assir, Pashur, Merari, Phinehas, and Hophni.
The Levites alone possess the Egyptian names.”'

Meek also maintains that Asher, Dan, Naphtali, Issachar,
and Zebulun are all more native than Hebrew and only be-
came Hebrew as they were later drawn into the Hebrew
confederacy by the common peril and menace of Sisera in the
time of Judges.”” He also finds strong suggestions that certain
elements of Judah were native to the land of Canaan, e.g., Gn.
38 which states that Judah in patriarchal times separated from
his brothers, intermarried with the natives, and settled down
there.”

According to Noth, it is difficult to identify those tribes
which had settled in Egypt since the tribal structure as such
was not well-defines until later times.”* Those who fled from
Egypt probably mixed again with other tribal groups. But
Noth states that how this happened is not known. They
mingled enough to tell to all the others what had happened in
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the exodus and desert wanderings so that all in the course of
time told and retold the story with a complete identification
of themselves, with the result that it became common know-
ledge to all and a unifying bond.”

Noth further maintains that it seems highly probable that
it was the Rachel tribes which experienced the exodus from
Egypt, but admits that the grounds for this identification are
very poor. He discounts all value in the Joseph traditions as
being a historical source since the motive of this narrative was
not a historical explanation.”

Thus in summary it should be noted that the extra-biblical
material is inconclusive for identifying and determining the
tribal participants of the sojourn and exodus, and the
conclusions of the biblical scholars is the same. All the
scholars are generally agreed that the concubine tribes were
at least partially alien to the Israelites proper. In turn, the
following scholars identify the following tribes as those who
descended into Egypt and made the exodus:

(1) Meyer, Schiele, Haupt, and Albright identify the tribes
as the Leah tribes.

(2) Meek identifies the Israelites there as the Levites.

(3) Wellhausen (followed by Steuernagel, Benzinger,
Paton, and Noth) identify them as the Rachel tribes.

(4) Burney, Rowley, and Albright (with an earlier exodus)
identify them with the Joseph tribes plus certain
Simeonite and Levite elements.
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CHAPTER I NOTES

1. The date of Abraham is generally accepted as c. 1750 B.C.,
although this is no longer based on the questionable identifi-
cation of Amraphel of Gn. 14 with Hammurabi. See Albright,
BASOR 88 (Dec., 1942) p. 35; JPOS 1 (1942) pp. 68-70.;
Meek, Hebrew Origins, pp. 14—16. Garstang, however, main-
tains a date 0of2092 B.c. for Abraham’s departure from Haran;
see Garstang, Heritage of Solomon, p. 151.

2. The problem of dating the Israelite exodus and conquest is
extremely complex and inconclusive at present. A date of c.
1400 B.C. is demanded by Garstang’s dating of the fall of Jeri-
cho and the chronology implied in I Kings 6:1. A date within
the thirteenth century is demanded by Palestinian archaeology
in general and the chronology implied in Exodus 12:40. See
Rowley, From Joseph to Joshua, for the latest complete
discussion of the problems of dating; also see Garstang, AJSL
58 (1941) pp. 368-370; Albright, BASOR 57 (Feb., 1935) p.
30; and Glueck, BASOR 55 (Sept., 1934) p. 3-4.

3. The biblical term gerim means living in a land with certain
moral rights, but without any legal rights and claims, i.e.,
living in the land on sufferance.

4. Wright, BA 3 (Sept., 1940) pp. 28-30.
5. Meek, op. cit., pp. 17-32.

6. The Hyksos invasion of Egypt occurred c. 1700 B.c. and
lasted until ¢. 1570 B.c. (15th—17th dynasties). Concerning
the ethnic composition of the Hyksos, see Speiser, AASOR 13
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(1933) pp, 147151, especially his summary statement, . . .
the Hyksos were composed of several disparate groups. They
were not simply Semites, or Hurrians, but definitely a con-
glomeration of Semites and Hurrians, with an admixture of
other strains which defy identification at present” (p.5). See
also Meek, ibid., p. 5 where he maintains that the Hyksos
contained a Hittite element; and Albright, JPOS 15 (1935) pp.
228-230, where Albright claims that the efforts to show that
the non-Semitic Hyksos names were Hurrian are unsuccess-
ful.

7. Meek, op. cit., p. 18.

8. See below, Chapter III, which deals with the Habiru
problem.

9. The Wadi Tumilat is a narrow valley about thirty to forty
mile long in the eastern part of the Nile delta, connecting the
Nile with Lake Timsah. See Wright and Filson, Westminster
Historical Atlas, p. 150.

10. Albright, Archaeology of Palestine, p. 83; and Stone Age
to Christianity, p. 150.

11. Albright, Biblical Period, p. 7. (Reprinted from The Jews:
Their History, Culture, and Religion, edited by Finkelstein.)

12. See Albright, JBL 37 (1918) pp. 138—140, where Albright
maintained that there were two exodi: the first was obscure
and nowhere indicated in the Hexateuch, but involved the
withdrawal into Central Palestine of the Hebrew tribes after
the decline of the Hyksos power; and the second was the
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exodus some three centuries later under Moses of the Hebrews
who had been imported into Egypt as slaves.

13. Albright, Biblical Period, op.cit.
14. Wright, BA4 3:1.

15. See Breasted, Ancient Records of Egypt, 1, p. 281; and
Wright and Filson, op. cit., p. 29.

16. This is the same position which is held in general by Noth
who rejects the view that the entrance was associated with the
Hyksos. He maintains that the Egyptian sojourn was the result
of drought and famine among the nomadic Hebrews. See
Noth, Geschichte Israels, pp. 72 and 98.

17. Rowley, op. cit., pp. 771f and 117-119. (See also his
earlier article in BJRL 22 (1938) pp. 243-290.

18. See Rowley, ibid., p. 116, where he states, “Since the
carrying of Joseph into Egypt is represented as taking place
while some Israelites were in the vicinity of Shechem, this
would appear to point to the Amarna age for the background
of the Joseph story. That age would provide a more satis-
factory background for it than any other age we know. ”

19. See Albright, Stone Age to Christianity, p. 184, and the
following statement made there: “That there was a long
Semitic occupation in the northeastern delta before the new
empire is certain from Canaanite place names found there in
the New Empire, which include Succoth, Baal-zephon, Mig-
dol, Zilu (Sillo), and probably Goshen itself . . . It must be
considered as practically certain that the ancestors of part of
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Israel, at least, had lived for several centuries in Egypt before
migrating to Palestine.”

20. Several older scholars, as Cheyne and Winckler, denied an
Egyptian sojourn and identified North Arabic Musri with the
biblical Misraim; others held that Goshen only extended to
the southern Palestine-Egyptian border. See Paton, JBL 32
(1913) pp. 25-27.

21. See Wright, BASOR 86 (April, 1942) p. 35 where he
states: ““. . . when, however, we attempt to divide up the tribes
into groups, telling just what they did and when, we immedi-
ately enter a realm which is largely speculative and for which
there is almost no extra Biblical data.”

22. This is now generally accepted as the census taken by
David (II Sam. 24) which has been incorrectly placed here.
See Meek, op. cit., p. 29.

23. For the statement of Petrie, see Driver, Exodus, p. xlv.
24. Skinner, Genesis, p. 450.
25. Meek, op. cit., p. 30.

26. The Merneptah stela is of little aid in identifying any of
the tribal activities since it refers only to “Israel”; it is though
of extreme importance in dating the terminus as quem of the
conquest.

27. Sethe, “Die Achtungstexte,” APAW, 1926, No. 5.
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28. Albright, The Vocalization of Egyptian Syllabic Ortho-
graphy, p. 7.

29. See Rowley, op. cit., p. 34, note 2.

30. Posener, Princes et pays d’Asie et de Nubie.
31. Posener, Syria 18 (1937), p. 191.

32. Albright, BASOR 81 (Feb., 1941), p. 19.

33. See Burney, Israel’s Settlement in Canaan, p. 82, and
Rowley, BJRL 22, p. 259-260. For those who oppose the
identification, see Jack, The Date of the Exodus, p. 230,
where Jack states, “The identity of °Asaru, however, with
Asher of the Biblical records must be regarded as most
uncertain.” See also Dussaud, Syria 19 (1938).

34. See Meek, op. cit., pp. 30-31.

35. Rowley, op. cit., and Joseph to Joshua, pp. 33-34.
36. Ibid., pp. 67 and 115, respectively.

37. Albright, BASOR 63, pp. 27 and 29.

38. Dossin, Syria 19 (1938) pp. 111 and 116.

39. Albright, BASOR 81 (Feb., 1941), pp. 19-20.

40. See Petrie, History of Egypt, Vol. 11, pp. 323-325; Meyer,
Israeliten und ihre Nachbarstimme, pp. 281-282 and ZAW 6
(1886). pp. 2—4; and Rowley, Joseph to Joshua, pp. 36-37.
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The attempt by Dassaud (Syria 8 [1927] p. 231; and 21 [1940]
p.-172) to identify the name Jjsipj from the Egyptian
execration text c¢. 20th century B.C. with Joseph-el has not
been readily accepted. See Albright, JPOS 8 (1928) p. 249.
Even if it were accepted, the chronological problems of
placing Joseph in the 20th century B.C. would still remain.

41. Paton, JBL 32 (1913) p. 21. It was considered impossible
to combine successfully the stay at Kadesh as reported by E
(Ex. 15:25b, 4-6; 17:8-16; 18; and Num. 11:16f) with the
stay at Sinai as reported by J (Num. 10:33; 11:35; 12:16). It
was commonly held that either Exodus 19—Numbers10 is late
and unauthentic, or J and E held different views as to the rela
tion of Kadesh and Sinai, and these have been confused in
later composition. See the recent statement of Meek (op. cit.,
p. 36), “It is impossible to determine exactly what occurred at
each site, and it is equally impossible to determine their
location.”

42. Paton, JBL 32 (1913) pp. 28-30.
43. Ibid., pp. 29-31.

44. Paton obviously read the MU here (with the J sus-
pended, indicating an earlier reading) as YR .

45. Ibid., p. 29.

46. Ibid., pp. 31-33. Compare the included statement of
Haupt who, in disagreement with Meyer, thought that the
flaming bush was due to volcanic phenomena in Sinai.
Wellhausen, Prolegomena, p. 354 suggested that sinai (Sinai)
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should be read as sene (bush) since according to Dt. 33:2
Yahweh comes from Sinai to Kadesh.

47. 1t has long been recognized that the biblical tradition
contains two accounts of the introduction of Yahwism to the
Israelites. The one, Gn. 4:26 (J) declares that Yahweh was
known from the beginning; the second, Ex. 3:13-15 (E) and
6:3 (P) assign its introduction to the foundation of Hebrew
nationality under Moses. The following factors strongly
suggest the hypothesis that Judah, which was associated with
the Kenites in the south, adopted the Kenite religion of
Yahwism: (1) Cain who had the mark of Yahweh upon him
(Gn. 4:15) was the eponymous ancestor of the Kenites (Ju.
4:11); (2) Kenites settled with Judah in the southland (Ju
1:16); (3) Moses received from Jethro, the Midianite priest,
the Kenite Yahwism and introduced it to Israelites of the
sojourn (Nu. 10:29 and Ju 1:16); (4) the extra-biblical refer-
ence (presented by Gridsloff, BEHJ 1 [1946] pp. 81-82) of an
Egyptian text in which the place name YAw is found referring
to an area in the neighborhood of Kenite settlements and
dating from the time of Rameses II.

48. Examples of such names are (a) Joshua of Ephraim, (b)
Joash, the father of Gideon, from Manesseh, (3) Jothan, the
son of Gideon, (4) and Abijah, the son of Samuel.

49. Paton, op. cit., pp. 32-33.

50. Ibid., pp. 45-47. It was stated that, aside from the Mer-
neptah stela (if the name Israel there has reference to only the
northern tribes), the ‘theories’ of the Egyptian sojourn alone
support the position of Meyer and the others mentioned. His
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own position was defended in part by (1) the statement in Ju.
1:2 that Judah and Simeon were the first ones to invade
Canaan, (2) Gen 34 states that Simeon and Levi attacked
Shechem immediately after their arrival in Canaan, and (3)
the geographical location of the Leah tribes into two divisions
indicates a later intrusion of the Rachel tribes.

51. Burney, op. cit., p. 36.
52. 1bid., p. 47.
53. 1bid., p. 52.
54. Ibid., p. 52.

55. Note Bumey’s statements (/bid., 54 and 57) where he
argues: “It is highly probable that these tribes were originally
regarded as not fully Israelite, i.e. as partially (or, it may be,
wholly) of alien extraction, and that it was only by degrees
that they won their full place in the circle of the tribes. . . at
the stage which the legend originated the Bilhah tribes, Dan
and Naphtali, dwelt in contiguity to the Joseph tribes upon
their southwest, whereas the Zilpah tribes, Asher and Gad,
were among the Leah tribes, the one in the north, and the
other east of the Jordan. ”

56. Jack, op. cit.; see especially pp. 17 and 234. Because of
their descent from handmaids and their alien worship, Jack
maintained that the concubine tribes of Asher, Gad, Dan, and
Naphtali were “hardly entitled to a position in Israel” until the
final settlement of all the tribes, and were thus excluded from
any participation in the Egyptian sojourn and exodus. Beyond
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this point, Jack makes no attempt to identify the tribes; he
considers it impossible. “It is evident we can never know the
true relation of the tribes of the Exodus to the twelve tribes
afterwards known as Israel, so long as we have no contem-
porary documents” (p. 17).

57. i.e., the Joseph tribes.

58. Rowley, BASOR 85 (Feb., 1942) p. 28. These same
general conclusions have not changed in his latest presenta-
tion, From Joseph to Joshua.

59. Rowley, Joseph to Joshua, pp. 105-107.

60. Ibid., p. 123. It should be noted that for Rowley Moses’
presence suggests the presence of Levite elements, and the
tradition that Simeon was held a prisoner by Joseph (Gn.
42:24) suggests that Simeonites were amongst the Israelites

in Egypt.
61. See note 47 above and note 53 in Chapter II.

62. Rowley, Joseph to Joshua, pp. 144—145 and 153. In the
latter reference he states in more detail that Yahweh was not
a new name, but a new name for the God of Israel (i.e. the
Joseph tribes). The southern tribes learned of Yahweh by a
gradual penetration of the Kenite religion, so that there was
no moment of dramatic adoption. Moses learned of Yahweh

when he came to the Kenite worshipers who initiated him into
the faith (Num. 10:29, Ju. 2:16).

63. Ibid., p. 164.
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64. Albright, BASOR 58 (April, 1935) pp. 14-16.
65. Albright, Stone Age to Christianity, p. 193.

66. Albright, BASOR 58 (April, 1935) p. 21.

67. Albright, Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible. pp.
143-145.

68. Albright, JBL 37 (1918) pp. 138-140. The following
statement should be noted, “The circumstances and date of
the first exodus are obscure; I do not know of any passage in
the Heptateuch which may have any bearing on the problem.
... More than three centuries after the first ‘exodus’ comes
the Mosaic period.” Compare his statement in BASOR 58
(April, 1935) p. 15, “That the Joseph tribes returned from
Egypt to Palestine much earlier than the group led by Moses
has been maintained by the writer since his original statement
(although) very antiquated now in method and data.”

69. Meek, op. cit., p. 33.
70. Ibid., p. 31.

71.1bid., pp. 31-33, and Meek, AJSL 56 (1938) pp. 117-120.
Compare Waterman, AJSL 58 (1941) pp. 49-56 and his con-
cluding statement, “. . . of the six names discussed, three
(Assir, Hophni, and Merari) have ample Semitic rootage and
formation; one (Pashur) is doubtful, and of the remainder,
Moses is very possibly Egyptian and Phineas certainly so. . .
None of these names with the exception of Moses . . . can be
shown to have come into Palestine with the original Levites”

(p. 56).
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72. Ibid., p. 42.

73. Waterman (4JSL 55, p. 25) maintains that there were no
Israelite-Hebrew clans in the south, and that Judah was a later
name for a new fusion of Edomite clans in the district of
Judah. He states, “As soon as Judah declared independence
under David, everything of Edomite origin . . . could now
become Judean, not by antithesis or opposition but by
political domination.” Ibid., p. 42.

74. Noth, op. cit., p. 104.
75. 1bid.

76. Ibid., p. 103.



CHAPTER 11

THE TRIBAL PARTICIPANTS OF THE CONQUEST

In that it is not merely a question of identification, the
problem of the tribal participants of the conquest is more
complex than the same problem of the exodus. Aside from the
concubine tribes which are considered to have contained at
least partial alien elements, the Israelite tribes were definitely
not an indigenous ethnic group in Palestine. Yet, their ascen-
dance in Canaan to the position of a relatively significant
political group by the time of Merneptah and their developing
into a nation by the time of David necessitated a conquest of
some sort since in their initial entrance they came as gerim.
That this conquest involved all the tribes except Levi has not
been seriously questioned by any biblical scholar, although
the type of conquest has been subject to disagreement.

The nature of the problem here is to determine the tribal
participants of the conquest in reference to their role and
action and in respect to time and location, The complexity of
this problem is multiplied by (1) the inner inconsistencies of
the biblical tradition, (2) the demands of archaeology on the
chronology of the events, and (3) certain ambiguous relation-
ships and movements of the tribes.'

The inner inconsistencies of the biblical tradition are
centered primarily in the accounts of the conquest as recorded
in Joshua (chapters 11 and 12 particularly) and the Book of
Judges. According to the tradition of Joshua, Palestine was
conquered by the Israelites in several different stages, in-
cluding:
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I. The conquest of Gilead and Bashan. Most of the strip
country of the Trans-Jordan was depicted as won under
Moses prior to his death. This was in turn promised to the
tribes of Reuben, Gad, and half-Manesseh on the condition
that they assist their kinsmen in conquering the territory west
of the Jordan.?

II. The conquest of south-central Palestine. After
crossing the Jordan, Jericho fell shortly after it was attacked.
The advance was then to Ai, on the east side of the hill-
country, which was captured after an initial repulse. Next
came the alliance with Gibeon, Kephirah, Beeroth, Kiriath-
jearim, all from the western hill-country. The Amorite
alliance of Jerusalem, Hebron, Jarmuth, Lachish, and Eglon
against Gibeon drew the Israelites further west to Beth-heron,
Azekah, and Makkedah in the lowlands west of the central
range.’

III. The conquest of southern Palestine. After the defeat
of the Amorite kings, Joshua is depicted as capturing Mak-
kedah, Libnah, Lachish, Gezer, Eglon, Hebron, and Debir.*

IV. The conquest of northern Palestine. A northern
confederation of kings under Jabin of Hazor, including Ach-
shaph, Madon, Shimron, Dor, and others is depicted as defeat-
ing them, claiming victory.’

According to the narrative in Ju. 1:1-2:15 the conquest
was of a different nature; namely, the conquests of the various
districts were represented as the efforts of the individual tribes
which, in making their settlements, appear in many cases to
have been unable to exterminate or drive out the inhabitants
whom they found and were thus forced to settle down side by
side with them.
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The pertinent elements of this narrative may be sum-
marily stated as follows. Judah, having enlisted the mutual
cooperation of Simeon, conquers Adoni-zedek of Jerusalem
and then advances against the Canaanites in the hill-country,
Negeb, and Shephelah, attacking Hebron, Debir, Zophath
(Hormah), Gaza, Ashkelon, and Ekron. Benjamin, unable to
drive out the Jebusites of Jerusalem, settles down with them.
Joseph goes up against Bethel and destroys it, but the Joseph
tribes of Ephraim and Manasseh are unable to dislodge the
Canaanites from Beth-shean, Tannaach, Dor, Ibleam,
Megiddo, and Gezer. Likewise, Zebulun does not dislodge the
inhabitants of Kitron and Nahalal. Nor does Asher those in-
habitants in Acco, Zidon, Ahlab, Achzib, Helbah, Aphik, and
Rehod; nor Naphtali those in Beth-Shemesh and Beth-Anath.
Dan was forced into the hill-country by the Amorites, and the
Amorites in turn became tributary to Joseph,

Another very significant inconsistency in the biblical
tradition is the dual account of Num. 21:1-2 and Ju. 1:16-17.
According to the former, the Israelites when they left Kadesh-
Barnea were attacked by the king of Arad. Thereupon the
Israelites vowed to put the enemy cities to the ban. This they
did, and in turn called the name of the place Hormah. But,
according to the latter account Judah and Simeon attacked
Arad, having come from the city of palm trees,’ and killed the
inhabitants of Zephath and called in consequence the name of
the place Hormah.

The archaeological evidence coming from Palestine has
created a highly complex problem in reference to the tribal
activities during the conquest. Garstang dated the fall of
Jericho between 1400 B.c. and the ascension of Akhenaton (c.
1370 B.C.);’ but both Albright and Vincent disagreed with this
date. Albright states, “The fall of Canaanite Jericho therefore
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took place somewhere between cir. 1375 and cir. 1300 B.C.
in all probability.” Vincent set the date for the fall of Jericho
between 1250 and 1200 B.c.’ This latter date given by
Vincent, as will be seen, harmonizes much more closely with
the dates of the fall of other Palestinian sites. However,
Wright has maintained that the final blow to Vincent’s date
has been given."

The evidence from the other Palestinian sites would
indicate that they fell within the late thirteenth century B.C.
Albright dates the fall of Lachish into Israelite hands as 1231
B.C."' and Vincent dates it similarly by placing the date after
1250 B.c." Debir is likewise dated in the same period of the
thirteenth century,' and Bethel is also assigned a destruction
sometime within the thirteenth century B.c."

The problem of dating the fall of Ai is quite different. It
is certain that this site was in ruins between 2000 to 1200
B.C., and was thus not inhabited at any time during this
interval. Albright’s suggestion that there was a confusion be-
tween Ai and the neighboring town of Bethel is commonly
accepted as the reason for its being included in Jos 8:28 as
one of the towns conquered by Joshua."

The exploration of Glueck in the Negeb and Trans-
Jordan have far reaching implications on the historical value
and interpretation of biblical accounts of the tribal activities
in these areas. The results of his work have only further
validated his conclusion of 1934, namely,

Had the exodus through southern Palestine taken
place before the thirteenth century B.C. the Israelites
would have found neither Edomites or Moabites who
could have given or withheld permission to traverse
their territories.'®
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The third area of difficulty which surrounds the role of the
tribal participants includes a series of diverse elements within
the biblical traditions, namely, (1) the activity and role of
those tribes which did not go to Egypt in reference to how and
when they acquired their lands of permanent residence, (2) the
transition in the tribe of Levi from a secular tribe which was
cursed after the Shechem incident into a tribe invested with
priestly functions of Yahwism, and (3) the uncertainty of the
experiences at Kadesh and Sinai.

The biblical scholars of the past fifty years, assuming that
any tentative solution would of necessity have to discard
some material as unhistorical, have been concerned with
determining the primary tradition and harmonizing the
material as it stands.

Paton,'” who followed the majority of the older scholars
(including Wellhausen, Meyer, Stade, and Kuenen) main-
tained that a sharp contradiction existed between Judges 1 and
the Book of Joshua. Through a process of source analysis he
sought to determine the historical value of the respective
narratives and thereby ascertain the actual historical events
and participants. His conclusion was the same as that of his
earlier colleagues, namely, that the Judges account was more
reliable than that of Joshua. Underlying this conclusion were
the following three factors:

(1) The other histories of the Bible (Il Sam 24:7; I Kings
9:20-21; Ju. 3:1-6) were in agreement with Judges 1 that the
Canaanites were not exterminated or driven out of the land,
but continued to live with the Israelites.

(2) Nowhere else in biblical tradition is the tribal union as
claimed in Joshua mentioned. According to the Song of
Deborah voluntary assistance came only from the northern
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tribes of Ephraim, Benjamin, Machir, Zebulun, Issachar, and
Naphtali. Reuben, Gilead, Dan, and Asher will not come; and
Judah, Simeon, and Levi are not invited. Throughout Judges,
except for what was considered as editorial passages, the
judges were only tribal leaders, and the tribes are often at war
with each other (Ju. 3:27, 6:34-35, 8:1, 9:6, and elsewhere).

(3) The strongholds reportedly captured by Joshua in D
and P in the Book of Joshua were not captured until later
according to other sources, e.g., Jerusalem was not captured
until the time of David (I Sam. 5:6-9, Ju. 19:2), Gezer was
not captured until the time of Solomon (I Kings 9:16, Ju.
1:29), Beth-shan remained in Philistine hands until the time
of David (I Sam 31:10, Ju. 1:27), and Tanaach and Megiddo
were in Canaanite hands until the time of Deborah (Ju.
5:19)."

In summary Paton states:

There is general agreement that Ju. 1 and the identical
verses in Josh. 15—17 contain the earliest form of J’s
account of the conquest, and that the J section in Josh.
1-11 which represent the tribes as united under the
command of Joshua form a secondary status in the J
document that approximates the standpoint of D.
These sections show a more legendary embellishment
than is found in J’s narrative in numbers of conquest
east of the Jordan, and it is probable, therefore, that
they are of a later origin."”

Paton also maintained that Num. 21:1-2 was not in its
correct context but was evidently the continuation of J’s
account of that defeat at Hormah in Num. 14:45. The parallel
narrative of this in Ju. 1:16—17 was assigned by Wellhausen,
Kittel, and others as the more historical tradition; but Paton
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identifies himself with Meyer, Steuernagel, and Kuenen who
prefer to accept the accounts in Numbers as more historical.*’

Paton’s final conclusion was that the Leah tribes were at
Kadesh and advanced northwards while the Rachel tribes
were at Sinai and advanced from the east Jordan.”' After the
foundation of the monarchy when the two groups were united,
the accounts of the two conquests were combined into a
single account, and the various positions that Kadesh occupies
in the tradition were due to the various attempts to combine
the distinct cycles of tradition which dealt with Kadesh and
Sinai.”?

Burney argued for the validity of the Judges’ account of
the conquest, as opposed to Joshua’s account, since it first
depicts the conquest as gradual and partial and since RP in
Joshua could readily be accounted for as the interpretation of
the conditions of the conquest from a later time (i.e., the
period of the Davidic reign onward).” Burney similarly dis-
misses the P narratives of Joshua (13:15-21:42), which regard
Joshua as settling by lot the districts to be occupied by the
tribes, since it presumes the whole of Palestine, with the
exception of the Maritime Plain, to have been under the
control of the Israelites. Although this document is “of
immense value for topographical information . . . it does not
represent the historical course of events.”*

Burney also held that there were two distinct movements
of conquests which came from two different tribal elements
at different times. The conquest of Arad as stated in Num.
21:1-3 is assumed to be more correct than its parallel in Ju.
1:16-17. The tribal groups mentioned in the Judges account
are believed by Burney to be that group which participated in
the northward thrust in the Negeb; namely, Judah and Simeon
in alliance with the Kenites.® From this Burney inferred that
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those clans which formed the tribe of Judah (North Arabian
Kenites, Calebites, and Jerahmeelites) advanced northward
from Kadesh-Barnea and, along with part of Simeon, con-
quered Arad and settled in the Negeb, after which they
advanced further north into the hill-country of Judah.

The second half of the conquest according to Burney was
the westward movement across the Jordan of the Joseph tribes
which had been in Egypt under the leadership of Joshua. In
light of the following factors this was the only valid conclu-
sion for Burney. First, the only tribes mentioned in the old J
narrative, Judges 1, which are involved in any conquest are
the central tribes of Joseph which attacked Bethel, efc.
Second, Judges 1 depicts the Joseph tribes as making an inde-
pendent attack upon the hill-country, “to which they go up,
i.e., presumably from the Jordan valley after the passage of
the river.”*® Third, the Simeonite and Levite groups which
had been with Joseph in Egypt left him when he turned east
around Edom to enter Canaan from the east Jordan.”

As for the other Leah tribes, Burney maintained that
Reuben was originally settled in east Jordan in southern
Gilead, but evidently attempted to settle in west Jordan.*®
Zebulun and Issachar are placed in the southwest central hill-
country since Ju. 12:11-12 states that Elon the Zebulunite
was buried in Ajalon in the land of Zebulun and this is
identified with the Vale of Ajalon. These last two tribes later
moved northward and occupied territory which was entirely
inland from the sea (contrary to Gn. 49:13 and Dt. 33:18—
19).”

The position of Burney, as indicated above, is generally
accepted by Jack, although his conclusions are not as em-
phatically nor definitely stated. According to the remaining
fragments of J in Joshua and the accounts in Judges, Jack
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stated that Judah, Simeon, and probably Levi— with some of
the nomadic groups of the Sinai peninsula (Kenites, Caleb-
ites, etc.) which ultimately became a part of Judah—made a
gradual conquest of the southern hill-country and Negeb, but
were unable to settle the western Maritime Plain and Jeru-
salem.”® The Joseph tribes established themselves on the
central ridge at Bethel but were shut off from the southwest
plains by Canaanite strongholds. These tribes were settled
south of the Canaanite cities of Dor, Ibleam, Megiddo,
Tanaach, etc.’' Dan and Naphtali, who had taken up their
positions in the Shephelah and Asher and Gad, were ousted
and compelled to move northward and lived north of this
same belt of Canaanite cities.

The movement of the northern tribes led by Joshua was
directed from the east across the hill-country and was
confined to the north and the west. The distinct movement of
the southern tribes was a northward thrust confined to the
southern plains and Negeb. It was the northern confederacy of
Joshua which issued into what became the nation of Israel.
The northern group had been in contact with the southem
group at Kadesh-Barnea where they “certainly mingled with
each other . . . under the leadership of Moses and had a
common bond as Hebrews and worshipers of Yahweh.”*
After their arrival in Canaan the northern group evidently
joined hands with the Israelites who had been in Canaan all
along.”

In opposition to the general consensus among earlier
biblical scholars, Wright has denied that a contradiction exists
between Joshua 10 and Judges 1 since such a distinction is an
oversimplification of the whole import of Joshua on the one
hand and the reliability of Judges 1 on the other.** Thus,
according to Wright, the Deuteronomic editor of Joshua was
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guilty of over schematizing his material, but he did not de-
liberately falsify his picture of the conquest. The account in
Judges is at best a collection of miscellaneous fragments of
varying dates and reliability within the general period of the
Judges and not a unified document.

By thus identifying the accounts in Joshua as the primary
source of information, Wright reconstructs the tribal activity
as follows. After a year spent at Mount Sinai, Israel made a
journey through the wilderness of Paran until they arrived at
Kadesh-Barnea where they remained until the advent of a new
and more optimistic generation. The movement from Kadesh-
Barnea north through the Trans-Jordan was frustrated by
Edom and Moab, and Moses was forced to lead the group
northward into the Arabah. After crossing the river Arnon, the
kingdom of Sihon was defeated. At this point, Joshua as-
sumed command of the tribes and moved westward into
Canaan. The area of central Palestine where the Joseph tribes
were located probably did not need to be conquered since it
was possible that either friends or relatives of the Israelites
were already settled there and all Joshua needed to do was to
make a covenant with them.”> The southern and northern
campaigns followed in turn as recorded in Joshua 10.

At the conclusion of the conquest the territory was par-
celed out among the eleven tribes, with the tribe of Levi being
distributed among the others since it was to attend to religious
matters. Reuben and Gad were settled in the territory of
Sihon, and Reuben was later (in the ninth century B.C.)
overcome by Moab which had been a continuous threat along
with Ammon. Half-Manasseh occupied the kingdom of Og.
The settlement of the tribes in Western Palestine, according
to Wright, is accurately recorded in the documentary lists of
Joshua 15 and 19,
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Wright’s general conclusion was that the campaigns a-
gainst the Canaanite royal cities attributed to Joshua are
historically accurate, and that after Joshua’s death there was
a long period of struggle for possession. This is verified for
Wright by the archaeological finds at Bethel which had a
major destruction during the middle of the thirteenth century
and three additional destructions within the next two
centuries.”’

According to Meek, the foreshortened account of the
conquest in Joshua is highly inaccurate since the settlement
must have been a gradual infiltration of the Hebrews into the
country in small groups or clans. Meek holds that there were
two distinct settlements in Palestine by the Israelites, both in
reference to time and participants.®® In light of the archaeo-
logical evidence of Jericho, Hazor, Shechem, and Bethel (all
of which were destroyed at an earlier time than the cities in
the south) Meek affirms that the first Hebrew conquest was in
the north c. 1400 B.c. and the participants were the Joseph
tribes, Gilead, Gad, Benjamin, and later Reuben. These tribes
were organized into a confederacy or amphictyony under the
leadership of Joshua at Shechem. It was probably just the
Joseph tribes at first, but the common cause and enemy led
other groups to unite with them. Of this group, Meek states:

The Israelites are to be identified with the Habiru,
they came down from the north and made their first
conquest east of the Jordan a little before 1400 B.C.;
they captured Jericho c. 1400 B.C. or slightly later, and
then gradually extended their conquests into the
highlands of Ephraim, capturing Bethel in the west c.
1300, or slightly later, from which reign they de-
scended gradually into the borders of the coastal
plain.*
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While this section of the Israclites were making their
home in the north, a mass of migrating hordes, which had
been displaced in the midst of the Habiru activity, sought
territory in the west. An attempt at a southern conquest had
been thwarted, and the group was driven back and forced to
make a circuit southward where they either mingled with the
Kenites, Calebites, etc. or pushed their way into Egypt where
they were permitted to enter the Wadi Tumilat.*

There in Egypt, this latter group consisting of Judah,
Simeon, Levi, and Reuben grew and prospered under a
benevolent government until the time of Rameses I, at which
time they were subjugated to a status of serfdom. Then, in the
reign of Seti II (c. 1215 B.C.) this group was led out of Egypt
by Moses. They returned thus via Yam Suph to the desert and
mingled with their kinsmen whom they had left behind in the
Negeb. Here a confederate code was instituted by Moses
which united the tribes and served as the stimulus in their
gradual push to the north from Kadesh to Beersheba and
Hebron, and even further north until they finally controlled
most of the land south of Jerusalem between the Dead Sea
and Philistia.*' This southern group was only later called
Judah (named after the strongest tribe of the group) even
though it was an amalgamation of Simeonites, Levites,
Reubenites,* Kenites, and Calebites.

The tribes of the far north including Asher, Dan, Naphtali,
Issachar, and Zebulun were all considered to be more native
than Hebrew. The became Hebrew only as they were drawn
into the confederacy by a common peril beginning about the
time of Deborah with the menace of Sisera.

It is important to note that Meek, in contradiction to the
biblical tradition, makes Joshua antedate Moses:

He is so inextricably connected with Jericho that we
have to disassociate him from Moses, and again we
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would account for the disorder in the Old Testament
narratives by the fusion of two different sagas of
several groups that eventually coalesced to make the
Hebrew people.*”

The conclusions which Albright drew concerning the
tribal participants of the conquest are similar to those of Meek
for Albright considers there to have been three dominant
groups participating in the settlement of Palestine; namely,
the Joseph tribes, the Leah tribes, and the concubine tribes.
Albright, in following the method of Alt* and the evidence of
archaeology, maintains the Israelites first settled in the
wooded hill-country of East-West Manasseh and Ephraim.

Both from the results of archaeological surveys and
from the early records we know that the Canaanite
occupation was heavily centered in the low hill-country
and plains of West Palestine, and that much of the
higher hill-country of both East and West Palestine was
not occupied at all by a sedentary population until the
beginning of the Iron Age in the twelfth century B.C. It
was therefore in these regions where the Hebrews first
settled down late in patriarchal times and where they
were first joined by the Israelites proper in the thir-
teenth century.*

And Albright further notes that this area is not mentioned in
the Egyptian records, nor the Amarna tablets, nor Joshua’s
campaigns in the Book of Joshua, nor in the independent Isra-
elite traditions of Genesis, Judges, chronicles, and Jubilees of
Joshua’s conquests. *

It was this territory thatthe Joseph tribes settled after their
early exodus from Egypt in the reign of Amenhophis III
(between 1415 and 1380 B.c.). Albright admits that there is
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no evidence from Tell Beit Mirsim or elsewhere that the
Joseph tribes settled down in towns until the second half of
the thirteenth century, i.e., prior to the settlement of the other
Israelites in the Shephelah—at which time there is abundant
evidence that the Israelites proceeded immediately to destroy
and occupy Canaanite towns."’

Albright accepts the basic historical value of the wilder-
ness wanderings since there has been discovered nothing to
throw doubt upon them; and from this acceptance he projects
the following reconstruction of the tribal activity and partici-
pants. Early in the reign of Rameses II the Leah tribes were
led out of Egypt by Moses; and after a wandering experience
of a generation the group conquered Sihon’s territory, at
which time the wandering experience came to an end. At this
juncture came the confederation of Israelite tribes led by
Moses with the other kindred pre-Hebrew tribes of Joseph and
the remotely related concubine tribes.”® This new Israelite
confederation was then led by Joshua over a group of Canaan-
ite city-states in Galilee.

Albright differs with Meek on two important points. First,
Albright maintains that Judah came north with the Leah tribes
and Moses, and they entered the land from the east and the
north, whereas southern Judah was settled by Calebites and
Kenites who were not related to Judah but were only amal-
gamated with the tribes. Second, Albright separates Joshua
from Jericho rather than placing Joshua before Moses as
Meek does.

Rowley’s complete interpretation of the historical events
in the period of Israelite settlement is dependent upon the
equation of the age of Jacob with the Amarna age, and in turn
the Amarna age is equated with the period of Israelite settle-
ment.* The reference to Habiru activity in northern, southern,
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and central Palestine around Shechem is considered by
Rowley to reflect the Israelite conquest.

In this manner he identifies the southern thrust in the
Amarna age with the Israelite attack from Kadesh-Barnea.
The tribes represented in this attack included Judah, Simeon,
Levi, Reuben and other related tribes of the Kenites and
Calebites.”® According to Rowley, Simeon and Levi pressed
further north than the other tribes did, and they finallyreached
Shechem but were unable to hold the city.”' In consequence
they were unable to secure any permanent settlement, and
eventually a portion of these tribes migrated to Egypt and
joined the Joseph tribes which were living there. Reuben also
moved northward up the western side of the Jordan and
finally obtained a foothold east of the Dead Sea.

The simultaneous SA-GAZ activity in the north was
equated by Rowley with the settlement and conquests of Dan,
Asher, and Zebulun. It was in the later part of this age that
Joseph was carried into Egypt and there joined by elements of
Simeon and Levi which had not fallen back and had not been
absorbed into the tribe of Judah. While in Egypt, the Simeon-
ites became absorbed into Joseph and lost their identity, but
the Levites retained their tribal distinctiveness and made the
exodus out of Egypt along with the Joseph tribes under
Moses. This group which was led by Moses was in turn led by
Joshua into central Palestine c. 1230 B.C..*

Rowley makes no apparent attempt to indicate how these
tribes came together aside from stating that all the tribes were
of’kindred stock, and that those who went to Egypt came back
and settled in their midst about a century and a half later. It
was not until the time of David and Solomon that these
kindred tribes were united, and this union grew out of their
common worship of Yahweh.”



THE TRIBAL PARTICIPANTS OF THE CONQUEST 43

Noth approached this problem of the tribal participants of
the conquest and settlement by employing his own threefold
approach which invested little authority and value in the
archaeological method.* This method led him to this general
conclusion: “the individual traditions from the time of the
conquest in the Old Testament are in general either heroic
sagas or aetiological traditions.””

In particular, Noth maintained that the tribes entered those
parts of the land which were thinly settled during the Bronze
Age, namely, the highlands of central East-Jordan and the
mountainous areas of West-Jordan. Because of their settle-
ment in such areas, he holds that there were no great battles
in which the tribes conquered their territories. Rather they
came in as individual tribes in a peaceful and quiet manner
and settled only gradually a little at a time.*

Noth indicates the following to have been the experience
of the individual tribes:>” Reuben seems to have settled in the
West Jordan near Judah but was later forced out by Judah and
took up its position in Trans-Jordan. Simeon did not come out
of the Negeb but moved to its position in the southern tip of
Judah from central Palestine. Evidence from the Shechem
incident would indicate that it was forced out of its original
position along with Levi in the same manner as Reuben was,
but the tribe which displaced these two was that of Joseph.
The place of settlement of Levi has been completely lost. The
settlement of Judah was from the east since it apparently
entered the land along with the earlier tribes and since its
entrance from either north or south was blocked by strong
Canaanite cities.

The tribe of Joseph including Ephraim and Manesseh
undoubtedly came in from the east or southeast Trans-Jordan
as two separate tribes. They were probably not admitted to the
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amphictyony until the tribe of Levi was counted out. They
settled slightly north of Benjamin at the Ephraim mountains.
The Galilean tribes were the most difficult to account for in
reference to their settlement. Zebulun and Issachar apparently
came over the Jordan with Judah, Reuben, Simeon, and Levi.
Among the Galilean tribes were the ones closest to the central
West-Jordan hill-country. Issachar evidently gaveitselfto the
Canaanites as servants in order to be able to settle in the
territory of Sunem. Zebulun and Asher apparently served the
Canaanites in a similar manner along the coastal area
although they themselves did not settle on the coast. Dan was
in service to Sidon and worked in the harbors of the Sidonites.
The only Galilean tribe which was able to remain indepen-

dent was Naphtali which was content with her own territory
even though it was the least desirable.

Noth assigns the beginning of the Israelite settlement in
the second half of the fourteenth century B.C. and sets its
terminus ad quem at 1100 B.C..”®

Kaufmann in his recent study on the conquest of Canaan®
has approached the problem in a distinct manner. Accepting
the basic historicity of the conquests narratives in Joshua and
Judges, he rejects the idea that there are “inconsistencies” in
the narrative since the higher critics who have claimed the
presence of such have failed to accept and understand the
unreal utopian conception of the land of Israel in these
sources and the Pentateuch. For Kaufmann, this unreal
utopian conception of the land cannot be explained by the
“real ethnic settlement of tribes or by the real political
development of the Kingdom of Israel.” Instead, it can only
be understood in the context of five different conceptions of
the land of Israel which corresponds to the changes in the
historical situation; namely, (1) the land of Canaan, or the
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land of the patriarchs, (2) Moses’ land of Israel, (3) Joshua’s
land of Israel, (4) the land of the real Israelite settlement, and
(5) the Kingdom of Israel.*!

Kaufmann also points out that Joshua 23 contains the first
reference to the idea of “the remaining peoples.” It is at this
point that the conquest becomes problematical and condition-
al, with the strong possibility that such a conquest may not be
realized. Accordingly, Ju. 2:11-3:6 indicate the hope for a
complete conquest is entirely abandoned.

Kaufmann defines the wars of Joshua as wars of destruc-
tion and extermination as opposed to wars of occupation by
immediate settlement. Joshua did not leave garrison behind in
the cities which he had destroyed, but returned all his forces
to one place. Nor did he distribute by lot the territory before
the major portion of the fighting was over. The consequences
of this action, Kaufmann notes as follows:

Here we merely note that the natural consequences of
such wars was that the Canaanite survivors fortified
themselves in various places as best they could. Hence
the tribes had to continue to fight when they started to
settling in their portions. In such a situation a war by
tribes was the inevitable second stage.*

On this basis Kaufman maintains that Ju. 1 is the perfect
continuation of the Joshua narratives. This same conclusion
seems to be made evident by the following facts as well. First,
the Canaanites disappear as a force after Judges 5. Second, the
Israelites did not take over the military art of the Canaanites.
Third, the Israelites did not adopt the political organization of
the city-state after the Canaanites but maintained the tribal
system. And fourth, in the area of Israelite settlement there
were no Canaanite communities which exerted an idolatrous
influence.
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All these facts add up to a single monumental testi-
mony that the Canaanite factor had been liquidated in
the real land of Israel as early as the beginning of the
period of Judges. At no stage was the conquest of the
land a process of peaceful settlement. It did not pro-
duce a national or cultural intermingling. The Canaan-
ite element was defeated and driven out. This was
possible only by great national wars. Herein is a
decisive proof of the truthfulness of the narrative in
the Book of Joshua.”

Thus, Kaufmann accepts as recorded the accounts of
Joshua’s conquest but with two exceptions. And these excep-
tions include the aetiological accounts about Gilgal (Josh.
4:2-24; 5:2-9) and the admitted legendary stamp which is the
essence of the stories.* In like manner he accepts the accounts
of'the tribes and the tribal activity in Judges 1 and subsequent
chapters.

In summary the following general conclusions in refer-
ence to the time, activity, and location of the tribal partici-
pants of the conquest should be noted. With the one exception
of Jericho, and perhaps Bethel, the archaeological investiga-
tions in the Negeb, Trans-Jordan, and Canaan testify to a date
about 1300 B.C. or a little earlier for the main era of conquest
and destruction. Jericho has been dated variously between
1400 B.C. and 1200 B.C. and the heavy erosion which has
occurred at this site in recent years has made the solution of
this problem more remote than ever.

The activity of the tribal participants has been interpreted
in several distinct ways. Wellhausen, Meyer, Stade, Paton,
Bumney, Jack, Albright, Rowley, and Meek have invested
more historical accuracy in the accounts of Judges than
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Joshua, and thereby make the tribes the primary units of
conquest in the territory of each. Noth has denied the essential
historicity of both accounts and considers the conquest to
have been a slow and gradual infiltration of nomadic groups.
Both Wright and Kaufmann maintained that the Joshua
account is historically accurate and that Judges narrates the
continued wars of settlement.

In reference to the location of the tribal movements, the
following have maintained that all or part of the Leah tribes
made a northward movement from Kadesh: Paton, Burney,
Jack, Meek, and Rowley. Likewise, the following have
maintained that the Rachel and Joseph tribes made a west-
ward movement across the Jordan: Paton, Burney, Jack,
Meek, Rowley, and Albright. And it has been maintained by
Albright that the Leah tribes also made their approach from
the Trans-Jordan.

CHAPTER II NOTES

1. The Israelite tribal structure which underlies the sequence
of historical events has been dealt with by Noth in his Das
System der Zwolf Stimme Israels. Therein he states (pp.
28-30) that the arising of the twelve tribe system can only be
correctly understood from a time when the tribes claimed
interest for themselves as they historically formed individual
and separate groups. The ferminus ad quo cannot be deter-
mined by the Old Testament record although the terminus ad
quem is the Davidic formation of the nation. See also his
statement (op. cit., p. 25) that at no one time were all the
tribes (either as recorded by Genesis. 49, in which Levi is
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included, or Numbers 26, in which Levi is not included) in
existence together.

2. Joshua 1 and 2.
3. Joshua 3:1-10:27.
4. Joshua 10:28-43.

5.Joshua 11. For a summary statement, see Joshua 10:40—41
and 11:16-17.

6. See Rowley, Joseph to Joshua, p. 101. “The city of palm-
tree is commonly understood to be Jericho.”

7. Garstang, Joshua-Judges, p. 146; PEFQOS 1936, p. 170. See
also his earlier statement in ; PEFQS 1930, p. 132, that the fall
was “in round figures about 1400 B.C.”

8. Albright BASOR 74 (April, 1939), p. 20.

9. Vincent, RB 39 (1930) pp. 403-433; PEFQS 1931, pp.
104-106.

10. “If there is anything certain in Palestinian archaeology, it
is that the painted pottery from the ‘Middle Building’ is
earlier than the thirteenth century. . . . The chronology of this
type of painting . . . does not antedate the fourteenth century.
At Jericho this sort of thing is entirely absent, and the final
destruction of the Late Bronze city must, therefore, be earlier
than the thirteenth century.” Wright, BASOR 87 (April, 1942),
pp. 33-34.
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11. Albright, Stone Age to Christianity, p. 194.
12. Vincent, RB 48 (1939), p. 419.

13. Albright, A4SOR 17 (1938) pp. 71 and 78-79, and
Archaeology and the Bible, Chapter 2.

14. Albright BASOR 74, p. 17 and Stone Age to Christianity,
p. 212.

15. Albright, BASOR 56 (Dec., 1934) p. 11; and 74, pp.
16-17. Noth, Joshua, pp. 23-25, where he maintains that
archaeological evidence proves that the account of Ai in
Joshua 7-8 is completely aetiological and legendary. Ai
belonged to Benjamin and Bethel to Ephraim.

16. Glueck, BASOR 55 (1934) p. 16. Note also his latest
statements, BASOR 138 (Apr. 1955) pp. 7-30. He states in
part, “. . . history of the occupation there (Negeb) paralleled
that of the Trans-Jordan more closely than Palestine proper
north of the Beersheba area . . . we proved furthermore that
during the following MB II and in most of Trans-Jordan
during the whole of LB I and LB II periods there was a sharp
decline, if not an almost complete lack of strong authority to
keep Bedouin in check and enable agriculture and trade to be
carried on” (p. 30).

17. Paton, op. cit., pp. 7-24.

18. For each of these strongholds see Josh, 12:10, 12, 21, and
21:25, respectively.

19. Paton, op. cit., p. 8.
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20. He states the basis of this conclusion as “the writer of the
main stock of J harmonized the tradition of the southern tribes
with that of the northern tribes by bringing all the tribes first
to Kadesh and then around Edom (Num. 20:13-21) to invade
the land from the east. He still preserved the memory, how-
ever, that the tribes has conquered their territories indepen-
dently.”

21. Ibid., p. 14.
22. Ibid., p. 24.

23. Burney, op. cit., p. 25. Compare Moore, Judges p. 8, “All
the we know of the history of Israel in Canaan in the
succeeding centuries confirms the representation of Judges
that the subjugation of the land by the tribes was gradual and
partial.”

24. Burney, op. cit., p. 26.
25. Ibid., pp. 29-31.

26. Ibid., p. 35.

27. Ibid., pp. 48-50.

28. The Blessing of Jacob when “divested of its symbolism
and interpreted in inter-tribal relations seems to picture some
sort of aggression upon the right of the Bilhah clan.” 7bid., p.
51.

29. Ibid.,p. 53. See Chapter I, p. 12 and note 55 for Burney’s
position on the concubine tribes.



THE TRIBAL PARTICIPANTS OF THE CONQUEST 51
30. Jack, op. cit., pp. 72-73, 149.
31. Ibid.
32. Ibid., p. 151.

33.1i.e.,those tribes so identified by Bumey (above pp. 11-12)
and implied in the accounts of Jacob at Hebron and Simeon
and Levi at Shechem. Jack identifies the covenant made at
Mount Ebal (Deuteronomy 27 and Joshua 8) with the joining
of the Shechemite Israelites to the Joshua community, at
which time they accepted Yahwism.

34. Wright, BA 3 (1940) pp. 25-26, and JNES 5 (1946), pp.
105-114.

35. Wright completely disassociated the conquest of Jericho
from Joshua. “It is probable that the author (i.e., D of Joshua)
again relying on an old tradition was wrong in ascribing the
capture of Jericho to Joshua.” (JNES 5 [1946], p. 114). Note
also Wright and Filson, op. cit, p. 40, “Jericho fell not to
Joshua but to relatives of Israel, perhaps from the Shechem
area during the disturbances of the fourteenth century.”

36. These documentary lists are dated by Wright before 900
B.C. since Shechem was destroyed shortly after 900 B.c. and
not occupied again for four centuries. See Wright and Filson,
op. cit., p. 43.

37. Wright, JNES 5 (1946), p. 111.

38. Meek, op. cit., pp. 22-25.
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39. Meek, BASOR 61 (Feb., 1946) p. 19. See also Hebrew
Origins, p. 25, where he asserts—after identifying the “Apiru
with Habiru and ‘Ibrim—that the Hebrews were in Palestine
as early as Amenophis II if the statement is correct that he
captured 3,600 “4piru on his second campaign since it was the
northern limit of his campaign (northern Palestine or Southern
Syria) that he captured them.

40. For Meek (Hebrew Origins, p. 28) the attempt at a
southern campaign is reflected in Num. 14:39-45 and Dt
1:41-44. These events must have occurred before the exodus
since the account “does not seem to have much point there
and could well have occurred earlier.”

41. This reconstruction of the history of the southern tribes is
verified for Meek by the excavations of Glueck in the Negeb,
Albright at Tel Beit Mirsim, and Sellers at Beth-Zur since all
indicate a Hebrew occupation c. 1200 B.c. He also finds evi-
dence for it in the following accounts of preparation for a
southern invasion: Num. 21:1-3; Josh. 15:14-19; and Ju. 1:
1-21. See also Hebrew Origins pp. 39-41.

42. Since the earliest traditions of Gn. 35:22, 49:3—4; Num.
16; and Ju. 5:15-16 speak of Reuben’s arrogance, lack of
cooperation, and dissension, Meek maintains that Reuben was
undoubtedly expelled from the southern group and moved
northward around Edom and through Moab to settle northeast
of the Dead Sea. (See Hebrew Origins, p. 42.)

43. Ibid., p. 35. In like manner he accounts for all the incon-
sistencies in the biblical tradition: “the nationalized form has
dove-tailed the two conquests into each other as the work of
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asingle people, resulting naturally in a good deal of confusion
and inconsistent” (/bid., p. 45).

44. See Alt, Die Landnahme der Isreliten in Palestina, and
Albright, BASOR 58, pp. 14—15. Alt’s system is a combina-
tion of physical and historical geography with social and
political history.

45. Albright, Stone Age to Christianity, p. 211.
46. Albright, BASOR 58, p. 14.

47. This would seem to verified for Albright by Glueck’s
excavations in Trans-Jordan.

48. Albright, BASOR 58, p. 17 and Stone Age to Christianity,
p. 212.

49. Rowley, Joseph to Joshua, pp. 110-112.
50. Ibid., p. 112.

51. It is this reference to Shechem that dates the Amarna age
as the time of Jacob. Concerning the role of Shechem in the
earlyhistory of Israel, Rowley states, “we may then with some
probability find evidence of temporary Hebrew dominance in
Shechem in the Amarna age, followed by a Hebrew with-
drawal, and a reversion of the city to Canaanite control until
after the time of Joshua.” Ibid., p. 128. Compare also Meek,
Hebrew Origins, pp. 122—124, where he suggests that Gn. 34
has nothing to do with Simeon and Levi.

52. Rowley, ibid., pp. 123 and 141-142.
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53. Rowley holds that the southern tribes adopted their faith
in Yahweh out of their association with the Yahweh-
worshiping Kenites. The Joseph tribes came to accept Yah-
wism through Moses who came under the influence of Jethro.
The other tribes received it in undetermined ways.

54. This method included Gattungsgeschichte, aetiological
explanations, and recognizing the tenacity of names and
stories to particular sites. Compare Albright, BASOR 74, pp.
12—14 for a critique of this approach. Note also Noth, Das
Buch Josua.

55. Noth, PJB 34 (1938), p. 10.

56. Noth cites the example of half nomads who came into the
area during the various seasons and remained in the land
without ever returning to their previous place of settlement.
See Geschichte Israels, p. 59.

57. Noth, Ibid., pp. 60—68.
58. 1bid., p. 70.

59. Kaufmann, The Biblical Account of the Conquest of
Palestine.

60. Ibid., p. 47.

61. Ibid., 48-55. Here he defines these territories as

follows: (1) the land of Canaan was that territory destined for
Israel in the Pentateuch (Genesis 12 to Numbers 26) and had
its borders the Jordan on the east, the sea on the west, the
Wadi of Egypt or the desert on the south, and the Euphrates
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or Gateway to Hamath on the north; (2) Moses’ land of Israel

reflected in Num. 21:21-35; 32; and Dt. 2-3 consisted of
Canaan and the Trans-Jordanian territories which had not

been promised to Israel but which were captured by the tribes

prior to the conquest of Canaan proper; (3) Joshua’s land of
Israel was a dynamic territorial unit, the boundaries of which
were only temporary. It was made up of three countries: one

conquered and allotted (Baal Gad to Negeb), a second was

allotted but not conquered (the coastal strip, Emeq, Jerusalem,

portion of Dan, etc.), a third neither allotted or conquered
(Baal Gad to Gateway of Hamath); (4) the real land of Israel

was that territory in which the tribes were located at the end

of the Judges’ period (marked by the expression of Ju. 20:1,

“from Dan to Beersheba”); (5) the Israelite empire came with

the establishment of the Davidic kingdom and it included the

real land of Israel as its nucleus and surrounding non-ethnic

territories as imperialistic provinces.

62. Ibid., p. 86.
63. Ibid., p. 91.

64. Ibid., p. 74. “The legendary element is the essence of
these stories, expressing as it does the idea which gives them
their life and form. . . . (i.e.) that the conquest of the land is a
miraculous sign.”



CHAPTER III

THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE HABIRU
TO THE HEBREWS

The archaeological investigations in the Near East within
the past sixty to seventy years have recovered a wide variety
of texts in which there is reference to the Habiru, the SA.GAZ,
and the “Apiru. It has now been well established by the
scholars in this field that these terms apply to the same
group,' and this group was spread throughout the entire Near
East during the second millennium B.c. According to the
analysis of Greenberg the SA4G.4AZ were found in Ur III (20th
century B.C.), Isin (19th century B.cC.), Larsa (18th century
B.C.), Babylon (17 thcenturyB.c.), Alalah (19th century B.C.),
and Phoenicia, Boghazkoi, and Palestine (14—13th century
B.C.). The Habiru were found at Alishar (19th century B.C.);
Alalah, vicinity of Harran, Mari, and Larsa (18th century
B.C.), Boghazkdi (17th century B.C.); Nuzi and Alalah (15th
century B.C.); and Palestine and Boghazkoi (14—13th century
B.C.). The “4piru were found at Joppa and in Egypt (15th
century B.C.); in Palestine and Egypt (14—13th century B.C.);
and the “prm were at Ugarit (14th century B.C.).?

The problem at hand is the proposed identification of this
Habiru/SAG.AZ/“Apiru group (hereafter referred to as
Habiru) with the ‘Ibrim, the Hebrew of the Bible. Of primary
importance is the identification of the Habiru of Tell el-
Amarna with the tribal participants of the Israelite conquest
of Palestine. But since both terms, Habiru and ‘Ibrim, are
used of larger groups over several centuries, it is necessary
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to consider the relationship of the Habiru to the Hebrew
patriarchs.

Whether or not this identification and equation of the
Habiru to the Hebrews is valid or not is dependent on the
following threefactors: (1) the philological relationship of the
terms habiru and “ibri, (2) the nature of the ethnic-social
structureof both groups, and (3) the historica activity of both
groups.

The philologica relationship of the two termsisdependent
upon the etymology of the terms as well as their morpho-
logical relationship. That “ibri isagentilic form of the root “br,
having the basc meaning “to cross, pass, or traverse” is now
generdly accepted.® Without the gentilic ending it isfound in
the name of the eponymous ancestor of the Hebrew people,
Eber. Just as melek is derived from the earlier form of milk
(and that from an earlier form of malk), so “eber and “ibr1 are
derived from an ealier form of “abir(u).* The cuneiform
equivaent of “ab/piru would behabiru. Thus, the equation of
“ibri to “ab/piru to habiru is quite possible.

Speiser indicates that there isgood evidence that etymo-
logicdly the relationship of “ibr to habiruisvery close. The
root br iscapable of yielding the meaning “ passing from place
to place,” and in aderived sense “being anomad.”

Such aninterpretation is by no meansinconsistent with
what we have learned about the Habiru. . . . They were
nomadsin the same sense asthe Bedouin . . ."Nomad’is
not an ethnic designation, it isan appellative, but so was
also habiru at the gart. Asyet thereis no way of estab-
lishing this etymology beyond possibility of dispute; it
appears however to be gaining in likelihood with each
new strand of evidence.®
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The social status of the Habiru, who were scattered
throughout the Near East in the second millennium B.c.,
varied from place to place and from time to time in the same
place. These various social positions included being socially
independents, military auxiliaries, private dependents, state
dependents, slaves, vagrants, or members of a settled popula-
tion.°

The social status of the migrating and nomadic Hebrew
patriarchs is well expressed in the term gerim, “being so-
journers, living in the land on sufferance, without legal
nights.” Thus, only in part is the social status of the Hebrews
coincident with the Habiru.

Concerning the Amarna period and the conquest in
particular, the Hebrews and the Israelites which participated
in the conquest were united into tribal units of related
kinsmen and moved in large massive tribal groups. Contrary
to this it should be noted that there is no indication that the
scattered Habiru of the Amarna period were ever constituted
into such a structured social organization and moved in such
large and ordered groups.

Also of importance in the problem of the ethnic nature of
these two groups is the question whether the respective terms
for these groups are appellatives or ethnicons.. There is little,
if any, doubt raised that the term “ibri is an ethnicon in the
gentilic, denoting the descendants of Eber the Noachide, and
in particular the ancestors of the Israelite nation. As Greenberg
indicates, this is well demonstrated by (1) the antithesis of the
‘ibrim / “ibriyyot and the misrim / migriyyot in Gn 43:32, Ex
1:19, and implied in Ex 2:7; (2) the use of ‘ibri as a dis-
tinguishing term after the honorific bené yisra’el is assumed
in Ex. 1:19; and (3) the distinction of the ethnic Israelites
from the non-Israelites in the slave laws of Lev. 25:44-46,
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Ex.21:2.Dt. 15:12—the former serve for a limited period and
the latter for a lifetime.”

However, there has been widespread disagreement as to
whether ‘apiru / habiru is an ethnic form of an appellative.
According to Speiser, an ethnic form “ibri developed from the
appellative ‘abiri (habiru).® This development was as follows:
the term habiru represent in earlier times socially organized
groups of diverse national elements, but the large Semitic
element in this group at the Amarna period may have
imparted to this group as quasi-ethnic status. Full ethnic
content, issuing in the tern “ibri, paralleled the conquest of the
Habiru over the Ammonites, Moabites, efc. On the other
hand, Rowley —contrary to the social usage of the term in
Nuzi—on the basis of the reference to the gods of the Habiru
in Hittite texts maintains that the term is essentially ethnic and
may have developed into an appellative and non-ethnic term.’

Dhorme has also rejected any possibility of habiru being
an ethnic term. He states, “Les Habiri ne seraient donc pas
une peuplade, une quantité ethnique ou géographique, mais la
désignation d’une collectivité.”'* Greenberg likewise rejected
the ethnic usage of the term, saying, ““Apiru is the appellation
of a population element composed of diverse ethnic elements,
having in common only a general inferior social status.”"

It should be noted that Greenberg disagrees with the view
of Parzen, Meek, and Rowley that there is a corresponding
derogatory nuance to the term “ibri as there is to the term
habiru."

When Abraham is called an “ibri, when the land of the
patriarchs’ sojourn is called ’eres ha‘ibrim (Gn. 40:
15), when Joseph and his brothers are called “ibrim
(Gn 39:14, 43:32) it is merely because this was the
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only gentilic available to the writer to set off those
proto-Israelites from the surrounding Canaanites and
Egyptians of his narrative."

The equation of the Habiru to the Hebrews with reference
to the historical activity of each group addresses itself to the
identification of the Habiru with the patriarchs and with the
tribes of the Palestinian conquest. In reference to the question
of the Habiru and the patriarchs, Albright stated, “The
Khabiru correspond closely, at all events, to the Hebrews of
the patriarchal period in many important respects: in their
independence of towns, in their geographical location, in their
warlike spirit.”'* Likewise, Speiser stated, “If Abraham had
not been called a Hebrew, we should be nevertheless justified
in classing him with the Habiru.”"

The identification and equation of Habiru of the Amarna
letters with the Israelite conquest of Palestine has been made
by Meek'® Rowley,'” Albright, '* and others'® on the basis of
the following factors: (1) the biblical accounts speak of the
infiltration of the migrating patriarchs and their attacking
Shechem, which is the only place where the Habiru are
known to have been active in the center of the land;* (2) the
chronology of Jericho and I Kings 6:1 demand a date of the
conquest in the Amarna period; (3) Ju. 1 would suggesta con-
quest different from the united movement under Joshua in
that it was gradual, sporadic, and executed by individual
tribes; (4) the unlikeliness of a historical coincidence of two
different peoples, having the same form of a name, invading
the same area in the same general era; and (5) the strong
parallels between the two accounts, including the actions of
the native princes in making alliance with the invaders, the
intrigue of the petty kings of the city-states, and the evidence
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of an incomplete conquest.
Speiser’s statement,

Historical conditions render the equation attractive;
there are still many knotty problems on the whole sub-
ject, but the situation become hopeless if the equation is
rejected !

is perhaps the most accurate statement of those who maintain
the equation of the two groups, in that it recognizes the
problems inherent in the identification and makes no final and
particular identification.

Opposed to this identification and equation of the Habiru
to the Israelites of the conquest are Greenberg and Dhorme.*
This rejection is based upon the following evidence: (1) the
apparent purpose of the Habiru was the ending of the Egyp-
tian authority, as opposed to the Hebrew conquest in which
there is evidently an absence of Egyptian authority; (2) the
lack of evidence that the Habiru of Amarna were an invading
element,” (3) the Habiru adopted the role of military
contingents subordinate to the local chieftains; (4) the purpose
of the Habiru attacks was the acquisition of the spoils of
razzia as compared to the destruction, depopulation, and
acquisition of land of the Hebrews; (5) the Habiru of Amarna
gave the appearance of being small bands of fugitives and
renegades which throve on the anarchy that existed in that era
and not the appearance of united and organized tribes of
kinsmen which was characteristic of the Israelites; and (6) the
ease with which one could become a Habiru—which would
indicate a social and political status—had no parallel among
the Israelites.*

In summary, it may be stated that the equation of the
Habiru to the Hebrews and the identification of the Amarna
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groups to the Israelite tribes of conquest is philologically
possible from both the standpoint of morphology and ety-
mology, but it is neither certain nor required. In reference to
the social-ethnic aspect, it appears certain that Habiru was an
appellative (which may easily have developed into an ethni-
con) even though the geographical determinative is found in
reference to the gods of the Habiru (for these latter references
may well indicate a familial relationship). Nor did the social
status of the Habiru correspond directly to the Hebrew gerim
or the Israelite tribal units. In reference to the historical
aspect, there seems to be adequate grounds for accepting the
possibility of a relationship or equation between the patri-
archal ibrim and the Habiru. However, the identification of
the Habiru of the Amarna period with the Israelite tribes of
the conquest, or even with the patriarchal period, seems most
unlikely. The evidence against this equation, based on con-
crete and specific differences of the two groups, seems
definitely to outweigh the evidence for the identification,
based as it is upon indefinite references in the Bible and
possible similarities between the two groups.

CHAPTER IIINOTES

1. See Greenberg, The Hab/piru, pp. 210-211 and 224-228.
Here he states that the primary support for the identification
of the SA.GAZ with the Habiru (Hab/piru) is from the texts
themselves. The Hittite god-lists coming from the fifteenth
and fourteenth centuries alternate freely the terms DINGER.
MES lu SA.GAZ and DINGER. MES ha-BI-ri. There is also
evidence from Ugarit in the parallel usages of S4.GAZ and
‘prm, and from Larsa in which there is reference to the state-
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supported SA. GAZ of Warad-Sin, the state supported Habiru
of Rim-sin, and the S4. GAZ under Hammurabi’s aklum—all
of which can hardly be disassociated from each other. The
validity of this identification is evident also from the social
status of the SA.GAZ and the Habiru as they are found in
Larsa, El-Amarna Syria-Palestine, and Alalah; namely, an
element of the settled population as over against the nomadic
population, and an ethnic composite as over against an ethnic
unit.

As for the identification of the Habiru and the “Apiru
Greenberg makes the following statements: “The derivation
of Hab/piru is still obscure. In form it appears to be a gatil
verbal adjective. The first consonant is established as © [‘ayin]
by Ugaritic and Egyptian “pr.w. Its appearance in Akkadian as
h points to a West Semitic derivation since an original ¢
would have become° [*aleph] in Akkadian. The quality of the
labial is still a matter of dispute. On the one hand is the
unequivocal Ugaritic and Egyptian evidence for p. ... On the
other hand, b offers the advantage of an immediately trans-
parent etymology from West Semitic “br and facilitates the
combination with Biblical “ibri . . . . Some evidence is
available to show that Egyptian p occasionally represented a
foreign b and Ugaritic as well can be made to yield an original
b losing its voice” (pp. 224-226).

2. Ibid., p. 209.

3. Speiser, op. cit., p. 41. See also Meek, op. cit., p. 7, and
Rowley, op. cit., p. 51.

4. Speiser, ibid., and Greenberg, op. cit., p. 229.
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5. Speiser, Ibid.

6. Greenberg, op. cit., p. 209.

7. Ibid., pp. 230-234.

8. Speiser, op. cit., pp. 41-42. This is also the position of
Meek (op. cit., p. 13) who stated, “That the word ‘apiru,
habiru, was not an ethnic term originally, but an appellative,
is confirmed by an examination of all the habiru names that
we have. . . . But though the term had no ethnic content
originally, tendencies early developed in that direction, as was
natural under the circumstances.”

9. Rowley, op. cit., pp. 52-53. See also Albright, JBL 18
(1934) p. 391 and Jack PEQ (1940), p. 95, where the ethnic
usage of the term is maintained.

10. Dhorme, op. cit., p. 166. He also made the statement “que
le terme Habiru est un mot du vocabularie cananeen qui re-
presente essentiellement les ennemis de la domination egyp-
tienne en Canaan” (p. 163).

11. Greenberg, op.cit., p. 230.

12. See Greenberg, ibid.; Parzen, AJSL 49 (1933) pp. 254—
258; Meek, op. cit., pp. 10—11; and Rowley, op. cit., p. 55.

13. Greenberg, ibid., p. 30.
14. Albright, Archaeology and the Bible, p. 132.

15. Speiser, op. cit., p. 43.
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16. Meek, op. cit., p. 21. He states: “This contemporaneous
account of the settlement of the Habiru in Palestine so exactly
parallels the Old Testament account of the Israelite conquest
of Jericho and the invasion of the highlands of Ephraim under
Joshua that the two manifestly must reference the same
episode.”

17. Rowley, op. cit.,, p. 164. Rowley, whose entire re-
construction of the period relies on this identification, states,
“Pressure northwards from Kadesh of Hebrew groups, to-
gether with Kenite and other elements equals the Habiru of
the Amarna letters. Simultaneous pressure from the north of
kindred groups including Asher, Zebulun, Dan, and other
Israelite tribes, together with other groups, equals the S4.GAZ
of the Amarna letters.”

18. Albright BASOR 58, p. 15. He identifies at least a part of
the Israelites with the Habiru in his statement, “That the tribe
of Joseph belonged to the group designated as Khabiru in the
Amarna Tablets and as Shasu in the inscriptions of Sethos I
is more and more probable.”

19. See Lewy, HUCA 14 (1939), pp. 609 and 620; and Jack,
op. cit., p. 128.

20. See especially Rowley, op. cit., pp. 111-113, who states,
“I connect the Amarna age rather with the age of Jacob.”

21. Speiser, op. cit., p. 40.

22. Dhorme (JPOS 4, p. 126) rejects this identification com-
pletely, stating, “Le mouvement des Habiri est I’ insurrection
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de I’indigene contre de I’etranger. L’invasion d’Israel est
I’installation de I’etranger chez’indigene. . . . I’identification
des Hebreux et des Habiri ne nous semble acceptable.”
Likewise Greenberg in his statement (op. cit., p. 243), “The
proposed ‘Apiru - Hebrew equation faces thus at present a
series of objections. None of these is indeed decisive, but
their accumulative effect must be conceded to diminish its
probability. . . . Further historical combinations between the
two groups appear to be highly doubtful; they may serve now
as they served in the past, only to obscure the distinctive
features of each.” See also Garstang, Joshua—Judges, p. 255.

23. Greenberg, op. cit., pp. 186—187, 238-239.

24.Ibid., p. 186. “It seems that to ‘become a Habiru’ did not
involve any particular ethnic affiliation, but rather the as-
sumption of a special status. ”



CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions which are submitted are in no
way considered to be final and definitive. The preceding study
of the problems and the various interpretations given them has
pointed out several areas where the divergent views might be
in harmony with each other. As has been evident in the pre-
ceding chapters, no conclusion can account for all of the
material and answer all of the questions satisfactorily.

Concerning the tribal participants of the Egyptian sojourn
and exodus, it may be concluded with a great deal of certainty
that the accumulative result of the various inconsistencies and
diverse biblical statements as listed is that only a portion of the
Israelites went into Egypt.

Since the extra-biblical material is of no substantial aid in
identifying the particular tribal participants, the biblical ac-
count becomes the only source of information. The division
of the tribes into three groups (Leah, Rachel, and concubine)
seems natural and valid. In view of the evidence which would
locate Sinai in Seir, away from the Sinai peninsula, there
would seem to be no reason to identify the Leah and Rachel
tribes with a distinct geographical place of Kadesh and Sinai
respectively. Nor does it seem necessary, in light of the
nomadic and migratory nature of the Israelites, to define the
descent into Egypt as an either-or matter in reference to the
Leah and Rachel tribes. The predominant conclusion of the
scholars that the concubine tribes were at least partially of
alien stock can readily be accepted as valid.

As Albright and Rowley have indicated, there is no reason
why the historicity of the account of Joseph’s sojourn should
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be questioned. Meek, on the other hand, has given good
reasons for identifying the Levites with Egypt. Albright’s
identification of Levi with the tribes in Egypt has led him to
conclude that all the Leah tribes were there. However, in and
of itself, the presence of Levi would not necessitate the
presence of all the Leah tribes. That the Simeonites went with
the Levites to Egypt is possible though not conclusive. Thus,
the tribes which went to Egypt would include the Joseph
tribes, the Levites, and perhaps Simeon. The other Leah
tribes, with Judah being the strongest and largest, were
located in the Negeb and territory of the Kenites, The con-
cubine tribes evidently remained in the highlands of the north
and central hill-country.

In reference to the tribal participants of the conquest of
Palestine, the conclusions are somewhat more tentative. First,
in addition to the summary remarks which were made above
(pp- 62—63) on the equation of the Habiru with the Israelites/
Hebrews of the conquest, it may be stated that the probability
is that the Habiru of Amarna cannot be equated with the
Israelites of the conquest, although there is a possibility that
they might. This would seem to be more accurate than the
obverse statement that the probability is that they can be
equated although there is the possibility that they were not.
This would not exclude though arelationship or identification
of the patriarchal “ibrim with the Habiru.

Any identification of the tribal participants of the con-
quest and their respective activities must take into considera-
tion (1) the fact that the accounts in Joshua nd Judges do not
relate the events of the same historical situation; (2) that,
aside from Jericho, all archaeological evidence would indicate
that the conquest of Canaan occurred in the thirteenth century:
central Palestine at the beginning and southern Palestine at the
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end; (3) that there is sufficient evidence to suggest that there
was a “dual” conquest, i.e., a movement westward across the
Jordan and a movement northward from the Negeb.

If the conclusions of Wright and Kaufmann (in reference
to the historical accuracy of Joshua and the accounts in Judges
being a continuation of Joshua) can be accepted, the follow-
ing reconstruction of the tribal activity is possible. The Joseph
and Levi tribes, who had come to adopt Yahwism through
Moses’ contact with Jethro his Kenite kinsman, made the
exodus from Egypt, perhaps under Rameses II. In Kadesh /
Sinai they joined their kinsmen of the Leah tribes who had
adopted Yahwism through their close interconnections with
the Kenites.

The movement was then north according to the basic
traditions of Joshua. From the highlands of central Trans-
Jordan, the tribes of Joseph, Levi, and Leah—having united
with the more distantly related and partially alien concubine
tribes—made the assault westward and the wars of
extermination were commenced. Towards the end of this con-
quest the tribes received their lots and the wars of occupation
and settlement were begun, namely, the tribal wars as
recorded in Judges. The strategy of Judah may have demand-
ed a movement from the south into their territory, and sub-
sequently the northward thrust from Kadesh.

This possible reconstruction of events would account for
the earlier destruction of towns in central Palestine as over
against the slightly later destruction of the towns in southern
Palestine. It would also account for the separate westward and
northward movements of the conquest, as well as the two
distinct types of military activity in Joshua and Judges.

A final conclusion which would account for all the
material is at present not available. The following statement
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of Albright (Stone Age to Christianity, p. 329) seems to
summarize the present state of biblical scholarship:

The probability is that the actual course of events was
closer to the Biblical tradition than any of our critical
reconstructions have been, and that some vital clues
still elude or search.
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A REVIEW
by
Thomas F. McDaniel '
of
BERTIL ALBREKTSON’S

STUDIES IN THE TEXT AND THEOLOGY OF
THE BOOK OF LAMENTATIONS: WITH A CRITICAL
EDITION OF THE PESHITTA TEXT*

This work is Albrektson’s doctoral dissertation done at the
University of Lund (Sweden) in which he acknowledges his
indebtedness to Professors Gillis Gerleman, D. Winton
Thomas. L. G. Rignell, and others. The book is divided into
three chapters: (I) The Peshitta Text, (II) The Hebrew Text,
the Septuagint, and the Peshitta, and (III) The Background
and Origin of the Theology of Lamentations. A good bib-
liography and a useful index of biblical references are
appended.

The book is a major contribution to the study of the text
and interpretation of the book of Lamentations. This reviewer
would cite the following contributions: (1) a handy critical
edition of the Peshitta text and an adequate survey of the
history of the Peshitta text of Lamentations, (2) a thorough
presentation of the Greek, Syriac and Hebrew variants within
the textual traditions, (3) a rather complete survey of all the
significant opinions of the many commentators who have

! This review was published in 1966 in Seisho to Shingaku, which
was the journal of the College of Theology of Kanto Gakuin
University, Yokohama, Japan.

# Studia Theologica Lundensia, 21. Lund: CWK Gleerup,
1963, viii/258 pages.
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written on the text of Lamentations, and (4) a helpful
criticism of Gottwald’s views on the theology of Lanenta-
tions. Albrektson has put his finger on almost all of the
problems and interpretations. This is, indeed, his major
contribution, a work is a handy summary of problems and
opinions. But whereas one may use Albrektson’s study to find
out what the problems are, one will not be able to use this
work to find a solution or answer to these textual and
interpretive problems. This is partly due to the nature of the
study and in part to Albrektson’s own methodology. While
Albrektson establishes with tolerable certainty the underlying
Hebrew text of Lamentations, this kind of versional study
seldom offers any real help is clarifying the obscure passages
once the text is established.

Albrektson’s presentation reveals that his investigation of
the text has been made with a very strong bias in favor of the
Massoretic Text just as it stands. One of the recurring points
of Albrektson’s analysis of the versions is that the Septuagint
translation is a literalistic and often slavish translation (see pp.
58, 87, 130, 154, 161, and 208-209). For this reason one
would expect the LXX to be of assistance in establishing the
Hebrew Vorlage, but nowhere does Albrektson permit the
LXX to point to a more original or authoritative reading than
the Massoretic Text. For example, his treatment of the textual
variants is Lam. 2:19 is noteworthy. The MT reads /ero’s
*asmurot but the LXX reads eis archas phulakes sou, while
the Syriac text has beris matreta®. Not only does the LXX
add a suffix, but it reverses the plural/singular of the Hebrew,
reading a plural form for the MT r6°6s and a singular noun
for the MT plural *asmurét. The Syriac reads both nouns in
the singular. Despite the fact that the LXX is extremely
literalistic, Albrektson wants to ascribe a certain freedom to
the Greek translator (“Even if the translation is generally
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extremely literal, one cannot presuppose that the translator
was always fully consistent” [p. 119].) In the case of the
Peshitta and Targum which has both nouns is the singular,
Albrektson concludes, “there is no reason whatsoever to
assume a different Hebrew text” (p. 119). It is one thing to
dismiss minor variants in the Peshitta text as an expression of
the translators “freedom” with the text, but the consistent use
of this same reason to account for variants in the LXX reflects
more of a subjective bias for the MT than it does of objective
evaluation of all possibilities.

Another example of how Albrektson interprets the facts to
serve his bias in favor of the Massoretic Text is his treatment
of the pronouns in the Septuagint. For example in Lam 1:3 the
LXX reads apo tapeinoseos autes for the MT me “oni and
douleias autes for the MT ‘abodah, i.e., the LXX has a
pronoun although the Hebrew has no suffix. Albrektson ac-
counts for these pronouns in the LXX by suggesting an
internal Greek corruption of aute to autes, the aute being the
literal translation of the pronoun which starts the next poetic
line in the Hebrew text of 1:3b. He states,

The hi° of MT has no equivalent in the LXX text, which is
unexpected in view of the general literalness of the Greek

translation of Lam. . . . It may at least be suggested that the
autes of 1:3ais in fact a corruption of an original aufe which
equals the 47° in1:3b . . .. The resultant douleias autes may

have influenced a scribe to add an autes after fapeinoseos
as well (in 1:3a).
Here Albrektson is quite clear—he expects the Hebrew pro-
noun to be reflected in the LXX; but he takes just the opposite
position when it comes to dealing with the textual problems
in Lam 3:42, where the Greek does not reflect the Hebrew
pronouns. Here he states,
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The personal pronoun °attah is thus not represented by a

separate word in Greek, and accordingly it is not to be

expected that nahnii in 3:42a should have been translated
separately either. It is included in the endings -amen just as

°attah in 42b is expressed by th ending of the verb” (pp. 155-

56).

One can only wonder what Albrektsson really expects when
it comes to the LXX representation of Hebrew pronouns.

Albrektson has many helpful suggestions with reference to
interpretation and critical problems, but the reader must
evaluate each one independently. This reviewer will cite
several examples of how Albrektson fails to consider all the
factors in arriving at a solution. Lam. 1:7 contains four poetic
lines instead of usual three line. Albrektson, following
Rudolph, states, “the third line must be deleted; it is possibly
originally a marginal note on the difficult wmrwdyh of the
first line.” Albrektson might better have questioned
Rudolph’s explanation, for can it be assumed that “marginal
notes” were written metrically? Lam 1:7c is clearly a 3 + 2
metrical line. In view of the freedom which the writer(s) used
with reference to the acrostic form, meter, and varying
number of poetic lines in the different chapters, it seems
better to retain 1:7d as another example of the poet’s freedom
of style. The same would also be true, contra Albrektson, for
Lam 2:19 which also has four poetic lines instead of the usual
three. To assume that the scribes who wrote marginal notes
were at the same time poets, seems quite improbable.

A good example of where there may have been a marginal
note incorporated into the Hebrew text is not recognised by
Albrektson. The MT Qere of Lam. 1:11b reads mahamadde-
hem, but the LXX pronoun autes reflects a Hebrew Vorlage
that read mahamaddeha, while the Syriac reggathon reflects
a Hebrew mahamaddam. The he and mem were frequently
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confused, and one can easily assume that the se or mem of the
original suffix on this word was confused, giving rise to a
marginal note marking the variant. However, the MT did not
chose between a mem or he, it probably incorporated the
marginal note into the text, conflating the two letters into the
plural suffix im.

On page 84, Albrektson notes that the Greek translator
failed to understand the difficult Hebrew construction of the
asyndetic relative clause contained in the gara’ta of Lam.
1:21c. But Albrektson himself fails to note the same difficult
construction in 1:21b where same ‘u is part of arelative clause
(without the relative particle) modifying “oyebay which has
sasu as its predicate.

Another example of Albrektson’s over-anxious defense of
the MT against the LXX is his suggestion thatin Lam 2:2c the
Greek basilea autes (for MT mamlakah) is due to an internal
Greek corruption, namely, an original basileian corrupted to
basileia. But this suggestion actually demands an emendation
of the MT, for a Greek basileian autes would demand a
Vorlage reading malkth, not the mmlkh of the MT. This
reviewer doubts that Albrektson really wishes to emend the
MT on the basis of a Greek variant.

No serious study of the text and exegesis of Lamentations
can be made without paying attention to the suggestions
proposed by Albrektson; but at the same time, no serious
student can afford to follow Albrektson without first re-
examining the problems and possibilities involved.

In the last chapter of this book Albrektson presents his
criticism of Norman Gottwald’s views (which appeared in
Gottwald’s Studies in the Book of Lamentations) that the key
to the theology of Lamentations is in the tension between the
Deuteronomic doctrine of retribution and reward and the
historic reality of destruction. This reviewer agrees with
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Albrektson (contra Gottwald) that such a tension is not at all
evident, for the writer of Lamentation emphasizes the fact that
defiance and desertion have earned them their punishment.
On the other hand, Albrektson’s arguments for his own “key”
to the theology of Lamentations seem as weak as Gottwald’s.
Albrektson states,

‘The key to the theology of Lamentations is in fact found in
the tension between specific religious conceptions and
historical realities: between the confident belief of the Zion
traditions in the inviolability of the temple and city, and the
actual brute facts (of the destruction)” (p. 230).

As a basis for this statement, Albrektson seeks to show that
the writer of Lamentations was reared in the temple traditions
of Jersulaem, and particularly was influenced by the tradition
of the inviolability of Zion. As evidence for this, Albrektson
cites passages from Lamentations (namely, 2:15¢c, 3:35, 4:12,
4:20, and 5:19) which contain ideas and words found in the
Psalms of the Zion tradition. But it is doubtful on the basis of
the evidence which Albrektson gives that these or other verses
must be restricted to the “Zion tradition” alone. But even if
one were to admit that the poetic lines cited were indirectly
related to the “Zion tradition” as proposed, it seems to be
quite unlikely that one can reconstruct a “key to the theology”
by calling attention to only five out of 246 poetic lines.

In conclusion it may be stated that Albrektson’s work marks
a milestone in the study of the text and exegesis of Lamenta-
tions. It will serve as a useful tool for any future study of this
biblical book.
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of
WILLIAM F. ALBRIGHT’S

HISTORY, ARCHAEOLOGY, AND CHRISTIAN
HUMANISM *

The scholarly contributions of William F. Albright need
no introduction. To the contrary, they have been widely
recognized and acclaimed in the United States, Europe and
Israel. In the past twenty years, Albright has received twenty
honorary doctorates from such universities as Harvard,
Yale, Hebrew Union College, the Hebrew University of
Jerusalem, Saint Andrews University, the University of
Oslo, the University of Uppsala, etc. He is one of three
humanistic scholars ever to have been elected to the
American Academy of Sciences. Albright’s first scholarly
paper appeared in the Orientalistiche Literaturseitung in
1913, and they have poured forth ever since. The bib-
liography of Albright’s works (including books, articles,
reports, and book reviews) listed at the end of the Albright
Festschrift, (entitled, The Bible and the Ancient Near East,
edited by G. Ernest Wright) is a list of over 825 published
scholarly contributions which appeared between 1911 and
1958.

The present book under review is the first in a series of
books to be published by McGraw-Hill which will (1)
gather together previously published articles which are now

" This review was published in 1966 in Seisho to Shingaku, which
was the journal of the College of Theology of Kanto Gakuin
University, Yokohama, Japan.

2 New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964, ix/342 pages.
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thoroughly revised, annotated, and indexed, and (2) present
the results of Albright’s continuing research and writing.
This first volume includes fifteen selected lectures, essays
and review articles—three of which have never been
published before.

The book is divided into four parts: Part One, consists of
three chapters, namely, “Toward a Theistic Humanism,’
“The Human Mind in Action: Magic, Science, and Reli-
gion,” and “The Place of the Old Testament in the History
of Thought.” Part Two, “Surveys of Special Areas,” consists
of five chapters entitled respectively, “How Well Do We
Know the Ancient Near East?” “The Ancient Near East and
the Religion of Israel,” “Islam and the Religions of the
Ancient Orient,” “Historical Adjustments of Political
Authority in the Near East,” and “Some Functions of
Organized Minorities.” In the third part, “Some Scholarly
Approaches,” Albright contributes a critical chapter on each
of the following scholars: James Breasted., Gerhard Kittel,
Arnold Toynbee, Eric Voegelin, and Rudolf Bultmann. The
last section of the book, “More Personal,” consists of two
chapters entitled, “Return to Biblical Theology,” and
“William Foxwell Albright (Autobiographical Sketch).”
The book concludes with an appendix containing some
chronological data on Albright’s career and a full index of
names and subjects. In his own words, Albright notes that
“the first chapter, ‘Toward a Theistic Humanism strikes the
keynote; the remaining fourteen chapters are supplementary
and illustrative” (p. v).

Since the first chapter is the keynote to the whole book, it
deserves the careful attention of the reader and reviewer. In
presenting his own views which lead “toward a theistic
humanism,” Albright begins with a discussion of the three
main types of humanism: (1) classical, (2) modern atheistic,
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and (3) recent theistic. With reference to the classical
humanism of the Renaissance, Albright notes the indebted-
ness of the West to the mediating Arab and Jewish scholars
who introduced Aristotle and Galen to the West in trans-
lation and the impetus given to classical studies in the West
when the flood of Greek manuscripts and teachers entered
Europe after the fall of Constantinople in 1453.

Albright traces the rise of atheistic humanism back to the
nineteenth century, beginning with Auguste Comte’s at-
tempt to establish a “religion of humanity.” Through the
efforts of Ernest Renan, Gilbert Murray, James Breasted
and the signers of the “Humanist Manifesto” (including
John Dewey), the movement has continued through to the
present day. (The journal, The Humanists should be con-
sulted for contemporary leaders of the movement.) The
atheistic humanists in general are criticized by Albright for
devoting their energies to opposing religion rather than in a
love for humanity— altruism in its highest sense (p. 66).
John Dewey comes under Albright’s severe criticism, not
only for his optimistic meliorism, but for his dislike of
history, his over-optimistic predictions on the Chinese
Republic, and his treating of man as a subject for detached
experimentation on the part of a scientific elite (i.e., materi-
alistic experimentalism).

Albright gives his definition of theistic humanism as “the
study and cultivation of our higher cultural heritage in light
of Judeo-Christian religious tradition” (p. 10). Albright in-
cludes the following scholars among those who incorporate
this ideal of theistic humanism: Christopher Dawson,
Arnold Toynbee, Herbert Butterfield, Etienne Gilson, Jean
Denielou and Henri de Lubac. There is not a German or an
American scholar whom Albright would include in this list
of theistic humanists. German professional specialization
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prohibited a scholar from crossing boundaries into other
academic areas. German philosophers remained primarily
metaphysicians. Historians (like Eduard Meyer and Leopold
von Ranke) remained historians; and “earlier twentieth-
century German thinkers were philosophical idealists who
seldom paid more than lip service to theism” (p. 11). The
situation in America was somewhat different. Albright
called attention to the earlier “intellectually underdevelop-
ed” Roman Catholicism and the “evolutionary meliorism”
of liberal American Protestantism which left out history and
dismissed theology as irrelevant.

Albright notes that the decline of evolutionary meliorism
after World War II and the advent of the nuclear Age has
not produced a theistic humanism in America or on the
Continent, but various forms of neo-orthodoxy, existen-
tialism, and a historico-philosophical theology (going back
through Kierkegaard or Barth to earlier German thinkers).
In this context Albright reviews and criticizes the con-
tributions of Niebuhr, Tillich, Bultmann and Bultmann’s
disciples. For Albright, Tillich’s ideas are often vague and
contradictory: “through his (Tillich’s) career he has shifted
philosophical and theological notions and terms in a most
bewildering fashion.” On a protean substructure of Schell-
ing’s idealism and a strong vein of neo-Platonism “have
been superimposed strong influence from Jung, less from
Freud, and an increasing use of existentialist ideas and
terminology.” Of particular importance for Albright is the
fact that there is no place for history in Tillich’s system:
“the revelation of God in history is replaced by direct intui-
tion of God as “ultimate concern” and of one’s current
aesthetic preference as ‘ultimate reality’” (p. 15). (His
critique of Bultmann will be given later in this review.)
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Since theistic humanism is rooted in a study of the higher
cultural heritage in light of the Judeo-Christian tradition,
Albright deals at some length with the scientific method of
archaeology and the revolution in historical method. Natural
science has had an impact on archaeology, not only through
the radio carbon counts of nuclear physics, but in the
discovery by geophysicists “that careful measurement of
magnetic declination in iron molecules of ancient pottery
ovens and baked-clay objects” is opening up a new method
of determining archaeological dates. Furthermore, Albright
notes, “the most important scientific triumph of archaeology
is its autonomous development of scientific method . . . .
(i.e.) the analysis of stratigraphic sequences and the classifi-
cation in categories of all objects made by the hand of man
(artifacts).” “The typology of human artifacts is just as Aris-
totelian in principle as is that of genetic variation,” and
philological and linguistic studies apply the standard prin-
ciples of induction and classification, deduction and
analogy.

The revolution in historical method as outlined by Al-
bright consist of the methodology employed by archae-
ologist and by the philologists, the awareness the historian
of his own “proto-philosophy” (his underlying logical
postulates and philosophical principles), and the clear
differentiation made in the types of historical cognition.
Following Maurice Mandelbaum, Albright distinguishes
five types of historical cognition/judgment: judgments of
typical occurrence, judgments of particular facts, judgments
of cause and effect, judgments of value, and judgments
about personal reactions. The first three of these are ob-
jective in character, while the last two are almost purely
subjective and affected directly by existential considera-
tions. In this context, Albright states that “the epistemo-
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logical importance of archaeology and comparable fields
ancillary to history, is that they deal almost entirely with
judgments of fact and typical occurrence rather than with
judgments of cause and effect, value or personal reactions,
thus redressing the imbalance which has given rise to
exaggerated forms of historical relativism” (p. 27).

In a brief survey of areas where archaeological discovery
has affected our understanding of the Bible, Albright deals
with the following areas:

(1) the patriarchal narratives and the Mari excavations.

(2) the “Apiru, the ‘Ibri, and the donkey-caravan traders.

(3) ancient legal codes and Wellhausen’s Hegelian views.

(4) Syro-Hittite suzerainty treaties and biblical covenants.

(5) Hebrew inscriptions, Babylonian records and Israelite

history.

(6) the Qumran recensions, the Septuagint, and the com-

plexity of the textual tradition.

(7) Psalms and North-West Semitic philology.

(8) Egyptian papyri and the Semitic substratum of koine

Greek.

(9) Qumran scrolls, the Essenes and the New Testament

background.

(10) Chenoboskion (Nag Hammadi) codices, the origin of
the gnostics, and Bultmann’s view of New Testament
dualism.

(11) the New Testament in relation to the Essenes and
Gnosticism.

In a subsection of Chapter One entitled, “Religion and
Civilization,” Albright makes some general observations
with which most scholars would agree. For example. “there
is no known past culture of any kind without religion, and
no experienced archaeologist expects to find one.” But his
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statement that “archaeologist have now proved the historical
as well as the contemporary primacy of Westem civiliza-
tion” will surely cause some disagreement among Japanese
scholars, especially with reference to the “contemporary
primacy,” for most would disassociate technology from
civilization. Although Albright does not give any documen-
tation of this proof he has in mind, a statement toward the
end of the book (p. 293) will show precisely what he means:

The Near East was thousands of years in advance of any
other focus of higher culture, and it is becoming more and
more probable that other such foci (China, Middle America)
owed part of their original stimulation to borrowing across
continents and oceans. The tremendous advance of modern
Western civilization when transplanted to Japan little over a
century ago, is a vivid illustration of a process familiar to all
serious historians. The great progress of the West in science
and technology since the fifteenth century has come precise-
ly because we stand on the shoulders of our Greco-Roman
predecessors, not because we are in any way more gifted
than the ancients.

Despite the fact that religion is the nucleus of all cultures
of the past, philosophical idealists tend to agree with positi-
vists and naturalists that religion will no longer be need
when a “rational” culture can be developed. But Albright
notes that two such contemporary “rational” cultures have
been propagated by dictators who actually had to introduce
“emotional and ceremonial. practices in imitation of older
religions, particularly Germanic paganism and Eastern
Christianity,” i.e., the Nazi Blut und Bloden and emphasis
on die heilige Urquell deutsaher Macht and the assorted
communist “personality cults.”

The first chapter of this book closes with a theme that is
encountered again and again throughout the book, namely
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that there are three distinct stages in the history of thought.
For Levy-Bruhl’s “prelogical” label for primitive thinking
(later rejected by Levy-Bruhl, himself) Albright prefers the
term “proto-logical.” The following stages are “empirico-
logical” and classical “formal logic.” Proto-logical thought
(which survives today in much modern art and poetry) was
the thought pattern of early Egyptian, Sumerian, and Baby-
lonian literature, but Israelite thought is primarily empirico-
logical. Formal logic dawned with Thales of Miletus. It is in
the third chapter that Albright develops this concept more
thoroughly. There he states,

“I place the Old Testament, from the standpoint of the his-
tory of the ways of thinking, between the protological
thought of the pagan world (which includes non-meta-
physical Greco-Roman and Indic polytheism) and Greek
systematic reasoning . . . . The religious literature of Israel is
therefore mostly later than the now known canonical
religious literature of Egypt, Babylon, Assyria, the Hittites,
Canaanites, etc. Nearly all these literatures reflect mytho-
logical, i.e. proto-logical ways of thinking . . . . On the other
hand, the literature of the Bible is earlier than any clear
evidence of specific Greek literary or philosophical
influence” (pp. 85-86).

In the Hebrew Bible we have something quite different
from what preceded or followed it, and as an example of the
empirico-logical thinking of the Israelites, Albright cites
Israelite monotheism.

“There is good reason to suppose that Moses was just as
monotheistic as Hillel, though he could certainly not have
employed the logical reasoning in support of his beliefs that
was possible later . . . Formal creeds were impossible before
classification, generalization, and syllogistic formulas were
invented by the Greeks . . . . The implicit monotheism of the
Old Testament was derived from Hebrew empirical logic,
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i.e.,. “The intuitive (subconscious interpretation of empirical

information) discovery that the incongruities of polytheism

flouted the empirically realized unity of nature” (pp. 57, 91,

99).

By way of summing up Albright’s views given in the first
section of this book, this reviewer would call attention to
Albright’s views on the function of religion. He notes that,

philosophical analysis remains essential, but all philosoph-
ical systems are Hellenic or post-Hellenic in conception;
they are, therefore, based on either explicitly stated or pre-
supposed postulates or assumptions. Since the ultimate
postulates are not themselves subject to proof, philosophers
have to reason logically from what George Boas calls their
proto-philosophy, seldom explicitly developed. The more
rigorous the internal logic of any system, the more uncertain
are its conclusions, given the fact that one cannot rigorously
prove any of the basic presuppositions in a philosophical
system . . . . Religion alone unites the intellectual and
aesthetic in man with the affective and altruistic. If man’s
biological and psychological evolution have required the
synergistic collaboration of his genetic structure and enviro-
nmental background, surely we cannot reject the religious
feelings and aspirations of man as irrelevant to the evolution
of the human spirit (pp. 81-82).

More briefly we consider the main themes in the remain-
ing sections of the book. In Chapter Four, “How Well Can
We Know the Ancient Near East?” Albright notes the rise
of American research in the area of Near Eastern studies
(due to the brilliant career of James Henry Breasted) and the
decline of such studies in Germany where, for example, the
classical historian of Leipzig, Helmut Berve, affirmed that
studies of the ancient orient were condemned to inactivity
and lost their right to exist in the new standard of values
within the realm of the German intellectual spirit. The bulk
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of the chapter is given to a recital of the steps made in Near
Eastern research since 1835, listing the many scholars and
their significant contributions.

In the Chapter Five, “The Ancient Near East and the Reli-
gion of Israel,” Albright points out how the great Semitic
and biblical scholars of the 19th century (including
Noldeke, Wellhausen, Robertson Smith, Budde, Driver,
etc.) neglected and disregarded the new literary and philo-
logical material from the ancient orient, preferring instead to
arrange the data of Israelite history according to the evolu-
tionary philosophies of Hegel or the English positivists.
Albright examines the four main groups of Ancient Near
Eastern literature now available (Egyptian, Mesopotamian,
West Semitic, and Hurro-Hittite) and comes to the follow-
ing conclusion,

the henotheistic form constructed by scholars sinks below

the level attained in the surrounding ancient orient, where

the only alternatives were polytheism or practical mono-
theism, henotheism in the sense used by most modern

Biblical scholars being apparently unknown (p. 156).

In Chapter Six, “Islam and the Religion of the Ancient
Orient,” Albright seeks to demonstrate that the “Islamic
civilization is essentially an outgrowth of Hellenism, just as
Islam itself is an offshoot of Judeo-Christian religion.” This
is the opposite position of Winckler for whom the literature
and folklore of late pre-Islamic and early Islamic Arabia
were filled with reflections and carry-overs from the ancient
Orient.

Chapter Seven deals with the historical pattemns of politi-
cal authority. Albright traces from the third millennium to
the Roman period the two general patterns, namely, abso-
lute royal power on the one hand and gerontocratic reaction
against it on the other. It is in this chapter that the author
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corrects a common error by many New Testament scholars
In dealing with the Roman occupation of Judah: “Actually
the Roman conquest (of the eastern Mediterranean basin)
gave a new freedom and security to the common man—
however little he might appreciate it when oppressed by
publican exactions. For the first time in history a relatively
uniform system of codified law—public law, not arbitrary
royal decree or legal interpretation—spread over most of the
civilized world. Under Augustus and the Antonines the
Near East was probably more peaceful and more prosperous
than ever before in history. But while republican forms were
sedulously preserved in Rome itself, in the East the emperor
became a real divinity both in official theory and in private
belief. Jewish and Christian opposition to Rome was nearly
always the direct result of irreconcilable hostility to
emperor-worship” (p. 190).

Of interest to this reviewer in Chapter Eight, “Some
Functions of Organized Minorities,” is Albright’s evidence
that no religious majority has been guiltless in respect to
intolerance and religious persecution. He. recalls, for ex-
ample, the persecution by Asoka of Brahman and Buddhist
heretics, the Vitasoka story of the kings slaying of 18,000
Hindus in a single day because a statue of Buddha had been
destroyed, and the Brahman account of a king’s issuing a
proclamation that he would execute any subject of his that
did not participate in the slaughter of the Buddhists.

The third section of this volume presents Albright’s cri-
tique of the ideas and activities of five scholars. James
Breasted (in Chapter Nine) receives his highest esteem for
his Egyptian studies, his work in founding (with the aid of a
Rockefeller grant) of the Oriental Institute of the University
of Chicago, and making America the focus of interest for
the recovery of the Ancient Near East. Albright, however,
does no share Breasted’s meliorism or humanism.
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The chapters on Arnold Toynbee and Eric Voegelin are
expansions of rather recent reviews that appeared in the
1957 edition of From Stone Age to Christianity and Theo-
logical Studies, 22, 1961, respectively. Since these works
are rather readily available, they need not detain us in this
review.

The harshest words in this volume are found in Chapter
Ten, “Gerhard Kittel and the Jewish Question in Antiquity.”
Gerhard Kittel, the youngest son of Rudolph Kittel,

“was a distinguished Protestant theologian, professor of
New Testament at Tiibingen and Vienna. . . . yet he became
the mouthpiece of the most vicious Nazi anti-Semiticism,
sharing with Emanuel Hirsch of Gottingen the grim distinc-
tion of making extermination of the Jews theologically
respectable . . . Hirsch and Kittel were between them clearly
responsible for much of the guilt resting on German Protes-
tant churches for their silence while the Nazis were carrying
out the liquidation of the Jews” (pp. 229 and 233).

Albright supports these statements with a careful analysis of
Das antike Weltjudentum, written by Kittel in collaboration
with Eugen Fischer. We need not review here either Kittel’s
work or Albright’s analysis, but should note the closing
sentence in this chapter, “And what happened in Germany
can take place wherever the human intellect turns its back
on the spiritual traditions which we have inherited from
their sources in ancient Israel” (p. 240).

Chapter Thirteen, “Rudolph Bultmann on History and
Eschatology,” should be of interest to both the critics and
disciples of Bultmann. The chapter is an expansion of a
review which appeared in the Journal of Biblical Literature
77 (1958). Albright first registers his difficulty with
Bultmann’s acceptance of the “modern scientific world
view” of the 20th century, for the following reasons: (1) the
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supposed modern scientific world view is itself fluid, (2)
Christlanity is not dependent for its spiritual impact on the
cosmology of any age, (3) there is no beed to demythologize
accepted metaphors, (4) “we know so little about ultimate
scientific reality that we cannot base theological revolutions
on consensus of cosmological opinion in any period.” When
Bultmann states that there can be no intervention of super-
natural powers in the inner life of the soul, he “demyth-
ologizes just as though we really knew something of the
relation between man as a ‘phenomenon’ and the universe
in which he lives” (p. 275).

And so Albright proceeds to hammer away at Bultmann’s
views on John’s gnosticism, Essene gnosticism, the trans-
mutation of eschatology into existential decisions of the
“here-and-now” and the general human feeling of Angst in
face of death and extinction. Bultmann is also accused (and
rightly so) of distorting the chronological perspective by
dealing with Greek historians first and then discussing
Israelite historical writings against the background of Greek
thought. In closing Albright calls attention to Bultmann’s
silence on the “Nazi Abomination of Desolation”—not as a
personal criticism of Bultmann himself, “but rather (as) an
emphasis on the stoic neutrality toward the problems of
others which Bultmannian existentialism fosters” (p. 284).

The last section of this book, being more autobiographical
than anything else, is better read than reviewed. So this
reviewer would encourage the careful reading of this broad
and stimulating book. Other volumes in this series are
anxiously awaited.
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Philological Studies in Lamentations. I (¥)

Thomas F, McDANIEL — Yokohama

The bock of Lamentations has received the careful attention
of numerous scholars during the past century. In addition to com-
mentaries, numerous special studies have been directed to the problems
of authorship, historical context, textual criticism, literary form and
meter. But despite the advances which these past studies have
made, many problems remain, including a number of obscure and
enigmatic passages. The most recent exlensive study of this text
1s Bertil Albrektson's Sftudies in the Text and Theology of the Book
of Lamentalions: With a Crifical Edition of the Peshitta Text (1). It
presents a summary of the views of the commentators on the exe-
getical problemns of Lamentations as well as a detailed study of the
Septuagint and Peshitta texts. Its value lies in establishing with
tolerable certainty the underlying Hebrew text; but its weakness is
in the fact that such versicnal studies seldom offer any real help
in clarifying obscure passages once the text is established. Norman
Gottwald, in his review of this book, coucludes, “‘Albrekison’s buuk
shows that far more must be done to recover the Sity ¢m Loben and
thought world of Tamentations ™ (%).

This study is the writer’s attempt to further the inquiry by
utilizing linguistic and literaty materials which thus far have not
been systematically employed in the study of the Hebrew text of

(*) This study represents the first two chapters (slightly modified
and abbreviated) of the writer’s doctoral dissertation submitted in
May, 1966, to the Faculty of Philosophy of The Johns Hopkins University,

(1) (Studia Theologica T,undensia 21; Lund 1983) (cited hereafter as
ALBREKTSON). Important reviews of this work have been published by
P. WERNBERC-MoLLer, in JSS 10 (1985) 103-110; Mitchell DaroOD,
in Bib 44 (1963) 547-549 (cited hereafter as “ Review of Albrektson'');
and Norman Gorrwarn, in JBL 83 (1964) 204-207.

() Op. cit. 206.
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I.amentations. The archaeological discoveries and resulting publica-
tion of new Northwest Semitic texts within the last half century
have changed the whole approach to biblical Hebrew philology (Y).
Numetrous works have already appeared which deal generally with
the relationship between the Ras Shamra discoveries and the Bib-
le (%), and an increasing number of works continue to appear which
deal with Hebrew and Northwest Semitic language and literature (%),
including many studies which treat individual biblical books in the
light of this new linguisitic material (*). But the insights derived
from this new material have only sporadically been.brought to bear
upon the problems of Lamentations. This Htu&y is offered as an
addition to this growing corpus of scholarly literature, with the
writer convinced that not only does reference to Northwest Semitic
linguistics bring clarity to many lines in Lamentations, including

(1) See W. F. ALBRIGHT, ‘"The Psalm of Habakkuk®, Studies in
Otd Testawment Prophecy DPresented to Theodore H. Robinson, ed. H. H.
RowrLEY {New York 1950) 2; and William L. MORAX, “The Hebrew Lan-
guage in its Northwest Semitic Background”, The Bible and the Ancient
Near East: Essays in Honor of William Foxwell Albright (New York
1961) 56-58 (cited hereafter as Moraw, BANI).

(!) The most recent of these are Arvid S. KAPELRUD, The Ras
Shkamra Discoveries and the Old Testament (Norman, Oklahoma, 1963)
and Bdmund Jacon, Ras Shamra—Ugarit et I’ Ancien Testament (Neuchétel
19680). These works contain bibliographical references to earlier studies.

(*) See, for example MoRaN, BANE; Mitchell Danoon, Ugarific—
Hebrew Philology (Rome 1965) (cited heteaftet as UH P); IneM, ‘'Hebrew-
Ugaritic Lexicography”, Bib 44 (1963) 289-303; 45 (1964) 393-412; 46
(1965) 311-322 (cited hereafter as HUL I, II, III, respectively).

(Y} Major studies in this latter category include John PaTTON,
Canaanile Parallels in the Book of Psalms (Daltimore 1944); Charles
L. Feinberg, Canaanite Influence on the Language of Job (unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Johns Hopkins University, 1945); Cullen 1. K.
Srorvy, ‘“The Book of Proverbs and Northwest Semitic Literature’,
JBL 64 (1945) 319-337; J. CoprpENs, "Les paralleles du Isautier avec
les textes de Ras Shamra—Ougatit”, in the Bulletin d' Histoive ot d Exégése
de I’ Ancien Testament 18 (1946) of the Séminaire Biblique, Touvain;
Frank NEUBERG, Ugaritic and the Book of Isaiah (unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Johns Hopkins University, 1950); Mitchell Danoopn, “Ca-
naanite-Phoetiician Influence in Qoheleth”, Bih 33 (1952) 30-52, 191-221;
R. T, O'CarLAaGHAN, *‘Echoes of Canhaanite Iiterature in the Psalms™, V7T
4 (1954) 164-176; Mitchell DaABCOD, Proverbs and Northwest Semitic Phi-
lology (Rome 1963); IDEM, Psalms I (AB 16; New York 1965); Marvin
Pope, fob (AB 15; New York 1965).
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ancient cruces, but that Lamentations sheds light upon the problems
of how long and to what extent archeic Norchwest Semitie linguistic
elements survived in Hebrew literary traditions.

The first part of this study is givea to lexical matters. In ad-
dition to obsciire words which were enigmatic even to the early trans-
lators, othet worde which traditionally kave been "adequately under-
stood”” will be examined in the light of Northwest Semitic copnatas.
When a more reasonable tendering is achieved by relating words
to other cognates in Akkadian or Arabic (and i one case Egyptian),
these suggestions are included in this study, In an attempt to show
all cases of Canaanite parallels, and in order to assess their merit,
the published sugyestivns ol ulber scholars (particularly Mitcbell
Dahood) for reading of various words in Lamentations in terms of
Northwest Semitic cognates or parallels have been included in either
the text of the motes. In tha last half of this study over twenty
woirds or particles are presented i light of nipe yrammatical and
syntactic elements which are common inm Northwest Semibic and
frequently attested in ather, older parts of the Hible. Studies in
this section have a twafald significance in that they hear directly
wpun the weaning given to many passages in Lamentations aud -
directly illustrate the vse of archaic linguistic elements m a literary
work that comes from the mid-sixth centary B.C.

1. Lexical Studies
1,1 rabbari:

Lhe word rabbaii as it appears here in the parallel phrases
robbari “dm and rabbdif bagpovion (in chiastic parallelism with §3rad
bammedindf) bas traditionally Deen 1ead as the femimine constroet

singular of the adjective rab 'great, mueh.,” The Syriac remders it
both times as sappial, the LXX tranclates 2 peplaihammens, but
RSV gives two different readings, “full of ... pgreat among" (1).

(") A typical tranalation of the commentators is that of Max IHALTER,
“einst so volkreich. .. die einst gross unler Valkern”, in his “Klagelieder”,
in M. Harrer and K. GArreng, Die fiaf Megilloth (HAT; Tiibingen
1940) 896. Most commentators agree that the vodh of rabbdii and SarEi
iz the hireq compaginis, see A, E. COWLEY, Gesewmius' Hebrew Grammar
as Ldited and Enlarged by the lafe E. Kaufssch (Oxford 1210) § 90! (cited
hereafter as G KC).
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A parallel to the phrase rabbaii ‘am occurs in 1 Sm 2,5, werabbal
banim *umlalah, ‘‘she who had many children is forlorn'’. But there
is no parallel to rabbdti haggéyim where this adjective occurs in the
construct followed by a prepositional phrase as the nomen reclwm (*).

Herman Wiesmann comes close to what must have been the
original meaning and significance of »abbd#{ in his translation of 1,1b
as, "“die Herrin diber die Vilker”, i.e., hy translating the word as an
Lonorific appellative like the rbi ‘Lady, Mistress’ which occurs in
Ugaritic, Phoenician and Punic epithets. But in view of his render-
ing 1,1a as, "“die (einst) so gefolgreiche”, and his exegetical comments,

it is obvicus that he did not identify MT rabbdif with the homorific

#b¢ but simply translated from context (*). |

Instead of identifying this word with the adjective rab, one
should probably read it as the feminine counterpart of the masculine
substantive rab ‘chief' (used as a title or a title component) (3) and
equate it with the above-mentioned »bf ‘Lady, Mistress'.

In the poetic idiom of Northwest Semitic honorific appellatives
were frequently employed, usually in divine epithets in Ugaritic,
Phoenician, and Punic but with place names and references in Hehrew.
The Ugaritic goddesses Anat and Asherah were often spoken of as
8elt “nt, ““the Virgin Anat” and +8¢ airé ym, “the Lady Atirat Yam'’ (4).
In Phoenician and Punic the use of such honorific appellatives can
be well illustrated by a typical formula from the dedicatory inscrip-
tions, suck as, 'm Irbt lint pn b'l wldn IB'l hmn, “to the Mother, to the
Lady, to Tanit face of Baal, and to the Lord, to Baal Hamon'’ (5).
In the personification of Zion, Judah and Israel, the Hebrew poets
showed a- preferance for betdldh as in betdlat bat siyyon (Jer 14,17),
betdllat bat vehiddak (Lam 1.15), and betitlat visra’él (Jer 18.13). Even

(Y) See GKC, § 130° for other examples of this syntactic pattern
cf the nonn in the comstruct followed by the preposition.

()) Die Klagelieder dibevselst und evilivt, ed. Wilhelm KOZSTER
(Frankfurt 1954) 107, and for his understanding of the text note his
statement on p. 103, "nach der zweifachen Bedeutung von 3% viel und
gross bezeichnet M2" hier die Vielheit, Menge der Menschen, in b die
Grosse oder Erhabenheit der Stellung, die Jerusalem unter den Vélkern
einnahm (C. F. Keil)"”. (Cited hereafter as Wiesmann).

() See, sub voce, BROWN-DRIVER-BRIGGS, JEAN-HOFIIJZER, and
UT.

() Ses especially UT § 19.540: § 19.2297.

(* CIS (Paris 1881) I, 298, Text 195.
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Babylon, Egypt, and Sidon were addressed with this title (Is 47,1;
Jer 46,11; Is 23,12). The widespread use of this honorific indicates
that the similar epithet rbf could also be used.

The close paralleiism between rabbdti and <drdii calls to mind
the interchange of the masculine nouuns rab and $ar in the titles
rab-tabbakim (2 Kgs 25,8-9; Jer 39,9-10) and sar hat{abbahim (Gn 37,36;
39,1; ete.). Similarily the Akkadian rab Sa »2§i, reflected in the
Hebrew rab sarisaw of Dn 1,5, is rendered in Hebrew as sar has-
sarisim in Dn 1,1-11. Such an interchange of the two masculine
nouns would suggest that when rebb@l and $aradi comec in paral
lelism one is presented with two feminine nouns of similar honorific
import. _

Additional support for equating MT rabbiti with the noun rbi
‘Lady’ is offered by Is 47,1-5, which is a close parallel to Lam 1,1
in that it is a call for Babylon to sit and mourn over her impending
destruction. ‘The passage employs three epithets for Babylon: deidlat
hat hahel, ha! kasdim and gelerel mami@kot (vv. 1, 5), ie., two appel-
latives from the feminine homorifics and an appellative from the
lexicon of royalty, This is precisely the combination of Lam 1,1,
where rabbaii occurs two times in parallelism with farati.

Thus the epithets of 1.1 would be best translated as. “‘the Mis-
tress of the people ... the Mistress among the nations ... the Prin-
cess among the provinces™.

1,8 gam:

The {raditional understanding of gam in 18c as reflected in
the LXX kai ge, Syriac “ap, AV and RSV “"yea” hardly fits the context
of this colon since in the antecedent clauses of 1,8a-b there is nothing
to suggest or necessitate the use of a particle or adverb of ad-
dition. For this reason it seems most probable that gam should
be read here as the adverbial modifier of ne enhdh, “she groaned™,
with the meaning of “aloud, loudly”’ which it has in Ugaritic and
elsewhere in biblical Hebrew.

In Ugaritic adverbial gm ‘aloud’ occurs frequently with the root
sh 'to cry out’, and perhaps with the root s@g 'to lanugh’ (*). Dahood’s

() See Gompox, UT § 19.547. I, L. GINsBERG in his ‘"The North
Canaunile Myill of Anat'’, BASOR 98 (Apr., 1945) 22, n. 67, would restore
1T Aght as g]m ishg ‘ni and translate, “loud]ly Anat laughs'. Xe states,
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identification of this adverbial gam as the modifier of the root bakah
in Ps 137.1 has been accepted by Gordon; and D. Beirne has noted
the same use of gam in Nm 114, wayyibki gam b*né vifra'él (). In
several other studies, Dahood has convincingly proposed to read
this adverbial gam as the modifier with the roots damam (Jer 48,2),
gara (Is 18,8), yadak (Ps 71,22), and hiagah (Ps 71,24) (%).

On the basis of this evidence wherein adverbial gam is employed
with a wide variety of verbs, it seems most likely that MT gam hi’
ne’enhah should be translated as, “loudly she groaned’’ (3).

1,16 “éni "éni:

The I,XX and Syriac read only one ‘énf, but the Targum’s itrén
‘énay may well reflect the *éni "2ni of MT. The commentators have
almost without exception followed LXX and Syriac by deleting one
of the two ‘éni’s, but such emendation of the text seems unnecessary
in light of approximate parallels in Jeremiah and Ugaritic (4).

H. L. Cinsberg, in 1948, called attention to the kinship between Jer
8,23, mi yitten 0’5 mayim weénf meqlr dimdh, "0 that my head were
waters and my eyes a fountain of tears”, and the text of UT 125:
25-27, bn.al.tbkn.al [ tdm.ly.al thl.bn | g7 .'nk.mb.riSk | udm't, "My
son, weep not for me, do not wail for me, Waste not thine eye with

“if correct this is the only passage where gm is used with any other verb
than s—h'". The present writer finds support for this sugpestion of Gins-
berg by reading gam in Prv 1,26a as the adverb “aloud”’. MT reads
gam ‘eni beédrkem ’eihdg which could be rendered, “T will laugh out
loud at your calamity”. Syntactically Prv 1,26a (adverb—subject—prepo-
sitional phrase—verb) is quite similar to UT 51:VII:52-55 (adverb-prepo-
sitional phrase-subject—verb), gne.ig/tmlh. b7 kysh, ‘‘verily Baal cried
aloud to his servant’.

(1) Dagoon, ‘Textual Problems in Isaia”, CB{Q 22 (1960) 402;
GoRDON, UT § 19.547; and BERNE, “A Note on Numbers 11,4, Bib 44
(1963) 201-203.

(1) ““Ugaritic Studies and the Bible”, Greg 43 (1962) 70; IDEM,
HUL II, 399.

(3 In Prv 21,13, gm could also be read as “aloud”, since there
is nothing in the antecedent clanse to necessitate the particle of addition,
and the verse could be translated, "he who closes his ear to the cry
of the poor will himself cry out loud, but he will not be heard /answered™.

(1) See ArmrREKTSON, 16-17, for a summary of the views of the
commentators.
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- flowing, the brain (watets?) () of thy head with tears”, He states,
- “along with the more obvious points of similarity, note that in both
- passages there is a pun on the word ‘én#f ayin, which means both

‘eye’ and ‘fountain’ "’ (2).

In 1960, Dahood pointed out the similarity of this Ugaritic
passage to Lam 1,16a (when emended by deleting a yodh), the Uga-
ritic ¢r ‘nk, “‘the fount of your eyes”, being semantically identical
with Hebrew ‘én "éni (for MT ‘éni “éni), ‘‘the fount of my eyes” ().
In view of the extensive use of paronomasia throughout biblical
literature (*) and the striking similarity of these two motils effected
through this minor emendation, Dahood’s reconstruction appears
correct and the colon should be translated, “‘the fount of my eye
runs down with water” (5).

1,19 h&mmaih:

Hémmah followed here by the plural verb with pronominal
suffix, immané, appears at first to be the third person plural pronoun
“they”’. Yet there is no apparent reason why the subject of the
verb should be emphasized since it is the verb, the action of the
“lovers’”’, which demands attention. If hémmah is the promoun it
is simply an extra word used to extend the line metrically. But

(Y} The emendation of the text here to read “waters’’ was suggested
by S. GEVIRTZ in ‘“Ugaritic Parallels to Jeremiah 8:23", JNES 20 (1961)

42, and involves the reading of J¥ (v) for ¥ (§). a type of error

attested elsewhere, as in °nt V:45, The emendation has been accepted
by GorbDoN (UT § 4.13) and DAHOOD (UHP §, 42), Marvin POPE,
however, (uestions the emendation; see his '‘Marginalia to M. Dahood’s
Ugaritic-Hebrew Philology”, JBL B5 (1966) 456.

() H. L. GINSBERG, The Legend of King Kevet (BASOR Supplement-
ary Studies, Nos. 2-3; New Haven 1946) 45, (Cited hereafter as BASOR
S8 2-3).

(%) “Dittografia, glossa o paronomasia?”’, RBibIt B (1960) 364-365,

(Y) For a full discussion on biblical paronomasia, see Immanuel
CasaNowIcZ, “Paronomasia in the Old Testament”, JBL 12 (1893) 105-
167: Robert Gornis, '‘Koheleth— Hebrew or Aramaic?”’, JBL 67 (1952)
103-109: and A. GUILLAUME, ‘‘Paronomasia in the Old Testament”,
JS5 9 (1964) 282-290,

(%) The meter of this line would be 3 + 3, with eight syllables in

each half of the bicolon.

Biblica 49 (1968) : 3



34 T. F. McDaniel

rather than being the pronoun, it is more likely that hémmah is here
a demonstrative particle, equal in force to hsnnéh.

C. Virolleaud was the first to recognize that Ugaritic im was,
'‘une autre form de An = {37 (*). In UT 52: 4243, whm a[t]im

tshn is followed by the variant in line 46, whn attm Ilshn, both meaning,
“and behold the women cry out”. A semantic parallel to this de-
monstrative use in Ugaritic of hm ‘if’ is the Amarna $umma (generally
rendered “‘if”’), as noted by W. L. Moran, “abandoning ‘denn’ [the
reading of Knudtzon] in view of the comparative evidence (Hebrew,
South Arabic, Ugaritic, etc.) we retain the more original force of
the particle, conventionally rendered by, lo, behold’ "’ (%).

The use of Hebrew hémmah with its original demonstrative force
was first pointed out by John H. Patton who cited several examples
occurring in Psalms (*). Additions to the list cited by Patton have
been made by Cross and Freedman, Milik, and Dahood — for a
total of at least fourteen examples cited (4. Hémmah as it occurs
here in Lam 1,19, may well be added to the list, for in reading the
demonstrative particle instead of the pronoun, the desiderated em-
phasis becomes transparent by translating, *I called to my lovers,
(but) behold, they betrayed mel”

2,1 yi'ib:

The Syriac "a'ih 'overclond, darken' and the LXX egnophdsen
‘obscure, darken’ both connect this hapax legomenon with ‘@b ‘cloud’,
a reading accepted by many exegetes, though rejected by others
in preference for an Arabic cognate ‘yb, ‘blame, revile’ (*). Neither

() “La Mort de Baal”, Syr 15 (1934) 311. See Joseph AISTLEITNER,
Worvterbuch der ugaritischem Sprache (Berlin 1963) 90, for a list of oc-
curretices of Am ‘behold’ in Ugaritic. GoOrRpoN (UT § 19.773) does not
include this meaning “behold” in his discussion of k.

(*) “Amarna Summa in Main Clauses’, JCS 7 (1953) 78. See also
MorAN, BANE 61.

(*) Canaanite Parallels in the Book of Psalms 37.

() Frank M. Cross, Jr. and David N. FREEDMAN, ““The Blessing of
Moses”’, JBL 67 (1948) 195; J. T. MiLIK, “Deux documents inédits du
désert de Juda”, Bib 38 (1957) 252, n. 1; and DAHOOD, “The Language
and Date of Psalm 48(47)"", CBQ 16 (1954) 18; IDEM, “"Some Northwest
Semitic Words in Job", Bib 38 (1957) 306-307; IDEM, Psaims I 56, 291.

(¥) See ALBREKTSON, 86, where he cites Ewald, Keil, Budde, Lohr,
Haller, Wiesmann, Weiser, and Kraus in favor of reading “overclond"”’,
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~ identification seems satisfactory. In the context of Jerusalem's utter
destruction and in view of the verbs that follow in the succeeding
- wverses (hislik, billa®, hdras, higgie®, pdda’) the terms “‘overcloud” or
“revile’” seem too weak.

The root behind MT y@'#d is more likely to be the Egyptian
(and Arabic) w'b. Albright has argued that this root has a semantic
development closely akin to that of hdram. He states, “‘in Hebrew
the denominative verb hefrim means both, 'to devote something to
destruction as abominable’ and ‘to consecrate something to Cod as
sacred’. An excellent illustration is offered by the stem w'® which
means ‘to purify’ in Egyptian whereas in Hebrew the derived noun
t§°chah means ‘negative tabu, abomination’'. Albright also sug-
gests that “‘the original sense of the root may be preserved partly
in Arabic wa'aba, ‘to take (something) entirely’, i.e. to have some-
thing intact or unsullied” (*). It seems quite possible that the origin-
al root w'b persisted in Hebrew down to the time of the exile (in-
dependent of the denominative verb {3'ab) with a semantic develop-
ment comparable to Arm. The MT "ékah ya'ib could reflect an original
Ht';#.ﬁ'{:!'- of w'h, as either MM T’H or IV MR with the same
meaning as the Hiph'il of the denominative verb, hit'ih ‘make aho-
minable’. Such an understanding of the verb permits the following
translation of 2,1a, O how the Lord in his anger has made an abo-
mination of the daughter Zion!” This rendering finds a verv close
parallel in Ps 106,40, “the anger of the Lord was kindled against
his people, he made an abomination (way%d éh) of his inheritance’,

2,2 hill&l mamlfikih:

The noun mamidkdk in this passage has been identified by
Albright, followed by Dahood, as a nominal form like Phoenician
mmizi ‘king’ (!). Other passages where mamlakiah has the meaning

and Ehrlich, Rudolph, Meek, and Kopf as those who favor “revile’ or
“disgrace’’. Albrektson prefers the meaning “overclond™.

(*) From Stone Age fto Christianity (Baltimore %1957) 176, n. 45.
One might also note the Arabic causative ’aw’abs ‘to eradicate, extir-
pate, cut off' as listed by E. W. TLaANE, An Adrabic English Lexicon
(London 1863-85) 25851.

(*) ArsmicHT, A Catalogue of Farly Hebrew Lytic Poems'', HUCA
23 (1950-51) I, 34; DaHOOD, “Review of Albrektson'’ 548.
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of ‘king' are 1 Sm 10,18; 1 Egs 10,20 and Ps 68,30. ‘I'his writer
concurs with the identification in the latter passages, but has some
reservations about the identification here in 2,2c, since the phrase
recurs in 29b as malkdh wesaréha. The initial mem of mamlakih
may well have been read nriginail}' as the final letter of the preced-
ing A, and the final ke as the feminine suffix (1).

Consonantal Alim could stand for the plural helalim, as object
of kiggie®, reflecting the same syntactical slructure as in 2,14c (verb—
prepositional phrase—object | appositional double object). But it
could equally as well stand for kalal with enclitic or adverbial mem
reflecting the syntactical pattern of 2,1b (verb-prepositional modi-
fier-adverbial accusative | compound object) (!). Translating after
this latter suggestion, the bicolon could read, “he has struck to the
ground, fatally wounded, ber king and her princess” (%),

2,62 wayyahmos kaggan fukkb:

The reading and meauing of this clanse has vet to receive a
satisfactory explanation. The commentators are widely divided as
to whether MT Akaggan should be (1) retained in accord with the
Syriac “ayk gamnet@’, “like a garden”, (2) read as kegepen, “like a
vine"”, in accard with I,XX “&¢ ampelon, or (3) emended to read
keganndb, kegaw or the like. Similarly there is uncertainty as to
whether MT $ukké should be (a) read as equal to sukké, which appears
in twenty-seven manuscripts of Kennicott, meaning “his booth” aud
identified with the temple as in Ps 27,4-5, or (b related to m*Sukkdh
‘bedge, fence’ (*). The recent suggestion of Albrektson, who translates

('} No suppoit for the identification of mmikh with “king’’ can be
drawn from the LXX ebebélise bastlea autds, for while the initial mem
of smikh could be reflected in basilea, the final Ae was read as a suffix
atd rendered by awtds. Most commentators assume that the LXX
Vorlage had only malkah, while ALBREKTSON (88) prefers to see an inner-
Greek corruption (original basileian corrupted into basilea, which would
presuppose an original Hebrew mmlkik).

("} Compate the syntax of 2,21a. A discussion of] the adwverbial
and enclitic mem will be found in the Second Part of this article, to be
published in Bib 49 (1968) fascicle 2.

(%) Perhaps a poetic recall of the events recorded in Jer §29-11,
24-27; 2 Kgs 25,3-6.18-21,

(4) For hiblicgraphy and fuller discussion of the traditional readings
of the verse, see ALBREEKTSON, 94-87.
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the phrase, “'he has broken down his booth as in a garden”, and his
exegetical comment that this is “‘a concise way, typical of Hebrew
poetry, of saying ‘he has broken down his booth as easily as one
shatters a booth in a garden’”, is not very convincing (t). Clues
from early Hebrew orthography and Northwest Semitic syntax pro-
vide a more reasonable explanation,

MT $ukké should be disassociated from the roots skk and skk
and their derived nouns, “hedge” and “‘booth”. Instead MT dkw
should be associated with the noun §6% 'branch’ which appears in
Jgs 9.48-49, wayyikrot $6kat ‘ésim wayyikreti ... #§ $6koh, "and he
cut off a branch of the tree, and each one (of them) cut off a
branch™ (2). Like the 'néw (‘anaséw or 'anafaw) ‘his men’ found in
the contemporaneous Lachish Letters, MT $kw retains the original
defective orthography of the plural noun with third masculine sin-
gular suffix, $6kdw ‘its branches’ (%) '

Once MT fukké is corrected to §6kaw it becomes clear that LXX
ampelon ‘vine' retains the desiderated noun behind MT gan, which
should be restored to read gepen. The haplography of the medial
pe in gepen could easily have occurred in the palaeo-Hebrew script
when there was greater similarity between the letters pe ( ¢ ) and
nun (& ) (4. Although the noun 36k does not occur elsewhere in
the O.T. with gepen, the fact that the six most common terms used
for vine branches are also used for tree branches (olive, fig, cedar)
would seem to indicate that there was no real distinction made be-
tween the vine and trees (!}, In Ugaritic the vine is referred to as

(Y) Ibid. 95.

(¥) See S. R.. DRIVER, Noles on the Hebrew Text and Topography of
the Books of Samuel (Oxford *1913) xxXX1v-xxxXV, where he notes that
the he of sdkok is not the feminine ending but the otiginal ortho-
graphy of suffix *-ahi. As in Jewish Aramaic and Syriac, the nmoun
#dk occurs in Hebrew in both a masculine and a feminine form.

(3) See Frank M. Cross, Jt. and David N. FREEDMAN, Early Hebrew
Orthography: A Study of the Epigraphic Evidence (Baltimore 1952) 54-55,
68-69. Compare the Qere and Keithib of Lam 3,25.32.39.

(Y Compare . R. DRIVER, “"Once Again Abbreviations”, in Tesfus,
IV: Annual of the Hebrew University Bible Project, ed, S. Tarmoxn (Jeru-
salem 1964) 80, where he cites MT gn hete as one of fifteen examples
where the medial letter(s) were omitted by way of abbreviation. But
here haplography seems more plausible than abbreviation.

(8} These are z*mdrah (Nm 13,28, Bz 15,2), ydneget (Ps 80,12, Ez 17,
22), daliyyot (Ez 17.6-7, Jer 11,16), ‘anap (Ps 8,11, Lwv 23,40), $2'rdh
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a tree in the expression dm ‘sm, "‘blood of the trees”’, which occurs
in parallelism with y# ‘wine’, like the Hebrew dam “*nabim in paral-
lelism with yayin (UT 51:IV:37-38; Gn 49,11).

The final clue for understanding this colon is in the reading
and meaning of the preposition. Befh and kRaph were frequently
mistaken for cne another after the introduction of the square seript
when their forms became much more alike (}). A scribal error of
this kind is reflected in this verse. By reading MT k& as b with the
meaning here of “from’ (f), the text as reconstructed would read
wayyahmos baggepen $okdw, ‘and he has stripped from the vine its
branches”. This reflects the imagery of Hos 10,1, gepen bigeq yisrd’el,
“Israel is a luxuriant vine''.

The syntax of 2,6 appears to be the reverse of what occurs in
3,34-36. The poetic stanza of the latter consists of a delineation
of three unethical deeds (34, 35, 36a) followed by the declarative
summation, ““the ILord does not approve’’., The poetic stanza of
2,6 begins with the declarative, “he has stripped from the vine its
branches”, and in the remaining lines of the stanza there is a delin-
eation of the three branches stripped away, namely, the place of
sacrifice, the appointed feast and sabbath, and the king and priest.

2,10 yidd=mi:
3,26 wedlmim:
3,28 weyidddbm:

These verbs have genetally been related to damam ‘be silent’
as illustrated by LXX esidpésan, “ésuchasei, siopésefai and RSV “in
silence’’, ‘“‘quietly”’, and "'in silence”. But several scholars have
questioned this meaning of ddman, first in the light of Akkadian
and recently in the light of Ugaritic cognates. The derivation

(Bz 17,6, Is 10,33), and {arig (Gn 40,10; J11,7). This lack of distinction
between vine branches and tree branches is quite natural since "‘the grape
vine... assumes the habit of a tree, with a stetn up to one and a half
feet in diameter’” (H. N. and A. I,. MOLDENKE, Planis of the DBibie
{(Waltham 1952) 243.

(Y) See Friedrich DELITZSCH, Die Lese- und Schreibfehley im Allen
Testament (Berlin-Leipzig 1920) 110.

(*) A discussion on the interchange of & and min will be found in
Part IT of the present study, to be published in Bib 49 (1968) fascicle 2.
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suggested by Friedrich Delitzsch in 1884, that Hebrew dmm equals
Akkadian damdmu "to mourn, moan’ was followed by Paul Haupt,
who in 1909 advanced the theory that there was no Hebrew root
dmm ‘to be silent’ but only dmm ‘to mutter, moan’ and dwm ‘to
abide, wait’(!). In 1913, George Schick made a study of the roots
damam and dim and their semantic development as reflected in
biblical Hebrew. His conclusions generally confirmed the theory of
Haupt (*). What is of particular note here are Schick’s conclusions
and his translations of these passages in Lamentations. His trans-
lation of 2,10, “'there sat on the ground mourning maid Zion's elders”,
anticipated the understanding of the verse suggested by Dahood over
fifty years later on the basis of Ugaritic dmm and the widespread
imagery of '‘sitting and mourning™ (¥).

On the basis of the parallelism of dmm with bky in such a pas-
sage as UT 125:25-26, bn,al.tbkn.al [ tdm . ly, “my son, cry not for
me, do not grieve for me”, Dahood cites at least seven passages (in-
cluding Lam 2,10, but not 3,26 or 3,28) where Hebrew dmm has
the meaning “‘to mourn, weep”. In light of the convincing evidence
from both Akkadian and Ugaritic, it seems much more advisable
to follow Schick and Dahood rather than the traditional under-
standing, and translate 2,10 “the elders of the daughter Zion sat
on the ground mourning”’,

Schick also suggested transposing the weyiddom of 3,28 with the
weddmam of 3,26, and translated the transposed lines as, *it is good
to wait and stay for JHVH’s help'”, (3,26) and “let him sit alone
and moaning when it is laid upon him (3,28) (). While the meaning
which Schick gives these verses seems correct, his transposition of
the two clauses seems unnecessary. In the light of Ps 37,7, dém
layhwh wehitholel 16, *“wait for Yahweh and hope in him", and Ps 62,6,
‘ak 1&'lohim démmi napsi ki mimmennd bgwalf, 'O my soul, wait for
God alone, for from him comes my help”’, this writer would concur

() See DELITZSCH, '‘Specimen Glossarii Ezechielico-Babylonici™, in
S. BAER, Liber Ezechielis (Leipzig 1884) XI; and Haupt, “"Some Assyr-
ian Etymologies"”, American [Jouwrnal of Semitic Languages and Lifer-
alures 26 (1909) 4,

(%) The Stems Diim and Damdm in Hebraw (Leipzig 1913).

(3) Ibid. 22; Damoop, CBQ 22 (1960) 400-402; IDEM, HUL II, 402-
403; IDEM, Psalms I 25. To Dahood's list of the occurrences of
“sit and momnrn”, Is 47.5; Jer 15,17; and Lam 3,28 should be added.

(Y) ScEHICK, op. cit. 22-23.
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with Schick that the roots in 3,26 are dim "to wait, stay’ and ydhal
in Hiph'il ‘to wait, to hope for”. By reading 3,26 MT weydhil wedd-
mam as weyahild démém (or démam)—a corruption due simply to
misdivision—a suitable reading for this context appears without
changing the consonantal text or without the questionable trans-
position. ‘The subject of the plural verb yahilé would be the gowaw.
“those who wait for him’’, of 3,25a; and démén the intensive Pdlél
infinitive used adverbially (GKC § 114»), with the second possibility,
démam, being the Qal infinitive with enclitic mem. Thus 3,26 might
be best rendered as "it is good that they have hope (while) awaiting
the salvation of Yahweh'.

The MT of 3,28, as is, contains two clauses that speak of mourn-
ing. Y&$eh baddd is discussed below. Here it should be noted that
MT weyiddom like the viddemsi of 2,10 should be associated with
dmm “to mourn, moan’', not the traditional “‘be silent’”. This poetic
line should probably be translated as, ‘“Tet him sit moaning and let
him mourn when (the yoke) is laid upon him'.

3,28 bAdad:

Although not next in the textual sequence followed in this sec-
tion, it seems best in the context of the ahove discussion on damam
‘to mourn, moan’' to consider what may well be a synonym, namely
baddd. The poetic stanza consisting of 3,28-30, employs the imagery
and motifs of a mourning scene much like those found in 2,10. Just
as yitten be'apar pihd (3,20) is a variant of the same theme expressed
in 2.10c as héridd 13 ares vo’$an, so the yéféb badad weyiddom (3,28)
is likely to be but a variant of the yéf*bd [a'dres yiddems in 2,10a,
or the $bi dilmam of Is 47,5,

In such a clearly elegiac context, the traditional meaning of
badad ‘alone, solitary’ seems somewhat inappropriate since isolation
and separation were probably no more a part of the ancient Near
Eastern mourning scene than were silence or quietude (*). The ar-
tistic representations of mourning from Egypt to Phoenicia depict
motirners in groups (*). In biblical and extra-biblical literature alike
the mourning ritual is a group activity — the following plurals are

(Y Thid. 22; contrast Norbert LouFINE, '‘Enthiclten die im Alten
Testament bezeugten Klageriten eine Phase des Schweigens?”, VT 12
(1962) 275-277.

(*) ANEP, plates 456-459, 638.
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typical: Sam hannadim yosebot mebakkit ‘‘there sat the women weeping",
(Ez B,14) and ‘rb_bjkyt.bhklh. . msspdt.bhgrh, ‘'weeping women entered
his palace, wailing women his courtyard™ (I Aqht 171-172, of. 182-184).

A more plausible meaning of ddd when it occurs in an elegiac
context as here may be “to moan, groan, or mutter’, One might
infer from the use of yafab 63ddd in parallelism with damam that
they are somewhat synonymous, The inference is strengthened by
a motif occurring in both Akkadian and Hebrew, in which in Akkadian
the root dmm occurs, while in Hebrew the root bdd appears. In
“Ludlul Beél Némeqi"' the following analogy is given, I moan like
a dove (Ri-ma su—um-me a—dam—mu-ma) all my days; [for a] song
I emit groans’ (107-108) (*). The similar motif as it appears in Ps 102,8
reads, fagadif wa'ehgeh (MT wd’ehyeh) kesippor bodéd ‘al gag, ‘I le
awake and moan, I like a bird moaning [ muttering on the roof” (3),

Further support for identifying bdd in an elegiac context as
a synonym of ddmam (and, if the above emendation and understand-
ing of Ps 102,8 is correct, as a synonym also of hdgdh) can possibly
be derived from the Ugaritic 3d. In UT 125:5-6, bd appears in pa-
rallelism with bky ‘weep, mourn’. The bicolon reads, bd.af#t.ab.srry|
tbkyk.ab, “the women will chant, O my father, the co-wives will
mourn thee, my father (})"". Albright reads &4 as an infinitive from
the root b(w)d, and if this be correct, Ugaritic /4 and Hebrew bdd
would reflect an original radix biliifera appearing as both P and P*p
with the same meaning, like nwd/ndd ‘wander’, mwsmss ‘feel’,
and Hebrew dwk, but Arabic and Aramaic dkk ‘beat’ (%),

() W.G. LaMBurT, Babylonian Wisdom Liferature (Oxford 1960)
d6. See also C. J. Mullo WEIR, A Lexicon of Accadian Prayers (London
1934) sub voce summatu.

() The writer is indebted to Dr. D. R. Hillers for having made
available to him an unpublished paper on “The ‘Lonely Bird’ of Ps 102,8".
The emendation follows G. BEER, Individual- und Gemeindepsalmen
(Marburg 1894) 74. Dr. Hillers suggests translating bddéd in this verse
by “singing’’.

(*) Translation follows ALBRIGHT, “Baal-Zephon', Festschrift fiir
Alfred Bertholet 3. Compare the reading of this line as preferred by
PorE (JBL 85 [1966] 460-462). Pope’s view does not permit the possi-
bility of an ellipsis in the parallel lines (UT 125:19-20, 104-6). Srry in
UT 125:19 and 104 could be in apposition to aft. (Pope's reference to
the passage in Dahood should be corrected from 8.61 to 861).

(*) On the other hand one cannot rule out the possibility that Ugar-
itie bd may be the infinitive of bdd. As Hillers states, “it is true that
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While Ugaritic bd in parallelism with bky (and Hebrew bdd
followed by dmm) seems best translated as “mourn, moan”, it should
be recognized that Ugaritic bd also appears in parallelism with $r
‘to sing’ and may even have the meaning of “play (an instrument)”.
This spread of meanings found within the Hebrew and Ugaritic uses
of bd/bdd is quite similar to the range of meanings found in the verbal
and nominal uses of the root kdgdh which include the roar of thunder,
the growl of a lion, the moaning of a dove, the sighing and moaning
in lament, meditation of the heart, plus a musical nuance in Ps 92.4;
9,17 (1.

2,22 meglray missfibib;

Most commentators relate this phrase to the similar phrase oc-
curring repeatedly in Jeremiah as mdgdr miss@bib, and translate the
line more or less like RSV, “‘thou didst invite as to the day of an
appointed feast my terrors on every side’ (?). Assuming for the
moment that this identification is correct, it is not at all certain
that the phrase should be translated here or in Jeremiah as “terror(s)
all around’’. In a study on this expression by A. M. Honeyman, it
has been pointed out that the translation “terror all around” goes back
no further than to Kimchi. The LXX never relates magfr to the
idea of fear or terror, nor does the Targum, which associated it with
the combined meaning of “‘assembling”’ and ‘““destroying”’, e.g. Jer 20,3,
“but they will assemble against you to kill by the sword from all
around’’. Honeyman proposes to translate mdgdr as “‘destruction”,
(except for Is 31,9 where it does mean “"terror™”) partly on the basis

on the basis of Hebrew one would expect an infinitive absolute bdd if
the root were bdd, but ... we have no other certain examples of the
infinitive absolute of verbs of this class, and one cannot be certain that
the Ugaritic form would be like the Hebrew"” (unpublished paper, see
above note 2, p. 41). .

(1) See BROWN-DRIVER-BRIGGS, sub voce. TFor another occurrence
of bd in Hebrew, see PoPE, [ob 263, where MT 0##d# idpar in Job 39,25
is translated, ‘‘at the call of the trumpet’. Lam 1,1 yasebdh badid could
possibly also be read as “‘she sat mourning/moaning”, but in light of
Is 49,21, hén "ani nif'arii Itbaddi, "'behold, T was left alone’’, it is prob-
ably best to follow the traditional reading, “‘she sits alone', the para.!lel—
ism beitg with k¥almdndk, "‘like a widow'’.

(*) See ALBREKTSON, 124-125.
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of the Targum's reading and partly on his understanding of the pun
on Pashur’s name, which he believes to be made up of the roots p&h
‘to strip away’ and shr ‘to travel around’ coalescing into pdhr (V).

As attractive as this suggestion is for the occurrences of the
phrase in Jeremiah, it does not improve the reading here in 2,22,
“He has invited ... my destructions"” is as awkward and as unusual
as "he has invited ... my terrors’”. In view of the awkwardness
of the phrase whether translated by ‘‘terror” or “‘destruction’, and
in view of the fact that the phrases have neither the same function
nor form, they should be disassociated. Nowhere else does magdr
appear with a suffix or occur as the object of gara’.

A more plausible meaning of megdray may be found by relating
it to the Akkadian gerd ‘to be hostile’ (G-stem) and gurri ‘to make war,
to open hostilities” (D-stem) (?). The Hebrew cognates garah and
gir (which occur only in Pi‘él/Hithpa'él and Qal/Hithpié'él, respec-
tively) usually have the meaning “to stir up strife, quarrel” (?). It
seems quite possible that these verbs were also used in Hiph'il, with
the same force of meaning as the D-causative gwrrd ‘to make war’
or ‘to attack’. Thus for MT megdray the writer would propose to
read m*giray, a participle plural (Hiph'il) with noun suffix understood
like that of gamay (which equals gamim ‘aldy), “‘those that rise up
against me'’ (Lam 3,62; Ps 18,40.49), mehélalay, “‘all that are mad
with me” (Ps 102,9), or kol sébéhd, ‘‘all that fight against her"
(Is 20,7) (). The restored megiray missabib would have the meaning,
“my attackers [ assailants from all over’.

The root gr ‘attack’ (G-stem) probably occurs in the following
lines of the Keret text: wgr.nn.“rm._Srn [ pdrm (110-111, see also 212),
H. L. Ginsberg, following T. H, Gaster, translates the lines, "and
do thou affack the villages, harass the towns"” (5). Similarily Driver
translates, “and attack the cities, destroy the towns” (®).

(') A. M. HoNEVMAN, “Magdr Mis-sibib and Jeremiah's Pun'’, VT
4 (1954) 424-426. '

() CAD V (G), 61.

(3) See BROWN-DRIVER-BRIGGS, sub voce.

(%) See GKC § 11861

(%) BASOR 85 2-3, pp. 16, 38.

(") Canaanite Myths and Legends (Edinburgh 1956) 146. Not all
scholars agree that this is the meaning of gr. Cordon gives no meaning
to the root in his glossary, and earlier translated these lines as, “And
occupy the towns | Invest the cities”’. (GornoN, Ugaritic Literature [Rome
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The image of Vahweh summoning an aggressive force for an
attack is met elsewhere, as in Is 13,3, where it appears in the same
idiom as proposed here, the verb ¢@rd@’ plus accusative: gara’li pgib-
béray, “'I have summoned my mighty men”. Rather than the awk-
ward “‘invite my terrors’’, it is most probable that the writer intended
tigra’ megiray to mean “‘thou hast summoned my assailants”. Thus
it seems best to disassociate the megiray missabib here in Lamen-
tations from the mapdr missabid in Jeremiah (which perhaps should
be read with-Honeyman as “destruction all around”).

3,16 hikpisani:

In 1897, F. E. Peiser correctly identified this hapax legomenon
by relating it to the Amama kapadu ‘to trample’ (1). Hebrew kapas,
as a by-form of kdbdsd 'to tread down, subdue’, reflects the inter-
change of beth and pe that is now attested in Ugaritic, Phoenician
Aramaic as well as Hebrew (), Dahood has cited the above contri-
bution of Peiser and follows him by translating 3,16b as, “he trampled
upon me in the dust” (8).

3,58 ribé:

The plural forms ribim and ribdi of the noun ##b are both very
rare, occurring only five times altogether in the O.T. the former
three times (in the construct) and the latter twice. The MT ribé

g

1949] 69). ATLEIYNER in his Die Mythologischen wnd fullischen Texle
aus Ras Schamra (Budapest 1959) 91, translates the line as, "“Weizen-
(felder) umgeben die Stadt, bei der Ortschaft ist (ippiges) Getreide”.
Compare also John Gray, The Kvi Text in the Literature of Ras Shamra,
(Leiden *1964) 45-46.

(1) “Miscellen”’, ZAW 17 (1897) 350-351.

(¥) See Damoop, HUL I, 303; HUL III, 320; IneM, Proverbs and
Northwest Semitic Philology (Rome 1963) 10, 32, 43 (cited hercafter as
PNWSP); Ipem, UHP 8-9; Gorpor, UT 5.28; and Giovanni GARBINI, [}
semitico di Nord-Opest (Instituto Universitario Orientale di Napoli, Qua-
derni della sezione linguistica degli Annali 1; Napoli 1960) 23-24; and
for the East Semitic evidence, see Franz M. Th. B8HL, Die Sprache der
Amarnabriefe mil besondever Berviicksichtigung der Kanaanismen (Leipziger
Semitische Studien V/2; Leipzig 1909) 20-22; and W. voN SODEN, Grund-
riss dev akkadischen Gvammatik (AnOr 33; Rome 1952) 27-28.

() HUL 1I1I, 331.
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napsi (which is reflected in LXX tas dikas tes psuchés mou), "the causes
of my soul” occurs only here. Some commentators suggest reading
the more normal singular, rib napsi (*). Another plausible emenda-
tion has been proposed by Dahood on the basis of Ps 35,1, ribak vhwh
‘¢t y*ribay, which he translates, “"attack, O Vahweh, those who attack
me'’. Assuming haplography of yodh, Dahood reads 'ddndy yeribé
 for MT ’sdondy ribé. By taking the initial verb as a precative and
giving yarib the same meaning it has Ps 35,1, Dahood translates,
“oppose, Yahweh, those who oppose me” (3).

But Dabood’s propoesal, though it supplies an antecedent for
the plural suffixes occurring in the last line of the stanza, eliminates
the parallelism between 58a and 59b, rabid ribé mapsi with Sapafiah
(MT sopefah) (*) miSpali. 'This writer prefers to retain the parallelism
and, if emendation is to be made, to emend by deleting a yodh and
read a singular like the Syriac dind’. The use of suffixes without
an immediate antecedent occurs elsewhere, e.g., 4,7-8, where the
antecedent is in 4,6a. The logical antecedent of the plural suffixes
in 3,60-66 is found in 3,52.

4,6 weld’ hildé bah yadayim:

This phrase is translated in RSV as, “no hand being laid on it"”,
with a note indicating that the Hebrew is uncertain. The crux is
primarily in the derivation and nuance of the verb hald. Some
commentators relate it to hdl@h ‘to become weak or ill’, while others
prefer to identify it with sl ‘writhe, turn against, turn helpful to-
ward’ (), The solution to this crux is to be found in the recogni-
tion and understanding of the same idiom which appears repeatedly
in the “War of the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness’’. The
relevant lines of this text are listed here as follows (%):

(1) See ALBREKTSON, 166,

() HUL II1, 323; Psalms I 210.

(*) Reading here after W. RUDOLPH, Das Buch Ruth. Das Hohe Lied,
Die Klagelieder (KAT,; Giitersloh 1962) 233, who suggests an assimilat-
ion of the faw to feth. (Cited hereafter as Rudolph). Compare the as-
similation of faw to geth in the Hithpa'él.

(1) See ALBREKTSON, 179-181, for a summary of the textual evidence
and the views of the various commentators.

(5) See Eleazar Lipa SURENIE, Ogar ha-Megilloth ha-Genusolh (Jeru-
salem 1956), and Yigael YADIN, The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light
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r’$yt mélwh yd bny *wr [hhl bgwrl bny hwsk

The first putting forth of the hand of the Sons of Light
shall be to attack the lot of the Sons of Darkness. (Col 1:1})

yhiw ydm lhpyl bhilym

They shall attack (lit. ‘they shall cause their hand to
begin') to fell among the slain. (Col 9:1)

yrymw *y$ ydw bkly mihmiw

They shall each raise his hand with his weapon. (Col 16:5-6)

yhlw ydm lhpyl bhily ktyym

They shall attack to fell among the slain of the Kittim.
(Col 16:7)

yrymae "y§ ydw bkly mlhmiw ... ySlhw ydm byl hktyym. ..
yhiw Uhpyl bhilyhm

They shall each man raise his hand with his weapon...

They shall attack the army of the Kittim...

They shall begin to fell their slain. (Col 17:12-14)

The above parallel in Col 17:13-14 between y$lhw ydm bhyi
without the infinitive) and yhlw Ihpyl bhllyhm (without the object
ydm) would suggest that these phrases are somewhat synonymous,
The inference seems confirmed by the striking similarity between
Col 16:7 (above) and a line from 4Qp Hosea, yilh ydw lhkwt & prym,
“he will put forth his hand to smite Ephraim” (t). In these two
lines the same sentence pattern is used, the only real difference being
in the use of M ... thpyl over against $lh ... lhkwt. The force of
both idioms is the same. For variants within the latter idiom one
should note 2 Sm 1,14, kfloah yadeka l*Sahet, “'to put forth your hand
to destroy’”’, and 4QPs 37, I$lwh yd bkwhyn, “to put forth the hand
against the priest’’ (9.

From these parallels two conclusions seem proper: B followed
by vad andfor the infinitive plus the prepositional phrase is synon-
ymous with §/h followed by yad, plus the infinitive andjor the prepo-
sitional phrase; and within each idiom there are variants due to the

Against the Sons of Darkness, trans. Batya and Chaim RaBIN (Oxford
1962). The translations included here follow those of Vadin.

() J. M. AriEcro, “Further Light on the History of the Qumran
Sect”, JBL 75 (1956) 95.

(*) Ibid. 93.
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elision or modification of one of the elements. In light of these
conclusions, the MT of 4,6, hald bah yadayim appears as a variant
of the idiomatic yhlw ydm Ihpyl &... in the War Scroll, having an
elision of the usual infinitive. In the latter respect it approximates
the syvnonvmonus I$lwh yd b... in 4QPs 57.

The remaining question is to identify the root behind consonantal
Bl in the War Scroll (IQM). Numerous scholars have concerned
themselves with this question, and summaries of the various views,
with suggestive criticism, are to be found in the recent studies of
Edmund F. Sutcliffe and Bastiaan Jongeling (*). Here it will be
sufficient to note that most scholars associate the verb with the
root kll and translate ‘‘to begin'. This writer concurs with the
identification of M with hll but is not convinced that "“begin'’ is the
best translation (*). The root Al means “begin’’ only in the Hiph'il,
but if MT hald (Qal) is related to yhlw, as seems most probable, then
yhlw also mnst be read as Qal. Forthermore, hehel i1s not a likely
synonym of faldh. If however hali and yhlw are understood as
retaining in an idiomatic expression the Qal of hll, cognate to Arabic
halla 'to let loose, release, undo, etc.’, a satisfactory meaning becomes
readily transparent and one has a good synonym of $ik, as illustrated
through other examples (%),

Yhiw ydm could be translated ““they shall let loose (with) their
hands"” or “they shall let their hands go” (compare an American
idiom “let go with his fists”’). Arabic halla in the sense of "'to re-

(1) SUTCLIFFE, "A Note on Milhama 9:1 and 16:8", Bib 41 (1960)
66-89; JoNGELING, Le rouleau de la guerve des manuscripis de Qumrvan
(Assen 1962) 224-225.

() In the one example where hll means "“begin'’ in the sense of
“attack™ (as in Jgs 10,18), namely column 1:1 lAhkl, there is no object
yd andjor infinitive which appears elsewhere with phlw. It seems most
probable that kl/ is used here in two distinct idioms.

(3) See LANE, An Arvabic-English Lexicon, sub voce ll. In light
of this Arabic cognate it is difficult to concur with Jongeling, that, “la
sighification initiale de Al est ‘profaner’, puis le verbe veut aussi dire
‘commencer’, ‘'toucher gquelque chose pour la premiere fois’ "' (p. 2235).
It seems more likely that from the original meaning preserved in Arabic
of ""let go, release’’ there developed the meanings of “*profane’” and ""begin”.
When something holy was ‘‘let loose’ or “‘set free” it was “profaned”’;
and when one ‘‘caused something to let go' (i.e., in Hiph'll) he initiated
some act or movement, i.e., he "“began’’ something.
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lease, set free, divorce” finds its Hebrew counterpart in the synon-
ymous uses of Salah (1).

In light of the above parallels and derivation, and in light of
certain syntactic features to be discussed in the following section,
the writer would propose to read MT weld’ hald bak yadayim as welu'
mlid bah yadaw-m (or yadayim, without the explicit suffix), “‘when
verily His hands were let loose against her'; or welu’ hal (or halal)
bak yadaw-m, “when verily He let loose his hands against her” (2).

4,16 pené yhwh hillegam:

The phrase is usually translated as “‘the Lord himself has scat-
tered them”, in the context of Ex 33,14-15 where panay and pandkd
are used of the very presence of Vahweh, and Cn 49,7 where halag
1s used in parallelism with the Hiph'l of pds ‘to scatter’. Dahood
has proposed the following translation, “the fury of Vahweh destroy-
ed them” (!). The reading here of p*né as “‘wiath” is based upon
context, especially as the phrase panékd yhwh is used in parallelism
with € appé in Ps 21,10a. Other passages cited by Dahood which
support this meaning are Ps 34,17; 80,17; Qoh 8,1 and possibly
UT 75:1:33, wbhm pn b'l, “and with them was the fury of Baal” (%),

The rendering of hillegam as “‘destroyed them’ is based upon
the Ugaritic jlg, cognate to Ethiopic jlg (D-stem, '“ad finem per-
duxit”) and Akkadian jaeldqu (D-stem, ““destroy”). Patton (¥) recog-
nized this meaning in Hebrew root Alg, as it occurs in Ps 73,18.
To this occurrence Dahood adds the word here in 4,16 and in five
other passages (%).

This writer readily accepts the reading of hlg ‘destroy’ but is
not fully convinced on the basis of the evidence Dahood presents
that here p*#é means the wrath or fury of Yahweh. The wrath of
Yahweh is a recurring motif in Lamentations (1,12; 2,1.2.3.6.22; 3,1;

(*) Compare Arabic ’ant fi hilli minni, “thou art freed (divorced)
from me", with 2 St 3,21-24; Jgs 19,25, etc.

(*) The asseverative iamed, the enclitic mem, and Qal passive will
be discussed in Part II of the present study, to be published in Bib 49
(1968) fasc, 2.

(3} Psalms I 207; “Review of Albrektson’’ 548,

(4 Psalms I 133-134, 207.

(8} Canaanile Pavallels in the Book of Psalms 38-39.

() Psalms I 35, 133.
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4,11.16) but it is never the subject of a verbal clause, The agent
is Vahweh himself, and for this reason the following translation
seems preferable, “Vahweh himself has destroyed them".

4,18 sadd:

This verb has been identified with either s#d ‘to hunt’ or sdddh
‘to lie in wait for’. Dahood has convincingly related the verb to
the Ugaritic gd ‘wander, range’ which occurs in UT 49:II:15-16,
an.itlk .wasd[ kI gr .Ikbd.arg . kl.gh®, "1 myseli went about and did
wander over every rock in the heart of the earth, every mountain”.
" He translates 4,18a as, “our feet have ranged far without coming
into our squares” (Y). This seems much more plausible than the
usual translation as given in RSV, “men dogged our steps’” or that
of Albrektson, “they watched our steps’ (). The idea expressed
here in Dahood’s translation is similar to the motif appearing in one
of the kudurru curses, “may he be excluded from his house, may
he roam the desert. .. and may he not tread the square of his city” (%).

4,20 riiah ‘appéni meSiah yhwh nilkad biShitbtim:

The rather extensive change in the reading and meaning of this
verse advanced by Dahood needs careful consideration (¥). Reading
rilah 'appént mashe (sic) yhwh nilkad bisehitét-m for the above clause
in MT, he translates 4,20a as, ‘‘the Lord inflamed the breath of our
nostrils: we are seized by our boils”. On the basis of Ugaritic $h»
‘to be hot, feverish’ and the Hebrew substantive $hin ‘boil, inflam-
mation’ Dahood postulates a root $hy to inflame’, and evidently
wants to read a Hiphil participle, m$hh for MT msyh, with the

(1) “Ugaritic Studies’” 71-72; “Review of Albrektson” 548. For
occurrence of the root sd in Akkadian, see CAD XVI (§), 57-58, 65-66,
and W. G. T.AMBERT, ““The Incantation of the Maglé Type', 4f0 18
(1957) 295.

() AILBREKTSON, 192.

(%) See Delbert R. HILLERS, Treaty-Curses and the Old Testament
Prophets (BibOrPont 18; Rome 1964) 16. Hillers cites seven other
passages in Lamentations where the motifs are similar to those found in
curses. In addition to this motif in 4,18, the present writer would also
add to Hiller's list 5,11 and 5,18, the curse motifs of the city becoming
a dwelling place for wild animals and the ravishing of the wives.

(4) “Review of Albrektson” 192; PNSWF 27-28.

Biblica 49 (196B) 4
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force of a perfect. As for the second word emended he states, “that
$hilét-m, with enclitic mem balancing the pron. suffix, . ., has nothing
to do with $ahat ‘pit’ may be argued from FPs 107,20, yislah dabrd
(MT debar) weyirpa'ém wimallet mifSehitétam, ‘He sent his pestilence,
but He healed them, and delivered them from their boils’ "', Further-
more, Dahood proposes to take besillo in 20b as a reference to “‘the .
coolness of the Lord's shade’.

These proposals seem to confuse rather than clarify the text,
If the relative clause in 20b stands as a modifying clause to vhwh,
the syntax of the sentence is most unusual. Not only is the root
$hy unattested, but the special nuance given to lakad ‘capture, ensare’
is likewise unattested.

The present writer prefers to retain MT which contains two
well-known epithets given to a monarch. M¢Siah yhwh was David's
favorite epithet for Saul (1 Sm 24,17.11; 26.0.11.16.23); and rdak
‘appéni finds a semantic parallel in the Amarna $a-ri balati-ia, “‘the
breath (= wind) of my life” (*). The MT besilld nihyeh baggbyim
(20b) more than likely refers to the king, like the yasehi begillé beldk
géyim of Ez 31,17 which refers to Pharoah (%). There may well be
a historical reference here to the Babylonian imprisonment of
Jehoiakin and Zedekiah as related in 2Kgs 24,15; 254-7; 2 Chr
36,5-20; Jer 22,24; 39,7; and Ez 12,13.

5,4 yabo'(:

The difficulties surrounding 5,5a, “al sewwa’ rénd nirdapni, mean-
ing literally, “‘upon our necks we are pursued”, have led most com-
mentators to emend the text (). A more probable and easier solu-
tion is to read the last word of 4a y@bd'#l as the defective Hiph'il,
yabi’it, as one would expect in the original sixth century orthography,
and connect it with the initial words of 5,5a (as did the Syriac).
Redividing and revocalizing the verses in this manner, 5,5a could be
read, yabi'd ‘6l sawwdréni, “they put our neck (to) the yoke’’, Such a

(1) J. A. KnuprzoN, Die El-Amarna Tafein 1 (Leipzig 1907), EA
141.2, p. 592. See also Kraus, 82: RunoLpPH, 254,

() Compare Is 30,2 and Ct 2,3.

() See AILBREKTSON, 197, where he cites Bickell, Budde, Ehrlich,
Robinson, Rudolph, Haller, Driver, Wiesmann, Meek, and Weiser as
those who wish to emend the text, while he prefers to retain MT as it
stands.
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reading seems quite feasible in light of the following passages where
hébi’ is followed by the double accusative: AZbi’f habbirydh haheder,
"*bring the food (into) the chamber” (2 Sm 13,10); and wayydibe’ et
quifé'- abiw... bet ha’elohim, '‘and he brought (into) the house of
God the votive gifts of his father...” (2 Chr 15,18). This proposed
reading of 5,5a would find an approximate parallel in Jer 27,11,
wehaggdy ’sfer yabi’ ’et sawwa'rd b6l melek babel, “and the people
that puts its neck to the yoke of the king of Babylon"., The dif-
ferences between this passages in Jeremiah and the suggested reading
of 5,5a are in the use of the accusative particle ’¢f, use of an ad-
verbial accusative instead of the prepositional modifier, and the
unusiual word order of the adverbial accusative ‘0l. The absence of

‘et is no problem in a concise poetic text where it is not needed as a

ballast wariant; and the adverbial accusative in an unusual word

order finds a parallel in a like idiom in Ps 105,18, barzel ba’ ah nap$s,

literally, “his neck entered iron’’, i.e.,, “his neck was put into an
iron collar™.

Assuming this reading of 5,4-5 to be correct, 5,4 would be read
as a 3 4+ 2 bicolon with an ellipsis of the verb in the second colon, and
9.5 would become a 342 +2 which could be translated as follows:

“They put our neck (to) the yoke /| we were driven (1), we were
wearied / (but) no rest was granted us” (%).

5.9 hereb hammidbir:

Kraus reflects the traditional understanding of this unique
phrase when he calls it a ‘shortened mode of expression which has
the meaning, ‘the sword of the Bedouin'”’ (!). But reference here to

(!} G. R. DRIVER, ""Hebtew Notes ot ‘Sotig of Songs’ and ‘Lament-
ations’ '’, Festschrift Alfred Bertholet, edd. Walter BAUMGARTNER & al.
(Tiibingen 1950) 142, suggests that here the Hebrew rddap has the weak-
ened meaning as found in Syriac #*dap "drive hard, overdrive’.

(¥} This would be the only example of 3 4 2 4+ 2 meter in Lament-
ations, but various metrical forms appear in the book besides the typical
3 + 2 ginah meter, e.g., 2 + 3 (2,12a), 2 + 2 + 3 (4,15; 5.1.21), and
24+ 242 (3,56; 4,18¢). See K. BUDDE, ""Zum Kina-Verse”, ZAW 52
(1934) 306-308.

(*} Hans-Joachim Ewravs, Hlagelieder (Threni) (BK; Neukirchen
11960) 89,
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the Bedouin is most unlikely — Jerusalem fell at the hands of the
Babylonians., Again one is indebted to Dahood for offering a more
plausible reading of this passage. He cites this passage along with
several others where MT dbr should be related to the Amarna dpr[dbr
‘to drive out, pursue’ and the Syriac dbr 'subdue, drive, lead’ (%).
His translation yvields the desiderated meaning, “‘at the peril of our
lives we gain our bread because of the sword of the pursuer”. This,
as he notes, is closely akin to Jer 46,16, mippené hereb hayyoneh
(MT hayyénah), because of the oppressor's sword”. One might also
compare Jer 6,23, “go not forth into the field... for the enemy
has a sword"”.

5,18 SefSAmEm:

This verse is usually translated as in RSV, “for Mount Zien
which lies desolate; jackals prowl over it"”. But Dahood proposes to
read instead “upon Mount Zion are looters, jackals prowl over it",
by equating a proposed Hebrew root §$m with Ugaritic fsm ‘prey,
loot' which he believes is cognate to Hebrew $@sdh and Sdsas, *spoil
plunder’ (8). But the meaning of #ém is still uncertain and Dahood
is not even sure that the root is fSm (“it could be an absolute plural
participle from #§y"’). Hebrew $asdéh and $dsds could possibly be
synonyms but not cognates since the samekh of these roots cannot
go back to an original shin. Furthermore, the parallelism in 5,18
favors the traditional reading. A. Dupont-Sommer, F.C. Fensham
and D. R. Hillers have noted the similarity of the following curse in
Sefire I with its biblical counterparts, wthwy 'rpd # Ifrbg sy w]sby
wi'l. .., "and may Arpad become a mound to [house the desert animal
and the] gazelle and the fox...” () (compare Is 13,20-22; 23,13;
34,11-15). The occurrence here of # ‘a desolate ruin’ followed by

(3 HUL II, 401. See also DaHOOD, ‘“Two Pauline Quotations from
the Old Testament”, CBQ 27 (1955) 23-24, The Akkadian duppurs
(dubburw) is not limited to Amarna, see CAD I1I (D), 186-188.

(* UHP 75.

(4) DupONT-SOMMER, Les inscriptions araméennes de Sfiré (Skéles I
gt II) (Paris 1958) 47-48; F. C. PENsHAM, ‘Comimon Trends in Curses
of the Near Fastern Treaties and KUDURRU-Inscriptions Compared
with Maledictions of Amos and Isaiah’, ZA W 75 (1963) 166-168; HILLERS,
Treaty Curses 44-45.
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§'l ‘fox’ is so close to the imagery of 5,18, fdmém followed by &9,
that there seems to need to change the motif to an unattested par-
allelism of "'looters” and ‘‘jackals' (2).

- : (To be continued)

(") Dahood has recently suggested several other changes in reading
andfor translation on the basis of the Ugaritic evidence which demand
notice and brief comment, In Psalms I 45, he proposes to read Lam
4,61 as, “hear their insults, O Vahweh, all their plottings, O Most High",
This necessitates reading the MT *4ldy as a divine name, “2li. But
nowhere in Iam is there a repetition of the divine name in the second
half of the bicolon. The MT kol mahibiiam ‘dldy of 3,61 seems to be
but a variant of the same theme found in Ps 58,6 as ‘alay kol makibotam,
“all their plottings are against me" (compare 3,60),

In Psalms I 69, DAHOOD tentatively proposes to translate hinnam,
which is usually rendered as “without cause” or "eratuitously”, as
“stealthily’’, on the basis of the Ugaritic mn. He renders Lam 3,52
as, "my stealthy foes hunted me down like a bird”’, In view of the
uncertainty which surrounds Ugaritic An», and the numerocus passages
in Hebrew where pmn cannot have the meaning of ‘‘stealthily” (e.g.,
1 Sm 19,5; Jb 2,3) it seems better to keep the traditional reading here.
Such a statement of innocence (cf, 5,7) need not have its roots in a theo-
logical contradiction (cf. 1,5b.8a.18a) but simply in the poet's use of
a traditional literary formula.

On page 96 of Psalms I, DAHOOD suggests reading MT bat ‘#ndk
of 2,18 as bai*'inehd, a Pi'asl infinitive constriuct like Ugaritic tdmm,
thret, tidm (UT § 8.48). He translates the clause as, “do not desist from
your weeping™'. But this writer knows of no case inh Ugaritic or Hebrew
where the verb ‘y» means “weep'’; its usual meaning is “to behold” or
“to gaze'.

In an earlier article, "‘Is "Eben Visra'el a Divine Title? (Gn 49,24)",
Bib 40 (1959) 1003, DAHOOD proposes to read the MT mifbatteha (1,7) as
meiabboteha, relating it to the root sbb which appears in the hapax lego-
menon of Hos 8,6, iebabim ‘splinters’. Cognate to this Hebrew b,
Dahood posits a Ugaritic root fbb ‘smash’, based npon the occurence of
ytb in I Aqhat 107-108 and 122-123, in parallelism with the root thr
‘break’, Although T.H. GASTER in “'Ugaritic Philology"”, JA0S 70
(1950) 10, suggested that &6 may be a deliberate variation from ¢br, most
scholars prefer to see a scribal error in the Ugaritic lines and emend the
text to agree with lines 114-115, 128-129, 137, 143, and 149, where the
parallelism is gbr... for. Thus without undisputed evidence for a Uga-
ritic root £bb, and only the kapax legomenon $*babim in Hebtew, it seems
better to associate milbattehd with the root $dbat which in Hiph'il means
“destroy, exterminate’’ (see ALBREETSON, 61-62).
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Thomas F. McDANIEL, — Yokohama

II. Syntactical Elements
A. Prepositions
1. b with the meaning *““from’’;

The functional interchange of the prepositions b and min had
been formulated by the medieval grammarians Saadya, Ibn Janah,
Ibn Ezra, and Kimchi (}). Modern students of semitic grammar have
tecognized the “ablative’” use of & “from” in Ugaritic, Phoenician,
Aramaic, and Old South Arabic (?). In the light of this widespread
usage of & “from” it is not surprising that about sixty examples of
its occurrence have been found in biblical Hebrew (). Among these
OT passages three are in Lamentations: (a) hisbi‘ani Dbammerdrim,
“he has filled me with bitterness” (3,15); (b) yisha® beherpah, “let
him be filled with insults” (3,30); and (c) besippiyiténi sippin,
“from our watch-towers we watched"” (4,17) (Y. The root $@ba" is

(*) Por Part 1 (“Lexical Studies”) of this article of. Bib 49 (1968)
27-53. The abbreviations and references peculiar to this article are
explained in Part I.

() N.M. Sarxa, “The Interchange of the Prepositions Betk and
Min in Biblical Hebrew'’, JBL 78 (1959) 311. :

(*) For Ugaritic see Gorpon, UT § 10.1; for Phoenecian see JEAN-
HorTIJZER, 31; ALBRIGHT, “‘The Phoenician Insctiptions of the Tenth
Century B.C. from Byblus”, J40S 67 (1947) 158, n. 42; GORDON, "' Aramaic
Incantations', Or 10 (1941) 341 and 348; 1DEM, “"Review of H. 5. Drower's
T'he Book of the Zodiac, Or 20 (1951) 507; SARNA, op. cit. 310-311; for
Old South Arabic, see Maria HOFNER, Alisiidarabische Grammatik (Leipzig
1943) 143.

(*) See SARNA, op. cit. 310-318; Gorpow, Ugaritic Handbook
(AnOr 25; Rome 1947) § 10.1; IDEM, UT § 10.1; Danoon, UHP 27;
IDEM, HUL I, 300-301; 1DEM, PNWSPF 5, 11, 12, 39.

(%) SAmNA, op. cit. 311.
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usually followed by the accusative or by the preposition min (1). The
few times when the verb is followed by &, it seems quite plausible
that the » has the force of min. Compare the interchange as in
Qoh 8,3, tisba" min hattébak, and Ps 65,5, nidb'dh bef6b. The example
cited in 4,17 is a possible example of & “from” but the meaning could
just as easily be "on [ at our watch-towers"'.

To these examples should be added the b which occurs in the
text of 2,6a, as reconstructed, wayyahmos baggepen (MT kaggan)
$okaw, “and he has stripped from the vine its branches" (%),

2. beyad with the meaning “ because of ':

Most modern translators follow Gesenius in understanding 1,14c
MT bidé 15" *dkal qfim as a construct noun (y:dé) followed by a rela-
tive clause without the relative particle (}). The RSV for example
translates 1,14c as, “the Lord gave me into the hand of those whom
I cannot withstand”. It is also possible that MT b#dé should be
read as beyaddé, "‘because of it''. It has long been recognized that
Ugaritic ¥4 can have the force of the preposition “‘with’ (4), and it
has recently been pointed out that Ugaritic byd can have the mean-
ing “because of", gs in UT 49:I1.25, la.$mm.byd.bn ilm.mi, ‘the
heavens sag because of divine Mot (8).

This use of byd ‘‘because of” is not restricted to Ugaritic, for
several occurrences have been cited in Hebrew, e.g., Is 64,7; Jer 41,9:
Job 8,4; and Sir 46,6 (°). Some of the textual difficulties of Lam 1,14
may be cleared up by recognizing in MT #idé the prepositional phrase
beyddé with the meaning ‘““because of it”’. The antecedent of the

() See BROWR-DRIVER-BRIGGS, 959,

(%) See_Bib 49 (1968) 36 for other examples of the misreading of
kaph and belh, see DELITZSCH, Die Lese- und Schreibfehler 110.

(*) GKC § 130¢9; ALBREKTSON, 75-78. Albrektson fails to note that
Gesenins had some doubt about the integrity of the text.

(*) Gorpon UT § 10.17. See also Or 20 (1951) 507 where Gordon
cites the meaning “‘for’’ or “'through’.

() Danoop, HUL 1, 301-302. Translation is that of Dahood (ibid).

(*) 1bid. Note that AV hy force of context renders Is 64,7 and
Jer 41,9 as "because’’ but RSV reads, “into the hand of’. It may be
that the LXX “o#i in 1,14, (concerning which Albrektson states, ‘“I'here
is nothing to correspond to it"') is a misplaced marginal variatit reflecting
another I, XX reading where bydy/w was by force of context rendered
“becanse’’.
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pronominal suffix would be pif'f (M1 peda‘ay) of 1,14a. 1,14¢ could
be translated as “‘the Lord has delivered me up because of it (i.e.,
my sin), I am not able to endure’’.

B. Enclitic Mem

| The use of the enclitic mem in biblical Hebrew was long un-

- Tecognized. Only in the light of the Ugaritic enclitic mem, where
it occurs even after nouns in the construct state, was its use also
recoghized in biblical Hebrew (*). In 1957, H. D. Hummel listed
over one hundred examples of enclitic mem in the OT: and since
publication of his study several scholars have added to the list of
its appearances in biblical Hebrew (%). T'wo or three examples prob-
- ably occur in Lamentations,

3,17 wattiznah mi$galdm:

The initial mem of mif¥@lom has caused some difficulty in the
understanding of the entire clause. The LXX kai apdsato ex eirénés
psuchén mou, “he removed my soul from peace”, and the Syriac
weelfa yal men $elama’ napsi, “my soul has been led astray from
peace”’, both reflect the difficulty or reading the mem as the prepo-
sition “from”. Modern translators follow the same two patterns.
For example, Albrektson translates, ““thou hast rejected me from
peace’, while the RSV reads, “my soul is bereft of peace” (9).

The solution to this enigmatic smem may well be found in the
stuggestion of Hummel who identifies it as enclitic and states, “gnh
~ in an intransitive sense appears only here, but we may repain its
usual transitive force if we read (with Peshitta and Vulgate) wiznk-m
shem mpsy, ‘and my soul rejected peace’ ' (4).

(*} See GorpON, UT § 11.8

(?) “Enclitic Mem in Early Northwest b&:mtm Especially in
Hebrew", JBL 76 (1957) 85-107. Hummel adds seventy-six examples
of his own to more than thirty examples previously cited. See in ad-
dition, P, J. CALDERONE, '‘The Rivers of ‘Masor’ ', Bib 42 (1961) 423-
432; Marvin PoPE, Job 112; Danoop, PNWSP 12, 21, &t passim; IDEM,
Psalms T 19, 27, el passim.

() ALBREETSON, 138.

(*) HUMMEL, op. cit. 105. Hummel is incorrect in citing the Syriac
text in support of this reading, for it reads the verb as an intransitive
and reflects the preposition min in its translation.

Bablipa 49 [10&8) _
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The poetic circumlocution of using mapsi plus verb is found
elsewhere in this chapter as a ballast variant (e.g., 3,20). Reading
faldm as the object of the verb vields a synonymous parallel in the
second half of the bicolon where the first person singular verb plus
object is used, nadsiti (6bak, ‘1 forgot prosperity”,

3,26 weyahil wediman:

As proposed above in part I of this study, these two words should
be redivided and vocalized as weydkild démem or weyahild démam.
Démém would be the Pplél infinitive, while the second possibility,
démam, would be the Qal infinitive with enclitic mem (1).

4,6 yidaw-m (MT yadayim):

The basis for this emendation has been given above on the
discussion of hald (®). Here it will be sufficient to note that in the
War Scroll (10M) when the verb AN is followed by the object yad,
the object always has a suffix, either as ydw or ydm. By reading
as emended here, one finds a pattern of noun plus suffix plus enclitic
mem, a pattern which appears elsewhere in the OT. Hummel has
convincingly proposed to read the MT of Ps 22,16, l=§8ni mudbag
(the only occurrence of ddbag in Hoph'al as l«$6ni-m dobeég, "'my tongue
sticks’’ (3).

C. Adverbial Mem

It may well be that the “‘adverbial mem’’ is but the adverbial
accusative plus enclitic mem (as in Hebrew ydémam) and as such should
be included in the above discussion on enclitic mem. But as Albright
and Gordon have pointed out, more than one suffix may be represented

(1) See Bib 49 (1968) 39-40.

() Thid. 45-48.

(® Op. cit. 99. Altogether Hummel lists thirteen examples of
enclitic mem after a sufix. See also DAHOOD, Psalms I 27, 140, 18Z,
237. Otto ROsSSLER, ‘“‘Die Prifixkonjugation Qal der Verba Is Nfn”,
ZAW 74 (1962) 128, suggests reading MT '®ni mangindiam as 'ni-ma
nogindatam in Lam 3,63, i.e., the enclitic mem following the independent
pronoun, followed by the noun without the smem preformative, as it
occurs in 3,14. ;
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in final —m, such as —mi, —ma, —wmma/—um (*). For this reason affixed
mem on a word used adverbially mav best be comsidered under a
_separate category from enclitic mem, recognizing though, with Marvin
Pope that, “‘it cannot be proven that the adverbial force is resident
in the -m"” (%), The vocalization —am (*—am > —dm) adopted below
is based upon the probability that the noun goes back to an adverbial
accusative in -, with the loss of any final short vowel that may
have originally followed the mem. Recognition of such an adverbial
mem brings clarity to the following difficult and disputed passages
in Lamentations.

2,2 higgia® 18°Ares hilldl mamlakah wesaréha:

As proposed in the above discussion of MT mamldkdh (*) the text
should probably be redivided and revocalized as higgia® [a@’dres hilm.
malkah wedaréhd, "he has struck to the ground mortally wounded
her king and her princes’”. Such a reading improves both the meter
and the syntax: a 3 4+ 2 read as verb-double modifier [ compound
object. The masoretic vocalization demands an unusual 2 4+ 3 line,
and though the verse division in BH?® produces the desiderated 3 4 2
line, the kind of verse division demanded (verb—modifier—verb | object
of second verb) is not found elsewhere in the hook,

2,18 gi‘aq libbam:

The MT, which is considered corrupt by most scholars, is re-
flected in the LXX eboése kardia awion and Syriac ge'a’ lebhdn.
Ewald's emendation of sa@‘aq to sa’sqi has generally been accepted in
the light of the imperatives which follow (*). The real crux has been in
the understanding of libbam. None of the proposed emendations of
MT [bm seem very convincing, including the latest by Albrektson
who reades Ibim "‘about their rage’ (¥). Driver's attempt to read
MT here as an abbreviation for sa'sgf leb malé’ '‘cry with a full heart

() See ArBrIGHT in his review of Gordon's Ugaritic Hawndbook, in
JBL 69 (1950) 387; GorpoON, UT § 11.4.

(*) ""Ugaritic Enclitic —-m’’, JCS § (1951) 128. =

(*) See Bib 49 (1968) 35-36.

(Y) Die Psalmen und die Klagelieder erklirt (Gottingen *1866) 335.

(*) ALBREKTSON, 116.
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to the Lord” is unconvincing since there is mo other evidence of
such an idiom, plus the fact that there remains yvet some doubt as
to this scribal practice of abbreviating the text (1), | L

The correct understanding of libbam is probably not to be found
in either emendation or abbreviation, but in recognizing the final
mem as adverbial. The verb zd'ag appears with a prepositional phrase
as adverbial modifier in Hos 7,14, weld® za" gt “elay belibbam, "they
do not cry to me from their heart”. Similarily this verb occurs with =
simply the adverbial accusative in Ps 142,2, qoli el yhuwh ’ez"aq, _”I.I"'.:.
cry with my voice to the Lord”. The phrase sa‘agf libbam here
in 2,18 would reflect the same idiom as found in Hos 7,14, but in
place of the prepositional adverbial modifier, the adverbial mem %
employed, much like the adverbial accusative of Ps 142,2 (v). ;

The subject of this verb in MT is homat bat siyydn, “wall of
daughter Zion". Most commentators agree that such a personifi-
cation of the wall does not fit the imagery of this verse. Instead of
the proposed emendations of betdial or hemi or habai for MT homat,
this writer would propose to read Aémaf, the feminine participle of
hamah “to be tumultuous'’, with the original feminine -af tetained
here as in pdgat of 2,18¢c (2). A parallel occurrence is found in Is 22,2, »
LS’ 6t mrlé’ah “ir hémiyyah qiryah ‘allizih, “you who are full of shoute
ings, tumultuous city, exultant town'. By thus emending §a*ag to
sa‘egi, homat to hémat, and reading the mem of libbim as adverbial,
a most enigmatic line can be read smoothly as, “cry out unto the
Lord (from) the heart, O tumultuous one, daughter Zion''. '

1

| . o7 AL, L
e g MERE 120 sl s e R g e Rt e

3,63 Sibtim weqimatim habbitih:

The final mem of the first two words has heen read by the trans-
lators and commentators alike as the third petson plural suffix, e.g,,
RSV, “behold their sitting and their rising”’. ‘This permits a smooth

translation, but the meaning of such a phrase in this stanza is not

() “Abbreviations it the Massoretic Text"”, Texius I; Annual of ik
the Hebrew Unmiversity Bible Project, ed. C. RABIN (Jermsalem 1960) 92.

(*) Compare Ps 3,5; 66,17; 119,145; and see GORDON, UT§1l.6for
examples of the prepositional phrase paralleled by final —m. =

(*) For proposed emendations of the commentators, see ALBREKTSON,
116-117.  On the old feminine ending, see GKC § 80t Gornox, UT §8.3.

On the reading of he for MT Aelh see DELITZSCH, Dis Lese- und Schreib-
Jehler 109,
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at all transparent. If however one reads adverbial mem instead of
the pronominal suffix, the whole verse can be read with greater clarity
and continuity in the stanza.

" As will be noted further on in this section, the word habbifih
should be read with *exi as the infinitive absolute plus pronoun with
the force of a past tense. The first two words of the verse should
be read as adverbial modifiers, composed of the infinitives febef and
*qilmah plus adverbial mem, “‘upon sitting down and getting up'’.
Such an idiomatic expression would indicate totality like the kol
hayybm of the preceding line or yimam walaylah in 2,18. The con-
tinuity and parallelism in this stanza can be seen in this proposed
translation of vv. 62-63, "the lips and thoughts of my assailants
are against me | all the day long // continually /I have endured their
derisive song(s)’”’. This chiastic parallelism and 3 + 2 /2 4+ 3 meter
instead of the usual synonymous parallelism and 3 4+ 2 / 3 + 2 meter,
ate probably due here to the use of §ibtam as the initial word in the
fin-stanza. Another example where the acrostic pattern has in-
fluenced the meter, producing a 2 4 3 bicolon, is in 2,12a where
the prepositional phrase [immdlidm comes first in the lamed-stanza.

D. The Energic Form of the Verb

The energic form of the wverb, analogous to the Arabic yag-
tulan and yagtulanna, was quite common in Ugaritic and was found
in Western Aramaic with verbs that have a suffix (). It has long
been recognized that in Hebrew “energic nun' survived before
certain pronominal suffixes (!). On the basis of the Ugaritic evidence
where the energic form of the verb appears also without suffixes,
numerous Hebraists have cited occurrences of the independent ener-
gic form of the verb in biblical Hebrew (*). These occurrences in-

(*) Gorpow, UT § 5.11; Carl BROCREILMANN, Grundriss der verglei-
chenden Grammatik der semitischen Sprachen (Berlin 1908-1913) I, 641.
Brockelmann cites examples from Egyptian, biblical, and Palestinian
Aramaic.

(*) See GKC § 581 :

(*)*See G. R. DRIVER, "“Hebrew Notes on Prophets and Praverbs',
JTS 41 (1940) 163-164; ArmricHT, ““The Oracles of Balaam', JBL 63
(1944) 212, n, 23; CrosSs and FREEDMAN, ‘“The Blessing of Moses”, JBL
87 (1948) 203, n. 25; FREEDMAN, ""Notes on Genesis”, ZAW 64 (1952)
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clude one example from Lamentations, namely, MT wayyirdennih
of 1,13,

The LXX Fkatégagen, Syriac 'ahtany, and RSV, “he made it .
descend”, all render this verb as though it were the Hiph'il of yirad
with pronominal suffix. The Targum'’s dk¢ha$ ydtén and AV, “and
it prevailed against them', read the verb as Qal of rad@h “‘to rule,
dominate” plus suffix. Scholarly opinion has been divided, generally
in favor of the LXX and Syriac (1),

The identification of the verb and its form was proposed, con-
vincingly, by Dahood, who equates the nun of wayyirdennah with
the energic nun and revocalizes the word as wayysrédanndh. He
translates 1,13a as, “from high He sent forth fire; into my bones
has it descended” (*). It should be noted that the translation does
not reflect the copula of MT—and rightly so since wew with the verb
in the final position is best understood as pleonastic (%).

E. Emphatic Lamed

As early as 1894, when P. Haupt made the following statement,
the emphatic lamed was recognized as occurring in biblical Hebrew.
“A comprehensive study of the use of the 9 prasfizxwm in the Old
Testament will no doubt reveal a considerable number of cases where
the 9 is not the preposition but the emphatic particle 9 = Arabic
ta and Assyrian Iid ‘verily’... "’ (%). Since this statement was made

191; mEM, “Archaic Forms in Early Hebrew Poetry’, Z4AW 72 (1960)
102; Damoop, PNWSP 4. Note also C. F. BURNEY, The Book of Judges
(London *1920) 152-153.

(Y) See ALBREKTSON, 72.

(*) PNWSP 4. .

(*) See GORDON, UT § 13.102; Marvin PoPE, ** ‘Pleonastic’ Waw before
Nouns in Ugaritic and Hebrew”, JAOS 73 (1953) 95-98; and Danoop,
UHP 40. |

(%) “A New Hebrew Particle”, Jokns Hopkins University Civculars
13, No. 104 (1894) 107-108. See also HaUPT, “The Hebrew Stem Nahal,
To Rest”, Amervican [Jowrnal of Semitic Languages and Litevatures 22
(1905) 201. For the Arabic use of la see W.A. Wright, 4 Grammar
of the Arabic Language, ivanslated from the German of Caspavi..., edd.
W.R. SMrTH and M. J. DE GoEJe (Cambridge *1896-1898) I, 232 283;
II, 41-42. The Hebrew emphatic lamed should ptmha'bljr be vocalized
as luflu’, see GESENIUS-BUHL, 380 a. £
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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 appearances in Hebrew (2).

Israel Eitan was the first to recognize this particle in the ¢ akzar
“cruel’” of Lam 4,3 (®). His suggestion has been accepted by Rudolph,
Eraus, and Notscher, though rejected by Albrektson who prefers to
read [©aksdr as similar to lenidah hayitah of 1,8 (Y. In addition to
this occurrence (which should be translated, “was indeed cruel’”) the
emphatic lamed also appears two more times in 3,37-38, ‘adonay lo’
siwwdh mippi “elyén 16" iége’. The 16" in both of these phrases is
usually read with the force of 420’ and rendered as in RSV, *.. .un-
less the Lotd has otdained it? Is it not from the mouth of the
Most High?” Glanzman, following Nétscher, has recently affirmed
this understanding in his statement, “it is true that /5" can be used

() See for Ugaritic: Gorpon, UT § 9.16; Albrecht GoBTzE, "' The
Tenses of Ugaritic”’, JAOS 58 (1838) 292; for Amorite: Herbert B.
HUFFMON, Amorite Personal Names in the Mari Texts: A Sivuctural and
Lexical Study (Baltimore 1965) 223; MORAN, BANE 60, 69; ALBRIGHT,
JBL 69 (1950) 389; for Aramaic: H. INCHOLY, Rapport préliminaire sur
sept campagnes de fouilles @ Hama en Syrie (1932-1938) (Kebenhavn
1940) 117, n. 4; DoONNER-ROLLIG, op. cit. II, 211; for Phoenician:
Johannes FrieDrRICH, Phonizisch—punische Grammatik (AnOr 32; Rome
1951) § 257¢; G. A. CookE, A Text-Book of Novth-Semitic Inscviptions
(Oxford 1903) 47; for Punic: H. BERTHIER — R, CHARLIER, Leé Sanciuaire
punique d'El Hofra d Consltanline (Paris 1955) 33-34, 139.

(%) See I. M. CASANOWICZ, “‘The Emphatic Particle % in the OT”,
JAOQS 16 (1896) crxvicLxx1; Henry P. SmrtH, “Old Testament Notes',
JBL 24 (1905) 30; Isracl Ertaw, “Le particule emphatique ‘/a' dans
la Bible”, RE JuivH Jud 74 (1922) 1-16; IDEM, “Hebrew and Semitic
Particles”, Amevican [Journal of Semitic Languages and Lileratures 45
(1928) 202; ArmriGHT, “The 0Old Testament and Canaanite Langnage
and Literature”, CBQ 7 (1945) 24; DaH0OD, “‘Canaanite and Phoenician
Influence in Qoheleth”, Bib 33 (1952) 192-194; F. NOTSCHER, “‘Zum
emphatischen Lamed”, VT 3 (1953) 372-380; Damoop, '"“Two Pauline
Quotations from the Old Testament”, CBQ 17 (1955) 24; InEM, ‘‘Enclitic
Mem and Emphatic Lamedh in Psalm 85", Bib 37 (1956) 338-340; 1DEM,
PNWSP, 19; 1pEM, Psalms I, 143, 158, 188; Joht BRIGHT, Jeremiah
(The Anchor Bible; New York 1965) 333; and H. Neil RICHARDSON, A
Critical Note on Amaos 7:14", JBL 85 (1966) 89.

(%) American [owrnal of Semitic Languages and Literatures 45 (1928)
202,

() RuporrH, 247; Kraus, 72; NOTSCHER, op. cit. 379-380; and
ALBREKTSON, 176-177,
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for A°l6’ to introduce a question, but generally the context makes it
clear; either it is preceded by a positive question (Lam 3, 37-38) or
by some statement to which the clause introduced by [§° cortesponds
as a kind of apodesis (Job 2, 10)” (3). - |

But just as Glanzman rejects T. H. Robinson’s equating the
{o° of Hos 11,9 with A=/’ (*) in favor of the emphatic particle, so
it seems best to read the emphatic particle /s’ here in 3,37-38. The
use of a rhetorical question as a literary device is elsewhere unattested
in Lamentations. But the emphatic lamed does occur, as well as
the similar asseverative kaph. The following translation is proposed
for 3,37-38, '"Who has commanded and it came to pass? Verily, the
Lord has ordained it! Verily, from the mouth of the most High
goeth forth good and evill”

F. The Infinilive Absolute

The use of the infinitive absolute “as a substitute for the finite
verb” has long been recognized in Hebrew (!). Comparative Se-
mitic studies have shown that not only in Hebrew, but in Amarna
Canaanite, Ugaritic, and Phoenician the infinitive absolute was em-
ployed with the force of a finite verb (1), However, not until very

(*) “Two Notes: Am 3,15 and Os 11,8-9", CEQ 23 (1961) 231-232.
ALBREKTSON (152) adopts the same idea, but seems unaware of N&t-
scher's article.

(® T.H. ROBINSON, Diz swdlf hleinen Propheich, {HAT ed. Otto
ErssrerLDt, Tiibingen 21953) 44-45.

(*) GKC, § 1137-ss,

(Y} See for Amarna: MoraN, ''The Use of the Canaanite Infinitive
Absolute as a Finite Verb in the Amama Ietters from Byblos”, JCS 4
(1950) 169-172; BROCKELMANN, Grundriss II, 168; for Ugaritic: Gorpon,
UT § 9.28; J. HunsmaN, “Finite Use of the Infinitive - Absolute”, Fib
37 (1956) 271-295; for Phoenician: HUESMAN, op. cit. On the Phoe-
nician evidence compare E, HAMMERSHAIMB, “'On the So-Called Infinitive
Absolute in Hebrew™, Hebrew and Sewmitic Studies Presenied to G. R.
Driver, edd. D, Winton THOMAS and W. D. MCHARDY (Oxford 1963) 92.
Similar to the views of Hammershaimb are those of FRIEDRICH (op. cit.
§ 286, n. 1) and DRIVER, 'Reflections on Recent Articles”, JBL 73 (1954)
129. For the possible finite use of the infinitive absolute in other Semitic
languages see, for Syriac: BROCKELMANN, Grundriss I1, § 88c; Theodor
NOLDEKE, Compendious' Syriac Grammar, trans. James A. CRICHTON
(London 1904) 236 (both assume an ellipsis of the finite verb); for South
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recently has this use of the infinitive abseolute been given its due
consideration. In his extensive study of the Hebrew infinitive in 19586,
J. Huesman cites twenty-five examples where the MT should be read
(with no change in the text) as the infinitive absolute with the force
of a finite verb, and twenty-three examples where it should be thus -
read after some alteration of MT (usually a revocalization of a perfect
form as an infinitive). In addition he would read forty-three cases
of the anomalous copula plus perfect as being actually the infinitive
absolute used as a finite verb(}). Although not every example
cited by Huesman may prove to be correct, it seems quite certain
that, as in the other Semitic languages noted above, Hebrew
frequently employed the infinitive absolute with the force of a
finite vetb, and Tamentations contains one example of this sjm-'- :
tactic feature, | :

The MT of 3,63, Sibtam weqgimdtam habbitah *sni mangindlam, is
generally read as a 3 4+ 2 bicolon, ‘“‘behold their sitting and their
rising; I am the burden of their songs”. But as suggested above (2)
this understanding of the text seems to be based upon a wrong divi-
sion of the verse and a misunderstanding of two syntactic elements, e, A
the adverbial mem’s were read as objective suffixes, and the infinitive
absolute followed by personal pronoun — having the force of a pre-
terite -—— was taken as an imperative belonging to the first colon, with
the pronoun read as the subject of the second colon.

Once Sbim and gymim are recognized as adverbial, it becomes
clear that the vetb modified, 4byth, must be related to the following

=

Arabic: HOFNER, op. cit. § 54; for Ethiopic: A. DILLMANN, Ethiopic
Grammar, 2nd ed. 1899, ed. Carl Brzoip, tranms. James A. CRICHTON
(London 1907) § 181.

(") HUESMAN’s doctoral dissertation has been published in twe
- articles, the first patt (cited above) in Bib 37 (1956) 271-295, and the
second as ““The Infinitive Absolute and the waw + Perfect Problem®,
Bib 37 (1956) 410-434. Omne should compare the position of DRIVER
(JBL 73 [1954] 129) that the constriction is to be found in that “well-
known rule of Semitic syntax that, when the verb precedes the suhject,
it may stand in the simplest form, i.e. the masculine singular third
petson, instead of agreeing with it...”. But this rule of syntax is an
Arabic rule, not a general Semitic one. There is no real evidence that
the third person masculine singular form was recognized as the simplest
form by the people who spoke these Semitic languages.

(!} See above, p. 204-205.
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*ani and not the yhwh of verse 61. By reading the infinitive habbéf,
for the imperative habbifah, and combining with it "and, the meaning
is readily transparent when translated as a past tense, "I endured
their mocking songs”. The proposed emendation of Abyi for MT
hbyth has only the slightest manuscript evidence (one MS in Kennicott),
but in light of the Kethib of the imperative in 5,1, hbyf (Qere hbyth),
and the mixed manuscript evidence on the whabbifah of 2,20 (four
MSS of Kennicott whbyf), it seems reasonable to assume that the
final A¢ may not have been original in 3,63, even if it were to be
read as the imperative and not the infinitive. In addition, the pre-
ceding precative perfects (vv. 58-61) and the following jussives
(vv. 64-66) make the presence here of an imperative in v. 63 all the
more questionable,

One should note that the Syriac translated hbyih by the first
person singular *estaklet ‘I perceive”. It is doubtful whether the Syriac
translator recognized or understood the syntax of this line, but at
least from the force of the context he comprehended in part the
import of the original verbal element. The proposed translation of
habbét *oni “1 endured” is based upon the use of the verb with this
meaning in Hb 1,3, ldmmah tar’éni "awen weamal tabbif, "why dost
thou cause me to experience wickedness and endure trouble? ™'(*).

G. The Asseveralive K and Ki

A growing list of examples of the vocable £i used as an asseve-
rative particle have been compiled by Pfeiffer, O'Callaghan, Gordis,
Driver, Dahood, and Muilenburg (*). Since the time of Kimchi, who
coined the phrase kaph ha’amittuth, Hebrew grammarians have re-

() See BROWN-DRIVER-BRIGGS, 613 and 909. Note especially the-
parallel use of »@’ak in Ps 60,5 and 71,20. EumpmalmEa:EU 18, “and
all the people saw (r&im) the thunderings. .

(!) See Egon PFEIFFER, “'Glaube i Mten Testament’”’, E’A‘FF" 71
(1959) 160; R. T. O'CarracHAN, "Echoes of Canaanite Literature in the
Psalms”, VT 4 (1954) 175; R. Gorprs, ‘The Asseverative Kaph in Uga-
ritic and Hebrew’, JAOS 63 (1943) 176-178; Dmiver, CML 144,
Damoop, UHL IIT, 327; James MUILENBERG, "The Linguistic and Rhe-
torical Usages of the Particle *> in the Old Testament”, HUCA 32 (1961)
135-160.
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cognized a kaph which cannot have the meaning of “like” (*), The
presence of the asseverative proclitic kaph in Ugaritic has reinforced
the conclusions about such a kaph in Hebrew. In the words of
Gordis, "'Biblical Hebrew uses the proclitic kaph as well as the vo-
cable &i for asseverative purposes, the former generally at the end,
the latter either at the beginning or end of the clause. The former
is used before substantives, the latter to modify verbs or an entire
clause’” (?). Both the asseverative ki and % appear in Lamentations,
and recognition of them brings clarity to several difficult passages.

1,20 mihilis Sikkelih hereb babbayit kammiawet:

The second colon, babbayit kammawet, has been a very ancient
erux. Commentators for the most part have either rejected the
kaph (like the Syriac which reads simply mdid’), read the kaph as
part of the root (with Hebrew *kemddf equal to the Akkadian kamdiin .
“captivity”’), or assume the elision of the preposition b after &, so that
an original kRbmiet became kmwi (3). But none of these explanations
has vielded a reasonable solution for this text.

Gordis is certainly correct when he cites, among a list of twelve
OT passages where the proclitic kaph heightens the emphasis, the
kaph of kammawel as asseverative. He translates 1,20c as follows,
“Without, the sword bereaved | Within there was death™ (%),

Though unnoticed by the commentators, the best commentary
on the imagery and meaning of this bicolon is Ez 7,15, hahereb bakils
wehaddeber wehdra'db mibbayit 'afer baddddeh bahereb yamii wa’sSer
ba'ir raal wadeber vo'kulennd. The same idea is expressed in Jer
14,18, although the parallelism of bahds and mibbayit is not included,
“if I go into the field, behold those slain by the sword, and i1f I enter
the city, behold the diseases of famine'', Other passages which
make a comparison between violent death and non-violent death are
Jer 16,4; 32,24; and Lam 4.9.

(Y} GorDIS, op. cit. 176; BROCKELMANN, Grundriss IT, § 51. Com-
pate GKC § 118 where nine passages atre cited in which & appears to be
inserted for emphasis and is translated as “'in every respect like".

(%) Op. cit. 178. See also GorDON, UT § 13.51.

(*) See ALBREETSON, 81-82, for a summary of the various views
and hibliographical notations.

(¥) Op. cit. 178.
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In the light of these parallels between violent and non-violent
death inside of and outside of the city, respectively, 1,20c should be
translated as, “outside (the city) the sword herea?ed inside (the city)
vznly death (bereaved)’” ().

3,22 ki 15’ timménf (MT tamend) ki 16’ kila (MT k&ld):

These two ki particles should be added to the collection of as-
severative ki's already attested in biblical Hebrew. The commenta-
tors have sought to explain %i ... k7 here in several different ways.
Fot example, Kraus relates 3,22 to the preceding ‘al kén "Ohil of v. 21,
with the initial ki clause coming after hasdé thﬁ since this is the hel
strophe (¥). But ‘@l kén usually points backwards and it seems un-
likely and unnecessary to relate it to the following verses (¥). Al-
brektson reads the first &7 as introducing a subject clause and translates
3,22, as, “'it is Yhwh’s mercies that we are not consumed, his compas-
sions fail not” (*). But this destroys the synohvmous parallelism of
the two ki clauses and produces a syntactic pattern which is awkward

(1) Compare Dt 32,25, mihfis tefakkelhereh diméhodarim "émdh, "'out-
side the sword shall bereave, and inside terror (shall bereave)”,

(®) EmaUs, 53.

(*) The wverb "dhil of 3,21 is usually read as the verb yil "“to hope"
which appears also in 3,24. It would give much better sense, especially
gince “al kén points backwards to the wormwood, gall, ete. of 3,19, to
read the verb as "ahdl, “T writhe in anguish”, from the root Ayl ‘“to writhe
in pain, travail”. Compare the Kethib of Jer 4,19, mé'ay méay "ohilak
(‘heelh), "my bowels, my bowels, I writhe in anguish’’. The following
verses (22-24) express hope and confidence, concluding with an affir-
mation — in good paronomastic style — by repeating the almost identical
phrase with an apposite meaning, "5Asl I8, "I will hope in him"”. Con-
traty to Albtektson (142), and N. GOTTWALD, Studies in the Book of
Lamentations (Studies in Biblical Theology 14; T.ondon 1954) 13, MT
napit in Lam 3,20 is to be preferred as otigimal to the reading npik of
“the figgliné hassoperim, for not only is the nse of the tiggliné hassdiperim
for textnal criticism very risky (see W. H. BARNES, “Ancient Corrections
in the Text of the Old Testament 'Tikkune Sopherim’ *', JTS 1 [1900]
387-414), but there is also a difference within this tradition. While
. Gottwald quotes C. ). GINsSRURG (Introduction to the Massovetico-
Crilical Edilion fo the Bible [London 1897] 381), who cites ms. Orient
1379 fol. 26B with a massoretic notation that np$y is from an original
npsk, ms. Orient 1425 reads, wiswh “ly npsy npSw hyh hiw,

(*) ALBREETSON, 145.
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in both Hebrew and English. ~As will become clear from the discus-

sion below, the only explanation that does justice to the text and
context is to read these particles as asseverative,

H. Third Masculine Plural Preformabive taw |

The use of faw as the preformative of the third masculine plural
imperfect is attested in Amarna Canaanite and Upgaritic, and prob-
ably in Punic (}), Several scholars, including Gordon and Dahood,
have claimed to find the faw third masculine plural preformative
also in Hebrew (%). Vet other scholars such as Albright and Driver
are unconvinced that such a faw preformative occurs in Hebrew.
They prefer to read the masculine plural noun as a kind of collective
noun treated as a feminine singular, with the faw being the regular
~ preformative of the third feminine singular (3)). The following verse
in Lamentations may bring some additional light to the problem,

The MT of 3,22 ki I3’ tdmendii ki 5" Rald is penerally emended.
Most scholars prefer to read tmw for ML imnw, after the Syriac
#lagnan “‘we are ended” and the Targum's pesagd “‘they have ceased" (4).
With this emendation, MT could be read as, ‘‘the mercies of Yahweh
are not ended’”’. But Albrektson, though wrong in his vocalization
as famminid and translation, ‘it is Yhwh’s mercies that we are not

(Y} On the Amarna imperfect see Franz M. Th, Bimur, Die Sprache
dev Amarnabriefe 48-58;, Fdouard DHORME, “' La langue de Canaan’,
RE 10 (1913) 379; A. HERDKER, '""Une particulatité grammaticale com-
mune aux textes d’'El-Amarna et de Ras-Shamra'', HReovue des dfudes
sémifiques, 1938, 76-83; Moran, ““New Evwidence of Canaanite faqfu-
Ii(na)'', JCS 5 (1951) 33-35; and GORDON, "‘The New Amatna Tablets",
Or 16 (1947) 1-21, especially 10. For Ugaritic see GorbDoN, UT § 9. 14;
and on the Punic imperfect see Albrecht ArT, “"Zu den Schlussformeln
der punischer Weihinschriften', ZA W 60 (1944) 156-159, where he cites
CIS I 3226, 3604 and states that faw and yodk ate used along side of
each other. On the other hand Priedrich prefers to leave undecided
the guestion of the third masculine plural preformative faw in Punic
(see op. cit. 158-157).

(*) See Gorpown, UT § 9.14, and Damoon, PNWSEP §5; IDEM,
UHP 38; compare MoraN, BANE 63. :

(%) ArBrIGHT, CEBQ 7 (1945) 22-23; DrIvER, CML 130. ALERIGHT
and Moran, A Reinterpretation of an Amarna ILetter from Byblos
(EA 82)”, JCS5 2 (1948) 243; ArmricEHT, HUCA 23 (1950} I, 17.

(%) See ALBREKTSON, 145-146, for a summary discussion on the
views of the commentators.
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consumed”’, is correct in retaining consonantal MT which is reflected
in the Syro-hexaplaric reading of Aquila (gemarnan '‘we are consumed”’)
and Symmachus (‘etfallegnan “'we have perished”) (*).

Before discussing the vocalization of MT #mnw and klw, it will
be best to establish first the roots of these verbs. A careful study
of Hebrew and Ugaritic roots which occur in poetic parallelism makes
it seem just about certain that the verbs behind MT are the syno-
nyms mandh *‘to number, count” and kél “to measure”. The desidera-
ted use of manah is attested in the following passages: ‘am rab
*afer 16" yimmaneh weld® yissapér mérab, 'a great people that cannot
be numbered or counted for multitude” (1 Kgs 3,8); =fer 5" yissapér
sba@’ haSSamayim welo’ yimmad hol hayyam, "‘as the hosts of heaven
cannot be numbered, and the sands of the sea cannot be measured”
(Jer 33,22); and bpy sprhn biply mnihn, “their number (is) in my
motith, their count is upon my lips"’ (UT 77:46-47).

Although MT kald has been identified by all commentators with
the root Raldk "“to be complete, to end”, the synonymous parallelism
of mandh with madad “measure’” and sdpar “number” strongly favors
reading the root here as kil “to measure” cognate to Aramaic &4l and
Arabic kdla "“to measure grain” (?), The Qal of this verb is attested
only once in Biblical Hebrew, namely in Is 40,12, “who measured
(mddad) the water in the hollow of his hand and marked off (fzkkén)
the heaven with a span, enclosed (wekal) (*) the dust of the earth
in a measure and weighed (we§dgal) the mountains in scales and the
hills in a balance” (RSV).

But the Qal is elsewhere attested, as in the tenth century B.C.
Gezer Calendar (yrh ¢sr wkl, ‘‘one month for harvesting and measur-
ing” (%) and the seventh century B.c. Vabneh Vam Letter (wygsr “bdk
wykl w’sm, “and thy servant harvested, measured, and stored [the
grain]” (¥).

(Y Ibid.

(%) See JasTROW, A Dictionary of the Targuwmim and LANE, An
Avabic—English Lexicon, 8. V.

(3 The RSV “ enclosed™ is obviously inadequate in this series of
verbs of measuring. C.R. NorTH has better translated, * measured
earth's soil”, in his The Second Isaiah (Oxford 1964) 83.

(4) This derivation is accepted by most scholars; for other sugges-
tions see DONNER-ROLLIG, op. cit. II, 128-130.

(8 See Frank M. Cross, Jr., “Epigraphic Notes on Hebtrew Docu-
ments of the Eighth — Sixth Centuries B.c.: II. The Murabba'at Pa-
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The desiderated reading here in 3,22 of these two roots is achieved
by vocalizing immw as the Niph'al limmdind and kiw as the Qal
passive kild (see below). Following the asseverative ki as discussed
above, this bicolon is best translated as, ‘Verily, the mercies of
Vahweh are innumerable! Verily, his compassions are immeasur-
able!l” (3).

The possibility that #immdnd is a third masculine plural with
prefix faw is suggested by the fact that the parallel masculine plural
rakemdw is not treated as a singular feminine collective. Since the
plural noun rahemaw is preceded by a verb in the third masculine
plural perfect, there is some reason to assume that the parallel
phrase hasdé yhwh is preceded by a third masculine plural imperfect,
timmand. To rtead, hasdé yhwh as a third feminine singular collective
wotlld require an emendation of the text to fimmaneh. In this con-
nection one may note that elsewhere the masculine plural force of
these nouns is reflected in the choice of the pronoun used in paral-
lelism, e.g., Ps 25,6, z¢kor rahoméka yhwh wahesadéha ki ma'blam
hémmah (not hénndh or hi’).

I. Qal Passive

It has been almost a full century since . Bottcher suggested
that Pu'al forms which occur without a Pi'él should be understood -
as QJal passives (?). Not only did this thesis seem convincing in light
of the Arabic quilila/yugialu, but it has been proven correct by means

pyrus and the Letter Found Near Yabneh-Vam’, BASOR 165 (Feb,
1962) 44; J. NavEH, “A Hebrew Letter from the Seventh Century
B.C.", IsyEJ 10 (1960) 129-139; and 5. YEIVIN, "'The Judicial Petition
from Mezad Hashavyahn', BO 19 (1962) 3-10. The latter two scholars
derive wyhkl from kalak ‘‘to finish’.

(Y} The ygti-gil sequence here is found elsewhere, e.g., Ps 8,7,
famiilehi ... Saftah. TFor a study of this stylistic variation with identical
verbs, see Moshe HELD, "The YQTL-QTI, (QTL-YQTL) Sequence of
Identical Verbs in Biblical Hebtew and Ugatitic”, in Siudies and Essays
in Honor of Abraham A. Newman, M. BEN-HoORIM et al., edd. (Leiden
1962) 281-290. Held notes that an active-passive sequence of identical
verbs also appears in Ugaritic and Hebrew. Here the sequence is not
with identical, but synonymons verbs. See also Gorbon, UT § 13.58
and Danoon, UHP 39,

(M Awusflihrliches Lekrbuch der hebriischen Sprache (Leipzig 186B)
IT, 98-106. See also GKC § 52¢ and 53v.
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of the well-attested Qal passive in Amarna Canaanite, Ugaritic, and
its possible appearance in Phoenician. It has since been recognized
that behind the consonantal text of many Hebrew Qal verbs, vo-
calized as active, lies an original passive form (). The ahove trans-
lation of MT [5’kdlid as “they are immeasurable’’ assumes that MT
active should be read as passive, kil (like the Arabic gila). Likewise,
as indicated above, MT hald in 4,6 may be read better as a Qal
passive hild, “‘they were let loose”, if not emended to either hal
or halal (%), - |

Conclusions

In the first part of this study sugpgestions have been made for
a new rendering of the Hebrew text in nineteen different passages.
Of these, eleven are proposed for the first time, and eight proposed
derivations advanced by other writers have been presented (some- °
times with additional arguments) and adopted as most probable,
In the second part new renderings have been proposed for over twenty
words or particles, fourteen of which are original with this study,
while seven are the suggestions of other scholars with whom the
writer agrees. If the suggestions advanced above are accepted, the
understanding and translation of the following thirty poetic lines
of the book’'s 266 poetic lines will be affected: 1,1a.1b.8¢c,13a.14c,
16a.19a.20c; 2,1a.2c.6a.10a.18a.22a; 3,16.17.21.22.26.28.37.
38.63; 4,3h.6b.16a.18a; 5,4-5.9.

The question of whether Lamentations was written in Palestine
or Babylon may never be resolved, but on the basis of the lexical
and syntactic elements employed by the poet, it seems certain that
Lamentations was deeply rooted in the literary traditions of ancient
Israel and Canaan. There has been no need to discuss or dispite
the dating of T,amentations to the first half of the sixth century as
argued by virtually all modern commentators. It is in the unexpec-
ted combination of the relatively fixed date and the clear evidence

(1) See BROCKELMANN, Grundriss I, 537-540; UT §9.31; Paul Jotion,
Grammaire de Ihdbrew bibligue (Rome 1923) 125-127; Damoon, PNWSP
8; morM, Psalms I, 19, 97 et passim. For a probable example in Phoeni-
cian, see Eshmunazar §, &2 *y $m bn mam, “for nothing whatsoever has
been placed in it"”’, (DONNER-ROLLIG, op. cit. I, 3).

(0) See Dib 40 (1968) 48.
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of many archaic syntactic and grammatical elements that Lamenta-
tions makes its contribution to the study of Hebrew literary traditions.
For many vears it has been recognized that archaic Canaanite lin-
guistic features appear in the early poetic passages of the Bible,
e.g., the “Song of Deborah” (Jgs 5), and certain archaizing texts
such as the '‘Psalm of Habakkuk” (Hb 3). The use of these same
elements in a work of the mid-sixth century would indicate that
down to the exile itself these archaic features not only survived but
were a part of the literary repertoire, readily accessible to the poet
and those of the learned tradition. This literary repertoire included
not only the hireq compaginis and old feminine ending -af but enclitic
mem, adverbial mem, energic nun, emphatic lamed, asseverative k& and
ki, the Qal passive, the infinitive absolute with the force of a perfect,
and the third masculine plural preformative faw — as well as a larger
lexicon of archaic words and particles than previously realized. The
failure of the Septuagint translators to recognize these archaic elements
would indicate that their use did not survive the exile. One might
well conclude that although written during the exile, Lamentations
is the last of the “pre-exilic’’ books.
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THE ALLEGED SUMERIAN INFLUENCE UPON
LAMENTATIONS

BY

THOMAS F. McDANIEL
Yolohama

Sumerian literary catalogues from the early second millenium
contain the titles of numerous lamentations over the destruction
of Sumerian city-states, including Akkad (Agade), Eridu, Lagash,
Nippur, and Ur, and over the whole land of Sumer ). Portions of
most of these lamentations have been recovered, and parts of several
of them have been published in translation, including the “Lamen-
tation Over the Destruction of Ut” 2), ““The Second Lamentation for
Ur™ ), the “Lamentation Over the Destruction of Nippur” %), and the
“Lamentation Over the Destruction of Akkad™ 3).

1) See 5. N. Kramer, “The Oldest Literary Catalogue: A Sumerian List of
Literary Compositions Compiled about 2000 B, C,,” BASOR 88 (Dec., 1942),
10-19; idem, *'Mew Literary Catalogue from Ur”, B4 LY (1961), 169-176.
For a listing of the lamentations with full bibliographical notations, see Kramugr,
Sumerian Literary Texts From Nippur in the Museum of the Anciont Orient at Irianbul,
AASOR XXTII (1944), 33-36; and Maurice LameerT, “La littérature Sumérienne
a4 propos d’ouvtages recents”, K. LV (1961), 190-191, The term *‘Sumerian
lamentations™ in this study refers only to those lamentations which mourn the
destruction of Sumerian cities and city-states. It does not include those lamenta-
tions concerned with the death of Dumuzi or one of his counterparts,

%) KrAMER, Lamentation Over the Destruction of Ur, OIP XII (Chicago, 1940);
idem, ** Latmmentation Over the Destruction of Ur”™, in .Amsiens Near Eastern Texis
Helating fo 1be Old Testament, ed. James B. PrircuarD, 2nd ed. (Princeton, 1955),
pp. 4535-463 (cited below asI Ut); Mautus Wirzer, “Dic Klage iber Ur™, Or
XIV (1945), 185-235; XV (1946), 46-63; A. FarkenstEmN, “Klage um die Zer-
stGrung von Ur”, in A. FALKENSTEIN and W. vox Sonewn, Susrerische und akkadische
Hymnen und Gebet (Ztirich and Stuttgart, 1953), pp. 192-213 (cited as IUr-F and
S AHG, respectively).

) C. ]J. Gapp, “The Second Lamentation for Ut”, in Hebrew and Semitic
Studies Presented to Godfrey Rolles Driver, edd, D, W, THOMAS and W. D. McHArDY
(London, 1963), pp. 59-71 (cited below as IIUR); Thorkild Jacossen, “Primitive
Democracy in Ancient Mesopotamia™, JWES II (1943), 172 (cited below as
ITUz-]); A. FALkENsTEIN, “Ibbisin Klage®, in SAHG, pp. 189-192 (cited IUr-F).

1} See Kramer, AAYOR XXIII (1944), 3; M. LaMBERT, op. ¢it.; and Wilhelm
RuporeH, Das Buch Ruth. Das Hobe Leid, Die Kiagelieder (Kommentar zum Alfen
Testamenst), 2nd ed. (Giitersloh, 1962), p. 213, where he cites a passage from
Maurus WIrzeL, Perien sumerisiber Possie, a book which this writer has not seen.

¥) This lamentation over Akkad is part of **“The Curse of Agade™, a historio-
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Within ‘the past decade statements have been made by several
scholars concerning the relationship of these Sumerian lamentations
to the biblical Lamentations, claiming that the Hebrew book was
influenced by and dependent upon the earlier Sumerian works. 5. N.
Kramer has stated, without going into detail, “there is little doubt
that it was the Sumerian poets who originated and developed the
‘lamentation’ genre . ..and that the Biblical Book of Lamentations
as well as the “burden’ laments of the prophets, represented a pro-
foundly moving transformation of the more formal and conventional
prototypes™ 1). Similarly C. J. GApp, without detailed discussion, has
stated that the biblical Lamentations is “manifestly under the influ-
ence’” of these Sumerian lamentations. He criticizes Norman GOTTWALD
for not giving, in his Siwdies in ihe Book of Lamentations, sufficient
recognition to the alien influence upon the origin, themes and
theology of the Hebrew lamentation motif. He states, “‘certainly
not all the harps were left hanging by the waters of Babylon, and
some were attuned to sing at home the songs of a strange land” 2).
Speaking somewhat more emphatically, H.-J. Krauvs has stated, ““die
Klage um das zerstorte Heiligtum von Ur z.B. bietet eine etstaunliche
Paralelle zu den Threni . . . Vergleicht man einmal sorgfiltiz das
Klagelied iiber die Zetstérung von Ur (man konnte auch noch die
Klage um dic Zerstdrung von Akkade hinzunehmen)und die alt-
testamentlichen Threni, so zeigen sich sowohl im formalen Ansatz
wie auch in den Motiven iibertaschende Parallelen™ ). Kraus follows
these statements by briefly citing (usually with text references only)
examples of these parallels.

However, not all biblical scholars are in agreement with these
views of Sumetian influence upon the Hebrew Lamentations. W.
RuporpH, without any discussion, simply states that the parallels

graphic text, and not from the “lamentation™ genre like the others cited o
But since it is cited by Hans-Joachitn Kraus, Klagelieder (Threni) (Biblischer
Kommentar Altes Testament), 2nd ed. (Weukirchen, 1960), p. 10, as a parallcl
lameatation and is included ampng the “lamentations” translated by FALKENSTEDN
(S AHG, pp. 187-189), it is included hete in this list. Sce Knamer, Hisfory Begins
at Sumer, Anchor Book ed. (New York, 1959), pp. 228-232; idem, “‘Sumerian
Literature”, Addlecta Biblica XI1 (Rome, 1959), 196-197; idem, Sumetian Literature,
A General Survey”, The Bible and the Ancient Near Hast, ed. G. Ernest WrI1GHT
(New York, 1961). p. 257; 1. J. Grus, Old Akkadian Writing and Grammar,
Materials for the Assyrian Dictionary, 2nd ed. (Chicago, 1961), p. 201; FALEEN-
sTemN, S AHG, p. 376.

1) #“Sumerian Literatute and the Bible™, 201.

B Op. ¢it,, p. 01,

3 Op, sif., pp. I-10.
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are not too close and are due simply to a similar experience and
situation 1), Similarly, Orro EissFELDT opposes any historical con-
nection between the Sumerian lamentations and the biblical Lamen-
tations ¥),

In view of these assertions and reservations on the question of
Sumenan influence upon the Hebrew Lamentations, a fuller exami-
nation of both the evidence and the problems invalved merics
consideration, In this study the attempt will be made to present and
evaluate the parallel motifs appeating in both the Hebrew and Sumerian
works, including not only the more probable ones cited by Kraus but
other motifs which could possibly suggest literary influence ot
dependence. A discussion of the problems involved in relating second
millenium Sumerian works to sixth century Hebrew poetry, along
with some general conclusions, will be given in conclusion. The
writer is not a Sumerologist and has had to depend on available
translations. He is aware of the limitations that this imposes, especially
when it comes to a Sumerian passage whete the translators treat the
text differently. In such cases, the writer will cite the different trans-
lations. The procedure will be to follow the textual sequence of the
biblical passages, listing first the relevant lines from the Hebrew
Lamentations, followed by the Sumerian parallels. Comments
and evaluation of the alleged parallels will be given after each parallel
cited.

Fitst it is important to note that certain parallels in the Sumetian
and Hebrew texts should not be given undue significance in a study
of possible literary influence. The experience of most cities in the
ancient Near East under siege, and their fate upon subsequent defeat,
were usually the same. Poets writing on the general theme of war
and defeat, though at different times and at different places, would
likely refer to the hunger, famine, pestilence, the social disintegration
during the siege, the destruction of the city, the spoils taken by the
victor, and the captivity of the conquered following defeat. Therefore,
contrary to KRAUS, the parallel references in the Hebrew and Sumerian
lamentations to hunger and famine, the destruction of the city walls
and temple, the burning of the city, the loss of valuables, and the
captivity of the inhabitants speak not so much of parallel literary
motifs but of the common experience of the vanquished at the hands

1y Op, eit,, p. 9.
*) Einleitung in Das Alre Testament (Tubingen, 1964), p. 683.
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of the victor ). One would notmally expect to find in any kind of
lamentation numerous references to weeping, crying and mourning,
Thus the recurring parallels in Lam. i 2 a, 16 a; ii 18-19 ¢f passim and
IUr 96, 100 e passim could hardly be called upon as evidence of literary
dependence. It is in these passages which deal with ctying that one
notes a significant difference between the Hebrew and Sumerian
lamentations, In the former it is the personified city, Jerusalem, which
weeps and mourns, but in the latter, Ur is never personified and
the one who weeps and mourns is the goddess Ningal. Since the
metaphor of bitterness which appears in Lam. i 4 ¢ and TUr 315-316
is of such a general nature, it should be included among those parallel
motifs that cannot reflect any kind of influence.

(a) Hebrew ’ékab *how!’ and the Sumetian word translated “alas™
(Lam. i 1, ii 1, iv 1, 2 and IUr 41, 81 et passim) have been cited by
KRAUS as a characteristic element of the literary genre which he calls
“Klage um das zerstorte Heiligtum™ 2). But the expostulatory particle
*ékab is frequently found in other elegiac and non-elegiac passages
of the Bible ), It is attested in an elegiac passage in Ugaritic, ik .
yrgm . bn il kré, “how (mournfully) it shall be said (that) Keret was
the son of EI” (UT 125:20-21) 4). It seems much more probable that
the Hebrew poet had in mind this Hebrew and Northwest Semitic
patticle than some mote remote Sumerian prototype.

(b) “She dwells among the nations, she finds no resting place. . .
We are wearied (but) we are given no rest” (i 3b; v 5); and “I am
one who has been exiled from the city, ] am one who has found no
rest . . . I am one who has been exiled from the house, I am one who
has found no dwelling place” (IUr 306-308). Flere the point of
similarity is the reference to exile followed by an allusion to the
lack of rest or a resting (dwelling) place. In the biblical text the

1) Compare Kraus, op. o, pp. 2-10,

%) Ibid. This title seems a little misleading, The whole city-state was destroyed.
The Sumerian poets did not restrict themselves to lamenting only the destruction
of the temples and shrines. The Sumerians thought in terms of the “destruction
of cities” as reflected in a me which deals specifically with the destruction of
cities (see below, p, 205).

*) On the occurrence in non-elegiac passages see G. 5. Grawzman, “Two
Notes: Amos 3, 15 and Os, 11, 89" CAQ XXIII (1961), 230-232.

#) The particle is usually understood as the interrogative particle “how?”
with enclitic mem (see Cyrus H, Goroaow, Ugaritic Texitbook [ Analecta Orientalia,
38] [Rome, 1965], 19.147), but in this elegiac context it is more likely to be the
expostulatory particle. On the necessity of adding an adverb in the English
translation, see GLanzuaN, op. &t p. 231,
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reference is to Judah, but in the Ur lamentation the reference is to
the goddess. The combination of “exile” and “no rest” into a single
motif is pot limited to these lamentations. One should compare the
similar motif appearing in the covenant watning to Tsrael, “the
Lord will scatter you among all peoples . . . among these nations you
shall find no ease, and there shall be no rest for the sole of your foot™
(Deut. xxviii 64-65). It secems more reasonable to assume that the
poet had in mind these wotds, rather than knowledge of the words
about Ningal which he then transformed into suitable words for the
personified Jerusalem.

() “The roads of Zion mourn, for none come to the appointed
feasts, all her gates are desolate” (i 4 a-b); and “In its lofty gates,
where they were wont to promenade, dead bodies were lying about;
In its boulevards, where the feasts were celebrated,...In all its
streets, . . . In its places, where the festivities of the land took place,
the peoplelay in heaps® (IUr 215-217). The parallel references in these
lines to “roads’ and “gates” are quite dissimilar, In the Hebrew text
they are personified, like the city walls in ii 8, but in the Sumerian
lamentation there is no parallel personification. The Sumerian poet
calls attention to the gates and streets so as to contrast what used to
happen in those places with what had happened in defeat and de-
struction. The mere mention of “gates” and “roads” together in
different lamentations over destroyed cities is not suggestive of
literary influence.

(d) “From on high he sent fire” (i 13 a); and “upon him who comes
from below verily he hurled fire. .. Enlil upon him who comes
from above verily hurled the flame” (IUr 259-260). Although both
passages make reference to the divine use of fire, the motifs are
only superficially related. Fire as a divine instrument is a recurting
motif in biblical literature and Canaanite mythology 1). The burning of
conquered cities and the theme of divine use of fire are so sufficiently
attested in Syria-Palestine that there is no need to go all the way to
Sumer to find a literary parallel or prototype.

(€) “He spread a net for my feet” (113 b); and ““fiber Sumer ist
das Fangnetz gefallen” (IUr-F 200 :30). Knauvs includes these lines
in his list of parallel motifs. KrRaMER is less certain of the meaning

—

1) See Delbert R. Hrirers, “Amos 7, 4 and Ancient Parallels”, CEQ XXVI
(1964), 221-225; and Patrick D. Micrer, “Fire in the Mythology of Canaan
and Isracl”, CBO XX VII (1965), 256-261, for studies on the use of fire as a divine
instrument in Northwest Semitic literature,
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of this line in the Ur lamentation and translates, ““Sumet 7s broken
wp by the gisburry” (IUr 195). But within the Hebrew literary and
prophetic tradition the picture of Yahweh spreading a net was an
established motif. Both Hosea and Ezekiel employ the muotif, e.g.,
“I will sptead my net over him, and he shall be taken away in my
snare; and I will bring him to Babylon . ..” (Ez. xii 13; see also xvii
20; Ho. vii 12).

(f) “How the Lotd in his anger...” (ii 1a); and “because of the
wrath of Enlil” (Akkad 1). A frequently recurting theme in Lam. ii
is the anger of Yahweh, and although not mentioned in the IUr
lamentation, there are numerous references in the Sumerian lamen-
tations to the wrath of Anu and Enlil 1). Although Sumerian references
to divine wrath appear in lamentations (including for the purpose of
this study ““The Curse of Agade™) ?) Hebrew references to the wrath
of Yahweh are not restricted to this particular genre. A cursory
look at any biblical concordance will be sufficient to indicate how
widespread the concept of divine wrath was among the ancient
Israelites. The Sumerian and Hebrew emphasis upon divine wrath in
the interpretation of tragic national events is more likely to reflect an
older and more general common teligious tradition among the two
peoples than literary dependence of the Hebrew poet upon the
Sumerian lamentations.

(g) “He has bent his bow like an enemy ... like an enemy he
has slain . .. the Lord has become like an enemy” (ii 4a, 5); and
“Mother Ningal in her city like an enemy stood aside . .. How long,
pray, wilt thou stand aside in the city like an enemy? O Mother
Ningal, (how long) wilt thou hurl challenges in the city like an
enemy?” (IUr 253, 374-375). The simile “like an enemy” as applied
to Yahweh does not appear elsewhere in the Bible, although there are
other references to Yahweh’s being an “enemy”. In Ex. xxiii 22, the
motif appears as follows, weayabti ‘et ’gyehéika wesarti et sirrékad,
“Iwill be an enemy to your enemies and an adversary to your adver-
saries’’. In Is, Ixiii 10, a similar phrase occurs, wayyehdapek lihem Ie*dyeb,
“he became their enemy”. Accordingly, although there is no biblical
parallel as close as the same simile in IUr, the idea itself is found 1n
Israel’s religious tradition, and the Hebtew poet could well have
coined this simile without recourse to a Sumerian prototype.,

'Y The title of the lamentation over Akkad in the Old Babylonian literary
catalogue is listed as, “Because of the Wrath of Enlil”, See Krauer, BASOR
88 (1942), 15. %) See p. 198, note 5.
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(h) “The ILord has rejected his altar, he has abandoned ) his
sanctuary” (ii 7 a); and “Enlil has abandoned . . . Nippur . . . Ninlil
has abandoned their house . . . (IUr 4, 6, ¢ passim). The first thitty-
seven lines of IUr are a list of the various temples and shrines which
the different Sumetian deities had abandoned. By contrast, in the
Hebrew Lamentations the motif appears only once, assuming that
the above translation of MT ##°#r as “abandon’ is correct. At best,
the parallel is in the word and not in the meaning behind the word.
Whereas in the Hebrew text Yahweh has rejected his holy city because
of her sin and rebellion, Ningal and Nanna, the deities at Ur, plead
for the safety of Ur and affirm her innocence. Only because the gods
had not decreed eternal kingship for Ur must they bear with the
calamity 2). The idea of deliberate rejection is not a part of the Sume-
rian parallel, bue it is basic in Yahweh's abandonment of Jerusalem.

(i) “Yahweh has determined to lay in ruins the wall of the daughter
Zion ... Yahweh has done what he purposed, he has fulfilled his
words which be commanded long ago; he has demolished without
pity ... Who has given this (order) that it should come to pass?
Yahweh verily ) has given the order” (ii 8 a, 17 a-b; iii 37); and “after
they had promounced the utter destruction of my city; after they had
pronounced the utter destruction of Ur, after they had directed that
its people be killed ... Anu changed not his command; Enlil
altered not the command which he had issued” (IUr 140-142, 168-169).
The same theme appears in the second lamentation, “the destruction
of my city they verily gave in commission; the destruction of Ut they
verily gave in commission; that its people be killed, as its fate they
verily commanded” (I1Us-]). These parallel motifs of divine command
and purpose are seemingly quite similar. But a closer study of the
thought behind these motifs indicates that the similarity is only of
words, not of meaning, According to Israelite religious traditions, the
destruction of Jerusalem had not been inexorably decreed by Yahweh.
What was commanded and purposed by Yahweh was a covemant
relationship which could not be changed. Obedience would bring
blessing; disobedience would bring destruction (see Deut. xxviii and
Lev. xvi), Istael’s acknowledged rebellion demanded Yahweh's just

1) See L. KoEHLER and W. BAUMGARTNER, Lexicon in Veteris Testamenti Libror
(Leiden, 1953), b soce 5.

¥} dee Gapn, ap. cii., p. 61,

¥ Reading here the asseverative particle fu* for MT /5°. For a full discussion
with biblingraphic notes, see the writer's “Philological Studies in Lamentations™,
Biblica XLIX (1968).
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fulfillment of his word (i 8 a, 18 a). Thus, in the context of Israel’s
faith, things could have been different if Jerusalem had been eithet
faithful or repentant.

An entirely different understanding lies behind the Sumerian
motifs of divine commission. In the myth of “Inanna and Enki; The
Transfer of the Arts of Civilization from Eridu to Erech”, the poet
lists over one hundred “cultural traits and complexes” for which there
is a me, Le, “‘a set of rules and regulation assigned to each cosmic
entity and cultural phenomenon for the purpose of keeping it oper-
ating forever in accordance with the plans laid down by the deity
creating it 1). The thirty-eighth me cited by the Sumerian poet, in
his list of over one hundred, is the me of the *destruction of cities™ 2).
Apparently Ur’s fate was inexorably fixed by this me, so that, innocent
or not, even the gods’ intercession could not change the me which
Anu and Enlil had established.

There is no need to assume here that the Hebrew poet of Lamen-
tations drew from outside his own covenant traditions when he
wrote of divine purpose. The parallels with the Sumerian lamentations
are only supetficial.

(J) “He caused the rampart and wall to lament; they languish
together (ii 8); and ““O thou brickwork of Ur, a bitter lament set up
as thy lament™ (IUr 48, 53 ¢/ passim). The personification of inanimate
objects is frequently encountered in funeral songs 2). What is note-
worthy here is the fact that although the verb ghal/ is used with
numerous other inanimate subjects ot objects (including gates, land,
pastures and the deep), this is the only occutrence where it is used with
bél wepimab, somewhat like the Sumerian “brickwork”. But there
is no reasonable basis to assume that though the Hebrew poets
independently composed metaphors like “her pates shall lament
and mourn” (Ts. iii 26) and ‘“her land mourns™ (Ho. iv 3), they were
influenced by a Sumerian prototype for the motif “rampart and wall
lament™.

(k)*. .. infants and babes faint in the streets of the city. Cry out
in the night . . . for the lives of your children who faint with hunger
at the head of every street” (ii 11 ¢, 19); and “the father turned away

1) S. N. KnaMmEr, The Sumerians: Their Fistory, Culture, and Character (Chicago,
1963), p. 115.

% Thid, p. 116.

%) See H. Janwow, Dar bebrdische Leichenlied im Rabmen der Vilkerdichtung
(ZAW Beiheft 36) (Giessen, 1923), pp. 102-103,
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from his son . .. the child was abandoned .. .Ur like the child of a
street which has been destroyed seeks @ place before thee” (TUr 235-236,
370). The most that can be said of these parallel motifs is that they both
refer to children. There is no reference in the Sumerian lamentations
to the starvation of the children, nor to the cannibalism "mentioned
in Lam, ii 10 and iv 20. FALkENSTEIN translates IUr 370 as, “Ur sucht
dich wie ein Kind, das sich in den Strassen vetloren hat” (IUr-F
210 :15), and this fits the parallelism which follows, “thy house, like
a man who has lost everything strefches out the hands to thee”. There
arc no parallels to these similes in the Hebrew Lamentations.

(1) “My enemies have hunted me like a bird without cause”
(i 52); and “O my (city) attacked and destroyed, my (city) attacked
without cause” (IUr 324-325). In the biblical lamentation there is
no real assumption of the city’s innocence or plea of ignorance,
such as appeats in ITUr 45-46: ““what has my city done to thee, why
hast thou turned from it? Enlil, what has my Ur done to thee...”
The poet, who combines the motifs of individual and collective
Hebrew laments, introduces here the theme of personal innocence, a
typical motif of individual laments as found in Ps. mxv 7, “for without
cause they hid their het for me”.
~ (m) *“The young men (have quit) their music. The joy of our hearts
has ceased; our dancing has turned to mourning” (v 14-15); and
“On the #ppu and alét they play not for thee that which brings joy
to the heart . . . Thy song has been turned into weeping . .. The. ..
-music has been turned into lamentation” (IUr 356). This motif of joy
being turned into mourning is a recurring one, appearing in numerous
Akkadian texts, the eighth century Aramaic Sefire treaty, and pro-
phetic passages (Ez. xxvi 13; Jer. vii 34 ¢ passim) V). Although the
original motif could possibly go back to some Sumerian source, there
is no reason to assume that the motif’s appearance in v 14-15 is directly
related to the Sumerian lamentations.

(n) “Restore us to thyself, O Yahweh, that we may return; renew
our days as of old” (v 21); and “O father, my begetter, return my
city in its unity to thy side again. O Enlil, return my Ur in its unity
to thy side again™ (ITUr 55-56). GApp has called attention to the
similatity of these passages ?), but though they are similar it is not

1) See Delbert R. Hivrers, Treaty-Curses and the Old Testamint Prophets. (Bi-
Blica et Orientalia, 16) (Rome, 1964,) pp. 57-58,

%) Op. cif., p. 70. GaDD cites (p. 66) one other parallel, namely Lam. ii 6 and
IIUr 5, but does not elaborate, and this writer fails to see any similarity between,
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necessary to assume literary influence. The plea for renewal is as
natural in this context as plea for renewed health in a lamentation due
to sickness, e.g. Ps. vi 5, “return O Lord, and rescue my hie, save
me . .." If thete is a literary parallel, the poet may well be echoing
wotds from Jeremiah, ‘“‘restore me that I may teturn, for thou art the
Lord my God™ (xxxi 18).

Other more remote patallels could possibly be added to this list,
but they would add little evidence cither for or against the influence
of Sumerian lamentations upon the Hebrew Lamentations. These
fourteen examples that have been quoted are the closest parallels and
include those motifs which atre basic to any assumption of literary
dependency, Certain preliminary conclusions can be drawn on the
basis of this evidence. First, the parallel morifs do not seem to be as
“amazing” as KRAus suggests in his commentary. All of the motifs
cited from Lamentations are either attested otherwise in biblical
literature or have a prototype in the literary motifs current in Sytia-
Palestine. Second, certain dominant themes of the Sumerian lamen-
tations find no parallel ar all in this Hebrew lament. For example,
one would expect to find the motif of the “evil storm” (which makes
up all of the fifth song and part of the sixth song of 1Ur, and occurs
in ITUr 10) somewhere in the biblical lamentation if there were any
real literary dependency.

Any atternpt to postulate Sumerian influence upon the Hebrew
poets must deal with the problem of how the Hebrew poets of the
mid-sixth century had knowledge of this particular Sumerian literary
genre of the eatly second millenium. There is clear evidence that a
part of the scribal and learned tradition in the post Sumerian period
in Mesopotamia included knowing the Sumerian language and
litetaty works; and even in the West, a part of the (syllabic) cuneiform
scribe’s Jearned tradition involved some elementary knowledge of
Sumerian 1). Furthermore, Akkadian versions of Sumerian literary
works wete known in the West. A large quantity of Babylonian
literary fragments, including fragments of the Gilgamesh epic, were
found at the Hittite capital of Boghazkhoy; and fragments of Sumeto-
Babylonian epics have been found at Ras Shamra 2), Moreover, several

“Ur like a single reed malkes no resistance (7)7, and ii 6, “he has broken down his
hooth like that of a garden . . .” (R5V).

1) See KRrRamER, “Sumerian Literature”, p, 253; ideav, “*Bumcrian Literature,
A General Survey”, 186; and D. J. Wiseman, “Some Aspects of Babylonian
Influence at Alalah™, $wia XXXIX (1962), 180-187.

% See Hans G, Gitrernock, “Hittite Mytholagy™, in Mythologier af the Angient



208 TH. F. McDANIEL

fragments of Babylonian literary texts have turned up at Megiddo and
Amarna 1), According to W. G, LAMBERT, these literary works and
traditions moved westward during the Amarna period (14th century)
when Babylonian cuneiform was the international language from
Egypt to the Persian Gulf %). But there is no evidence that these
literary works sutvived in Syria-Palestine. One has to assume with
KrAMER that, “Sumerian influence penetrated the Bible through
Canaanite, Hurrian, Hittite, and Akkadian literature”, and with
LamBeRT (who writes with particular reference to the Genesis paral-
lels) that the traditions “reached the Hebrews in oral form™ 9).

To date there is no evidence of a literary genre of “lamentations
over destroyed cities” in any of the above literatures, though according
to A. Leo OppENHEIM this genre of the Sumerian literary tradition is
reflected in the fourth tablet of the Era Epic which includes a long
lament over the destruction of Babylon ). Nor is there any evidence
that this particular literary tradition moved westward, which is not
surprising since there is no special reason to assume that a lamentation
over the destruction of a city would have wide populat appeal. Thus
without any evidence that the Sumerian literary works survived in
Syria-Palestine, or that this particular lamentation genre was known

World, ed. 5. N, Kramer (New York, 1961), pp. 154-155, 178; and for a recent
discussion on Mesopotamian literary works in Syria-Palestine, with references,
see W, G, LamgerT, “A New Look at the Babylonian Background of Genesis®,
JTS NS XVI (1965), 287-300. Sce also M, Jean Noucarror, “L’influence baby-
lonienne 4 Ugarit, d'aprés les Textes en cunéiformes classique™, Syria XX XIX
(1962), 28-35.

1) See W. G. LAMBERT, ap, cif., 299,

N Op. ris., 299-300.

%) Kramer, **“Sumerian Literature, a General Survey”, 190; and W. G. LamsEerT,
ep. ¢it., 300,

4) Ancient Mesopotamia (Chicago, 1964), p. 267. For the Era Epic itself, see
F. Géssman, Dar Era-Epes (Wiirtzburg, 1956), and reviews of this work by
W. G, LauserT in .Af0 XVIII (1958), 395-401; and B. Kienast in Z.4 LIV
(1961), 244-249, LamperT suggests that the historical background of this epic
is in the Sutd raids and civil war during the reign of Adad-apal-idinna (1067-1046)
and that it was composed at the order of Nabii-apal-iddina (c. 880-850) to chronicle
the fall and rise of Akkad. See also Erica Remer, “Plague Amulets and House
Blessings”, JIVES XI1X (1960), 148-155, for a discussion on the use of parts of the
Era Epic on amulets to preserve one from the plague. For an English translation
of portions of the text, see KraMer in Mytbologies of the Ancient World, ed, S, N.
Kramer (MNew York, 1961), pp. 127-135. In terms of literary form, style and
motifs, there is lictle, if any, resemblance between Tablet IV of the Era Epic
and the Sumerian lamentations; there is no resemblance to the Hebrew Lamen-
tations. The only apparent parallel is that the three works are concerned with
the destruction of a city and references are made to wailing and crying.
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in the West, it is highly improbable that one can reconstruct a reason-
able chain of literary transmission. Even if this lamentation genre
had been known during the Ammarna period, there is no rcason to
assume that the tradition was kept alive. Residents of Syria-Palestine
wete more apt to rejoice than lament over the destruction of Mesopo-
tamian ciries. Tf the Hebrew poets of the sixth century had knowledge
of this Sumetian lamentation tradition, it is difficult to see how they
could have learned of it in Palestine.

On the other hand it is difficult to agree with GADD that the Hebrews
leatried and adopted this literary genre during the exile ¥), since there
is no evidence that the Israelites were in a mood, so shortly after the
fall of Jerusalem, to adupt a forcign form to express the loss of
national treasures in lieu of their own tich local literary traditions #).

Since the suggested parallel motifs discussed above have at best
only general—and quite natural—similarirics, and in light of the
difficulties enconntered in accounting for the transmission of this
literary genre down ro mid-sixth century Palestine, it seems best to
abardon any claim of literary dependence ot influence of the Sumerian
lamentations on the biblical Lameatations. At most the indebtecness
would be the idea of a lamentaticn over a beloved city. But since
there is such a natutal cotrollaty to individual and collective lamen-
tations or funeral laments, indebtedness may propetly be discarded.

1) “The Second Lamentation for Ur”, p. 61.

%) For a full discussion of Northwest Semitic lexical and ryntactical elements
in Lamentations, see the writer's “'Fhilological Studies in TLamentations®,
Biblira XLIX (1968).
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THE CONSONANTAL FORCE OF HE IN
'THE TETRAGRAMMATON"

Dr. Thomas F. McDaniel

Over twenty-five years ago, W. F. Albright stated in his review of
Cyrus Gordon’s Ugaritic Grammar, “thorough knowledge of Ugaritic
grammar, vocabulary and style is an absolute prerequisite for compar-
ative research on the part of biblical scholars. Moreover, the signific-
ance of Ugaritic for historical Hebrew grammar, on which will increas-
ingly rest our reconstruction of the literary history of Israel, cannot
be overestimated.”! The wvalidity of this observation by Albright - is
confirmed by Cyrus Gordon in his latest revision of the [/ garitic Gram-
mar (now entitled, Ugaritic Textbook) where he states without res-
ervation, *Upgaritic has already reveolutionized the study of the Old

Testament.”? The linguistic significance of Ugaritic is noted by Gordon

in the following manner: “As the evidence now stands the most impor-
tant change in the status of Semitics since Brockelmann's Grundriss
is the addition of Ugaritic to the repertoire of the Semitic languages.
This will sooner or later necessitate the revision of nearly every section
of the Grundriss.”t I[f Gordon had elaborated on other revisions which
Ugaritic will necessitate, no doubt, he would have included historical
Hebrew gramnian in full agreement with Albright.

Several studies have appeared in recent years dealing with Hebrew
and Northwest Sernitic (Ugaritic) language and linguistics, including
William Moran's “The Hebrew Language in its Northwest Semitic

Background,™® and Mitchell Dahood’s Ugeritic-Hebrew Philology. and
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“Hebrew-Ugaritic Lexicography.”® The insights derived from such com-
parative Northwest Semitic studies have already yielded excellent
results in solving some of the enigmas in Biblical Hebrew. So much
so, that Northwest Semitic philology has become one of the necessary
tools for contemporary Hebrew grammarians,

Such comparative studies do not generally assist the scholar by
offering conspicious parallels; rather it is in the careful analysis of
grammatical and/or syntactic details that benefit is usually derived,
With this in mind, the writer’s purpose in this study is not to deal
with Ugaritic and historical Hebrew grammar in general, but to assem-
ble the Ugaritic and Hebrew evidence indicative of one particular
phonetic phenomenon, the gquiescence and/or elision of the postvocalic
he, After presenting and evaluating the evidence of this phenomenon
in Ugaritic as well as Hebrew, the significance of this material for a
current problem in Japanese biblical scholarship will be presented,
namely, the problem of how to represent the tetragrammaton YHWH

in Japanese syllabic orthography (.~ %7 = or ¥*—7 = or the like).

I
INTERVOCALIC ELISION OF HE IN HEBREW

Before surveying the new evidence for the postvocalic quiescence and
elision of he, it may prove beneficial to review the evidence for the
intervocalic elision of he, and loss of he by assimilation. This material
is presented with varying degrees of detail in the Hebrew grammars
of Wilhelm Gesenius,” G. Bergstrasser,® and Hans Bauer and Paul
Leander.? Utilizing these studies, some six types of elision, or conditions
under which intervocalic ke is lost, can be summarized as follows.

(A) Syncope of the definite article following a preposition. In ele-
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mentary descriptive grammars this phenomenon is described as the
weak ke of the article surrendering its vowel to the preposition and
then disappearing, i. e. an original */hg@'am became l&'am, ‘to the
people.’!® Such an explanation, or even that in Gesenius’ grammar that
this elision takes place when the ‘vowel is thrown back to the place of
a preceding §%wd mobile,’!! is inadequate in light of the forward move-
ment of the spoken language wherein it would not be possible to ‘throw
back' a vowel to an already uttered syllable. The explanation of Bauer
and Leander seems more reasonable, namely that the elision of the he
of the article came before the reduction of the original short vowel of
the preposition to d*wd (e.g. before *la became [*).12 Thus MT ld'am
would go back to an original *laha''am, which with loss of intervocalic
he would become *la"'@gm> l@'gm. The long @ vowel is due to comp-
ensatory lengthening since the ayim cannot take the dagesh of gemi-
nation. Otherwise there would be no compensatory lengthening of the
initial @ vowel since gemination of the first radical of the noun pro-

duces a closed, unaccented syllable.

(B) Elision of the he of the Niphal and Hiphil infinitive after a
preposition, This elision of ke is much like the above syncope of the
article. However, examples of such an elision in the Niphal infinitive
are problematic, for while Bauer and Leander cite seven examples,
Bergstrasser makes no reference to such examples in his discussion of
the Niphal infinitive, and Gesenius-Kautzsch prefer to read them
according to the Kethib, as Qal infinitives,13 But if the Qere is correct,
pne does have a Niphal infinitive plus preposition with he elided, as
bikkd@d‘li (Ez. 26:15) for an original *b*hikkdd‘ld <*bahikk @3l6. The
elision of the ke of the Hiphil infinitive after the preposition is frequent,

but not normative.l* Alongside such wusual forms as [fhaedmid and
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I*hasmi‘a are the elided forms ledmid and la¥mi'a, which obviously go
back to *lghaimid and *lahaimi'a.

(C) Loss of the preformative ke of the Hiphil imperfect and part-
iciple. As noted immediately above, the ke of the Hiphil infinitive is
sometimes elided after a preposition, but in the Hiphil imperfect and
participle it is regularly elided.’ Thus the paradigm form yagfil is
derived from a proto-semitic *yahagatil, with the elision of the intervo-
calic he and the loss of the short a vowel of ga between the primary
and secondary accents (}fﬁqutii'). Similarily, the participle magqtil goes
back to a proto-semitic mahaqgatil, with loss of intervocalic ke and
reduction of the vowel between primary and secondary accents.1s

(D) Elision of the ke in the third person pronominal suffixes. For
clarity, this category may be sub-divided into the following five types:
elision after a short @ vowel; after a short i vowel;, after a long i
vowel; after a long & vowel ; and elision after the diphthong ay.7

(1) Examples of elision after short ¢ include the 3 m. s. suffix,
as in MT rRa& (‘his breath') from *rubahiz, due to loss of the inter-
vocalic ke and contraction of the diphthong a# to #. So also 1§ (‘to him'"},
from *lahit> *lai>19. An example with the 3 f, s, is in MT hald (‘her
wall™) from *haylea <*haylahd, i.e., with loss of intervocalic he, coal-
escence of e@ into @, along with contraction of the diphthong ay to 2.
The he of MT kglak is only a vowel letter, not the he of the ariginal
feminine suffix-Ad. But when there is a mappiq in the he, one has to
assume with Bergstrasser that the 3 f, s. suffix is k4, not ha, with the ha
losing its final short vowel, whereby the final ke would be consonantal
and take the mappiq.® So also lah (‘t) her”), from *laha> lag> 13>14.
Examples of the 3 m. pl. are MT l@m3% (‘to them’) from an original

*lahumu, and MT b2t@m(*their house’) from an original *baytahumu,19
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(2) Examples of elision after short i vowel are with the 3 m. pl..
suffix attached to ?erﬁs, which appears only as m in Biblical Hebrew,
although it goes back to an original *~hwmi. The final short /i of ~humi
was dropped, and after short 7, *-fhum developed into -gm, as ih MT
ett'ngm (‘1 will give them') from an original *'antinthumu.2® Quite
similar is the development of MT yo'kelamo from *yo'kilihumo (‘he
will eat them”).

(3) The he of the third masculine suffixes is elided after a long
i.\’l}W&].“ Examples are MT ‘'@biw (‘his father'), from *'abithu; MT
pimH (‘his mouth’), from *pikwmo; and MT y*da'tim ('l knew them’)
from *yada'tihumu.

(4) The he of the third person plural suffixes is elided after a long
@t vowel, as in the MT 'kdiftm (‘they ate them") from ¥ akalithumu
and MT yahargun (‘they killed them') from *yahrugithinna.?

(5) The ke of the third masculine suffixes is elided after the diph-
thong ay as in MT ban@yw (‘his sons'), from *banayhit, and MT
‘@lémd (‘upon them"), from *‘alayhumo. Cross and Feedman are no
doubt correct in maintaining that MT -ayw (as in band@yw) is a mix-
ture of two forms, répresenting (1) the northern Israelite pronunci-
ation in the orthography (bnyw=~>banéw), where with the early contr-
action of the diphthong *-ayhi& >@hi«> 8w, and (2) the southern
Judahite pronunciation in the vocalization (bnyw =banaw), where there
was no contraction of diphthongs (hence *-ayha> *-ayit>-aw).*

The retention of the ke in the following suffixed forms is only a
graphic representation of diphthongs that otherwise would be lost in
the strictly consonantal orthography : -2hf# (*-ew), -eha (*-ea), -iha
(*-ig), and -Rha (*-@a).2* This being the case, the force of the he

in these suffixes is more that of malres lectionis for the a or u vowel
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of the diphthong, rather than full consonantal force as attributed to it
in the Masoretic tradition. Although in the vocalization the he had
quiesced, it was retained in the orthography to represent the diphthong
that developed after its gquiescence.

(E) Related to the complete elision of the ke in the third person
suffixes is the assimilation of the he of the 3 m. s. verbal suffix, e. g.,
as in g*tglattsi, a variant form of g*telathd (‘she killed him'), and
similar variants for the first and second person perfect verbs with
3 m. s, suffix: g*talighi/q‘taltd and q'taltihii/g*taitiw. These variants
may well be examples of a literary form (with he represented in the
orthography) and a colloquial form (spelled phonetically without ke).
The loss of the he of the suffix when attached to verbs with the ener-

gic ending should alse be noted, for example —enh#i may become -enmmii.®

(F) Quiescence of the ke in the trigrammaton YHW when used in
the formation of personal names. The theophoric element used as the
final element in Hebrew names appears as either -yahsi or -yd (-yh),
but as the initial element it appears as either Yd- or Y*h-, The theo-
phoric ¥§ element is generally assumed to go back to *yahki, which
became y&- through elision of intervocalic he and contraction of the
diphthong,26

The wariation between ¥Y*hJ- and Y §- is much like the variation in
the Hiphil forms y*hideh and yideh (‘he will praise’), y*hGsi'a and
yisi'a (‘'he will save'), or like the variant spellings for proper names:
Yehisep and. Ysép, Yehikal and Y ikal. Albright has convincingly
argued that the MT Y*hf- is only an artificial Masoretic spelling,
formed on the analogy of the contracted form Y 4-.27 Though vocalized -
by the Masoretes as Y*Ag-, it was still pronounced as Ya-.

The Masoretes took the spelling YHW, handed down to
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them, and tried to vocalize it. They were faced with the same
problem as in other cases of superfluous letters due to historical
spelling...... They found the spelling YHW with the prenunciation
Y4, There was only one way out of the difficulty...... to peint
the initial ydd with &ewd......At all events, their system forced
them to create an anomalous punctuation which presently became
a literary pronunciation....., 8

Consequently, it is reasonable to assume that the names Y HWSP and
YHWKL were actually pronounced as Y gsép and Y Rkal, with full
guiescence of the intervocalic he, though the ke was either retained as
historic spelling or later introduced as an archaizing feature. The same
would be true of the variant forms of the Hiphil imperfect given
above,*?

In concluding this summary on the elision of intervocalic he, the
following observations can be made. First, intervocalic ke was elided
in some of the most common and frequently recurring forms in Hebrew.
In" some cases it was obviously retained in the vocalization to differen-
tiate between otherwise indistinguishable forms: gfeldki (‘they killed
him') does not become g°fal#, which would be identical with the same
verb without a suffix. In some cases he was retained in the orthography
even though it had been lost in the pronunciation. Variant spellings
of the same noun or verb in MT offer undisputable evidence for this,
and it is reasonable to assume that behind the wvocalization of other
words in the Masoretic tradition there are additional examples of

simple historic spelling, wherein the ke has no real consonantal force.



I
POSTVOCALIC ELISION OF HE IN UGARITIC

AND HEBREW

The Hebrew reference grammars used above, because of the limited
comparative material available for Northwest Semitics, do not deal with
the postvocalic elision or quiescence of he. One reads in Gesenius-Kau-
tzech the simple statement, “the he is stronger and firmer than the
aleph, and never loses its consonantal sound (i.e. gwiesces) in the
middle of a word except in the case noted helow.”3 Thule exceptions
that follow therein are the syncope of the article after prepositions
(above I-A) and the syncope of he in the third person suffixes (above
[-1)), plus the guiescence in the names '°§4'2] and p°ddsidr and the
artificially divided y*péh-pivyah.

At best there are only two examples of the postvocalic elision of he
cited in these grammars:

(a) The shift from final he (with mappiq) to final he with raphe.3t
Examples include lah> Id (‘to her”) from *laka, and yah> yd (as in
hal*-13-yah ‘hallelujah’, but yirm°yd ‘Jeremiah’) from ¥*yahii. These
examples are problematic in that one must assume final short vowels
for vakw and the 3 f. s. suffix, although they are usually long.3
(Final short vowels were lost in Hebrew, but not final long vowels.)33
He with mappiq would suggest the lost of final @ short vowel, and the
variant forms of ke with rapké would suggest further elision of the
postvocalic he; whereas if the final vowel were long there would be an
intervocalic elision of ke, with the resulting long vowel being indicated

by a vowel letter,M

(b) The elision of the postvocalic he in the Iiphil of the verb
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halak, wherein MT hélik was derived from *haklik. This is frequently
described as a dissimilation of hah- to h%-, analogous to the develop-
ment of ‘a'-, as in *'a'kul which became 'dkal ('l will eat™) because
of the elision of the second aleph, compensatory lengthening of the a
vowel, then the shift of long @ to long o, followed by the dissimilation
of the thematic vowel from # to a.3% The Hiphil hdlik is assumed to
have then developed on the analogv of the pe-yodhk, pe-waw verbs,36
The variant forms of the Qal imperfect of halak (vélék and yah*lok)
may reflect in their consonantal spelling (a) the colloguial phonetic
spelling of *yahluk, which with elision of the post vocalic ke became
ylk (=MT yelek, the Masoretes having vocalized on analogy of pe-yodh

verbs), and (b) a literary spelling found in poetry and later books
where the archaic *yahluk was retained as yhik (=MT yah®lok).3

It is now known that the quiescence or elision of the postvocalic he
is not limited to just these few examples. Numerous examples have

been noted in Ugaritic, and the evidence of this development in Ugaritic
has led to the recognition of other examples in Biblical Hebrew.?® To
the two kinds of examples listed above it is now possible to add the
following examples from either Ugaritic or from Hebrew, as proven by
Upgaritic cognates.

(1) First it should be noted that in the ygtl (=imperfect) of the
(G-stem (Qal) and Gt-stem (reflexive stem of G, equals Arabic VIII)
of Ugaritic kik, ‘walk’ the he is absent, so that, in Gordon's words,
“in these forms.... the verb is to all intents and purposes treated like
pe-yodh.”3 But in the causative stem (Ugaritic-éﬁpé!, for Hebrew
Hiphil) the he is retained. (Compare the forms ylk, ‘goes’, itlk, 'l
was going,' but afhlk, ‘1 shall cause to flow.”)

... More than mere analogy to pe-yodh, these variations are similar to
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what happens in some pe-aleph verbs,4? That is to say, the weak nature

of ke in halak, ‘walk' appears to he the same as weak aleph in 'azal,

] H

go," where the aleph is elided in the imperfect (reading fez®li, ‘she
will go,” for the expected fe'z*li). Therefore, Hebrew and Ugaritic yik

is to kik what yzl is to ’zl: the weak postvocalic consonants have been
lost.

(2) Usually in Ugaritic the ke is retained in the orthography of
the ygtl of pe-he verbs, but with the root kim, ‘to strike,” the yqtl
appears as yim, ‘he strikes,” although the imperative retains the he as
in him ‘strike!""" This appearance of the he in the imperative but not
in the ygil is analogous to those pe-aleph verbs where there are similar
forms. For example, 'ehab, ‘I will love' (<*'e'*hab), where the aleph of
the root has heen lost, but in the imperative it appears, '“hab, ‘love!'ss

The Ugaritic forms ylk instead of yhik and ylm instead of yhim
suggest that although the weak postvocalic ke was not regularly elided
in verb forms, like the weak postvocalic aleph, it was at least irregu-
larly elided in the orthography. And permitting the very real possibility
of historical spelling, both weak postvocalic he and aleph may have

quiesced with greater regularity in the pronunciation than indicated

in the written text,

(3) The enigmatic spelling of MT battim, ‘houses’ (with dagesk
in the few after the long @ vowel) finds its explanation in the plural
of this noun in Ugaritic: bhim (vocalized as baktim-). In both Hebrew
and Ugaritic the plural is built on a different stem than the singular;
the singular being *bayf>b2! (with the contraction of the diphthong)
while the plural is bk (or possibly bwt).'® In Ugaritic the postvocalic ke .
was retained in the orthography and the pronunciation; but .in Hebrew

this ke was elided——but only after the process of spirantization
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had ceased. Consequently, in Hebrew *baktim became balim, with the
dagesh lene retained to indicate the original stop of the faw when the
ke of *bak- had full consonantal force. It is clear, then, that the dagesh
in the taw. of dtm is not dagesk forte(=>bttm), but dagesh lene( = batim) .
Just as the lack of spirantization in MT malk2 (& after the closed
syllable mal- would naturally have the dagesh forte) reflects the pres-
ence of the original @ vowel (*malak3), so the presence of the dagesh
leie in taw of bim reflects the lost he between the b and {. |
(4) The word bdmah, ‘high place,’ goes back to the root bhm

and is related to the word behemah, ‘beast.” This identification was
convincingly argued by Albright and Iwry and was suggested to them
in part by the fact that in the Qumran text 1Qls? the word bdmah
appears three times as bwmh (bmah)."* The waw in the Qumran spell-
ing suggests an original *bahmah, which, with lost of postvocalic he,
compensatory lengthening, and the shift of long @ to long 0, hecame
bmah. In Albright's own words:

The original form of the word was certainly *bahamatu,

whence bdmatk....In any event the initial accented vowel

(in proto-Hebrew) was long, so the spelling with § is correct,

while the spelling with 4 perhaps reflects the fact that he was

preserved until a time after the bulk of proto-Hebrew words

had already shifted accented & to #.... After collecting a

large number of cases in Hebrew, Ugaritic, Aramaic, Acca-

dian and Arabic, in which an anomalous d or #, without

recognized phonological explanation, go back to ach or wh,

where he quiesced in the preceding short vowel, it becomes

obvious that bdmah-bimak should go back to *bahmalw; the

uncertainty of the quality of the vowel may be due to dialectal
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phenomena, ah being preserved in some places until alter the

principle that an accented & became & had cease to operate.’

Albright goes on to note that those words which still preserve the
he of the stem have usually developed different meanings. He illus-
trates by noting that beh@mah, ‘beast’ goes back to an original sense of
“back” or “torso” of an animal, ddmah. And parallel to this loss of he
in Hebrew is the same development in Ugaritic where both words are

found, bmif, ‘back,’ without the he, and bhmt, ‘cattle,” with the he.'’

(5) Hebrew 'ohel, ‘tent’ indicates in its vocalization a similar de-
veinpment. It is clear from the Ugaritic ahl, ‘tent’ and Akkadian dlu,
‘tent’ that this noun is a gat! noun(like *malkw, ‘king') and not a quil
form (like ’okel <*'uklu, 'food") nor a gqatil form (like 'okel<*'akil,
‘eating’).!’ Yet it is vocalized with long ¢ and not @. This comparative
evidence makes it clear that the word developed as follows: *'ahlu’>
*'glu>"0l, due to quiescence of the he with the preceding homogeneous
a vowel, with compensatory lengthening of @ to &, followed by the
shift of @ to @, and loss of case ending #. The ke of 'hl was retained
only as historical spelling. The Masoretes, however, treated the noun
as a typical segolate and vocalized 'ohl (with quiescent he) as "ohel,

(6) Whereas in 'okel the quiescent postvocalic he is retained as
historical spelling, there are other examples in Hebrew where the
quiescent postvocalic he is completely elided in both pronunciation and
orthography. Such an example is g3, ‘voice,” Albright's concise state-
ment on the origin of this noun is as follows:

Hehrew g#l, “voice” cannot go back to *gawlu, *qaulu,
as formerly thought, since it is written @L, not QWL, in
the Siloam inscription (diphthongs were left uncontracted

in the speech of Israel) and appears as gdld in Aramaic,
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the true explanation is certainly that g&l goes back to
*gahlu, “call,” from the stem QHL, “to call, assemble”,
cognate with Arabic qalg, “to speak”.*®

Thus, *qahklu became gol, through elision/quiescence of he to the
preceding homogeneous a vowel, compensatory lengthening of the a
vowel, shift of @ to 0, plus loss of the case ending. MT qw! (g80) is
scriptio pleme, while the Siloam inscription’s gl (qol) is scriptio
defectiva,

(7) An Ugaritic example where postvocalic he is likewise tom-
pletely elided is gr, ‘top’ which is from the root zkr, cognate to Arabic
gahrun and Hebrew ghr (sohar, ‘noon’).*

(8) Compared to the eéxample listed above in (4 ) where the mean-
ing of the word varies with the présence or absence of the he, there
are two Ugaritic words written with or without the he, but either way
having the same meaning. These are listed by Gordon and Dahood;
and meed only be noted here: dhrt and drf, ‘vision’ and bkt and bf,
‘hail, welcome,'®®

(9) The final point to be reviewed in reference to the postvocalic
elision of ke in Ugaritic and Hebrew is that of the so-called he-locale: In
Ugaritic this ke (unaccented -ah) is regularly indicated in the ortho-
graphy as h, indicating——since vowel letters were not employed in Uga-
ritice——that the Hhe-locale was originally consonantal.” However, in
Hebrew the he-locale is regularly expressed by -d (i.e. -ah, without the
mappiq in the he, indicating that the he is only a vowel letter with no
consonantal force). Hebrew grammarians have until now assumed that
the Hebrew he-locale was the original short @ vowel of the accusative
case ending, retained in Hebrew as a kind of adverbial accusative.” But

the Ugaritic evidence now indicates that this traditional explanation is
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incorrect. To the contrary, Hebrew he-Tocale goes back to an original
suffixed -gh where the he was originally consonantal. But in Hebrew
this postvocalic he lost its consonantal walue and quiesced with the
preceding homogeneous a vowel, producing long @. In turn this long @
vowel was represented through the use of he as a vowel letter (i. e.,
~gh=d).

Even in Ugaritic this weakening of the ke in he-locale may be reflec-
ted in those cases where “heavenward” is written simply as fmm and
“ig the elbow™ is spelled ami.®

Other examples of the elision of postvocalic ke will certainly turn up
-1 both Hebrew and Ugaritic. One wishes that Albright had published
his list (mentioned above, TI-4) of Aramaic, Arabic and Akkadian
examples. In Hebrew there are no doubt many examples hidden behind
the Masoretic vocalization, just as the guiescent aleph is hidden in the
MT B¢'-er, which is artificially pointed for 52’y from an original *»'r.*

Recognition of quiescent postvocalic he in Hebrew permits another
possible explanation for the origin of the variant y# (vw) for yahd
(yhw). The usual explanation is that wghd became y3% through the
elision of intervocalic ke, followed by contraction of the diphthong.™
This involves a rather long chain of development : *yahw>*yahuw>
yah?>*ya®?>yh. Actually, y# may reflect a different (dialectical)
development wherein *yahw>*yaw>y5, through elision of postvocalic
ke and contraction of the diphthong.

" This same explanation could also apply to the -yw of s§mryw ($emar-
yaw) of the Samaria ostraca.® However, it cannot be applied to yw,
a divine name in Ugaritic. B. W. Anderson, in his article in the
Interpreter's Bible Dictionary, is incorrect in reading Ugaritic yw as

98, since Ugaritic does not employ vowel letters.’" In Ugaritic the
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waw must be consonantal, If the Ugaritic yw is related to Yahweh and
Jor the imperfect (ygil) of the root hwy, ‘to be,’ it can only be derived
from the G-stem (Qal) jussive or the D-stem (Piel) jussive; i.e. either
*yahwi > yawi (with postvacalic elision of ke) or *yahawwi> yawwi (with
intervocalic elision of ke). Since, as argued below, the pronunciation
of YHW as ’'Iaf points back to a Hebrew Prel jussive (*yahaw>>yahd),
Ugaritic yw is probably a similar D-stem jussive possibly with the
force of a causative.®®

But even without these conjectural points there is sufficient undis-
putable evidence that not only was intervocalic ke elided, but that post-
vocalic ke in both Hebrew and Ugaritic was weak to the point where
it frequently was quiescent, especially following the homogeneous a
vowel. With this evidence on hand, it is now possible to consider the

probable consonantal force of ke in the tetragrammaton.

The Consonant He in YHWH

The final he of YHWH is a vowel letter with no consonantal force.
This is clear from the Masoretic tradition which did not point the he
with mappig. In early Hebrew orthography he was used to represent o,
7, and @.% The attempts by some scholars to vocalize YHWH with a
final @ or @ vowel have not met with wide acceptance, although there
is some evidence from the early fathers that the divine name was
pronounced as 'Ta®, 'Tao, and ¥Yahd.® G. ]J. Thierry has convincingly
argued that these three pronunciations of the divine name point to

the triprammaton, YHW (used in personal names), not to the tetrag-
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rammaton, Y AWH." In the opinion of this writer, these three vocali-
zations of YW point back to the Piel jussive *yahaw which became
*yah? with contraction of the diphthong. The root hwy [ hyh regularly
has the Pzel causative; and if this derivation proves correct, yahd
would have the same force as the Hiphil jussive yahii, as argued by
Albright.®*

The vocalization of YHWH is reflected in those traditions which
give the pronunciation of the divine as 'Tabe, 'Iaoue or 'Iag."* Albright
gives the most satisfactory derivation of YAWH by identifying it with
the Hiphil imperfect, *yahwiy>>yahw?.** Consequently, with agreement
from three converging lines of evidence (the Masoretic tradition, the
early fathers, and a contemporary scholarly derivation of the form) it
is quite certain that the final ke is only a vowel letter and should not
he represented in any phonetic transliteration wherein it would receive
consonantal value. In English it is possible to represent the ke (Yahweh=
yawe) for the h is homogeneous to the e vowel; but with Japanese
svllabic orthography, this is obviously not possible.

The first he of YHWH is consonantal. But the question is what
was the force of this consonant? It is well recognized that the Greek
"Tabe or 'Taoue are of no help since Greek has no way to represent
medial or final k. The Akkadian syllabic transliterations offer some
help, however, since in Akkadian transcriptions of Hebrew names the

he is sometimes reflected by the use of h, although in Akkadian itself

the he, hel, and "ayin had fallen together with aleph. Even though the
following names have nothing to do with Yahweh as once thought,®® they
do illustrate the weak force of postvocalic he in the imperfect of the root
hwy: (a) Ta-ak-wi and la-ah-wi-ilum; (b) Ta-wi-ilum, {a-wi-wm, and la-

wi-Dagan.*® The h in the spelling of the first two.indicates the etymol-
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ogical ke of the root hwy; but the spelling in the last three, without
the &, indicate that the he was weak. From this evidence it seems rea-
sonable to assume that despite the fact that Akkadian could represent
a strong consonantal ke by using h, the postvocalic ke of the imperfect
*vahwiy was of such a weak nature that it was not regularly nor unifor-
mily represented. Those forms without b may well be phonetic collo-

quial spellings, compared to the more formal spelling with A.

The Akkadian transcription of the names of Jonothan, Jehoahaz and
Azariah, for example, offers similar evidence for the weak nature of inter-
vocalic ke in the trigrammaton. Whereas Jonothan is written as Ya-a-hu-
w-na-tan-nw (with the he represented by hA), Azariah is transcribed as
Az-ri-ta-a-u(without any reflection of the he) and Jehoahaz appears as
Ta-u-ha-zi (likewise without any representation of the he, though h is
used for the £).*" The first example, which Albright takes as a pro—-
nunciation used on formal occasions,®® indicates that the he was present,
but the last two indicate that it was weak, otherwise it would have
been uniformily represented by k.

The material presented thus far in these three sections would permit
the following conclusions. Unlike the Arabic ka (which was distinctly
aspirated at the beginning and end of a syllable) the Hebrew he was
naturally weak and could lose completely its consonantal force in both
medial and final positions, both when intervocalic and postvocalic.®®
The weakness of the ke in the digrammaton YH (Yah and Y d) and in
the trigrammaton YHW (Yahi, Yohw/Y 5), coupled with all the other
evidence of the frequent quiesence of ke, would certainly suggest that
the he of the tetragrammaton YHWH did not have a very strong
consonantal force. To be sure, there is no evidence that it was quies-

cent, but it obviously was not emphasized—especially since it followed
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the homogeneous @ vowel with which it frequently coalesced.

These conclusions lead clearly to the [ollowing principle when trans-
literating or transcribing the tetragrammaton into Japanese syllabic
orthography, namely, every effort should be made to avoid emphasizing
in Japanese what was naturally weak in Hebrew. Application of this
principle would definitely favor transcribing Y HWH in Japanese as
—17 = (Y@—we) rather than . 7 = (YVa*wa). There is little real
difference between .. 7 - and ¥~ 7 = (Yahawe), for in popular
speech there is no noticeable difference between the anomalous .. and
the regular -~. The ~ is questionable enough, for even wien the pro-
nunciation is carefully guarded, this -~ gives the ke more consonantal
force than it had in the days of early Israel.

The usual pronunciation of ¥ . 7 = as Yaehawe actually reproduces
a vagatala form of the verb (like the Akkadian ipar(r)as or Ethiopic
yegatel), But it is highly doubtful that this verb form ever existed in
Hebrew, let alone that it could be related to YHWH. Since Hebrew
he was weak and should not be emphasized, it seems particularly
unwise to try to represent it in Japanese by an anomalous use of a
small -, which produces, even if unintentionally, a dubious verb form and
an over-emphasis of the he. Japanese has no natural way to reflect
weak consonants; indeed in Japanese orthography it is even difficult to
represent some very strong consonants. But since postvocalic ke and a
preceding homogeneous a vowel often coalesce into &, (the closed sylla-
ble yah of Yahweh, with a silent §°wd under the he, is only an artifi-
<ial modern reconstruction based on analogy to the Tiberian system

of vocalization), it might well be that YHWH is best pronounced as

Yd-w8. At least this is what Northwest Semitic phonology strongly

suggests. And since this should be the basis for any accurate translite-
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ration of the Hebrew consonantal text, it seems that +—r7 = is the
more preferable transcription of YHWH. To be sure the consonantal
he is not visually reflected, but it must be remembered that it wasn’t
usually represented in the contemporary Akkadian transcriptions, But
there is a phonetic representation of the ke by use of the bo(—), which
well indicates a kind of compensatory lengthening of the -ah to 4.

The choice between ¥—7 = and .. 7 = canﬁnt bz made on the
basis of which one sounds better or more forceful in Japanese. Such
arguments are entirely subjective, superficial and outside the realm of
sound scholarship on which such a decision has to be made., Translite-
ration, like translation, must be based on the best available evidence:
and the knowledge of Ugaritic and early Hebrew phonology offers fresh
evidence supporting the transcription of YHWH as 4+ —17 = _

NOTES

*¥The system for transliterating Hebrew words is generally the same as that

found in the Catholic Biblical Quarterly. The Ugaritic words are transliterated as

in Gordon's Ugaritic Textbook. The asterisk(s) indicates an original or later un-

attested form. The sign>> means “became” or “which developed into,” whereas

<means “which developed from.” Abbreviations are cited in notes 1-3, and 5-9,
1 In the fowrnal of Biblical Literature LX (1941), p. 438, (Cited hereafter
as JBL.) .

2 Ugaritic Textbook, Analecta Orientalia, 38 (Rome, 1965), p, 1. (Cited
hereafter as UT.)

3 Carl Brockelmann, Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der semili—
schem Sprachen, 2 vols, (Berlin, 1908-13). (Cited hereafter as Grundriss,
with references being to section divisiens.)

4. UT, p, 2,

5 In The Bible and the Ancient Near Easl, ed, G, Erncst Wnght (New
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York, 1961), pp. 32-53,

6 Biblica et Orientalia, 17 (Rome, 1965) (cited hereafter as UHP); and
Riblica, XLIV (1963), pp. EBQ-IHHH; XLV(1264), pp. 993412, XLVI (1965},
pp. 311-332.

7 A. E. Cowlev, Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar as Edited and Enlarged by
the late E. Kautzsch (Oxford, 19107, (Cited hereafter as KC, meaning
Gesenius-Kautzsch-Cowley.)

£ Hebrdgische Grammatik mit Benutzung der von E. Kaulzsch hearbeilen 28,
Auflage von Wilhelm Gesemius hebriischer Grammatik (Berlin, 1918 and 1929;
photographic reproduction in one volume, Hildesheim, 1962}, (Cited hereafter
as Berg: I [for 1. Teil: Einleitung, Shrift-und Lautichre] and Berg: IT [for
Il: Verbum]. References are to the section divisions.)

9 Historische Grammatik der hebrdischen Sprache des Alten Testamentes
(Halle, 1922; photographic reproduction, Hildesheim, 1966). (Cited hereaiter as
B-L, with references being to section divisions.)

10 E. g., A. B. Davidson, An Introductory Hebrew Grammar, revised by ].
E, McFadyen, 24th ed, (New ‘i"nrk, 1932), p. 51,

11 GKC, 23k and 35n,

12 B-L, 25w,

13 Cf, B-L, 35z; Berg: I, 16b; and GKC, 51L and 53qg,.

14 Cf, GKC, 53q; B-L, 25a’, 46]"; Berg: II, 19k.

15 Berg: I, 16b; Berg: II, 19k; B-L, 25¢'; GKC, 53q.

16" B-L, 46v and GKC, 53q.

17 B-L, 25L-v.

1B Berg: I 16f; see below, Section 11 (1),

The spirantization of the d*gadképat letters following the 2f. s suffix without
mappiq (see GEC, 91g) is a kind of double evidence of the weak nature
of final consenantal he, Compare the interchange of aleph and he in Is, 45:6,
kulla" for kullzh.

19 See B-L, 1447, 17j, 21i, 25r, and 29p° for the various phonetic developments
in these forms,

20 For this phonetic deve]upmeﬁt, see B-L, 25u,

<1 There are cases where the ke is not elided after long 7, see B-L, 25p,

22 The he of the 3 m. s suffix —kiz is not elided after verbal forms ending in
long % or #, e. g. g*taléhd does not reduce to *g¢*fald, for this would he to

lose the suffix completely in pronunciation and orthography,
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23 Frank M, Cross, Jr, and David Noel Freedman, Early Hebrew Orihopraphy:
M;f the Epigraphic Evidence, American Oriental Series, 36 (New

""%‘i’tn. . 68-89. The retention in MT of the 3 m. 5. sufflix with he

”“ﬁfi-ﬁﬁ] may aﬁterarjr form, whereas the more common -ayw (—aw or —éw)

" is a colloquial form. .

24 See Berg: I 16d; and B-L, ﬁa‘ﬁ_&mﬁarﬂ UT 5.23 and 6.17 for the assi-

. milation of ke to the energic sad in both Ugaritic and Hebrew,

‘45 See GKC 58k and paradigm C, p, 512; and Berg: I, 16d. It is also possible
that in the case of g*talathsi becoming q‘fu!&!taﬁ. instead of actual aseimilation
of the suffix, the he was fully elided, but in order to keep the original accent
structure there was an artificial gemindtion of the faw.

296 See B-L, 25¢’and Berg: I, 16e. For another explanation on the development
" of y6, see the end of Section Il and note 55.

27 “The Name Yahweh,” JBL XLIII (1524), pp. 370-378,

28 [Ibid., p. 374, Sze also Martin Noth, Die israclitischen Persomennamen im

Rahmen der gemeinsemilischen Namengebung (Stuttgart, 1928), pp. 101-106,
20 See GKC, 53q and B-L, 25(* and g,

@0 GKC, 23k, .
31 See GKC 23k, 58g, 91e, 103g.
32 See Berg: I, 161,
- 33 See B-L, 12n,
34 /See above, Section 1:D-1,
35 ‘Berg: 1, 15a, 16a. On the shift of & to o, see GKC, Sb, 9q and &8b,
86 Grundriss 1, Bok and 265k; GKC, TOx, For the more recent grammars, see
*+ ! Georg Beer and Rudolf Meyer, Hebriische Grammatik (Berlin, 1955), vol. II,
p. 52,
37 See above, Section 1 (E), and Albright's article, cited in note 27, for other
.examples of colloquial and literary spellings. Other examples are cited in Al-
U bright's “The Names ‘Israel’ and ‘Judah’,” FBL, XLVI (1927), pp. 151-185.
88 The major references for this evidence in Ugaritic are found in U7, 5.39
and HP, 5.39 and 11. 1.
@9 UT, 9.49. Gordon's suggestion given in the glossary (p. 3907 that the root
~ hlkis a blend of *!k anc *hk is problematic since there are other roots which
- elide the he but cannot be explained readily on the principle of 2 blend of
~  different roots, |
‘40 Berg: I, 15a and UT, 3.47.
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41 UT: Glossary #770 and 9.489.

42 Compare the same with waftdpez in I1 Sam, 29:9, but’¢poz in Ex, 4:4.

43 Compare Gordon, UT: Glossary #4163, Gordon's suggestion that the Hebrew
plural should be vocalized as bodtim (i, e,, with the contraction of the diph-
thong aw to &) is problematical since he fails to account for the retention of the
diphthong in Ugaritic where one would expect it to contract and therefore not
be represented in the orthography. |

44 See Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” Supplemenis lo Velus
Testamenium, Vol. 1V (Leiden, 1957), pp. 242-358,

45 Ibid., pp. 245 and 256.

46 Ibid,, p. 266 and UHP 5.39,

47 On these noun forms, see B-L, 61 (pp. 455-460 and 475},

48 “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” p. 2566, See below, note 54, the pho-
netic spelling of x*hi as mi.

48 UT, 5.39.

KO UT: Glossary, #735 and UHP 5.39,

1 UT, 11.1 and UHP 11.1

52 GKC, 90c=i; and Beer and Meyer, op. cif., 1, pp. 119-120, Note especially
Dahood’s criticism of this traditional view, UHP, 11.1.

53 UT, 111,

54 Berg: I, 15b; Albright, “Further Observations on the Name Yahweh and
its Modifications in Proper Names,” JEBL XLIV (1925), p.159, One such
possibility is MT #%hé 'wailing” which is simply written as mi in Ezek. 27:32.
The spelling #é is phonetic, while the more usual n*ki is historic spelling of
the word (which was pronounced mi but artificially pointed by the Masoretes
as M*hi),

55 Albright, ibid., pp. 158-159,

55 See Cross and Freedman, ap, eif,, p, 48 and H. Donner and W. Rallig,
Kanganiische und aramiische Imschriften, Vol. 11 (Wiesbaden, 1964), p. 183.

57 “Names of God,” Imterpreter's Bible Dictionary, Vol, 11 (New York, 1962),
pp. 407-417,

58 See below, Section [[I, paragraph 1. For the equation of Ugaritic YW to
Y HWH, Gordon is certainly correct when he states that the equation has
been dismissed too hastily (IFT: Glossary, #1084), Albright's desire to read yr
for yw (see From the Stome Age to Christianily, p, 2b3) 15 questioned by John
Gray who states, “Virolleaud's photograph seems clearly to read u, without



THE CONSONANTAL FORCE OF HE IN THE TETRAGRAMMATON 23

any possible corruption (La Déesse Anat, Pl. XI1II).* (See Gray, The God YW
in the Religion of Canaan,* Jowrnal of Near East Studies,” A1 119551, p.
979, n. 7.) The root hwy is attested in Ugaritic (UT: Glossary, ¥754a), and
the reading of Ugaritic yw as a Piel jussive causative would actually lend
support to Albright's argument in reading YHWH and YHW as Hiphil
imperfect and jussive, respectively. Compare the discussion of Gray in The
Legacy of Canasn: The Ras Shamra Texts and T heir Relevance to the Old
T estament, Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, V (Leiden, 1965), pp. 180-184,

59 Cross and Freedman, ep. cif., p. 5T; and on the Moabite YHWH, see p, 41,
and Albright, FBL XLIV (19256), p. 161.

g0 The evidence of the early fathers is summarily presented in the articles of
B. D. Eerdmans, “The Name Jahu,” and G. ]J. Thierry, “The Pronunciation
of the Tetragrammaton,” both in Oudfestamentische Studiin, VvV (1951), pp.
1-6 and 31-34, respectively.

g1 Op. cit., pp. 30-32.

62 On the Piel jussive, see GKC 75bb; and on the Piel-Hiphil causative, GKC
53c. Compare Albright, 7BL XLIII (1924), pp. 373-374; J BL XLIV (1925),
pp. 158-169; and JBL XLVI (1927), pp. 176. On YW=YHWUH, see above,
note 58,

3 See above, note 60,

64 See above,note 62. For a more recent statement, see From the Stone Age to
Christianity, Anchor Book, 2nd ed, (Garden City, 1957), pp. 259-260. Not
evervone finds this derivation as satisfactory as this writer; compare for ex-—
ample Hans Kosmala, “The Name of God (YHWH and HU")," Annual of the
Swedish Theological Institute, 11 (Leiden, 1963), pp. 105-106. But the
objection to Albright’s view on the basis of the lack of evidence for the Hi-
phil of the root kayah in Hebrew is really not a very strong one! The only
Hebrew available for any practical comparative purpose is Biblical Hebrew,

. i.lni:‘.'hnmf Sl I in &
but this has EI.".r -E.::EE..,EE[L fh;ﬂ]&lh-lhe E.nda of those wh-:-ﬂ regarded an:.;,lfurm of
yhwh as related to &wneffahle ngrne. No doubt originally there was a free
interchange of the various names of God, but once YHWH was recognized as
the holy mame, synonyms were naturally used to express the profane idea of
the verb wherever there was an audible similarity or graphic identity with the
ineffable name, Surrogates of the divine name (YHW, YH, YW) were able
to survive because there was no audi or -graphic, similarity to the divine
R T time \tfiizt?ﬁggf'é a5 goih &}ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁm % r‘%sﬂ':{:‘:
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profane vse of 2 letter combination reserved to express a surrogate of the

name of God; so also 16 was usually written fef zavin, instead of yodk wau.
Profane graphic similarity (ie., an isolated and independently standing Y H
or YW) of even the surrogates had to be avoided. When yw or yk formed
part of a word there was no strictly graphic or audible similarity, except when
used as the thenphun: tlf:ment in a personal name, but then they retiin their
“hely” quality. The shift of 'ayin-waw verbs te 'ayin-yvadh verbs and the
shift of the imperfect preformative Qal from ya- to yi— reroved any graphic
or audible similarity of yhyh to the tetragrammaton.

65 See Gray, “The God YW in the Religion of Canaan,” p. 270, and references
cited there.

‘66 See Gray, #bid., and Noth, op. cit., pp. 108-110.

87 See Albright, FBL, XLIV (1925%, p. 160; and DD, D, Lukenbill, “The
Pronunciation of the Name of the God of Israel,” American Journal of
Semitic Languages, XL (1924), p. 281,

68  Albright, ibid.

.69 For the possibility of Arabic influence upon the Tiberian vocalization, see

- Bleddyn ]. Roberts, The Old Testament Text and Versions (Cardiff, 1951),
pp. 59-63,
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A Critique of James Barr’s Critique
of Old Testament Philology

Thomas McDaniel

Because of the expanded interest in the philological
approach in recent years, Barr proposes in his most recent
work (Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old
Testament, Oxford, 1968) to provide the student with the
necessary critical equipment through a general survey of the
philological approach (pp. 8-9). But this purpose seems
secondary to Barr’s attack upon the philological method for
its (a) weakness on questions of semantics (p. 88), (b) taking
specialized meanings in one language as a generalized
meaning in another language (p. 165), (c) dismissal of
Massoretic vocalization (p. 218), (d) insisting that linguistic
misunderstanding rather than graphic error has produced an
unintelligible text (p. 194), () producing an overabundance
ofhomonyms (p. 125), and (f) assuming an excessive degree
of cognate community and overlap (p. 156).

Either way Barr seems to have failed in the fulfillment
of his purposes. The student who does not already have the
critical tools of the philological approach will not be able to
evaluate Barr’s arguments and presentation. He must un-
critically accept Barr’s very critical presentation. But this is
hardly an improvement over the present situation. On the
other hand, O. T. philologists will not be convinced of the
validity of Barr’s criticism because of Barr’s own poor
methodology and homework.

Barr’s subjectivity shows through on such statements as
those made on page 12 where Greek, Sanskrit, Gothic and
Lithuanian are paralleled with the cognate languages of the
Near East. More serious though is his failure to be specific,
as on pages 80, 82, 93, 102, 109, 128.



Poor homework is reflected in his footnotes on pages
15,237 and 251. On page 15 he notes that Reider does not
call upon the LXX to reinforce his arguments that KLM
means “speak” in Judges 18:7; but Barr himself adds what
he thinks to be the evidence of the LXX. Nevertheless, he
lists the use of an ancient version as a characteristic of
Reider’s methodology and then refutes his own use of the
LXX evidence through a footnote. The footnote on p. 237
does not save Barr’s argument that Qames had no previous
history of usage. Barr must show that the technical usage of
this word in Modern Hebrew is based on Low’s suggestion.
Otherwise his whole argument falls.

Another example of oversight is his failure to note the
one occurrence of the preposition min in Ugaritic in Text
1015.11. Its presence in Ugaritic has been general knowl-
edge since 1957.

Barr’s methodology in Chapter 7 is inadequate and mis-
leading. In this chapter he deals with the degree of coinci-
dence in the vocabulary of Semitic languages. His conten-
tion is that the degree of coincidence is very low and he
finds support for this through his analysis of Syriac verbs
beginning with b over against Hebrew verbs beginning with
b. He finds about 40% of the Syriac verbs have correspond-
ing cognates in Hebrew with similar meanings. But can
dictionaries and lexicons really be compared? Barr notes
elsewhere the inherent weakness of the lexicons that are
available (p. 115). These weaknesses caution one against too
great a dependence on lexical notations. Any adequate check
on cognate correspondence would have to be made on a
uniform body of literature that could be carefully controlled
in both languages. Furthermore, is it fair to impose the
larger Syriac lexicon upon the smaller lexicon of Biblical
Hebrew? Why not try Ugaritic words beginning with b and



see what correspondence there is with Biblical Hebrew
beginning with b. A quick survey shows that there are 55
Semitic roots in Ugaritic beginning with b, of which 39 are
found in Hebrew with similar meanings, plus three more
presumed to be found. Only 12 Ugaritic roots (about 20%)
are not found in the BDB lexicon. All of which proves noth-
ing except that comparing lexicons is no better than the
lexicons available, and a larger lexicon imposed upon a
smaller lexicon will yield obviously more roots in the larger
lexicon than the smaller.

Sometimes Barr omits significant information as on p.
101, where he fails to note that the preposition b means
“from” also in Amarna Canaanite, Phoenician and Akka-
dian, as well as Ugaritic and Ya‘udi. On page 160, one
would have expected Barr to indicate that the root L°K “to
send” occurs in Ugaritic, as well as the more remote Ethiop-
ic.

One area of seeming inconsistency is Barr’s treatment
of Jewish tradition. He argues strongly (pp. 195-203) for a
reliable tradition behind the Massoretic vocalization, but on
questions of meaning Barr finds tradition to be wholly
inadequate (cf. pp. 39, 42—-43, 56, 59, 60, 65, 209). He fails
to explain though how the vocalization could be so ac-
curately transmitted while the meaning of the words could
be so readily lost.

Barr’s work is certain to initiate a more rigorous dis-
cussion on O. T. research. But it cannot be used as a text-
book for would-be philologists nor a canon for philological
methods. Perhaps its greatest contribution is the negative
one of calling attention to the weaknesses of the philological
approach while at the same time demonstrating the weak-
ness of a traditional textual approach.



RESPONSE TO PROFESSOR PAUL VAN BUREN
Professor Thomas F. McDaniel!

Because Professor van Buren's paper was unavailable until just
before this meeting, I availed myself to a copy of his presentation before
the American Academy of Religion, in Chicago, 1975, expecting his
statement today to be an elaboration on Part Four of that paper read three
years ago which included the following statement:

The fourth area which I would single out as crucial for
demolition and reconstruction is the relationship between the
New Testament and the Old Testament, or as I am convinced
we must learn to call them, in conformity with the early
Christian community, the apostolic writings and the Scriptures.
My suggestions are simply these: that we must learn to put the
Scriptures first, and to learn to read critically the apostolic
writings in the light of Scriptures. Rather than using the
apostolic writings as a critical screen through which we sift the
Scriptures—and it can hardly be denied that this is the
Christian tradition, only beginning to be brought into question
in this century—we need to learn to return to the Scriptures as
the norm and critical screen through which we read the
apostolic writings.

In the paper presented at Chicago, Professor van Buren gave a much
needed shift away from the traditional question: “How do we as
Christians interpret the Old Testament?” But we did not hear anything
in today's statement about that radical step on how we are to screen the
apostolic writings of the New Testament through the Scriptures (Old
Testament). For this reason I am inclined to prefer the proposals of
Professor van Buren made in 1975, more than the suggestions presented
in this paper of 1978.

The apostolic writings are only the first word to the Gentiles about
God’s plan for their salvation; the apostolic writings are not the first
word from God about Gentiles or their salvation. While this fact is
alluded to in the text of Professor van Buren's paper, there is a need that
it be highlighted and clarified. Credit should go to the theologian who

" Thomas F. McDaniel, Professor of Theology, The Eastern
Baptist Theological Seminary, Philadelphia, PA.



penned Psalms 82 and expressed therein the reality of monotheism, but
in addition, in the closing prayer (82:8) recognized that the God of Israel
would become the Judge of all nations since the whole earth was His
inheritance. The theologian of Psalm 82 reversed the traditional
understanding that Yahweh’s relationship was established only with
Israel, since the nations were allocated by Yahweh only the elements in
the natural order for their worship (Deuteronomy 4:19; 32:8 LXX).
Other statements about God’s word to the Gentiles are found in the
theology of the anonymous prophet responsible for the book of Jonah.
Its internationalism, if not universalism,' recalls the affirmation of the
theologian who gave the promise ofhope in the covenant with Abraham:
“. .. 1in thee shall all the families of the earth be blessed (nibreku).”

If we are to interpret the apostolic writings in the context of history,
it must be recognized that history did not begin with the birth, death and
resurrection of Jesus. The history before the common era which includes
the history and text of the Scripture (O.T.) cannot be ignored. It seems
imperative to incorporate into the exegetical process ideas which
Professor van Buren has expressed in his papers of 1975 and 1978,
although he himself makes no cross references.

Professor van Buren stated that we are in no infallible position
which gives us the prerogative to improve upon or to correct the
apostolic writings. (In the context of this statement today we can
appreciate the response Professor van Buren made yesterday to
Professor's Sanders’ statement that “Paul was/is wrong!”’) Certainly we
cannot claim infallibility, but we must admit that we stand in a good
position to evaluate the apostolic writings since we have an authoritative
statement within the apostolic writings as to that which is normative: “all
scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for
correction, and for training in righteousness” (2 Timothy 3 :16) . If there
is one point in which there is general agreement in New Testament
scholarship, it is that “Scripture” in this text refers to the Tanakh, i.e.
“Scriptures” in Professor van Buren’s terminology. Torah and Tanakh
can be used as a screen through which we interpret the apostolic
writings, and if necessary to make corrections or offer reproof.

Although there is no merit in our blaming the apostolic writers for
the ill effects of their inner-Jewish polemics, we must not repeat the
process or the polemic. We must hold ourselves responsible for the
history we produce. This responsibility calls for an exegetical model
which does not preclude the use of a historical-critical methodology in
the interpretation of both the Scriptures and the apostolic writings.
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Professor van Buren correctly noted that there is a growing
consensus that Jesus’ ministry ranged within the framework of the
Pharisaic party. He called attention to the Semitic and Judaic context and
style of the apostolic writings. I strongly concur and would like to
reinforce that argument. Although there is no decisive evidence, I, have
a suspicion that John 14:6 may actually be an affirmation of a common
objective of Jesus with the Pharisaic community, more than a statement
about the exclusive uniqueness of the Christian position. “I am the way,
the truth and the life . . .” seemingly reflects a statement originally made
in Aramaic which has been translated into Greek, namely, >anad halaketa’
*emiinatd wehayyatd.” The statement would contain a play on the stem
halak “walk” and could reflect the idea, “I am the halakah, the true
(halakah) and the living (halakah); no one halak's to the Father but by
me (i.e. by my halakah of love).” The Pharisees were also concerned
about a halakah of love.’ The difference was not in terms of the objec-
tive but in the source of authority. Jesus seems to have parted company
with the Pharisees on the issue of oral tradition/law having more author-
ity than his own spoken word.

Although Professor van Buren raised the issue about the inadequacy
of translating loudaioi “the Jews,” he offered no alternatives. A better
translation, per se, may not be available; therefore I would suggest the
alternative of paraphrase by such terms as “compatriot,” “clergy” and
“religious opponents,” as the differing contexts necessitate. Then aliteral
translation misses the “deep meaning” of a term and at the same time
fuels the fires of antisemitism, then a paraphrase must replace translation
or transliteration.

This speaker was obviously disappointed with Professor van
Buren’s present disinterest in interpreting the apostolic writings in the
light of Scripture (O.T.). Following his prolegomena, the major focus of
the paper moved from the issue of “How do we interpret the apostolic
writings?” to “How do we understand the Jew, vis-a-vis Jesus of
Nazareth?” With reference to those answers reflected in the statements
of the various church councils and synods, which Professor van Buren
noted, the following question must be addressed (especially for those of
us who come from an ecclesiastical tradition which seeks to proselytize):
“In what way does the Jew need Jesus?” The solution concerning the
Jew, vis-a-vis Jesus, offered by the Synod of the Reformed Church of the
Netherlands in 1970 was that Jesus calls the Jew back to the covenant.
This is the role of the prophet, and Jesus was not the first prophet to call
the Israelites/Jews to repentance. Can we Christians honestly be
satisfied if Jews recognize Jesus as a nabi’, or will we continue to insist
that they affirm with us that he was divine, God incarmate or the Logos?
The intent o f'the Synod of the Reformed Church of the Netherlands was
not made fully clear in this brief reference.
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Such a statement calls for a more detailed discussion both in terms of
intent and content.

The new attitude reflected in current dialogue needs to be stated
with a bit more clarity so as to avoid a misunderstanding. In my initial
reading of Professor van Buren’s manuscript I read with surprise the
statement that the new dialogue between Jews and Christians is not
rooted in a new spirit of reconciliation, but is rooted essentially in the
fact of the Holocaust and the reality of the modern state of Israel. This
could be misunderstood, contrary to its intent, that this dialogue is only
a Christian final solution since the Jew has not converted and has not
been eliminated, i.e., we are forced to make room for the Jew in our
theology.  would be more comfortable with a statement which precluded
the possibility of such misunderstanding, and at the same time
recognized the degree to which the dialogue is rooted in reconciliation
and a spirit of theological growth from antisemitism to a consideration
of a salvific element in the vicarious suffering of the Jewish community.

Several issues which I raise in this second half of my response to
Professor van Buren's paper reflect my concern that we interpret the
apostolic writings in the context of history and that history before Jesus
be included, especially the text of Tanakh. Following up on Professor
van Buren’s ideas articulated in his paper in 1975, alluded to earlier, that
we “screen" the apostolic writings through the Scriptures, several ex-
amples can be given to illustrate the possibilities particularly as they
center on the issue of antisemitism and the seeds of the Holocaust.

In Peter's sermon in Acts 2:21 he quotes a passage from Joel 3:
30-32, “And it shall be that whoever calls upon the name o f the Lord
shall be saved.” It may well be that Peter was using the Septuagint text
and consequently interpreted kurios “lord, master,” as a reference to
Jesus as Lord. But if the apostolic witness were interpreted in light of the
Tanak, the prophet’s own words would have precluded this possibility,
for he stated, “all who call upon the name of Yahweh shall be delivered.”
Since current hermeneutical principles differ from those of Peter and
other apostolic writers, prohibiting the interchange of Jesus for Yahweh
via kurios, the question must be asked: “In the light of Torah/Tanakh
why is salvation denied to those who call upon the name of Yahweh (or
the surrogate Adonai) and why is salvation restricted to those who call
upon the name of Jesus?” The Scriptures can serve as a corrective
through the “screening process ” and the Scriptures could instruct the
Christian to affirm the integrity of the prophetic witness that all who call
on Yahweh will be saved. Therefore the ambiguity of the apostolic
tradition on the status of the Jews vis-a-vis Jesus stands to be clarified
by the prophetic witness.
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The other example, drawn from the biblical texts which have
contributed to the antisemitism which resulted in the Holocaust is
Matthew 27:25, “And all the people answered, ‘His blood be on us and
on our children.”” Perhaps these words, more than any other statement
in the N. T, have contributed to the continuing antisemitism in Christian
circles. But when these words of the people are screened through the
Scriptures (O.T.) they can be seen as being meaningless. One can screen
the mob’s statement through Deuteronomy 5:9b, “for I, Yahweh your
God, am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the father upon the
children to the third and fourth generation o fthose who hate me.” This
would appear to give some credibility to the words. But a complete
screening of words with the apostolic writings through the Scriptures
would require input from Ezekiel 18: 2, “What do you mean by
repeating this proverb concerning the land of Israel, ‘The fathers have
eaten sour grapes and the children's teeth are set on edge’? As I live says
the Lord God, this proverb shall no more be used in Israel.” If Ezekiel’s
repudiation of the old proverb was valid and if the principle he
articulated has any prophetic authority (i.e., “The soul that sins shall die”
18:20), the theology expressed by the mob, “his blood be on our chil-
dren,” was obviously meaningless. Yetin a survey in available commen-
taries on Matthew, only one commentator alluded to the text in Ezekiel
as a corrective to the Christian efforts to make those words of the crowd
come true.* Many of the older commentators justified continuing the
curse on the Jew solely on the basis of the text from Deuteronomy 5. But
the screening process fully implemented would validate Ezekiel’s
statement which negated the principle of retribution assumed by those
who called for Jesus’ death; and it would preclude any Christian
validation of the negated principle.

This raises another issue if we are to interpret the apostolic writing
in the context of history and have the Scriptures as a part of that history.
Serious consideration must be given to the various theologies in the
scriptures, and some value judgment must be made as to which theology
is to be normative. For example, in Exodus 15:3 the statement is made,
“Yahweh is °i§ milhamd (a man of war); and within the Scriptures there
is a pervasive “holy war” theology.” Yet over against this theology of the
divine warrior is the (minority) opinion reflecting a peace theology,
articulated, for example by the writer of Psalm 46, “He makes wars to
cease to the end of the earth, he breaks the bow and shatters the spear, he
burns the chariot with fire!” (46:9). When the apostolic writings are
“screened” through the Scriptures, which biblical theology is to be used
for correction, reproof and instruction. This raises the larger issues of
revelation and authority of the biblical texts.

It seems to me that as much as Christians need to move away from
the category of two “testaments” they need equally to move toward the
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recognition of two dimensions in the revelation within the Scriptures and
the Apostolic Writings;i.e. , there is a revelation about the nature of God
and there is a revelation about the nature of man. The “holy war”
theology which is a part of biblical tradition belongs to the category of
the revelation about the nature of man, not the category about the
revelation of the nature of God. Consequently when the Apostolic
Writings are interpreted in the light of Scriptures, and when both the
Scriptures and the Apostolic Writings are interpreted in the light of the
Holocaust some difficult hermeneutical and theological decisions have
to be made.

There are those who have successfully traced the thread of blood
and violence culminating in the Holocaust back to the Antisemitism of
the Church Fathers and the New Testament writers. But the seeds of
religious violence which served as paradigm for political violence did
not begin there. It seems to me that we can trace the antecedents of
Holocaust violence back to ecarlier elements within our tradition,
including our apocalyptic literature which envisioned one’s salvation
secured by the suffering and death of others, as well as the more ancient
“holy war” theology which envisioned God as °is milhamd, a man of
war, and fostered, for example, the idea that Saul could be stripped of his
royal power because he refused to obey an order for serem, the total
destruction of enemy life.

The institutions of violence—*“holy war, herem (whether historical
or only a Deuteronomic or Deuteronomistic framework), as well as
Holocaust in our generation—cannot be viewed as a revelation about
God or His will but only as a revelation about the human predicament.
Similarly, when we encounter words in the apostolic writings which feed
the sin of antisemitism, we need not invest these words as part of God’s
revelation about His will, but an integral part of the revelation about our
propensity as human beings to build ourselves up by tearing someone
else down.

Concluding this response I move to that concern of Professor van
Buren that the apostolic writings must be interpreted in the light of
history since the Christ event, a history which includes the Holocaust,
and appeal to the question of the morning session: “God Active in
History?” If there is any meaning to the Holocaust, and if there is any
activity of God in events of the Holocaust, the only thing I find it
possible to say is that God lived down the reputation of his being as °is
milhamad, “aman of war.” Atthat point the Holocaust and the cross share
a common point: God remained silent when death consumed His
children and His Son. There was no killing intervention explicitly on
their behalf. The appeal of the apostolic writers to God's salvific work in
the vicarious suffering of Jesus must be interpreted with full sensitivity
to the vicarious suffering of the Jews, who, in the words of the prophet
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concerning the suffering-servant Israel, have suffered because of us and
for us:
Behold my servant Israel. Surely they ( the Jews ) have borne
our griefs and carried our sorrows . . . . They were wounded for
our transgressions; they were bruised for our iniquities. Upon
them was chastisement made for us. By their stripes we healed

God may yet work in history if the apostolic writings are interpreted in
the light of the Scriptures, in the light of history, and in light of the
Holocaust.

Notes

"Harry M. Orlinsky, “Nationalism-Universalism and Internationalism in
Ancient Israel,” Translating and Understanding the Old Testament:
Essays in Honor of Herbert Gordon May, H. T. Frank and W. L. Reed,
editors. (Nashville and New York: Abingdon, 1970), 206-236.

* The Spanish exegete Johannes Maldonatus, S.J., (1534-1583) saw a
Hebraism behind the Greek of this text: See Raymond Brown, The
Gospel According to John, Vol. 2 (Anchor Bible 29A, Garden City:
Doubleday, 1970), 621.

3 Berakoth XI, 14b .

* James Morison, Matthew’s Memoirs of Jesus Christ: A Commentary
on the Gospel of Matthew, 3rd edition. (London: Hamilton, Adams and
Co., 1873).

> See the recent studies of P. D. Miller, The Divine Warrior in Early
Israel (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1973) and D.L. Chris-
tensen, Transformation of the War Oracle in Old Testament Prophecy
(Harvard Dissertations in Religion No. 3, Missoula, Mont.: Scholars
Press, 1975).
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A REVIEW
by
Thomas F. McDaniel '
of
HANS GOTTLIEB’S

A STUDY ON THE TEXT OF LAMENTATIONS

In this monograph Hans Gottlieb gives an account of and
evaluates the debate on the text of Lamentations since the
publication of Bertil Albrektson’s Studies in the Text and
Theology of the Book of Lamentations (Lund: Gleerup, 1963).
His primary purpose was to examine those passages where he
disagreed with Albrektson’s solutions of text-critical prob-
lems even though he agreed with Albrektson’s methodology
and conclusion that the MT is the superior text tradition. In
five sections which follow the chapter divisions of Lamenta-
tions (plus a four page excursus on “Past and Present in Lam.
3:52-66"), Gottlieb comments on 80 words or phrases from
72 of the 154 verses of Lamentations. Much of Gottlieb’s
study is a restatement of Albrektson’s review of textual vari-
ants reflected by the versions and the conclusions of other
commentators. Less than half of Gottlieb’s work is concerned
with the issues surrounding the integrity of the MT. Most of
his comments, which vary in length from two lines to two
pages, are directed to lexical and philological proposals ad-
vanced by Dahood, McDaniel, Gordis, and Hillers and fre-
quently appeal to the conclusions of Albrektson, Driver,

' This review was published in 1979 in the Journal of Biblical
Literature, Volume 98: 4 (1979), p. 598.

* Acta Jutlandica xlviii, Theology Series 12. Arhus: Aarhus
Universitet, 1978 (80 pages).



2 REVIEW

Rudolph and others to counter the interpretations of the
former.

Gottlieb does not view favorably the appeal of Dahood
and McDaniel to elements of Northwest Semitic philology to
establish the text or interpretation of disputed passages in
Lamentations. His bias is reflected in the statement, “When as
here the choice is between assuming the existence of an
‘enclitic mem’ in Hebrew, or assuming that nun has against
the general rule not been assimilated . . . , I for one would
prefer to follow the latter alternative” (p. 55). Yet Gottlieb
recognizes the emphatic lamed in 4:3 (following Eitan), but
not in 3:37-38 (as proposed by McDaniel). He recognizes the
asseverative kaph in 1:20 (following Gordis) but not in 2:5 or
3:22 (contra Gordis).

Gottlieb is not totally committed to the superiority of the
MT. He recognizes a scribal error in 3:60 and concurs with
Driver’s emendation of 4:7. He agrees that glosses are found
in 1:7; 2:19 and 4:15. When Gottlieb offers an independent
opinion, he is extremely speculative and inconsistent. An
example is his treatment of 2:18a (the LXX and Syriac
support the MT here). Gottlieb suggests that sa ‘aq libbam °el
*adondy is a marginal gloss which has driven out the original
text in which case “all we know of the original text is that it
may have begun with s, and that it probably contained a call
to lament” (p. 37). Gottlieb succeeds in summarizing Albrekt-
son’s work and the debate on Lamentations, but he does little
to end that debate.



A REVIEW
by
Thomas F. McDaniel '
of

JOHN L. TOPOLEWSKTI’S
THE RABBI’S ELIXIR: EPISTEMOLOGY
AND STORY TELLING *

Topolewski addresses himself to the issue of our contem-
porary distrust for the genre of “story” (both storytelling and
“storybecoming”) because of our passion for factual verifiable
truth. This distrust for the story he views with regret, noting
the richness of the biblical stories, the profound parables of
Jesus, and the excellent rabbinic didactic models.

The author notes that since the professional identity of the
clergy carries symbolic meaning. this process of symboli-
zation is well communicated by storytellittg and story-
becoming. Topolewski is indebted to Kantian criticism and
epistemology for his views on storytelling, which he sum-
marizes in a linguistic equation: ‘Expertence + Symbolization
= Meaning. He prefers Geschichte (story) to Historie (fact)
since the former comes from the heart, whereas the latter
comes from the head. This idea was already latent in a state-
ment he quotes from Phillips Brooks, “Preaching . . . has two
essential elements, truth and personality.” In Topolewski’s
own words. “Real transformation, re-symbolization, comes
then when the biblical stories we encounter become our
stories, Geschichte, appropriated in a uniquely personal way.”

' This review was published in 1980 in Homiletic, Volume 5:
1 (1980), pp. 9-10.

* His article was published in the journal Nexus 56, Volume
12: 1 (1978).
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Topolewski employs several brief stories to illustrate his
essay.



BOOK REVIEW
JOURNAL OF ECUMENICAL STUDIES
VOLUME 45: 2 (SPRING 2010)

Rein Bos. We Have Heard That God Is With You:
Preaching the Old Testament. Grand Rapids, MI, and
Cambridge, U.K.: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co.,
2008. Pp. 384. $28.00. Paper.

Bos’s work gives seminarians and pastors a very
creative textbook for Hebrew Bible Hermeneutics and
Homiletics, which testifies that “Jesus of Nazareth is the Christ
in accordance with the Scripture, without implying thatthe New
Testament church has replaced or superseded Isracl as the
people of God” (p. xi).

In Chapter 11, Bos provides a four dimensional
hermeneutical model that can serve the contemporary practice
of preaching. The first element in this model is the sensus
Israeliticus (pp. 168—171), which recognizes “that Christians
are not the first intended audience of the words of Moses and the
prophets.” Because the first audience was, is, and will be Israel,
Bos states, “It is for this reason that I propose to pay attention
to Israel, to God’s way with Israel, and to acknowledge Jewish
contributions to the interpretation of Moses and the prophets in
the first level or dimension of meaning.” The second dimension
in Bos’s hermeneutical model is the Christological Sense (pp.
171-174, 214-248), in which “The way apostles and
evangelists quote the Old Testament texts provides us with a
creative ‘grammar’ for such a Christological recontextuali-
zation of Moses and the prophets.” The third dimension is the
Ecclesiological Sense (pp. 174—177, 249-287), wherein it is
recognized that “In and through Jesus Christ, the Lord is not
only the God of Israel but also the God of the Gentiles (Rom
3:29) ... [C]ontemporary preaching is mandated to extend the
dynamics of Moses and the prophets to the farthest parts of the
earth.” The fourth dimension is the Eschatological Sense (pp.



177-181, 288-317), wherein “Israel has the right to raise her
voice and invite the nations to hold on to God’s pledges” and
the prophets’ dreams of another world “is not only, and may not
be even primarily, a beatific lie in the hereafter.” For Bos, these
four “senses” become the “voices” in “A Four-Voice Choir,”
which is the title of the third section of the book.

The book’s first section, “The Old Testament in the
Theory and Practice of Preaching” (chaps 1-7), includes “the
homiletical profile of five prominent and often wused
hermeneutical keys: allegory, typology, salvation-historical
approach, promise and fulfillment, and the model of Karl
Barth” (p. 12). In the second section, “Ingredients of a New
Model,” (chaps. 8—11), Bos recognizes the fourfold sense of
Scripture which emerged in the Middle Ages—the literal sense,
the allegorical sense, the tropological sense, and the anagogical
sense. In the last chapter of the third section, “A Four-Voiced
Choir” (chaps. 12—-16), the “Four Voices” are utilized in
sermon preparation focused on Exodos 3, the Servant of the
Lord passages (Is42:1-4;49:1-6;50:4-9; 52:13-53:12), and
Psalm 22.
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RIGHTLY SAID, WRONGLY READ

The ambiguities in the written Hebrew and Aramaic
scriptures would not have been present in the spoken words of
the prophets, psalmists, and sages since vowels are a requisite for
speech. In speech the vowels precluded most ambiguities.
Consequently most words were rightly said. The ’adam “man,”
the *0dem “reconciler,” and the *édam “provost” were as
distinctly different as the English ‘a dam,” ‘a dame,’ ‘a dome,”
and ‘a dime.” But when all four are spelled simply as “a dm” the
ambiguity is real. What Jesus said in Aramaic and Hebrew was
well understood. But once his words were written down in
Aramaic and Hebrew they became instantly and automatically
ambiguous since vowels were not recorded along with the
consonants. Sometimes the words he rightly said were poorly
recorded with consonants only and were subsequently wrongly
read.

One has only to browse through Edmund Castell’s Lexicon
Heptaglotton of 1669 ) to appreciate how dependent Hebrew
lexicography was upon Arabic lexicography. The “hyper-
arabism” of the eighteenth century declined after the discovery
of Akkadian texts in the nineteenth century and the Ugaritic texts
in the twentieth century. But while the focus in biblical Aramaic
and Hebrew lexicography shifted to the newly discovered
Semitic texts, Edward Lane’s Arabic-English Lexicon
(1863—-1893) continued to be a gold mine wherein lay the
missing links for recovering the meaning of obscure and
problematic words in the Hebrew Bible and in the Hebrew and
Aramaic Vorlagen which underlie the Gospel traditions and
other New Testament semiticisms. Although Arabic is seldom a
tool used by New Testament scholars, it has proven to be a
helpful tool for recovering the meaning of the more obscure
Hebrew and Aramaic words. It should come as no surprise that
the most beneficial reference works for interpreting the obscure
passages of Shem Tob ben-Isaac ben-Shaprut’s Hebrew Gospel
of Matthew (c, 1400) have been the Arabic lexicons.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Castell.htm
http://daniel.eastern.edu/seminary/tmcdaniel/LaneLexicon.htm
http://www.torahresource.com/Dutillet.html

2 RIGHTLY SAID, WRONGLY READ

This document entitled “Rightly Said, Wrongly Read: Lost
Hebrew Words Rescued by Cognates,” provides an introduction
to and a summary of two hundred new translations of Biblical
verses which I have argued for in five books which are available
online, namely:

1. The Song of Deborah: Poetry in Dialect (my translation of
Judges 5 is cited in the ADDENDUM below);

2. Clarifing Baffling Biblical Passages, which is abbreviated in
the text below as CBBP;

3. Clarifying More Baffling Biblical Passages, which is ab-
breviated in the text below as CMBBP;

4. Clarifying New Testament Aramaic Names and Words and
Shem Tob’s Hebrew Gospel of Matthew, which is abbreviated
in the text below as SHEM TOB;

5. Miscellaneous Biblical Studies, which is abbreviated in the
text below as MBS.

The Roman numerals below indicate the Chapter in the book

where the interpretation and translation of that biblical passage is

presented more fully. (Click on the blue abbreviation to open that
chapter; and click on the blue Roman numeral next to it to open

a list of lexical items germane to that chapter and the biblical

passage cited.) [The six items in the list marked off by brackets

are not from these books but are clearly identified.]

James Barr (1968), in Comparative Philology and the Text of
the Old Testament, cited three hundred-thirty-four selected
philological proposals made by numerous scholars. Of these
proposals one hundred sixty-five were based upon Arabic
cognates. John Kaltner (1996), in The Use of Arabic in Biblical
Hebrew Lexicography, provided another list of sixty Arabic
cognates to which other scholars have appealed in order to clarify
baffling biblical passages. The two hundred lost Hebrew words
recovered mostly by Arabic cognates discussed in my five books
noted above should be added to the lists cited by Barr and Kaltner
and become candidates for inclusion in subsequent ventures in
Hebrew lexicography.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Deborah.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Volume%20Two.htm
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Volume%20Three.htm
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Volume4_ShemTob+.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Volume-5.html
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200 NEW TRANSLATIONS:
GENESIS to REVELATION

GENESIS 2:1 (CMBBP ])

753'] “they were perfected,” rather than “they were fini-
shed.” Though the MT Pucal plural 153‘] in 2:1 and the Picel
singular ‘7;’] in 2: 2 appear to be from ﬂ‘?; “to be complete,

to be finished ” the 153‘] is more likely to be from (75; “to
perfect, to complete.”

GENESIS 2:2 (CMBBP 1)

D 02 0OOR DM “and God was fatigued on
the seventh day.” The narrator shlﬁed the verb from L?‘?D stem
I, “to perfect” to ‘953 stem III, “to be tired, fatigued, weary,”

which is the cognate of the Arabic JS (kalla) “he became,
fatigued, weary, tired.”

GENESIS 2:3 (CMBBP )
PIwY? oo NI2TIWR “which God created to

make.” The Septuagmt readmg is v fpEato 0 Bedc ToLRoL
“which God beganto make”—reflecting a Vorlage having xj;
for the X2 . This 72 is the cognate of Arabic JUs (bada®) “he
began.” The ﬂﬁfﬂy‘? “to make” needs to be re-pointed as
ﬂﬁfm.?b, i.e., the preposition 5 attached to PIVY, an abstracted
noun meaning “livelihood, life, the sustenance of life.” This
MIVY is the cognate of Arabic u"l-" (‘d°5a) “he became
possessed of life” and _jiue (“ais) “life, the means of life or sub-
sistence, livelihood, the way of living.” Thus the MT '7WN


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CMBBP_ONE.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis-lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CMBBP_ONE.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis-lexical.html
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http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis-lexical.html
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ﬂWWIJB D‘TTB& N72 canbetranslated as “which God created

to sustain life.”

GENESIS 2:18 (CBBP II)

TND MY WB'HWSJ& , Hownowper adt@ Ponbov kat’
aﬂrdv,.‘.‘l. will make him a helper meet for him.” Traditional
translations are misleading in that they suggests a subordinate
role for the woman as a “helpmate.” Actually, 37232 Y in-
dicates an elevated role for the woman. The T was a “sévior,
rescuer” (found in Psa 20:3 to describe God’s Being the savior of
Israel) and is the cognate of Ugaritic ‘dr “to rescue.” The TTJJD

“as his front-one” could also be read as W'TJQD “as his leader.”
The woman named 07N “Adam” (Gen5:2) was created to be “a

B

savior as his front one,’
BIR “Adam” (GenS5:2).

i.e., in front of the man also named

GENESIS 3:14 (CBBP 1)
‘7;&1? ABY “small creatures shall you eat,” rather than

“you will eat dust.” The DY here is the cognate of Arabic ;aé
(¢gifr) “a small beast or creeping thing, or an insect.”

GENESIS 3:16 (CBBP 1)

T2°5unY RIM PR TURORI, Kad mpde tov
Gvdpa oov 1 ATooTPOodn oovu Kol wdTO 0oL KUuPLEUOEL,
“And your desire will be for your husband, and he will rule over
you.” The TTEW?D “desire” is the cognate of the Arabic (33
(Suq) “desire” and Lg‘).&] (Caswdq) “yearning”; and the 5(@7?; “to
be like” is the cognate of the Arabic J:.c (matala), form 5, “to
be similar” and L}:.o (mitl") “a similar person.” Thus by re-
pointing the Qal (7@?3’ “he will rule” to the Pi‘el BW?_D‘ “he will


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_2.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Gen3-16-Lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_1.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis3-lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_2.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Gen3-16-Lexical.html
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be similar ” the verse is best translated as “and your desire will
be for your husband, and he will be just like you.”

GENESIS 6:3 (CMBBP 1I)
DIY2 BHYS BTN T ITRE I N
TQ; N7, “and Yahweh said, ‘my spirit will not always strive

999

with man forever for that he also is flesh.’” The last three words

need to be read in reverse order and repointed as Tg; D’JWZ
N7, The WELT?TD “human” is the cognate of Arabic is (basar)
“human being” and the Q%W is the cognate of Arabic C.b/b:.b
(Saj/sajjat) “to bash in the skull, skull fracture.” In light of the
violence mentioned in Gen 6:11 and 6:13 the 22U in Gen 6:3 is
probably the cognate of the Arabic T (Saj) “skull bashing.” If
so the B of DAW would be the suffix BY indicating a pluralis
intensivus, and the singular TTU; would be a collective noun.

Thus the 0% WZ N7 7@7; can be translated as “humans were
into skull bashing.”

GENESIS 6:4 (CMBBP 1I)

DY “WIR DS WK 07237 7, Exeivor foav
ol yiyocvre’g ol am oc’L(I).vc.)g ol &vBpwmoL ol OvopwoTol,
“they were the giants /mighty men of old, men of renown.” The
DWU “the name” in this context is more likely to be the cognate
of Arabic ("‘:& (hasama) “to destroy, smash, shatter” and its
adjective qolw (hasim) “broken, crushed,” so that Qun/aun
is a synonym of D@U“to treat violently.” If so, the phrase needs
to be repointed as D@U ’WJ:R; “men of violence,” those gifted
in skull bashing (22% = 03W) and skulldugery.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CMBBP_TWO.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis6-lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CMBBP_TWO.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis6-lexical.html
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GENESIS 8:11 (CBBP 1)

a0 ﬁ’['nb.‘l , “an olive leaf plucked off.” The Septuagint
reads ®VALov €éAdalog kapdoc, “an olive leaf, a dry twig.” But
the ¥] )L here is the cognate of the Arabic u_’jjo (tarif) “athing
that is good, recent, new, fresh” and A.a_sJ.L (tarifat) “anything
new, recent, or fresh.” Thus the {8 N1~ 755.7 means “a fresh

olive leaf.” The leaf’s being fresh was evidence that the flood
waters had abated.

GENESIS 16:12 (CBBP 1I)

RIR RA2 1Y RA7, “he shall be a wild ass of a man.’
OUrog éotal Gypowkoc GrOpwmoc, “He shall be a country-
man.” The XTE need not mean “wild ass.” The verbR7EB “to be
fruitful, to have progeny” appears in Hosea 13:15. The BTN
X2 may be another way of stating what appears unambig-
uously in Gen 17:20, “I will make him fruitful and exceedingly
numerous.” Moreover, like the verbs N?TDJT and L’?_MT “to suck,”
N2 may be a variant spelling of the Y2 which is the cognate
of Arabic éj_a (fara‘a) “he intervened, he made peace, he
effected a reconciliation.” If so the D'l?f “man” is better read as
the verb BTN, the cognate of (a) Arabic (;Ji (Padama) “he
effected a reconciliation between them, he induce love and
agreement between them,” (b) Arabic ‘oIJ‘ (’idam) “the aider,

and manager of the affairs of his people,” and (c) Arabic Lol
(Cadamat) “the chief or provost of his people. Ishmael would be

prolific (NDB) and become the chief'and provost (R7IN) of his

tribe, setting the example as a peacemaker (XD = VIR) and
reconciler (RTIN).


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_2.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Gen3-16-Lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_3.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis16-10-lexical.html
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GENESIS 16:12 (CBBP III)

92 55 77 532 971, “His hand in all and the hand of all
inhis.” Al xetpec adToD €Ml TavTag Kol al xelpeg TavTwy
ém’ adtov, “His hands on all and the hand of all on him.” Were
the hand movements hostile the preposition would have been 53_.7
“against,” not 2 “in.” The “hand-in-hand” here may not be the
same as a Western “handshake” or a “high-five,” but the hand
movements support the idea of Hagar’s being given the good

news that Ishmael would become a congenial person active in
reconciliation.

GENESIS 16:12 (CBBP III)

]DW‘ 1’!:1?5"7; 1275V, Kal ket TPOOWTOV TAVTWY
1OV adeAdpdr avtod katolknoet, “And he shall dwell in the
presence of all his brethren.” In light of the phrase in Job 33:26,
12 RI7 737, “he will be favorable to him: and he shall

see h1s face ’ this phrase in 16:12 can be read as “in the favor of
all his brothers he will dwell.”

GENESIS 17:5 (CBBP IV)

migpaty] ﬂDW'ﬂN Ty NWE"&BW, “No longer shall your
name be Abram.” The 07 of 072N is the cognate of Arabic ‘o[)
(ram), “he went away, departed, he quit a place.” Thus 072N
“Abram” (= “father departed”) was a very fitting name for
someone who would obey the command, “Go from your country

and your kindred and your father's house to the land that I will
show you” (Gen 12:1).

GENESIS 17:5 (CBBP V)
THY 273 1IN 02 DTN AU M), “But

your name shall be Abraham, for the father of a multitude of


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_3.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis16-10-lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_3.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis16-10-lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_4.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis17-5-lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_4.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis17-5-lexical.html
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nations have I made you.” The 277 of Q712N means “pro-
lific.” It is the cognate of the Arabic ‘QLQJ (ruhdam) “numerous,
copious,” Z.o.sbJ (rihmat) “a lot of rain drops,” and ) i(°irham)
“fruitful, abundant.” The patriarch’s progeny would become as
numerous (a) as the stars: “look toward heaven, and number the
stars, if you are able to number them . . . so shall your
descendants be” (Gen 15:5); (b) as sand: “I will indeed bless
you, and [ will multiply your descendants as . . . the sand which
is on the seashore” (Gen 22:17); and (c¢) as the “drizzling rain
drops,” i.e., the raham of the name Abraham.

GENESIS 17:15 (CBBP 1V)

“As for Sarai your wife, you are no longer to call her Sarai;
her name will be Sarah.” The Arabic cognate of Sarah isbf /d_)j
(tarrd /tari) “he became great in number or quantity, many,
numerous,” which is confirmed by Gen. 17:16b, D'ﬁl‘? onm
“and she will become nations.” ' o

GENESIS 18:13 (MBS XI)

“The LORD said to Abraham, "Why did Sarah laugh, and
say, Shall I indeed bear a child, now that I am old?” But in light
of the Arabic cognate Sloeo (sahaka = PI8) “to menstruate”
this verse is better translated as “Yahweh said to Abraham,
Verily, this is the situation: Sarah has menstruated, saying, ‘Oh!

122

Wow! Truly I will give birth though I am old

GENESIS 18:15 (MBS XI)

“But Sarah denied, saying, ‘I did not laugh’; for she was
afraid. He said, ‘No, but you did laugh.” But in light of the
Arabic cognate s (sahaka = PI3) “to menstruate” this
verse is better translated as “But Sarah denied saying: ‘I did not
menstruate!’—for she was afraid— and he said, ‘Not so! You
did indeed menstruate!’”


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_4.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis17-5-lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/MBS_11_Sarah_Laugh.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Gen17-18_Lexical.htm
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/MBS_11_Sarah_Laugh.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Gen17-18_Lexical.htm
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GENESIS 25:18 (CBBP 1I)

5?2 1‘?8'5; ’J.E'BI_J, “he fell upon the faces of all his
brothers.” Kotd ﬂpédwﬂov TOVTOY TOV adeAdPDV alTod
KaToknoev, “he dwelt in the presence of all his brethren.” This
phrase is essentially the same as 17TR 71272 ‘7&13'53_.7 55”],
“and he embraced Benjamin his brother” (Gen 45:14), and
exactly the same idiom found in Genesis 50:1, 5y ﬂDW’ 55']
2R 1B, “Joseph embraced his father.

GENESIS 39:6 (CMBBP 1I)

MIINR R SJj:'NB? , “and he knew not ought he had,”
which became in the Septuagint Kal o0k #6eL tdv kb’
€quTOV 008¢, “And he did not know of anything that belonged

to him.” The verb SJ'_T: “to know” is widely attested, but the U7}
in this verse is the cognate of the Arabic &9 / &J‘—i (wada‘a/

yada‘“a) “to entrust, to consign for safekeeping.” The &5 here is
not the negative NS but the emphatic N‘? “indeed.” Thus

MIINR igh n N‘? is best translated as “Verily he entrusted
to him anything.”

Exopus 4:24 (CBBP V)

WITDTT WP;’] mm WTTWJB’], “Yahweh met him and
sought to kill him.” ZTuvrjvtnoer adt@ &yyeAog kuplov kol
¢{nteL altoV amoktelvat, “The angel ofthe Lord met him by
the way in the inn, and sought to slay him.” The verb 1277 has
two meanings. At first glance it appears to be the Hiph"fl
infinitive of P “to die,” the cognate of Arabic Lo (mdr) “he
died.” But it can also be the Hiph©il infinitive of NP1 which is
the cognate of the Arabic Z.s (matta) “he sought to bring

himself near, to gain access, or to advance himselfin favor by a
relationship and by affection or by love,” as in the expression


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_3.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis16-10-lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CMBBP_TWO.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Genesis6-lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_5.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Exodus4-24-lexical.html
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Ll ) L_ﬁ_:_: (baynand rahim mdttat) “between us is an in-
violable relationship.” Thus M7 7T WPD’W could be

translated as “Yahweh sought to make inviolable the relation-
ship /marriage.”

Exobpus 4:26 (CBBP V)

1312 727 “So he [Yahweh] let him [Moses] alone.” The
verb®) 177 has two meanings. At first glance itappears to be from
ﬂ?j “to sink, to relax, to withdraw from, to let one alone.” But
it may also be from X2, stem II, which is the cognate of the
Arabic UJ (rafd) “he effected a reconciliation, made peace
between them, he married, took a wife” and "LéJ (rifd’un) “a
close union/marriage” Thus Exod 4:26 should be read as
A5MS OMT 10 TIMR TR DT “they became irre-
vocably bonded when she said “You are a blood relative by
circumcision.”” (The MM “from him” is restored to 4:25,
which once read “she cut off her son’s foreskin from him.”)

Exopus 6:3 (MBS XIV)

D'TB ‘ﬁ.‘.]'ﬂ] NS mm ’DWW “By my name Yahweh
I did not make myself known By changmg the negative x5
into the emphatic K‘(L? the verse reads “By my name Yahweh I
did indeed make myéelf known.”

Exopus 21:22-23 (MBS XXI)

The Septuagint has the correct translation of Exo 21:22-23.
The Hebrew dialect of the Septuagint translators in Alexandria
included two words spelled ]1TOR, namely, (a) the Tﬁoﬁt which
was translated as LL(XXOCKﬁ(X, “affliction, disease” (Gen 42: 28)

and (b) the JION (= JIOR/]1ON) which was translated as


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_5.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Exodus4-24-lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/MBS_14_pp219-244.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/MBS_14_Lexical.htm
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/LXX_EXO_ 21_22-23.pdf
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€EeticovLlopat, “to be fully formed.” The word JIOR /JION/
119N did not survive in the Judean and Samaritan Hebrew

dialects. Thanks to the Arabic cognate  _ggwv (sawaya), “he
made it equal, he became full-grown in body,” the lost lexeme
]WO{{ /119K “to be fully formed” has been recovered. The Sep-
tuagint of Exo 21:22-23 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. |

LEVITICUS 16: 8 (CBBP VI)

SIS R 52 M R 599, “one lot for
Yahweh and one lot for Azazel.” Kkﬁpoﬁ va T Kuply kol
kAfipov €éva 16 dmoToumalw, “One lot for the Lord, and the
other for the scape-goat.” In Lev. 16:26, Azazel was read as a
compound of 51 “to separate” and 518 “to go away” and
translated as Tov ylphapov TOV Sieotaipévov €ic ddeoiy,
“The goat separated for release.” Many interpreters have
identified Azazel as a demon in the wilderness, but the Talmud
(Yoma 67%) rightly noted: (1) TP TU R SINTY,
“Azazel which must be a rugged height and harsh,” and (2)
QY73 WP bTRTIJ, “Azazelis any harsh place which is in
the mountains.” The DR isa compound of T “rugged peak”
and SR “difficult, distressful, dearth,” with the DX being the
modifier of the TY. The Arabic cognates are (l)j_;_s: (“anz) “land
having in it ruggedness and sand and stones,” and (2) JJ'I
(Pazala) “he became in the state of straitness and suffering from
dearth, drought, or sterility,” and JJL& (ma’zil) “the place where
the means of subsistence are strait.” Thus the DIRTY in Lev
16:8,10,26 means “the badlands” rather than being the name of


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_6.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Leviticus16-lexical.html
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a demon or a noun meaning “scapegoat.”

LEVITICUS 16:21 (CBBP VI)

n72Tna Ny 2hl i g HBWW “and sending it away
into the w11derness by means ofsomeone designated for the task™
[NRS]. Kol éamootedel év yxelpl arBpwdmou €Tolpou eig
v €épnuov, “And shall send him by the hand of a ready man
into the wilderness.” The Y “timely” in this verse is the
cognate of the Arabicéi—c (“itiy) /Jf_ci (Pa‘tay) “a man who
transgressed the commandment of God,” as found in the Qur’an
(Sura 51:44), “they rebelled against their Lord’s decree,” and
O le (“ati) “inordinately proud or corrupt.” Thus the goat would

be dispatched “by the hand of an extremely corrupt man”

CRY/NY WRT2)

LEvITICUS 18:20 (MBS I)

FRTTINRRD DITD INDRY NNND Iy AURTON).
“Moreover thou shalt not lie carnally with thy neighbour's wife,
to defile thyself with her” (KJV). Kal mpo¢ thv yuvvaike tod
TANolov 0oL 00 SWOELE KOLTNY OTEPUATOC OOV €KULOV-
Bfvar mpoc¢ avty, “And with thy neighbor's wife you shall not
give a bed of your sperm to copulate with her.” There is no
Arabic cognate of D;@', stem I, “to lie down.” But 2;@, stem
I1, “to (sexually) penetrate” is the cognate of Arabic i’
(tagaba) “to bore, to penetrate”; and 2;@7, stem III, “to
ejaculate” is the cognate of Arabic u.—\i.«) (sakaba) “to pour
out/forth, to gush forth.” The Hebrew nouns NDDW 'TDDW

and 'TJ‘DW all mean “the effusion of semen.” The S-’WT'? “to a
seed” is better read as the Hiphil infinitive (scriptio defectzva)
for SJ’WT:U{? “to impregnate.” Thus this verse commands, Unfo

your kinsman’s wife you shall not give your effusion to


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_6.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Leviticus16-lexical.html
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/MBS_1_Gender.pdf
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impregnate and defile yourself with her.” (The 3;@', stem 11,

“to [sexually] penetrate” appears also in I Sam 13:14 and Ezek
23:8.)

LEVITICUS 18:22 (MBS 1)

TT(Q& ’DDW?J 3;@17 > A217PRY “Thou shalt not lie
with mankind, as with womankind.” (KJV). Hebrew 22 @7, stem
I, “to (sexually) penetrate” is the cognate of Arabic i3
(tagaba) “to bore, to penetrate”; and D;@', stem III, “to
ejaculate” is the cognate of Arabic u—&w (sakaba) “to pour
out/forth, to gush forth.” Thus this verse can be translated as

“Donot penetrate/ ejaculate with a male rather than the penetrat-
ings/ejaculations with a woman.”

NUMBERS 12:3 (CBBP VII)

'T&?:J (Y] Y ﬂ!@??ﬁ W’SU?, Kol 0 &vBpwmoc Mwu-
ofi¢ mpalic 6pOdpa, “And the man Moses was very meek.” The
W"&U “the man” should have been vocalized as WZKSU “he was
brought to despair,” the Hoph ‘al of Wj?} “to despair,” the cog-
nate of Arabic u*" (Payisa) and wbl (Piyas) “to despair most
vehemently of a thing, to become disheartened, to be without
hope.” The 131 /171 “meek, humble” (from 1Y, stem III) is
the cognate of Arabic &J_Q (‘anaya) “to be disquieted, to suffer
difficulty, distress, trouble, fatigue, or weariness.” The variants
130 /7738 need to be vocalized as 131 and 1D, indicating that
“Moses was brought to despair— intensely perplexed” by the
challenges from Miriam and Aaron.

NUMBERS 20:8 (CMBBP V)
DTT‘J’IJB U?O U'%& BR72T), “and speak to the rock
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before their eyes, that it may yield its water.” Kol AeAnonte
TPOC TNV TéTPaY Evavtl adt@dV Kal dwoel T Uéato adTAC
“Speak to the rock before them, and it shall give forth its
waters.” The BF727] “and speak” needs to be repointed as
B2 and this 912" read as the cognate of the Arabic JL:J
(dlbar) rldges of earth which retain water for irrigation,” and
oJL’J (dibdrat) /g_,bl_:_v (dibarat) “channels, rivulets that flow
through a land.” Thus SJL?O'T '7& BP7377 means “you will
make channels up to the rock.” The MT D'T‘J’IJB “to their
eyes” should be repointed as D'T‘JWSJB meaning “with their
help/assistance.” This ]I “help, assistance” is the cognate of
Arabic g€ (‘awn) “aid, assistance.” Thus BN =igii=in

'T‘JWSJB IJBO'T means “and you will make channels up to the
rock wzth their help.”

NUMBERS 20:10 (CMBBP V)

D 225 NS T VORI DT NIwRY,
“Hear now; you rebels; shall we Bring forth water for you out of
this rock?” (RSV). ’AkoUoaté pov ol amelfelc un €k th¢
métpag tauTng €Eafoper DUty Udwp, “Hear, I pray you, O
rebels, from this rock do we bring out to you water?” The MT
09177 “O rebels!” needs to be vocalized as B (scriptio
defectiva for QY17M), the Hiph‘il participle plural of 1717,
meaning “water carriers.” This 717 is the cognate of the Arablc

b (ra’wi) “one who brings water to his family” and ‘I)J
(rawwd°””) “one whose occupation is the drawing of water.”

The interrogative iJ of |!37] is better read as the interjection 17 or
i1 (without an X as in the interjection U&BNU “By God!”).
Thus Moses probably said, L’L?OU'VDU =) lnlnby N;'W?;W
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mple DD? NI89) M, “Please listen, O water carriers!”

Behold! From this rock we bring forth water for you!”

NUMBERS 21:15 (MBS XIV)

DNVJ (7'1335 ]SJWN “it leans to the border of Moab.” By
changing the preposition ‘7 ” into the emphatic &5 the verse
reads “We easily entered the very borders of Moab.”

NUMBERS 24:7 (CMBBP VI)

037 O3 WA MO MO, “Water shall flow
from his buckets and his seed in many waters.” 'E EedeVoetal
aropwmog €k tod omépuatoc adtod Kol kupleloel €OV
moAA@V, “There shall come a man out of his seed and he shall
rule over many nations.” The B2 “water” was read by the
Greek translators as D12/91 “man.” The 1‘(77?3 is pointed as

a dual with a 3ms suffix of ’(77 “bucket,” the cognate of Arabic
)JJ (dalw) and Persian J)J (dul) “bucket.” The translation of

the 9% of 1"7‘1?3 as KupLebw “to rule over” shows that the
translators were aware of the 57 which was a cognate of the
Arabic JjJ/Jb (dul/ dala) “to give someone ascendency or

superiority, to make victorious.” Following the Septuagint the
text once read:

0°37 DRI DT T 1 I SR
“a man from his seed shall go forth,
and he shall become superior by means of many tribes.”

NUMBERS 24:17 (CMBBP VI)

5&?(27’?3 DDW DEW DPSJZD D?ﬁD Tjj “A star shall
come forth out of Jacob,and a scepter shall rise out of Israel.”
"Aotpov €& Takwp kal avaotioetal avBpwmog €€ Iopani.
“A star shall rise out of Jacob, a man shall spring out of Israel.”
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The translation of AW as &vOpwmog “man” remains proble-
matic, but the translation offb;ﬂﬁ as “scepter” or “comet” was
a matter of homographs: EDEW, stem I, “scepter” was the cognate

of'the Akkadian §ibtu and the Egyptian Sa-ba-t. EDW, stem II,
was the cognate of the Arabic ks (sabit/sabat) and iblw
(sibdtat/ subdtat), all meaning “lank, loose, long hair,” i.e., a
star with long hair, similar to the use in Arabic of <> 43 P:::
(najmu dii danab) “a star having a tail.” Thus the metaphors in
this verse state, “a star shall come forth out of Jacob, and a
comet shall rise out of Israel.”

NUMBERS 33:32-33 (CBBP XXXIV)

AT MM WO L. 77T N2 WM, “and they
encampéd at Horhaggi.dgad ... and they sef out from Horhag-
gidgad (RSV). Kal mapevéBarov eig 10 Opog Iadyasd . . .
kel amfipav €k tod Opoug, “And they encamped in the
mountain Gadgad . . . and they departed from the mountain
Gadgad.” The Septuagint translators mistakenly read the MT
S “from the hollow” as 7711 “from the mountain.” The noun
M can be the cognate of Arabic 29> (hawr) “the depressed

ground between hills” or Arabic le'- (hdra)) “entrance toariver,
the land around a gulf, the shore of a bay, an inlet from a sea or
a large river.” Thus these six Hebrew words are best translated
as “and they encamped at the inlet of the (Wadi) Gidgad . . . and
they set out from the inlet of the (Wadi) Gidgad.”

DEUTERONOMY 15:4,11 (CBBP VIII)
PIRT 27PN SIMIRE. PN T3 N3
“There will be no poor among you . . . the poor will never cease

out of the land.” OVk €otaL €év ool €vdeng . .. un €kAlmm
€vdeng amo tf¢ YA¢, “There will be no poor among you. . . . the
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poor will never cease out of the land.” The verb 5':”3 need not
mean “to cease.” Here it is best read as the cognate of the Arabic

JJI> (hadala) “to treat unjustly” or S (hadala) “to refuse
to help someone.” If 5'”'1’ is the cognate of the former it is a
Niph‘al passive (‘9'”'!‘) “for the poor from the midst ofthe land
must not be treated unjustly.” If 5'”7’ is the cognate of the
latter it is the Niph‘al passive (5"”:?’) meaning, “the poor must
notbe denied assistance.” InJohn 12:8 Jesus, while in Bethany,
seemingly quoted Deu 15:11. But “Bethany” is a name which
means “House of the Poor” (1°2 “house” and "J¥ “poor”). To
have stated while in “Poor Town” that “you will always have the
poor with you” does not require the statement to be interpreted
as a universal absolute, especially when the text from the Torah
probably meant “the poor must not be treated unjustly” or “the
poor must not be denied assistance.”

DEUTERONOMY 26:5 (CMBBP V)

137 @8y 59T MO U LR TR IR
“A Syrian ready to perish was my father, . . . became there a
nation, great, mighty, and populous” (KJV). Zvplav amépa-
A€V O TaTNP HOU ... Kal éyéveto €kel elc €0voc péye Kol
TARO0C TOAL kol péye, “My father abandoned Syria, . . .and
became there a mighty nation and a great multitude.” Most
translations render the YN AR M as “a wandering Ara-
mean was my father.” The Arabic cognate of the ambiguous
AN here is v\-" (Pabid /°ibid) meaning “prolific, one that
breeds or brings forth plentifully.” T his definition fits the context
perfectly and parallels Psalm 105: 23—-24, “then Israel came to
Egypt; Jacob sojourned in the land of Ham; and he increased his
people greatly . . . .” With twelve sons and at least one daughter
Jacob welldeservedtobecalled “a prolific Aramean”— with his
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progeny at the time of the exodus numbering six hundred
thousand men, plus children (Exod 12:37).

DEUTERONOMY 33:27 (CMBBP V)

2P ’TTBN TT?SJ?;, “the eternal God is your refuge/ dwelling
place.” The root of TT;SJT:J is ]WSJ, stem II, “help, assistance”
which is the cognate of Arabic -y¢€ (‘awn) “aid, assistance.”
This phrase means “(Your) savior/helper is the God of old.”

DEUTERONOMY 33:28 (CMBBP V)

L 3PYY Y T2 M2 DRI 19U, “So Isracl
dwelt in safety alone, the fountain/eye of Jacob . .. .” Kal
kotooknrwoel Iopand  TemolBwe povog émi yhc lakwp
..., “And Israel shall dwell in confidence alone on the land of
Jacob.” (The Septuagint has nothing for the 1°¥ “fountain /
eye.”) The phrase DPSJZ 1Y 772 should be repointed to
DPSJZ 1"Y 772, meaning “by himself he helped Jacob.” The
root of the 7Y is ]9V, stem II, “help, assistance,” the cognate of
Arabic g€ (“‘awn) “aid, assistance.”

JOSHUA 2:1 (CBBP IX)

TT?;J(?'WDDW?] ana H?Tﬁfm ﬂgﬁT TT@R'W; 1&32] ,
“And they we.nt.and came into ah harlot's house, named Rahab,
and lodged there.” Kal eloniBooav €ic olklov yuvalkog
moprne N Ovoue Paef kol katéAvoay ékel, “And they
entered into the house of a harlot, whose name was Raab, and
lodged there.” The Hebrew ;'TQTT definitely means “harlot”; but
the unpointed 1377 has other possible definitions depending upon
which Arabic cognate the 131 is identified. Rahab may have
been 13T “short” (= ‘LSJ' [zand’]), or Rahab was 13T “hyper-
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emotional” (= "'._SJ' [zand’]), or Rahab was 131 “smart and
skillful” (= -,»> [dahin]), or Rahab was 7137 “beautiful” (=
4 [zinat]). The adjective which best fits the context of
Rahab’s providing the spies with “bed and breakfast” is the cog-
nate 9[.3) (zand’) “having the ability to offer lodging, refuge,
and concealment.” Targum Jonathan stated that Rahab was an
“innkeeper,” using the Greek TovSokeus “innkeeper,” trans-
literated as "P7319. Josephus followed the same tradition as the

(33

Targum, referring to Rahab’s “inn” rather than a “brothel.”

JOSHUA 10:12-13 (CBBP X)

19 PRy MM 09T W21 WY, Suite 6 filoc
koto Defowv kal 1) oeAnvn kato papayye ALdwy, “Letthe
sun stand over against Gibeon, and the moon over against the
valley of Ajalon. "TDIJ‘_] SoRb mn WDWU o™

;oM DD X125 PRRDY DMED Sna wnyn
Kal €0tn 0 fALog kel 1 0eAnvn €V oTaoEL . . . Kol €0t §
NAtoc kate péoov Tod olpavod oL TPOoeTopeleTo €lg
dvopog elc Térog Muépag KLEC, “And the sun and the moon
stood still . . . and the sun stood still in the midst of heaven; it
did not proceed to set till the end of one day.” These verses
actually refer to a complete solar eclipse, probably the one that
occurred on September 30,1131B.C. at12:35 PM (lasting for 4.5
minutes) which darkened the area between Sidon and Jerusalem
Here the verbs @17 /27" and 'T?DSJ”_] /A1RY do not mean “to
stand still” but “to become dark.” The @17/ 27 is the cognate
of (a) the Arabic > (dahama) “it became black” and QLmJJ‘
(Caddahmdnu) “the night” and (b) the Akkadian da’a mu, as in
the phrase id-hi-im SamSum “the sun became darkened.” The
Y /7'?3;:7’_] is the cognate of Arabic JwE (gamada) “to con-
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ceal,” as in Jtﬂl Ji) Cigtamada ‘allayla) “he entered into
[the darkness] of the night.” Thus this verse states that “the sun
concealed itself while in the middle of the sky.” Similarly, by

reading the NS as the emphatic 2‘(‘7 “indeed, actually” 10:13

can be translated as “and [the sun] actually hasten to set as
though it were a whole day.”

JOSHUA 24:10 (MBS XIV)

DIJ'?Z'? IJ?JW‘? TN N‘?'I “I was not willing to listen
to Balaam ’By changmg the negative 2‘(‘7 into the emphatic 2‘(‘7
the verse reads “I was indeed willing to listen to Balaam.”

JUDGES 5:1-31. The ADDENDUM at the end of this document
contains the McDaniel translation of “The Song of Deborah”
with the new interpretations highlighted by italics.

JUDGES 5:11 (MBS XIV)
ey D‘WITJW(? 177 TR, “Down to the gates marched
the people of Yahweh.” By changing the preposition i7 “to” into

the emphatic N‘? the verse reads “When indeed the storms would
descend from Y ahweh.”

JUDGES 5:17 (MBS XIV)

ﬂW’JN RN 7?3‘7 177, “And Dan, why did he abide with
the shlps‘?” By changmg the interrogative TT?JB into the emphatic
7?3‘7 the verse reads “Then Dan indeed attacked ships.”

JUDGES 5:25 (MBS XIV)

TRBM 2T DR 5903, “She brought him
curds in a lordly bowl.” W hen this phrase is emended by adding
an N that was lost by happlography and by dividing the first two
words to read 2‘(‘7 A2 — with the emphatic N‘? “truly”— this
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verse can be translated as “in a f7uly magnificent goblet she
brought cream.”

II SAMUEL 12:14 (CMBBP)

T 272 MM DN DN PR3 0BK,
“However, because by this deed you have given great occasion
to the enemies of the LORD to blaspheme” (NKJ). The RSV,
NRS, and NJB omit the MT ";j'x'nx “the enemies of.”
However, the ‘;‘:R'ﬂkf here is not the well attested noun 2R
“enemy,” but the Hithpa‘el of 2™\ (°iyyeb), the cognate of the
Arabic gj‘ (Pawwdb) “wont to repent, frequent in repenting
unto God, or turning from disobedience to obedience” The final

Yofthe MT ’J’N'ﬂ& can be transposed to become an initial 7;
and the reconstructed 2"RMNY can be pointed as 3"NNNY, a
Hithpa“el imperfect meaning “but I have shown rnyselfto be
repentant.” Thus II Sam 12:13—14 can be translated as “And
David said to Nathan, ‘I have sinned against Yahweh, butl 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.””

ITKINGS 22:14 & 1T CHRONICLES 34:22 (CBBP XI)
D27 MY ... oBY muR Rt aTom,
“Huldah ‘the prophetess, Wlfe of Shallum . keeper of the

clothes.” The masculine 27437 mie) “guardlan of the
clothes,” referring to Shallum, must be read as the feminine

(=i klolpiye W, referring to Huldah. The 2722 “clothes” must
be read as the cognate of Arabic S (bajdat /bujudat) “the true
state and circumstances thereof; the established, truth,” as in the
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expression J ) 3 35y r,JLc 9o (hii ‘dlmun bibajdati*amrika)
“he is acquainted with the established truth thereof.” Thus the
prophetess Huldah was “the guardian of the traditions, the

guardian of the essential truths.” Huldah’s name should not be
identified with the Arabic cognate M (hald/huld/ hild) “a

mole, a blind rat, weasel” but the cognate A= (halid) “ever-
lasting, perpetual, immortal, undying, unforgettable, glorious.”

The MW in the phrase NAWN D(?ETUTW‘Q T3WNA “dwelling
in Jerﬁsélem in MISHNEH,;’ has several deﬁvétioné. MISHNEH
may mean: (a) “in her old age,” with the ]WD being the cognate
of the Arabic -juw (musinn) “old age,” (b) a place name where
the ]JW was the cognate of the Arabic -, (sanna) “the place
where the commandments of God are disclosed,” (¢) the place
named “Second District,” with the 3% being cognate of the
Arabic ;9"’3 (tanay) “to double,” and (d) following the tradition
in the Targum that Huldah had an “academy” in Jerusalem, the
FIW of MW would be the cognate of the Aramaic Mk “to
teach.”

I CHRONICLES 4:9 (CMBBP VII)
]/‘ZSJ‘ mY 'TNWP VJNW INAN A 'TDDJ ?DSJ’ "T”W
DEL’Z ’ﬂ'TB’ 2 7?3&‘7 “Jabez was more honorable than
his brothers and his mother called his name Jabez, saying,
‘Because I bore him in pain.”” The Peshitta reads, “And one of
them was dear to his father and to his mother, so they called his
name My Eye.” Castell (1669) cited the Arabic L (“abisa)

“to be sick with very sore eyes, what flows from the eyes” and “a
sudden, unexpected appearance.” This cognate accounts for the

Syriac translation of 21 as “My Eye” and provides the clue

for translating ]/“33.7 as “a premature birth” — which accounts
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also for the Septuagint’s étekov W¢ yafnge, “I have born very
quickly/unexpectedly.” (Others have linked }’ZSJ with Arabic
cognate ¢ (‘abada) “to hasten.”) The 1IN 7223 “he was
more honorable than his brothers,” can also mean “he had been
more afflicted than his brothers” —the 732 here being the
cognate of the ArabicJ.S (kabad) “difficulty, distress, afflic-
tion,” and vxng (kabada) “he endured, struggled with (diffi-
culties).” This verse is best translated as, “And Jabez was more

afflicted than his brethren, and his mother called his name Jabez

(“Preemie”), saying, ‘Indeed 1 gave birth in sudden unexpected
haste.””

I CHRONICLES 4:10 (CMBBP VII)

’5133:'1725 D‘:ﬁrﬂ ‘JDW;D TW;'DN “Oh that you
would bless me and enlarge my border.” The optative particle
N is the cognate of Arabic ("3-‘ (Paymu) and ‘o' (Paml), as in
the expression )| (”-’-‘ (Caymu °lallahi) “1 swear by God.” The
BWDJT “border” in this verse can also be the cognate of Arabic
J.,?- (jibill / jubull) and Ja"..> (jabil) “a great company of men.”
The feminine Zl.o- (jibillat) signifiedthe same as d» ) Cummat) “a
nation or people.” Thus Jabez may have prayed, “Increase my
people ("i?"l;'! ),” rather than “Increase my property (“?ﬁ:ﬂz ).

I CHRONICLES 4:10 (CMBBP VII)

a8y ’ﬂ(735 nyan D‘W.‘.TJW, “And that you would keep
me from hurt and harm!” (NRS). Kal molfoetc yvdoiy tod
un tamelvdonl pe, Aand that you would make me know that
you will not grieve me!” The Septuagint’s yv@oLv “knowledge”
reflects a Vorlage with Y™ “knowledge” instead of 1TY7M
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“evil.” The dot in the 12 of 71U indicates that the 12 is not a
prefix but the 1 of the root Y71 “sickness,” the cognate of
Aramaic Y, Syriac VM (méra®), and Arabic _2y? (mari-
da)—all meéning “to be sick.” Jabez’ linking the T with
‘ZBSTJ “my suffering/pain” is sufficient reason for reading

Y713 as “sickness.”

II CHRONICLES 25:16 (MBS XIV)
T2 'TD‘? '[5'5'”'? “Stop! Why should you be struck

down?” By changing the interrogative HD‘? into the emphatic
7?3‘7 the verse reads “Stop! You will Surely be struck down.”

II CHRONICLES 28:6, 8 (CBBP XII)

M DPa A% DMEm MR .. mpR
“Pekah ... slew a hundred and twenty thousand in Judah in one
day” 8 DIDND DITTIRG ONIWTI2 13WN, “Thesons
of Israel took captive two hundred thousand of their kinsfolk.”
‘Hyporotioar ol viol Iopand &md TV adeAddr adtdy
TpLakoolag yxLAtadec, “The sons of Israel captured of their
brethren three hundred thousand.” In light of the 120,000
casualties and the 200,000 to 300,000 captives this narrative
reads like a midrashic fiction rather than a historical recollection.
However, the ﬂ‘?& in these verses need not mean 1,000. This
ﬂb& is probably the cognate of (a) theArabic A& (ilf) “a
companion, associate, fellow, comrade” and (b) the Arabic \_9}”
(uluf’) appearing in the Qur’an (Sura 2:244), which has been
interpreted as “a united band.” Thus 28:6 can be read as “Pekah

. slew a hundred and twenty contingents in Judah in one day”;

and 28:8 can be read as “the sons of Israel took captive two
hundred bands of their kinsfolk.”
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II CHRONCLES 28:9 (CBBP XII)

VDW Ty an"; N2 70 D(TU'!, “and a prophet of
Yahweh was there whose name was Oded.” The name Oded
(77Y) carried multiple meanings, including (a) “old man,”
which is suggested by the Arabic cognate >4-¢ (‘awd) and d_vlc-
(“ddiy) “old, ancient,” (b) “restorer,” which is suggested by the
Arabic >¢-¢ (“awd) “he returned, restored” and his restoring
captured property and returning people to their homes, (c)
“benefactor,” which is suggested by the Arabic Jle (‘a®id) “a
visitor of one who is sick” along with the feminine noun sasle

(“@’idat) “kindness, pity, compassion, or mercy, an act of bene-
ficence.”

IT CHRONICLES 28:15 (CBBP XII)

DVDW; WDPJ'WWN D’WJTRU P77, “and the men who
have been mentioned by name arose.” The 132J, though com-
monly derived from ZETJ “to pierce, to prick off,” is more likely
a Niph‘al of 33P, the cognate of Arabic 3 (qabb) “a head,
chief, ruler or elder upon [the control of ] whom the affairs of the
people, or party, turn.” With this cognate in mind, the MT WWN
1323 means “who were designated to be in charge.” The plural
NIMY “names” here is probably the cognate of Arabic 1-03«-4
(simat) and deww (simat) “a mark, sign, token, or badge, by
which a thing/person is known” and ‘o}w}’ (tasawim) “he set a
mark, badge, upon himself, whereby he might be known.” Thus

this phrase in 28:15 can be translated “the men, who were
designated by badges to be in charge, arose.”

JoB 16:15 (CBBP XXI)
PIIP IBYI NP2 TIP3 DY hIEN PU. Thave
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sewed sackcloth upon my skin, and defiled my horn in the dust”
(KJV); “I have sewn sackcloth over my skin, And laid my head
in the dust” (NKJ). Zakkov éppofo émi BOpong pov to 6¢
06évog pov év yf éoPéadn, “They sewed sackcloth upon my
skin, and my strength has been spent on the ground.” The noun
751 is the cognate of Arabic J..l_> (jild"™ /jalada) “skin, to
beat, hurt, or flog the skin.” The noun ]WP means “horn,” but
]7P can also mean “forehead” and “strength”—Ilike its Arabic
cognate Q)_e (qarn) “head, forehead” and dj" ("agrana) “he
was strong enough to do the thing.” This explains the varied
translations of ]WP as “horn, head, forehead, brow, strength.”

PSALM 2:1 (MBS XIV)

mphb WW':D H?TDL?, “Why do the nations rage?” By changing
the interrogative TT?TJ(? into the emphatic TT?;‘? the verse reads
“Indeed the nations rage!”

PSALM2:11-12 (CBBP XIV)

TN I2TPWI HTIWI2 5N, “And rejoice with
trembling. Kiss the son, lest he be angry. KoL ayeAAiLdofe av-
TG €V Tpopw Spafuobe maLdelag pnmote dpyLodf kvpLog,
“And rejoice in him with trembling; accept correction, lest at any
time the Lord be angry.” The Septuagint’s TaLdelag “instruc-
tion” reflects an internal Greek corruption of meLélov “child”;
and the SpafaoBe “catch, trap” reflects a reading of the MT
WPWJ_ “kiss” as if it were from PW? , the cognate of the Arabic
B9 (siiq) “grasp.” The initial imperative 1{7";'_1 “rejoice” is
better read as the cognate of the Arabic > (jalla) “to honor,
dignify, exalt the majesty of God.” By removing the ¥ vowel
letter the 1‘7’5{ becomes the imperative TL?.'H “and magnify
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[Him],” which logically follows the call in 2:11a to worship
Yahweh with great reverence.” The U7 of MIUT2 “with
trembling” is better read as the cognate of the Arabic J& )
(ragada) “it became ample and unrestrained” and J& ) (ragd)
“plentiful, pleasant, easy.” Thus 2:11b can be translated as
“worship Yahweh in reverence, adore with unrestraint!” The
WPWJ_ is probably a variant for WDijQ, and if so it would be the
cognate of Arabic Glus (nasaka) “to worship.” The 92 could be
the Aramaic 712 “son,” but it is more likely to mean “pure,
pious, honest,” which is the cognate of ArabicJ_g (birr/barr)
“fidelity, piety towards God or parents, obedience” or S

(bariy) “free, clear, pure in heart from associating any [other]
with God.”

PSALM 19:4-5 (MT 19:5-6) (CMBBP VIII)

Lh MBI RSY 0TS NI B2 SIREY Uy
TR Yﬁﬁ? M3222, “In them he has set a tent for the sun,
which as a bridegroom coming out of his chamber rejoices as a
strong man to run his course.” The Hebrew text can also be

translated as “Verily, in the skies the scorching sun shines; it
comes out like a fire-carrier from his canopy and like a

champion runs its course with joy.” The (7 of WD W? canberead
as the emphatic ‘9 “indeed, verily,” and the D@ “he set” can be
repointed as D(? “scorching,” the cognate of the Arabic pgo

(samiim) “ahot violent wind in a sand storm” (which became the
loanword simoom in English). Instead of reading the 51N as

BTTN “tent” it can be read as (7:7& “shining.” The 2773 “in
them” refers to the heavens and firmamentin 19:1. The ]DU can

be read as ]ﬂfj (scriptio defectiva for ]ﬁnf:() “a fire-carrier,”
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derived from /T “to snatch up fire/coals” and I “a fire-
holder.” The ﬂ;ﬁﬂ “canopy, chamber” is a cognate of Arabic
>/ i (haffa / hafif) “to circuit, to surround, to enclose”
and “to make (rustling) sounds from running feet or the whizzing

sounds of wind.” With these nuances of ﬂ@ﬁﬂ in focus, the

transition was easily made from the “circuit of the sun” to a
noisy “champion running his course.”

Psaim 22:1 (MBS XIV)

MY S YOR 9N, “My God, my God, why have
you forsaken me?” By changing the interrogative TT?TJTB into the
emphatic TT?TJ(? the verse reads “My God, my God, you have
surely forsaken me.” (See Matthew 27:46, below.)

PSALM 40:2 (CMBBP IX)

]ﬁxtg' =3an ’JL?SJZW, “He drew me up from the desolate
pit.” Kal avnyayév pe ék Adkkou tadolmwplec, “And he
brought me up out of a pit of misery.” The 11&@7 is the cognate
of Arabic g4 (fawaya) “he remained, stayed, or abode, he was
slain and remained where he was, or he remained in his grave
... he died,” with the passive _gq5 (fuwiya) meaning “he was
buried.” Thus the ﬁ&@ P32 is equal to “grave site” or “burial
plot,” and this phrase would mean, “he drew me up from the
burial plot.”

PSALM 40:4 (CMBBP IX)
2 "IDITUW D’D:ﬁ"?& HQQ'N-‘?':I “and does not respect
the proud, nor such as turn aside to lies.” The MT 23717

“proud/defiant” can also be recognized as the cognate of the
Arabic v ) /g,ab (raib/rdaba) “it made me to doubt, to be
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suspicious and skeptical” and g.)LE).o (murtab) “a sceptic in
matters of religion.” Given the positive references in 40:3—4 to
those who trust (ﬂf@;?;) a negative reference to skeptics and
doubters 0°2 [ﬁ) in 40:5 would be contextually appropriate.
The ﬂ’@ﬁfﬁ/"@f&j “fool, madman” became in the Septuagint
nov Log Peudelc “false frenzies.” The ‘Efﬂ “ones turning aside”
should probably be emended to W, stem II, “lies, fiction,
myths,” the cognate of the ArabicJJa.d (satara) “he composed
lies, falsehoods” andJ.Lw / SJ).Ia.J (satr/’ustirat) “lies, fictions,
fables, myths.” Thus this phrase can be translated as “who does
not turn to skeptics nor misleading myth.”

PSALM 40:6 (CMBBP IX)

’L? N2 DIR DB@G'N‘? mrdiY m2av, “Sacrifice and
offering you did not desire; ears you dug for me.” Ouotav kol
Tpoodopav OVK HOEANCNC 0D &€ KATNPTLOW HoL (B ABS),
“Sacrifice and offering you not desire but a body you have
prepared for me.” The Greek c®pe “body” was probably due to
scribal errors in the uncials when the final ¢ of §6€éAnoac was
mistakenly read as the initial letter of the Wt il “ears.” Then the
TL of this erroneous cwTLo was misread as a [, resulting in the
owpe now in the text. In light of the Arabic cognates (a) O‘bi
(Cadan = 7TR) “notification, announcement,” and (b); (karra
=117D) “to repeat, to reiterate,” the phrase ’5 D2 DR s
best translated as “you reiterated to me the pronouncements”

—namely the fact that burnt offerings and sin offerings were not
required.

PSALM 48:3 (CBBP XXXIV)
I DI RS PONTOR ik A )
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gmiy 75?3 D272, “Beautiful for situation, the joy of the whole
earth, is mount Zion, on the sides of the north, the city of the
great King” (KJV). “It is beautiful in its loftiness, the joy of the
whole earth. Like the utmost heights of Zaphon is Mount Zion,
the city of the Great King King” (NIV). E0 pul{av dyoi-
Aapoate Teong The yhic 0pn Ziwyr o TAcvpa tod Boppd M
TOALC T0D BaolAéwe Tod peyaAov (47:3), “The city of the
great King is well planted on the mountains of Sion, with thejoy
of the whole earth, on the sidesof the north.” The desiderated
Semitic meaning of Zaphon is not 193 “to hide” or ]ﬁDE
“north” but the Arabic cognate 20/ O,}fbo (safwun/ safwdn)
“pure, choice, selected purely or exclusively belonging to God.
Here the 1277 is a plural of intensity and T ]1'3_77
]153 is best translated as “Mount Zion, the quintessence of
purity.”

PSALM 55:20 (CMBBP XI)

DITON W7 KDY 5 NP PR IR, “Because
they have no changes therefore they fear not God” (KJV);
“because they keep no law, and do not fear God”(RSV). 00
yop &0ty adTolc dvTdAlayuo kol olk époprdnoay ToOV
Beov, “For they suffer no reverse, and they have not feared
God.” The MT n15’bf_'j “changes” is better read as the cognate
of the Arabic g_i.l:-(h alif ) meaning “the act of confederating to
assist,” permitting this verse to be read as, “There were no oaths
of allegiance from them, and they did not fear God.”

PSALM 68:31 (CBBP XXXV)

(mhin) IS RbIA mpbialiijgt 1PRY, “Envoys will come out of
Egypt” (NKJ). “Let bronze be 'B.rought from Egypt” (RSV).
HEovo Ly TpéoPerg €€ Alyvmtov (67:32), “Elders shall arrive
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out of Egypt.” The Arabic cognate mwa- (hasim) means one
who is “regarded with reverence, veneration, respect, honor, and
fear.” This cognate explains the Septuagint’s translation of
onan Wﬂ as Tpéo PeLg “ambassadors, elders, venerable men.” In
the language of Psalm 68:32, the Hasmoneans (D‘i?_ﬁﬁjﬂ/
"RIMUM) would have been the Judean men “held in high
esteem” or “regarded with fear.”

PsALM 70:1 (CMBBP IX)
TDT'T‘? 717'7 T'TEJD(7 “To the choirmaster. A Psalm of

David, for the memor1aloffer1ng. El¢ 10 Télog 1@ Aavld €ig
avauvnoLy, “For the end, by David for a remembrance.” The

B2 here means “bass voices,” the [T3J being the cognate of
the Syriac T8 (nésah) “to celebrate, to triumph,” which when
used of the voice meant “clear, sonorous.” The original finite
verb which began this verse survives in the W‘DTUB “to hold in
memory” of the superscription. This 7277 was mistakenly read
as the Hiph“il infinitive and given the preposition 5 and made
the final word of the superscription. But 1"2177 was a Hiph©il

imperative and was originally the first word of the psalm itself:
“Remember, O God, to save me” The text may have had the

infinitive and the imperative: 77271 77217

PsaiMm 109:4 (CMBBP X)

75511 "IN1,“AndTam aprayer.” 'Eyo 8¢ mpooevyounv,
“And I am praying.” The M5B here is not the same as the
TT(?DH ‘prayer” in 109:7 (from the stem 5??) The initial [ of
the 19D here in 109:4 is the first letter of the stem ‘9@@ “to be
unseemly, to be indecent.” The MT TT(?DH “prayer” should be
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pointed as (1) ;'T?Dﬂ “impropriety, indecency, obscenity,
triviality” or as (2) ﬂ‘?ﬁ_h, a participle meaning “an indecent/
obscene (woman).” The Hebrew ‘9@@ is the cognate of Syriac

BDD (tepal) “defiled, corrupt.” The female psalmist laments
the deceitful mouths, lying tongues, words of hate, and verbal
attacks which besmirch her. The curses in verses 6—15 were
invoked by this castaway concubine or divorced wife against her
former mate, his fellows, and his family.

PsALM 109:23 (CMBBP X)

’ﬂDi?ﬂJ ﬁhﬁfDJ:D'i7$D:, “I am gone like the shadow when it
declineth” (KJV) or “I fade away like an evening shadow”
(NIV). The Arabic cognate of this '[L_?:T (stem II) is s
(halaka), which in form 10 means “he became distressed,
trouble, or fatigued.” Thus this phrase probably meant, “like a
fading shadow I became fatigued,” for this psalmist had become
weary of the false allegations and lies.

PsALM 109:31 (CMBBP X)

DI WBW YWD 1IN T TAYITD, “Forhe
stands at the right hand of the needy, to save from the ones
judging his soul.” “OtL Tapéotn ék O6eEL@V méEVNTOC TOD
0donL €k TOV KoTaOLWKOVTWY TNV Yuxny Wov, “For he
stood at the right hand of the poor, to save from the ones pur-
suing my soul.” The DWW “from the ones judging” was read
by the Septuagint translators as a Saph “é| participle of 0B, the
cognate of Arabic Lz_:_e (fid) and ua_:_e (fid) “to die.” The
MDY, when pointed as ’DDW?_D and coupled with WDJ, was
a perfect match with this cognate in form IV, duwas ;‘.\L_e'
(Cafad tu nafsahu) “1 made his soul to depart.”
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PSALM 118:25 (SHEM TOB)

&2 TTI:I‘BBU TT]TT‘_ &Qlf NJ TT.‘;J’!LﬁTT TT]TT‘_ &Qlf “O
Yahweh, please save! 0 Y ahweh, please sendprosberity!” ‘Q
KUpLe o@oov 81 & kipLe €06dwaov &, “O Lord, save now:
O Lord, send now prosperity.” The MT N3 :'T;;”Lﬁﬂ can be
transliterated as hoshianna. It is one of three different
imperatives which became ‘Qoavvd in Greek and Hosanna in
English. The initial 177 of HSTJ’WVT marks it as a Hiph©il im-
perative of IJW: “to save,” and the NBT is the polite particle of
entreaty — which when combined mean “Please save!” This
‘Qoovve/Hosanna is the cognate of the Arabic &9 (wasa ‘a
/wassa ‘) “he made one’s means of subsistence ample and abun-
dant and the related noun dx.s (§a “at) “richness, wealthiness,
plentifulness, and easiness of life.” The xgx;@'ﬁn (‘Qoavva/
Hosanna ) of the Feast of Booths (Succoth) is more likely to be
the cognate of Arabic C::;j (wasa “a) “to mix things,” for the
festival of Succoth (based upon Lev 23:40) requires the mixing
of a piece of quality fruit with branches from palm, willow, and
myrtle trees. (The third NQS_Jféﬁn/(Qoowva /Hosanna is noted
below in the paragraph focused on Matt 21:9 J)

PROVERBS 25:21-22 (MBS V)

PR D5m 3. ok MHONT TRIY 2pooN
WRA" 53_.7 TN, “If your enemy is hungry, give him food to eat
... Foryou will heap burning coals on his head.” 'Eav mewg

0 éx0po¢ gov Tpédpe adTAV . .. TODTO Yap TOLGV GVOPAKNS
TLPOC owpevoeLg éml TNV kedaAny «dTo0, If your enemy is
hungry, give him bread to eat; . . . for so doing you will heap

coals of fire upon his head.” The metaphor of “heaping coals of
fire upon the head,” meaning “to teach someone a good lesson,”
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is based upon the usage in Arabic of _wd (gabasa) “fire, a live
coal.” It is the cognate of WQD “hot ashes, coals”— a synonym
of the D"?DJ “glowing coals” in Prov 25:22. The Arabic UJ
w3 (qabasa ndran) means “he took fire” and IJU‘ b
(qabasa ’‘alndrd) means “he lighted the fire.” But Lal.cw.e
(qabasa “ilmd) means “he acquired / sought knowledge.” In the
causative form ‘JU 4.«....9‘ (Cagbasahundrd)means “he gave him
fire”; and Lale duasd] (Cagbasahu “ilmd) means “he taught him
knowledge.” The plural noun w‘)ﬂ‘ (Calgawdbisu) means
“those who teach what is good.” Thus the Arabic idiom and
metaphor removes the obscurity of the Hebrew idiom and
metaphor of “heaping of glowing coals upon the head” in Prov
25:22 and its quotation in Rom 12:20. If the firey coals have to
do with eat, then crowning someone with coals would be an act
of torture. 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.

PROVRBS 30:1 (CBBP XV)

ONTRD 23T BRI NERT MPYI2 M 1137
5;&1 '7&’17‘&'7, “The words of Agur the son of Jakeh, even
the bfophecy: the man spake unto Ithiel, even unto Ithiel and
Ucal.” Toug¢ épolg Aoyoug LLéE poPrdntL kal Oefapevog
a0TOUG HeTaVOeL Tade AEYEL O avnp Tol¢ TLoTEVOUOLY e
kol Tovopat, “‘Reverence my words, son, and receiving them,
repent,” says the man to them that trust in God; and I cease.”

The first four words of the MT can be rendered, “the words of
a pious person rewarded for righteousness,” for the name 1R
(Agur) is a cognate of Arabicj?’ (Cajara) “a reward from God
to a man for righteous conduct,” and the name TTP: (Yakeh) is
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a cognate of Arabic djﬁ (wagqr) “to be pious, to be obedient, to
guard oneself from sin.” The next two words, OXJ KRR,
mean “the one authoring the saying,” for N@@ﬂ is the cognate
of Arabic Lzs (nasa’a) “he created or composed a proverb” and
& (munsi) “author, originator.” The word, 7317 is the cog-

S
nate of Arabic yZ (jabara) “he restored to a good estate, to

treat anyone in a kind and conciliatory manner.” Thus the first
seven words of 30:1 mean “the words of Agur [= the one-
rewarded-for-righteousness], the son of Jakeh [= the pious one],

the one authoring the declaration [= DN KM of the one-
restored-to-sound-estate” [= 3377].

PROVERBS 30:1 (CBBP XV)

51 SRS SRR 227 O3, “The man says
to Ithiel, fo Ithiel and Ucal” (RSV). Recognizing the Aramaic
PN, “to exist” and changing the preposition 5 “to” into the
emphatic ‘9 the phrase reads, “The declaration of the one-
restored-to 'good health: ‘Surely there is a God! Surely there is
a God! I will be safeguarded.”” The BDN is a Hoph‘al
imperfect of &53 the cognate of the Arabic M(kala a) “to
guard, to keep safe,” as in the expression, Al 3NS (kila’at
allahi) “the safe keeping of God”).

PROVERBS 30:2 (CBBP XV)

S 0TR PP2TRDY WRR DI WD D, “Surely I
am too stupid to be a man. I have not the understanding of a
man.” Appovéotatoc yap €luL TAVTwr avdpw Twy Kol
PpovnoLc avBpdTwy ok €0ty év éuot, “For I am the most
simple of all men, and there is not in me the wisdom of men.”
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The Y2 is better read as T3, the Qal passive participle of
WI_JTZ stem 11, “to burn, to be c..oTnsumed with anger or emotion”;
and the WM can be repointed to W:l:{fﬁ “from despair”— the
W:?f being the cognate of Arabic ) (ayisa) “he despaired”
and u"l—il (*iyas) “desperation.” Thus this verse states, “for I

was consumed from despair and I did not have (normal) human
discernment.

PROVERBS 30:4 (CBBP XV)

VTN 9D N2T0WTNY MW, “What is his name, and
what iTs his son’s name? Surely y(.)u know!” Tl Gvope adT@ 7
TL Ovopa Tol¢ Tékvolg avTod tva yr@c, “What is his name
and what is his son’s name so that you know.” The i1 here is
not the interrogative “what” but the exclamatory “how!” as in
YWISU"?;D T[DW IR, how majestic is thy name in all
he earth!” (Psa 8:2). The VDW in 30:4 may be the cognate of
Arabic geww (sumii) “exaltedﬁess, eminence.” If so, the MT
1?3(@7";7?_3 matches the 7RI of Psa 8:2. The Vorlage could
have been 1Y 1?3@7 13 “How exalted his name!” The phrase
ﬁJ;'D@'ﬂ?_ﬂ “What is his son’s name?” may actually mean
“How sublime his intelligence!” The MT 1]3 “his son” can be
read as W2 (scriptio defectiva for 1°2, the masculine variant of
13°2 “intelligence”). The closing U711 %2 “Surely you know!”
(RSV) should be read as the initial words of 30:5, “Certainly

1%

you know every saying of God has stood the test

PROVERBS 30:31 (CMBBP XI)
my DWP‘?S 'z[‘???ﬁ,“Andaking,againstwhomthere isNo
rising up” (KJV). Kal Baoidelg dnunyopdv év €0vel, “And
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a king orating before a nation.” The Septuagint translators read
the DWPBN as if it were D?P(?N, the Latin eloquens “expressing
one’s thoughts forcefully.” Here the ‘9& can be read as the cog-
nate of Arabic JT (Pala) “he ruled/governed his subjects,” and

the @I of DP 58 can be read as the cognate of Arabic f.)_'a'
(gawm) “a community, a body of men and women, kinfolk, or
tribe.” This phrase, when divided as M) DWP BN 75?31,

means “and a king governing/demagoging a tribe of his people.”

PROVERBS 31:2 (CMBBP XI)

‘jjJ:'W; TT?QH "JJQ.TW;'W_N ’j;'ﬂ@ , “What, my son?
What, son of my womb? What, son of my vows?” (RSV). Tt
Tékvov tnpnoeLg Tl PprioeLg 8ol TPWToyevég 0ol Aéyw LLE
Tl Tékvov éunc koLAlag TL Tékvov éudv edy v, “What, O
child, will you observe? What are the dictates of God? My
firstborn, I am speaking to you, O son, What is it, son of my
womb? What is it, son of my vows?” Behind the threefold
interrogative 1137, . .77, . .71, “What. .. what. . .what?” of
the MT stand three imperatives of the verb 1113], the cognate of
Arabic u_o_: Jelas (namy/nama’) “to grow, increase, expand,
prosper, flourish, thrive.” Thus this phrase can be translated as
“Prosper, my son! Flourish, son of my womb! Thrive,son of my
vows!”

PROVERBS 31:3 (CMBBP XI)

129 NIMRD T2 TN WD PATOR, “Give
not your strength to women, your ways to those who destroy
kings” (RSV). M7 8G¢ yuvatlél oov mAolTOoV Kol TOV GOV
vobv kal Blov elg votepoPouiiar, “Give not your wealth to

women, nor your mind and living to remorse.” The 5717 here is
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the cognate of the Arabic 3 ))> (darak) “the attainment or
acquisition of an object of want.” The HU?TD here is not stem I
“to wipe out, to exterminate” but stem II, the cognate of Arabic
Cbu (mahhah) “one who pleases with his words but does
nothing, a habitual liar.” The advice of Lemuel’s mother was
essentially “Son, beware of female flatterers who do lip service
only!” The Septuagint’s voOv “mind, reason” is an alternative
translation of the 5’?_7 which was read as though it were the
cognate of Arabic J:-"/Jb' (hyl/hadla) “he thought, fancied,
imagined.” Here the advise of the mother to her son was, “Give
not your wealth to women nor your acquisitions to (women)
who deceive kings.”

PROVERBS 31:5 (CMBBP XI)

W20 1T R PRI MDY ANYIR. “Les
he drink, and forget the decree, and change the judgment of any
of the sons of affliction.” “Ive U mLOVTEC EMARBWVTAL TAC
oodplag kal 0pOa kptval ob un dUrvwrtal Tovg aodevelg,
Lest they drink and forget wisdom and be not able to judge the
poor rightly.” The MT " needs to be vocalized as "3Y and
identified as the cognate of the Arabic u:_é (ganiya) “he was

z

free from want, he became wealthy,” and <€ (ginan) and
el & (gana®) “wealth, riches”— not to be confused with 131 /73U
“poor,” the cognates of Arabic gt (‘unuw) and Le (‘ana) “to
be humble, miserable.” Lemuel’s need to adjudicate on behalfof
the pooris stated in 31:9 (]1’3&1 MY "7, “maintain the rights
of the poor and needy”). Here in 31:5 Lemuel was advised not

to drink wine and strong drink lest it interfere with his ability to
properly adjudicate for the wealthy.
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PROVERBS 31:8 (CMBBP XI)

Ao W20 1ToR o9RG TRTMND, “Open your
mouth for the dumb, for the rights of all who are left desolate”
(RSV)."Avorye o0V otopa A0Yw Beod kol kplve TAVTEG
UYL&¢, “Open thy mouth with the word of God, and judge all
fairly.” The Septuagint’s A0yw 60D “to the word of God”
translates what now stands in the MT as 5& D‘?&% as if the
Vorlage read 58 D‘?D‘? with the 053 being the cognate of

Arabic (.Blf (kalam) “saying, words,” used in a similar expres-
sion, fmb dad C...a(fatahafamahu bi’lkaldm)‘“he opened his
mouth to say something.” The MT DBN “dumb” is better read
as scriptio defectiva for D“?R‘? “to kith-and-kin,”— the O
being the cognate of Arabic ) (°dl/°ill) and 4] (°ilar) “a
man’s family and kinfolk.” The ’m%ﬂ 733 is the equivalent of

N3 72 “sons of the covenant,” a reference to the con-
federates and affiliates of the kingdom of Massa. The Arabic
cognate of this ﬂ‘?ﬂ is el > (halif') meaning “the act of con-
federating, to assist and make an agreement to aid those
wronged.” Thus this verse should be translated as “open your
mouth for kith-and-kin, for the rights of all who are associates.”

PROVERBS 31:10 (CMBBP XI)

NI M L?’U'NW&, “Who can find a virtuous woman?”
(KJV); “A good wife who can find?” (RSV). Tuvaike dvs-
pelav ti¢ evprioeL, “Who can find a manly woman?” The (7’U
can mean (a) “might,” the cognate of Arabic (1) J)?/Jy-/
Jl} (hwl/ hyl/hdl) “strength, power, might,” or (b) s>

(huwwal) “intelligent, smart in turning affairs over in the mind,
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or (c) J.:&/JB- (hyl/hal) “a bountiful, liberal, generous
person.* Here the (7’U carries multiple levels of meaning which

permits this paraphrase: “Who can find a rich, generous,
dynamic, smart woman, gifted with administrative skills?”

PROVERBS 31:11 (CMBBP XI)

o N ‘7‘?@1, “And he will have no lack of gain.” ‘H
rowcérﬁ KBV oKkUAOY 0K aTopnoel, “Such a one shall not
be at a loss for fine spoils.” As Driver (1951) noted, the ‘?‘?@
here is the cognate of Arabic Jtl-“’ (salil) “a child or male

offspring.” Thusthis phrase can be translated as “he will not lack
a son.”

PROVERBS 31:15 (CMBBP XI)

TS P Anab 79w P03, “She provides food
for her household and tasks for her maidens.” Kal édwkev
Bpwpate T6) olkw kol €pye Talg Bepamalvalg, “And gives
food to her household, and work to her maidens.” The MT ﬂﬁfb
is the cognate of Arabic g_ﬂ_g.‘)_L’ (tarif) “a thing that is good and

fresh and pleasing to the eye of fruits and other things.”
Therefore it can be said that “she gave fresh quality food to her

household,” rather than just “food.” The Pﬂ here is probably the
cognate of the Arabic 4> (huggat) “small pot, jar, container,”
rather than “tasks” or “work,” base upon the Pﬂ “statute” (from
PET:T , stem I,“to inscribe, to decree”).

PROVERBS 31:30 (CMBBP XI)

SHnnn X MR MEN et 5am 1 Ry,
“Grace 1sdeceitful, aﬁd beaﬁty 1s vain; Buta wbrﬁén that feafe;[h
Jehovah, she shall be praised” (ASV). Pevdelc apéokeral kol
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HOTHLOV KOAAOC YULVALKOG YUVT Y& OLVETN €DAOYelToL
dOBov &€ kuplov alitn alveltw, “Desires to please are false,
and woman's beauty is vain: for it is a wise woman that is
blessed, and let her praise the fear the Lord.” The Septuagint’s
apéokeLol “desires to please” is a doublet reflecting the PW “a
lie” and variant which was read as 7DW /7BW “comliness,
beauty, to be pleasing.” The MT 1177 is not from Pﬂ “to be
gracious,” but from (M which is the cognate of Arabic
037’/017’ (hwn / hdn) meaning “he was disloyal, false, unfaith-
ful, he acted perfidiously.” Thus the YD1 '73:'” na WPW
should be translated as “infidelity is deceitful, and beauty is
fleeting.”

ECCLESIASTES 2:8 (CBBP XVI)

ighig{ing! TT'TTW BIRT M2 DAY, “And the luxuries of
the sons of man—a wife and wives” (YLT). Kal évtpupnuata
uldv tod arbpumou oivoydor kel oivoyodwc, “And delights
of the sons of men, a butler and female cupbearers.” The nouns
NWTU'I TT?W are cognates of Arabic sA& /|U& (Sadw / Sada)
“he sang, chanted, recited poetry.” They should be repointed as
participles NT'TWW TT'TW “a chanter and chanting women,” like

the preceding ﬂﬁ@j D’j@ “singing men and singing women.”

ECCLESIASTES 7:26 (CBBP XVI)
D"'HB?: N7 wtux 'T!U&‘T nx mr:r: ml ‘JN &31?3,1

"1’35 QM2 “And I find more bitter than death the woman,
Whose heart is snares and nets” (KJV). Kal eOplokw éyw
TLkpOTepov UTEP Bavator oLV TNV yuvalke fTig €0TLV
Onpetpate, “And I find her to be, and I will pronounce to be
more bitter than death the woman which is a snare and her heart
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nets.” The N‘U'W@S TT@N:T needs to be emended to TT(Q&
N7 nij, and the H?WR can then be read as the cognate of
Arabicj&i (®asir) “exulting greatly or excessively by reason of
wealth and behaving with pride and self-conceitedness.” Thusthe

verse can be translated as “more bitter than death is a self-
conceited / thankless woman; she is snares and her heart isnets.”

ECCLESIASTES 7:28 (CBBP XVI)

NS XD TRTODD TERT INE 70N TN DTN
“Onemanin a thbusand 'I found; but a Woma'n.in all thése Idid
not find.” The word ﬂ%&?_ﬁ “familiar, friendly” which dropped
out due to a haplography needs to be restored. The ﬂ%&?_ﬁ is the
cognate of Arabic \jjjh, (md luf") “familiar,” A (ma'lay)
“an object of familiarity,” and A (ilf') “close friend, intimate,
confidant, lover.” Thus this verse states, “one friendly (ﬂbx?_ﬁ)
man out of a thousand (ﬂbxfﬁ) I found but a woman in all these
I did not find.”

ECCLESIASTES 7:29 (CBBP XVI)

TR T BTN STONT TEY TUN PR
miinky ﬂﬁl:@h WUPZ “I found, that God made man upright,
but they have sought out many devices.” Here the MT BRI
“the man” is gender inclusive, as it is in Gen 1: 27, where
DTN “the human being” includes the 72231 72T “male and
female,” and as it is in Gen 5:2b, D:T?f D??Qj'ﬂ{{ RjP’] “and
he called their name ‘Adam.’” The Arabic cognate of W@: is
B (yusr), “ease, easiness of circumstance, and what is made
easy.” This verse is a clear allusion to Eden where Q7RI
(Adam and Eve) had “easiness of circumstance.” But the ease of
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Eden ended when Q7RI (Adam and Eve) “willfully turned to
many reckonings of their own” (7:29b).

SONG OF SOLOMON 1:3 (CBBP XVII)

NY220 12750 TR PR 12U B3 TR 007
TR, “Your oils are fragrant, your name is oil poured out;
therefore the maidens love you.” Kol dour pipwy cov UmeEp
TOVTO TO KPWHATE LUPOV €KKEVWOEY BVoud 0oL dLe ToDTo
veavidec fyammoav o€, “And the smell of your ointments is

better than all spices: your name is ointment poured forth;
therefore do the young maidens love you.” By changing the

initial preposition(? “to” into the emphatic 5 the 7[‘3?7317 U’ﬁb
029 reads “Truly, the scent of your oils/ perfumes is delight-
ful.” The ]?JW of ?[’J?;W is the cognate of Arabic f"‘:’ (Samma)
“scent,” but the ]?JW of Pjﬁﬁ ]DW is the cognate of Arabic
o= (taman) “high-priced, expensive.” The P2 of PO is the
cognate of the Arabic J)‘)/éb (ruq/rdqa) “to be clear/pure,
to excel, to delight,” Thus this verse stated, “Truly, the scent of

your perfume is very delightful. Precious, your scent was made
to induce pleasure; therefore (young) women have loved you.”

SONG OF SOLOMON 1:4 (CBBP XVII)

'p:mx D’j@"@ e '["T'! ﬂj’DTJ, “We will extol
your love more than wine; rightly do they love you.” Ay -
OOWEV MIOTOUG 00U UTEP olvov €DBUTNG fyamnoéy oe, “We
will love your breasts more than wine: righteousness loves you.”
The S]127IR DU “the upright love you” is better read as
“they loved you more than great luxuries”— recognizing here
the Arabic cognate = (yusr) “richness, opulence, wealth,
luxury.” (The plural QYWY is a plural of intensity indicated
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by the adjective “great.”)

[SAIAH 8:6 (CMBBP XIII)

iy brS vo%nn Mot M PR, “The waters of
Shiloah that go sbﬂly,aﬁd rejoice.” To Udwp 100 Lidwap T0
TOPELOUEVOY Nouyh aAle PoviecBul éxeLy . . . Baoiiéa éd’
VL@V, “The water of Siloam that goes softly, but wills to have
...aking over you.” The Greek €yeLv . . . BaoLAéu reflects a
reading of the MT W01 with the stem WY, the cognate of the
Arabic g /u"L‘" (saws/sds) “he ruled, he governed,.” (The
Wﬁi&??;ﬂ needs to be repointed as tmtgm or WW@?N .) The
BoUAeaBaL “to desire” translates the MT PN, which must have
appeared as [N and was read and as the construct of TN
“desire. Actually the MT @I is the cognate of the Arabic
adjective ij’;.c /u’b)Lf:..o (musawis | musawis) “water hardly
to be seen, by reason of its remoteness from the surface of the
ground or its paucity and the depth to which it has sunk.” Thus
WVQTN DK’_C'? D’_D(?;'TU U‘?WU M2 DX means “the waters of
Shiloah that flow gently and are barely visible.”

ISAIAH 8:8 (CMBBP XII)

‘7& NJ?TDSJ ’[371‘5'3[ﬁ N‘??J W’TB;D ﬂﬁw?_? ﬂ::ﬂz, “And
its outspread wings will fill the breadth of your land, O
Immanuel.” Kol éotal 1) TapedfoAn altod Wote 10 TAKTOC
TAC XWpag oou Whed MUY 0 Bedc, “And his camp shall fill the
breadth of thy land, O God with us.” The F]d2 ofthe MT 1212
is the cognate of Arabic Y (kanafa) “to guard, to protect, to
provide with an enclosure” and the noun S (kanaf’) “shelter,
fold, protection.” The Septuagint’s Topeppoin “a fortified en-
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closure” reflects this derivation and is the true meaning here of
the MT W’TDJT 2.

ISAIAH 8:9 (CMBBP XIII)

ﬁﬁﬁj DY V7, “Associate yourselves, O ye people, and
ye shall be broken in pieces” (KJV); “Make an uproar, O ye
peoples, and be broken in pieces” (ASV); “Bebroken, O peoples,
and be shattered” (NAS). I'vdte €0vn kal NTTdode, “Know,
ye peoples, and be conquered.” The yv@te “know ye” reflects a
Vorlage with 1™ for the MT V7. The Syriac text reads 1V
(zt1°6) “quake, quiver, tremble,” which reflects the verb V717
(stem II) “to be frightened / tremble with fear.” It is the cognate
of the widely attested Arabic @J/éb (ra‘/ra° “he was
frightened, it affected his heart with fear.” This meaning is the
perfect parallel for the imperative M “be dismayed, scared,
terrified” which follows.

ISAIAH 8:14 (CMBBP XIII)

WjPD‘? MY, “And he will become a sanctuary.” Kol éav
€T’ a0t memoLbwe N\ éotal ool €l aylaoue, “And if thou
shalt trust in him, he shall be to thee for a sanctuary.” The MT
(U:IP?D “sanctuary” needs to be emended to WWP?_J, a Hiph©il
participle of the stem WWP , which is the cognate of the Arabic
C’JS (karata) “it oppressed, afflicted, grieved him” and 43 JlS
(karitat) “disaster, catastrophe. Thus the king of Assyria, not
Yahweh, will become the “oppressor” (literally, “the grief-
maker”) as well as his becoming “a stone of offense, and a rock
of stumbling.”

ISAIAH 9:6 (MBS XX)
DISYIY TR 7923 OR yui 85D Y 8PN
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“And his name will be called Wonderful, Counselor, Mighty
God, Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace. Seven Hebrew words
have traditionally been translated as these five names. Taking a
clue from the Septuagint’s «0Tw “to him” at the end of the verse

and recognizing it as the translation of the initial ab (read as
ﬁ?JLT? “to him”) of the initial word TTZWQL? in 9:6, nine Hebrew
words emerge which make up three titles composed of three
words: (1) 5& ’r‘;ﬁ” NBB , “Wonderful Counselor of God,” (2)

JDIR =321 “Mighty One of the Eternal Father,” and (3) 0
D‘? Dﬁefg, “Reconciling Prince of Peace.” The D‘? “reconcil-
ing” in the third title (which lies behind the Septuagint’s «0TW
“to him”) is the cognate of Arabic verb ‘o}, ({ldm) “to reconcile”

and the noun \*;'j (li’m) “peace, concord, agreement, unity.”

[ISATAH 11:1 1998 Graduation Sermon Lexical Data on “Jesse”
“A shoot shall forth from the stump of Jesse (‘@"./ "@"R_).” ]

ISAIAH 24:12 (CMBBP IX)
73_.7(?'17;? TT:NWW TT?TDW a2 "IN, “Desolation is left
in the city, the gates are battered into ruins (RSV). Kol koto-
AerpOnoovtar moAelg €pmMUoL Kol OLKOL €yKaTeAEAEL-
uévor amorodvtat, “And cities shall be left desolate, and
houses being left shall fall to ruin.” The olkot “houses” reflects
the MT TT:N(U (perhaps read as the plural DRU [scriptio
defectiva] in the Vorlage). This TT’TNW/ ﬂ”NW is a cognate of
the Arabic g (tawaya) “he dwelt, or abode,” and ¢ g2

(matwan) “a place where one stays, dwells, or abides, an abode
or a dwelling.”
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[SAIAH 53:9 (CMBBP XIV)

1‘13?3; w*zﬁx;'nm 17:3‘? D‘S.J(TU'T'NS ]ﬂ”] , “And they
made his grave with the wicked and with a rich man in his
death.” Kal 8Wow tolLg movmpolg avtl Th¢ tadfic avtod
kol ToLg TAovolovg avtl tod Bavatov avtod, “And I will
give the wicked for his burial and the rich for his death.” The
MT W‘WSTJ “rich” is not the contextually desiderated parallel for
the D’SJ@7 “wicked (ones).” The NAB translation rightly reads,
“A grave was assigned him among the wicked and a burial place
with evildoers.” The MT 7’@3;7 “rich” when repointed as 7’@3.7

can be recognized as the cognate ofArabicJ_f_'c (gutru) “vile,
ignoble.”

ISAIAH 61:3 (CBBP XXXIII)

WENTY I Y21 PTRT N BT NP, That
they might be called oaks of righteousness.” Kol kAn8ncovtat
veveal dikaLoolvng, “And they shall be called generations of
righteousness.” The MT "F?’S “trees, oaks terebinths” became
in Greek the plural of yeved “family, race, generation, clan,
offspring.” The translators were aware of the MOR /5 which
was the cognate of the Arabic ) (°al/°ill) and 1) (ilat)
meaning “a man’s family, relations or kinfolk.” Thus Hebrew
15X can mean (D) ﬂ‘?if{ “these”, (2) ﬂi?:;{ “to curse,” (3) TTLT}Z‘T{
“to wail,” (4) TTLT}S “terebinth, oak tree” (5) nf)rs “lance, fork,
sign-pole,” (6) TN /TIOY “God,” and (7) TN “kith and
kin.” This last dTe:ﬁnition “is the key for interpTreting Jesus’
question to Peterin John 21:15, ayamdc e mAéov ToUTwy “do
you love me more than these?” which read originally as 27X
MORM N PR TION , “do you love me more than kith-and-
kin?” (See below on John 21:15.)
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[ ISAIAH 64:5 (Classroom Notes & Handouts #49)
“They remember you in your ways. But we sinned in spite
of them. Behold you became angry. |

[ IsAIAH 64:9 (Classroom Notes & Handouts #49)

“Be not exceedingly angry, O LORD, and remember not
iniquity for ever. Behold, consider, we are all thy people. and
would that we be saved forever.” |

ISAIAH 65:25 (CBBP I)

ﬁ?JU(? nRD WUQW, “And dust shall be the serpent's food.”
The DBY in this vrse is IBY, stem IV, which is the cognate of
Arabiché (¢afar) “’small herbage, a sort of small sprouting
herbage which when green resembles green passerine birds.”
Thus the phrase ﬁ?JI?T‘? ) WUJTW can be translated “sprouts

(will be) the serpent’s food,” The IBY in Gen 3:14 is a col-
lective noun meaning “small crawling or creeping creatures”; but
here in 65:25 the TR refers to “sprouting vegetation™ (analo-
gous to the lion’s eating ]Dﬂ “straw” in Isaiah 11:7).

JEREMIAH 5:7 (CBBP XVIII)

ﬁ'!?ﬂljf ﬂ;ﬁT 727, “And at the house of a harlot they
gather themselves together.” Kal év olkoL¢ Toprodv KoTé-
Avov, “And lodged in harlots’ houses.” The Greek translators

read the MT N'Tjﬂljf' as 17?31:7’_ and translated it as koTé -
Avov, “they were lodging,” as though the stem was 73] “to
sojourn, to dwell.” The most probable meaning of the 1'1?31:17
/TTTW:JI:T' is M2, stem IV, the cognate of the Arabic )57 /Jl?-
(jara) “he deviated from the right course, he acted wrongfully,
unjustly, injuriously, or tyrannically.” Thus these three words
stated that “at the house of a harlot they acted wrongfully.”
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JEREMIAH 5:8 (CBBP XVIII)

1'773‘ Einpohn) NWN 5& IR "7 D‘DW?J D2 000
“They were well-fed lusty stalhons each nelghlng for his
neighbor’s wife” (RSV). “ImmoL OnAvpaveilc éyevndnoav
€kootog €Ml TNV yuvaike toD TANolov altod éxpepéti-
Cov, “They became stallions frenzied-by-females, they neighed
each one after his neighbor’s wife.” The MT Q%12 (and
variant B%37912) have been identified as ]1T “to feed” or 117 “to
be heavy,” resulting in the translations “well-fed” or “weighty”
horses. But in this context the B%T*13/Q%TM is better iden-
tified as the 37 which is the cognate of the Arabic (a) o33
(dinin) “any sort of thin mucus or seminal fluid of a stallion or
of a man that flows from the penis by reason of excessive
appetence,” and (b) the verb Ob (danna) “it (mucus or seminal
fluid) flowed.” The M T D"DW?; when repointed as D‘D@D can
be read as the Hoph'al participle of "[@7:, which is the cognate

of the Arabic d/L..;) (wasuka) “to be quick, to hurry, to be on the

verge (of doing something).” Thus the first four words of 5:8
can be translated as “they were horses whose seminal fluid have
been made to flow” or “they were stallions about to discharge
semen.”

JERRMIAH 20:7a (CMBBP XV)

NENX] 111 A2, “O LORD, thou hast deceived me,
and Iwés decei\./ed” (KJV); “O LORD, You induced me, and I
was persuaded” (NKJ). "Hrnotnodg pe kUple kol Nmatndny,
“Y ou have deceived me, O Lord, and I have been deceived.” The
nN2 here in Jer 20:7 is not the denominative of N2/ N2
“simple/simplicity,” meaning in the Pie/ “to deceive,” but a
cognate of the Arabic g5 (fatawa) “he notified the decision of
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the law.” The noun d)_I_é (fatwa ) means “the giving of an
answer, or a reply, stating the decision of the law respecting a
particular case, and the related title 2 » (mufti) means “ajuris-
consult who notifies the decisions of the law.” Jeremiah had been

informed of the divine fatwa (summarized in Deut 28:15-68).
Thus this phase can be translated as “Y ou told me, O Yahweh,
of the fiat and I was informed of the decree.”

JEREMIAH 20:7b (CMBBP XV)

B;WH] YRR, “You have overpowered me, and you have
prevailed” (NKJ). 'Ekpatnoa¢ kol ndéuvacdng, “You have
taken hold and have prevailed.” The P17 here in 20:7 is not the
verb “to be strong, to strengthen,” but the cognate of Arabic
BJ> (hadaga) “he made him skilful” (form II) and (3>l>
(hddiq) “a man chaste or eloquent of tongue, perspicuous in
language and thoroughly learned.” Thus "I 2IT means “you
made me eloquent” or “you made me quite articulate”— an idea
which is reinforced by Yahweh’s having promised Jeremiah
“you will become as my mouth” (15:19). Similarly, the 5;’!1?]
here in 20:7 is not from the verb ‘7;’ “to be able, to prevail” but
the cognate of the Arabic JS) (wakala) “he left him to his
opinion, judgment,” and in form II “he appointed him as his
commissioned agent,” and in form V “he relied upon him and
confided in him.” Consequently, ‘??WNJ YIRPIM s best trans-
lated as “Y ou made me articulate and you commissioned (me).”

JEREMIAH 20:10 (CMBBP XV)

W53 g mibY i 55 WA 1T, “Denounce,
and we will denounce him, say all m); familiar friends, they that
watch for my fall” (ASV); “Report him! Let’s report him! All
my friends are waiting for me to slip” (NIV). 'EmiovUotnte kol
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ETLOLOTOREY VTG Tovteg Grdpec ¢pliol avtod Tnpnoate
v émivolar avTod, “Conspire and let us conspire against him
all men his friends watch his intent.” The verb "1 here in 20:10
is the cognate of Arabic J>J (najada)“he overcame, he over-
powered, he subdued.” It calls for a physical attack, not just a
verbal attack. The MT 93 is the cognate of the Arabic Jf
(kalla) “he became fatigued, tired, weary, incapacitated” and
J.:lf (kalil) “weak, faint.” The MT WNNR “man” needs to be

read as WIIN “sickened, incurable.” The ‘Ubl} “limp” is best
read as the cognate of the Arabic CLai (Casla“) “distressing,
calamitous,” and "L&:La (sulay‘@), a calamity or misfortune

hard tobare.” Thisverse is better translated as, “Overpower him!
Let us overpower him! An incurable weariness is my recom-
pense; my being on guard is a calamity for me.”

JEREMIAH 31:21 (CBBP XIX)
nbonb 725 nu omn 7% o ows 75 2En
PR TIYTON C2W SR NP2 3 NsRT 777
“Set up road markers for yourself, make yourself guideposts;
consider well the highway, the road by which you went.
Return, O virgin Israel, return to these your cities” (NRS).
Ytficor cgeavtniy Liwvy Toinoov Tihwplay §0¢ kapdlay cov
€lg ToUg WHoug 080V M émopeldng aTooTpadnTL TapBEvog
IopomA amooTpadnTL €i¢ Tae TOAELC cou TevBolow,
“Prepare yourself, O Sion; execute vengeance;
rouse up your heart upon the shoulders.

Turn away from the road you traveled,
O virgin of Israel, return mourning to your cities.”

The Septuagint translators transliterated 08 as olLwvip,
which was then read as Ziwv (Zion). The Tihwplay “ven-
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geance” reflects the transliteration of QY17 as TippwpLy ;

and the 60¢ kapdlav 0oL €lg ToLE Wuoug, “set your heart upon
the shoulders,” reflects the misreading of the olpoug “roads” as

wpoug “shoulder.” The Arabic cognate of the N3 of n‘?m;
“virgin” is J._I_a (batala), which in form V means “he detached
himself from worldly things and devoted himself to God
exclusively without hypocrisy.” Only secondarily did J_I_:
(batala) focus on celibacy and virginity. If the Hebrew 5na
shared the Arabic nuance the title ‘9&?27’ ﬂ‘?ﬁﬂﬂ: “Virgin
Israel” would be better translated as “Virtuous Israel.” The MT
HBN “these” became mevOoiow “mourner” in the Septuagint —
indicating that TTBN was read as the cognate of Arabic (1) 4
(Paliha) “he manifested vehement grief and agitation,” or (2) J.jj
(waliha) “he became bereft of his reason or intellect in con-
sequence of grief or the loss ofa beloved,” or (3) J.“J‘ (“alil) “the
state of a mother who has lost her children.”

JEREMIAH 31:22 (CBBP XIX)

TTTDDWWET D27 1"PrRANN DR, “How long wilt thou
go about, O thou backsliding daughter?” (KJV)."Ew¢g mdte
amootpéPerg Buydtnp ATLpwpérn, How long, O disgraced
daughter, wilt thou turn away?” The verb PIaTT “to turn away”
can also mean “to be stupid, foolish,” which would make it the
cognate of Arabic s> (humagq) “foolishness or stupidity; i.e.,
unsoundness in the intellect or understanding.” Jeremiah fre-
quently reminded the Virgin Israel that she had been stupid, as
in 4:22 ("MY 5’1& Y2, “for my people are foolish™); 5:4
(ﬂ‘?iﬁﬁ R77, “they have no sense™); 5:21 (‘??Q [m?) 3‘? ™,
“O foolish and senseless people”); 10:8 (17Y2? 1593‘7 , “they
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are stupid and foolish™); 17:11 ((7;2 MY, “he will become a

fool”). The P12 of 31:22 can be added to Jeremiah’ssynonyms
for “foolish,” and 31:22 can be translated as “How long will
you stupify yourself, O faithless daughter?”

JEREMIAH 31:22 (CBBP XIX)

133 23%on N3P PR MY AT MDD,
“For the LORD has created a new thing on the earth: a woman
protects a man” (RSV).’OtiL €éktiLoer kUpLo¢ owtnplay €ig
Ketad OTEVOLY KoLy €V owtnply TepLeAedooVToL VBpw-
oL, “For the Lord has created safety for a new plantation: men
shall go about in safety.” In the Septuagint the TTTDPJ “woman”
appearsas owtnplav “safety” and owtnplo “safety,” reflecting
a misreading of N3P as 17123 “to save,” the cognate of the

Arabic M (nagida) “he became safe, he saved, he liberated.”
The Arabic cognate of iT321is wlis (nagdb) “a man of great
knowledge who is intelligent, and enters deeply into things.” The
229 OR “encompass” (NKJ) is the cognate of Arabic & (§ab-
ba), which in stems II and V means “to rhapsodize about a
beloved woman and one’s relationship to her, to celebrate her in
verse with amatory language, to compose love sonnets.” In Jer
31:3—4 Yahweh affirmed in masculine amatory language his
love for the “Virgin/ Virtuous Israel,” and now in Jer 31:22 the
new thing that Yahweh had created was this gender reversal: the
Virtuous/ Virgin Israel would now “lovingly rhapsodize”
(2230P) with sincerity about her God and her relationship with
Him.

JEREMIAH 31:32 (CMBBP XV)
BN B3 O3 DN TN BT TRTIEN
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117, “My covenant which they broke, though I was their hus-
band, oracle of Yahweh” (RSV). “OtL adtol ok €véueLvay
év ) SLdnKkn pou kol éyw MuéAnoa adTdY ¢moly kiplog,
“For they abode not in my covenant, and I disregarded them,
saith the Lord.” The MT ‘NBSJZ “I was a husband” is from
i'73.72 stem I, the cognate of Arabic J._x_: (ba‘ala) “he became
a husband, or lord, or master,” and the Greek quéAnoo “I disre-
garded” translated L?I_JTJ, stem II, the cognate of Arabic J._x_g
(ba‘ala) “he became confounded or perplexed, he was disgusted
The Syriac reads with the Septuagint “and so I despised 1702
[besit]) them,” but the Vulgate reads ego dominatus sum eo-
rum, “and I had dominion over them.” The Septuagint’s reading
is the preferred reading.

JEREMIAH 51:53 (CBBP VI)

TND Y O 83N W31 omwn 533 nbuns
'T‘? mithe b i 1&3’ “Though Babylon should mount up to
heaven and though she should fortify the helght of her strength,
yet from me shall spoilers come unto her.” “OtiL éav avoafi
BaBulov @¢ 6 00pavog kel 6Tl éav dyvpwon Llog Loyvog
bt Tap’ éuod MEovoy éforebpetovtec altny, “For
though Babylon should go up as the heaven, and though she
should strengthen her walls with her power, from me shall come
they that shall destroy her.” The MT 1Y may not mean ioyvog
avdtfic “her strength.” Here FTJ is probably the cognate of the
Arabic‘j_z_r- (‘anz) “an eminence or hill, a synonym for a fel.”
(The J of TJY was simply assimilated so that T3V became TV.)
Thus the phrase /1D DWWD 83N Y27 means, “though she
make inaccessible the top of her tel.”
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LAMENTATIONS 3:37-38 (Biblica 1968)

2B M N30 XS 1y e my 8D 9N,
“The Lord has not commanded it. Ol:lt‘ of the mouth of the Most
High there shall not come forth evil and good.” By changing the
negative &5 into the emphatic K‘(L? the verse reads “Verily the
Lord has ordained it! Verily from the mouth of the Most High
there shall come forth evil and good.”

LAMENTATIONS 4:3 (Biblica 1968)
WEDZSB MV™N2, the daughter of my people is cruel.” By
changing the (7 “to” into the emphatic 5 the phrase reads “the

daughter of my people is truly cruel.”

EZEKIEL (passim) QIR ]2 “the son of man” or “the son of

reconciliation” = “the reconciler” or “the son of authority”
= “the One with Authority.”

EZEKIEL 3:14 (CBBP XX)

TN ARM2 1 TSN IMERY NI 119, “The Spirit
lifted me up and took me away, and I went in bitterness in the
heat of my spirit.” Kol 10 mvedua éERpéy pe kol avéraBév
we kal €mopevdny €v opuf Tod TMrelpatdc pov, “And the
Spirit lifted me, and took me up, and I went in the impulse of my
spirit.” Here the MT T is probably from the stem R, the
cognate of the Arabic S0 (maraya) a verb used for the
movement of the wind and clouds. This derivation accounts for
the Septuagint’s 0puf “rapid motion forward.” The TT?TJT'[ ofthe
MT 117 NI2N3, “in the heat of my spirit,” it is more likely the
cognate of the Arabic (37/ ‘ol> (hiim / hama) used of the mo-
tion of birds flying or hovering in circles.” If the ¥ of 117 were

dropped as a dittography of the following 7 of 777 the phrase
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would mean, “I went flying off in circles of wind.” Far from
being depressed, this phrase speaks of the physical means of
transport (even if only in a vision or in the imagination) which
carried Ezekiel to the exiles along the Chebar River. Whatever
acrophobia he may have had, his fear (not depression) was
allayed because, while airborne, he was firmly gripped by the

hand of God (DY TN MR

EZEKIEL 13:18a (CBBP XXI)

12 HR-53 Sy ninoD NEMMY i, “Woeto the
women who sew magic bands upon all wrists” (RSV). Oval
T0l¢ oLPPATTOVONLE TPOOKEPAAXLX €Tl TAVTH GYK@VX
xeLpoc. “Woe to the women that sew pillows under every
elbow.” The NO2 /ﬂﬁﬂ?;, translated as “pillows” or “magic
bands” is actually the cognate of Arabic LS (kisa®) / L’“SI
(Paksiyat) meaning “a simple oblong piece of cloth, a wrapper of
a single piece.” This .S (kisa’) is probably the etymon ofthe
English “gauze” and French gaze, and the ﬂﬁﬂ?; here is best
translated as “bandages.” The *7? in the phrase *7? ‘5’38'5;
“every joint of my hand” should be emended to ™77, a Qal
passive participle meaning “maimed” from ﬂj:, the denomi-
native of "T: and the equivalent of Arabic ¢ (vaday / yadr)

“to wound anyone on the hand, to maim the hand,” or _¢> D)
(wadaya) “to cut off.” The (7’3& “joint” can refer also to an
entire limb, like the Arabic J40) (wusl or wisl) “limb.” Thusthis

phrase in 13:18a is best translated as “Woe to the ones tying
bandages on every maimed limb.”

EZEKIEL 13:18b (CBBP XXI)
nD) 7785 PO WRS"bY nineonI nivn,
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“And make veils for the heads of persons of every stature, in the
hunt for souls” (RSV). The lﬂﬂ@ O’317 has been variously trans-
lated as €mLRO AaLa “Wrappers/kefchiefs,” or “rags.” The Arabic
cognate of ﬂ@?/ﬂﬁﬂ?@?@ is G”w (safih) “a thick, course
garment or piece of cloth called eluS (kis@®).” The nini=lele
“(gauze) bandage” and the DOD “(gauze) dressing” are syno-
nyms. The 'ﬁjg‘? should be corrected to 'T"ﬁBi? and read as
the cognate of Arabic oo (sadid) “ichor, i.e. the thin water
or watery humour of a wound tinged with blood or pus.” The
ﬂﬁ(ﬂ?]z 'TfﬁB:B TT?;?P'%TD W&W'bi_] “upon the head of every
height to hunt souls” is better read as 17113 URI55 53_.7
mw‘;:a D’P'?, “upon every oozing head, to revive the ones
breathing.” Thus this phrase in 13:18b is best translated as “and

placing compresses upon every oozing head, to revive those
breathing.”

EZEKIEL 13:18¢c (CBBP XXI)

TN MR AWEN By? MyTIED Aweid.
“Will you hunt down souls belonging to my people, and keep
other souls alive for your profit?” (RSV).” Alyuyal dieotpa-
dnoav 10D Aood pov kol Yuydc mepLemoLodvto, “The souls
of my people are perverted, and they have saved souls alive.”
The MT DIWR (13:18-19) and YWD (13:20) are plural
participles of the denominative WQ; “to breathe” (the cognate of
Arabic S [nafas] in form V “to breathe, to inhale and
exhale”) and should be repointed D‘WDJ “breathing men” and
ﬂﬁng “breathing women.” The ﬂ;7713ﬁ here is not from
I8 “to hunt down” but from 1713, the cognate of Arabic Juo
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(sadda) “to shun, to alienate, to turn away.” The 5 of ”DIJB is
the emphatic ‘9 Thus the phrase "?35.7'7 'TJ'T'HBﬂ DWWBJ'I
means “they shun the ones breathing of my very own people

which is contrasted with NWW;J: m3aron TTQDTB “those of their

own [still] breathing, they restore to life.”

EZEKIEL 13:19d (CBBP XXI)

‘?33_.7"9& TR ﬂ;‘?eﬂﬁ] , “You have profaned me among
my people.” Kal €éBefrilovr pe mpodc tov Aadv pov, “And
they have dishonored me before my people.” The MT ‘ﬁN is
best read as YN “my sign,” which is a cognate of Arabic c"t_J
(Cayat) “a sign, an example, or a warning.” This phrase can be

translated as “they have undermined my warning unto my
people.”

EZEKIEL 13:20c (CBBP XXI)
D‘WDJ Igh) m‘r‘mm =igh WW& mrum'w Igh] mn‘:m

ﬂﬂ755 “And [I] let the souls go, the souls you hunt like birds”
(NKJ). Kol ¢EamooteAd tag Puyng ¢ LUele €ékoTpédete
T0.¢ Yuxag alTdY €ig dLaokopmopov, “And will set at liberty
their souls which you pervert to scatter them.” The Hebrew word
order needs to be altered to read and translated as follows:
Pt PR AR Ry
NT'T"TBTJ migh] WWN D’WDJ Igh)

“and I will let go to [becorne] the-ones- setfree
— the breathing women (and the) breathing men—
whom you have shunned.”

EZEKIEL 14:9 (CMBBP XVI)
PN CPR2 I IR 92T 93T IR NI
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RI7T R237, “And if the prophet be deceived and speak a
word, I, the LORD, have deceived that prophet” (RSV). Kal 0
TpodnTng €av TAavndf kol AwAron éyw KUPLOG TET-
ravnke tov mpodnTIny éketvov, “And if a prophet should
deceive and should speak, I the Lord have deceived that
prophet.” The Pu‘al TR ((TDR, stem ) “he will be deceived”

needs to be repointed as the Pi‘el 1B “he deceives”— which
is the reading of the Septuagint. But the Pi‘el PR is from
nDD, stem II, the cognate of Arabic g5 (fatawa) “he issued a
fiat/ fatwa .” Thus the apodosis contains a wordplay: if a prophet
deceives (FTDR, stem I) then [ decree (D2, stem II). Yahweh
then explicitly spelled out his fatwa / fiat: “I will stretch out my

hand against him and destroy him from among my people
Israel.”

EZEKIEL 20:25 (CMBBP XVI)

x5 orwsumy o2t 8D opn 0% nny INo
Ri12 M7, “And I also gave them statutes that were not good.
and ordinances by which they could not have life.” By changing
the negative &5 into the emphatic x5 the verse reads “I gave

them statutes that were indeed good and ordinances by which
they could indeed have life.”

EZEKIEL 20:25-27 (CMBBP XVI)

These three verses need to be read in this sequence (25%°, 26°,
27,26 *®): Moreover I gave them statutes that were indeed
good and ordinances by which they could indeed have life. I
did it that they might know that I am Yahweh. Therefore, son
of man, speak to the house of Israel and say to them, “Thus
says my Lord Yahweh: ‘In this again your fathers blasphemed
me, in their transgressing they transgressed against me, {say-
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ing} “I defile them through their very gifts in making them
offer by fire all their first-born, that I might horrify them.”’

EZEKIEL 23:8 (MBS 1)
migkhiyy WDDW‘] SNty NS Q73R 1NNTRTONY
U"?STJ , “And her fornications out of Egypt she had not forsaken
. ..they poured out their lust on her.” The initial iITY3TN “her
fornications,” is from ﬂ;'g, stem I, the cognate on Arat;ic )
(zanay) “to commit fornication”; but the QNN “their lust” is
from 7T, stem II, the cognate of Arabic C)b (danna) “it (semen
or mucus) flowed” and the corresponding noun u':") (danin)

“thin mucus, semen, seminal fluid.” The phrase means “they
poured out their semen upon her.”

EZEKIEL 28:12 (CBBP XXII)

2y 5551 mmon RS MR onim RN, “You
were the model of pérfection, full of wisdom and perfect in
beauty.” ZU aT00hPAYLOME OLOLWOEWS Kol OTEGUVOG KaA-
A0UC. “You are a seal of resemblance, and crown of beauty.”
The MT PMI2R “measurement” needs to be emended to 113125

“understanding,” The otépavoc translates the ‘9 ‘?D “crown”

which is the cognate of the Syriac 5 53 (kelil) “crown.” Thus
this verse states, “you were the signet oferudition, full of wisdom
and a crown of beauty.”

EZEKIEL 28:13 (CBBP XXII)

o D’ﬂ‘?&'].] 1793, “You were in Eden, the garden of
God.” év tf tpudd tod Tapadeloov Tod Beod éyevnbng,
“You were in the luxury of the paradise of God.” By reading
DM “Iwas” for the MT 11?11 “you were” the King of Tyre
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stated, “I was in Eden, the garden of God,” or “I was in the
luxury of the paradise of God.” The Septuagint’s tpuvd

“luxury” reflects ]7Y, stem II, which is the cognate of the Arabic
o< (gadan) “luxuriant.”

EZEKIEL 28:13 (CBBP XXII)

ﬁJ;ﬁD NR227 23°2, On the day that you were created
they were prepared.” 'Ev 1§ tpudf 100 Tapadeioov tod Oeod
¢yevndne, “You were in the luxury of the paradise of God.” In
light of the Arabic cognateb_g (bara®) “hebecame free ofa thing,
he became safe from any sickness or imperfection” and 57
(bari®) “to be clear of evil qualities or dispositions, shunning
what is vain and false, sound in body and intellect,” the MT
SN2 “you were created” can also be translated as “you were
perfected.” Thus this phrase stated, “On the day that you were
perfected they were prepared.” (Reading Y"1 “I was” for the
MT 2" “you were” which appears also in 28:14, and the
TIRI21T “you were perfected” which appears also in 28:15).

EZEKIEL 28:14 (CBBP XXII)

D‘TTB& W'TP 763 THDN WDWOU HWDD 2M2TAN
D“U , “You are the anointed cherub who covers, and I gave you;
you were on the holy mountain of God.” The first five words
must be read as D’U‘W?; ];10:7 223 03 DR, mean-
ing “You— I set you as the chief statesman of those anointed.”
The ]DWOU (read here in lieu of the MT "[DWOU “the one
covering”) is from 129, the cognate of Ugaritic skn “governor,
high official,” used in parallelism with m/k “king.”
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EZEKIEL 32:27 (CMBBP XVI)

D303 0779237 MR 123WY XY, “nor do they lie beside
the fallen heroes.” By changing the negative &5 into the em-
phatic N5 the verse reads “they are indeed buried with the fallen
heroes.”

EZEKIEL 38:21 (CMBBP XVIII)

TIPS ERY 20 27025 oY IRIRY.
will call for a sword against him on all My mountains,” declares
the Lord GOD” (NAU). “I will summon every kind of terror
against Gog, says the Lord GOD” (RSV). Kal kaAiéow €&t
adtovTar ¢pofov Aéyer kvUpLog, “And I will summon against
iteven every fear, saith the Lord.” The W’L?STJ “against him” refers
to Gog who appears by name in 38:16 and 18. The Y27 “my
mountain” needs to be repointed as ’jﬁ and recognized as the
cognateof Arabic )s» /oJLm (hwr/ hdra) “he threw it down,
pulled it down, demolished it,” k.SJLb /J_fL» (hari/ ha‘ir)
“becoming thrown down, pulled to pieces, demolished.” The *
of Y17 is not a Ics suffix but a part of the stem.” In the context

of destruction mentioned in Ezekiel 38, this Y77 is best trans-
lated as “demolition” or “collapse.” The MT 271 “sword” can
be repointed as Djh “desolation; and the 5;5 ‘.‘to all” can be
emended to 'T‘?D‘? “forannihilation” —restoring a i1 which was
lost by haplography — like the TTBDB M2 “destructive
fury” in Ezek 13:13. Thus the 3317 Y271 ‘7:‘7 1*‘7:: NP

“and I called against him to all of my mountains a sword,” now
becomes Djh plnlai ﬂ??% 1’(?3;7 MRIPT “and against him

I have called for annihilation, demolition, desolation.”
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EZEKIEL 43:7 (CMBBP XIV)
MDY WTR oYW ORI T wmnY 8O
DNWDZ (m 'T’D‘??D “And my holy name shall the house of Israel

no more defile . . . by the carcases of their kings in their high
places” (KJV); “And the house of Israel will not again defile My
holy name . . . by the corpses of their kings when they die”

(NAS, NAU). The DQ‘ID; was translated in the Septuagint as
¢v péow abTAV “in their midst,” evidently having a Vorlage
with @202 for the MT RN, Eissfeldt (1935) argued that
7(7?3 was not a divine name but a cognate of the Punic m/k, a
technical term for a child-sacrifice. Thus the 8 7’3'7?3 needs to
berepointed as O 'T‘DB?J asegolate plural meaning “their child-
sacrifices”— Wthh accounts for the reference to all of the dead
bodies. The DDVD; DH’DBT_J 13122 should be translated as
“by the corpses of their éhild.-sacrifi.ces' at their high places.”

JOEL 2:31 (CBBP XXIII)

D72 MY JWAS 7D WA, “The sun shall be
turned into darkness, and the moon into blood.” “OTAL0¢
HETOOTPaPNOETUL €LC OKOTOC Kal 1) 0eANvn €l¢ aipw, “The
sun shall be turned into darkness, and the moon into blood.”
Although the Septuagint translated the 27 as olpe “blood” this
R is from Q7 / Q77 stem II, the synonym of nr;';x: “dark-
ness,” and the cognate of Akkadian da amu “to darkén” and
Arabic a5 (dahama) “it became black.” don> (duhmat)
“blackness,” and dL«.mJJ‘ (Caddahmadnu) “the night.” Thus this

verse states, “The sun will be turned to darkness and the moon
to blackness.”
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AMOS 1:1 (CBBP XXIV)

I_JWPND D"IPB; TT::T'WWN DVJ.‘; 72, “The words of
Amos, who was among the shepherds of Tekoa,” AdyoL Apwg
ol €éyévovto év vakkapLy €k Ockove, “The words of Amos
which came in Naccarim out of Thecue.” The Septuagint’s
voakkopLl / Naccarim reflects a misreading of the MT D"'IPJ
“ranchers” as 07721, a place name. Were the 37721 correct the
IP3 would be a cognate of the Arabic _yis (naqara) “to
investigate, to examine.” An Arabic cognate of TP is J&i
(nagada) “he examined money, he separated the bad from the
good, he paid the price in cash or ready money”— suggesting
that Amos could have been an affluent rancher. The Arabic J&i
(nagada) also means “to examine critically, to criticize, to call

to account, to find fault, to show up the shortcomings,” which
matches Amos’ prophesying.

AMOS 7:14 (CBBP XXIV)

DI IPIITD IR R KDY oI RS
D"?DPW D‘?ﬁ:ﬁ, “Iam no prophet, nor a prophet’s son; but I am
a herdsman, and a dresser of sycamore trees.” OUk 7unv
TpodgnTng €yw o0& LLOC TpodnNToLv AAL’ | almdrog HUNV
kol kvi{wv ovkapLve, 1 was not a prophet, nor the son of a
prophet; but I was a goatherder and a gatherer of sycamore
fruits.” The N© of MT ‘D§§ N’:;'N& needs to be vocalized as
the emphatic N‘_?, but the negative NS of the N33 x‘71
’DJ?T( must be retained. Amos stated, “Indeed, I am a prophet!
But not of ‘the corps of prophets.”” In light of the Arabicjh'_g
(bagara) “he examined, inspected, inquired, searched,” the MT

WPJD “herdsman” can also mean “examiner, investigator,”
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which has the support of the Septuagint’s vakkepip (= Q7721
“investigators™) in 1:1. Aquila translated OL'?"IB as é’pEUVOV“he
examined,” which suggests that the Vorlage was w1 =

W"?ﬁﬂ) “searcher.” The MT 22 PW “sycamore trees” can also
be read as D‘DPW, i.e. the relative particle W affixed to the

plural participle of DﬁP “to arise, to happen.” Amos’ statement,
D‘DPW Wb?l? "2IR P12 2, probably meant “I am an in-
quirer and an investigator of what are the happenings.” Amos
may well have been a master of ranching and research. This
prophet’s wealth from ranching gave him the leisure to do re-
search and opened the doors of the royal chapel for him.

AMO0S 9:12 (CMBBP XXV)

DT'T& nﬁxw Igh] WWW“ ]SJTJ5 “That they may possess
the remnant of Edom” (KJV) “Omwe ék{NTNoWoLY ol KaTd-
AoLToL TAV avBpWnwy, “That they seek the remnant of men.”
The MT WM “they may possess” was read as 107 “they
may seek” by the Septuagint translators, and the Septuagint
version is quoted in part in Acts 15:17, 6Tw¢ &v ék{nTNowoLy
ol KTAAOLTOL TOV avBpWbTwy TOV KUpLov, “that the rest of
men may seek the Lord.” A second misreading was the DT'RS
“Edom” which the Septuagint translators read itas 37N “man,”
and this was followed by Luke in Acts 15:17. The 27N here can
be the cognate of Arabic (;_3' (Padama) “he effected a recon-
ciliation between them, induced love and agreement between
them.” Thus the QTR /8IR could be a sequential infinitive
construct D"T& /D"m “to reconcile.” By inverting the N‘W&W

DW'TN to D‘WNW DW'R‘( the purpose for Yahweh’s rebuilding

the fallen booth and breaches of David was “in order that they
seek to reconcile the remnant and all the gentiles upon whom
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my name is called.” The imperial and ethnocentric statement in
the MT of Amos 9:12 may once have been a statement of the
universalism which survives in the Septuagint, “that the remnant
of men and all the Gentiles upon whom my name is called may
earnestly seek me, saith the Lord who does all these things.”

MICAH 5:1 (CMBBP XXII)
T OROND MO P ANIEN OTR AN,
“But you, O Bethlehem Ephrathah, who are little to be amoﬂg
the clans of Judah.” Kal o0 BnOieep oikogtol Edpaba
OALyootog €l tod elvar év yiAiiaowy Iouvde, “And you,
Bethlehem, house of Ephratha, are few in number to be among
the thousands of Judah.” The root of TNIEN “Ephrathah”
could be IR which was used for the river Euphrates (N7)2) and
is related to the Arabic QJ_é (furaf) “sweet” (applied to water
that subdues thirst by its excessive sweetness). But given the
frequent interchange of the I and the © the root of TNIEN is
more readily identified as the D2 which has opposite meanings.
There was QIR “a small portion” and MOINR/ TLME
“small change, a small coin,” which addressed tﬁe fact that
Bethlehem had “too few in number to be among the thousands of
Judah.” Then there was the B8 which was the cognate of the
Arabic (a) Io‘).e (farata) “he preceded, he was or became first,”

(b) L _)-9 (fart"") “prevalence, mastery, ascendency, or predomi-
nance,” and (¢) IoJl.é (fart"™) “becoming foremost, getting prior-
ity or precedence.” This 872 addressed the prediction that “from
you shall come forth for me one who is to rule in Israel.”

HABAKKUK 2:2 (CMBBP XVII)
12 X7 P wnb ninbaSy Ry i 29N,
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“Write the vision; makeit plain upon tablets, so he may run who
reads it (RSV). “Write down the revelation and make it plain on
tablets so that a herald may run withit.” (NIV) I'pajror Gpac iy

kel oad@d¢ €Ml TuElor 0TWG SLWKN O AVayLVWOKOY aOTw,
“Write the vision and plainly on a tablet that he that reads it may
run.” The MT Yﬁﬂ: is not from Yﬁﬁ , stem I, “to run,” but Yﬁ,
stem II, “to train, discipline oneself,” the cognate of the Arabic
P /uob (rud /rdda) “to train, to discipline oneself.” The
phrase&fwb M&)J (rawwid nafsaka bi’lattagway)
“discipline thyself well by piety” provides the clue to the mean-
ing of Yﬁ in this verse. Thus this verse can be read as, “Write
the vision! Make it plain upon tablets so that the one reading it
may be disciplined!

HABAKKUK 2:3 (CMBBP XVII)
oX 2120 XD PR mEn Twnd 1 Ty o3
MRy 85 X270 R3™D 5D R
“Fbr the vision is yet for an appointed timé; A
But at the end it will speak, and it will not lie.

Though it tarries, wait for it;
Because it will surely come, It will not tarry.” (NKJ)

The MT "1 Y2 must be restored as Y 2 by vocalizing the
710" as a passive participle. The verb is not TY?, stem I, “to
appoint” but 77, stem II, “to promise, to threaten,” the cognate

of Arabic &4 (wa‘ada) “he promised, he threatened.” The MT

S0 does not mean “appointed time or place.” Rather it is the
Hiphil participle T2 /DM of I, stem I, “to exhort, to
protest, to warn.” Also the MT 2?1 is not from 12 “to blow,
to breathe” but the cognate of the Arabic g>x3/ s (fahw! faha)
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“he meant, he intended.” The ]/“P has traditionally been read as
YP “end,” as in the Septuagint which has Tépa¢ “conclusion.”
But here it is better read as the cognate of Arabic P 5 (gds) “a
narrator, a preacher.” Consequently, this phrase in Habakkuk,
]/‘Pb men 'TI]VD'? ]Tﬂ:{ VY 2, stated “for a vision was
promised to the protestor; its intent would be understood by the
preacher.”

HABAKKUK 2:4 (CMBBP XVII)

T RN PIST 12 R TOUTND oy M
“Behold, he whose soul is not upright in him shall fail, but the
righteous shall live by his faith” (RSV). 'Eav 0Tooteiintal
oUk €Ddokel 1) Puym pov év alte) 0 8¢ Slkalog ék TLoTEW
nwou (Moetat, “Ifhe should draw back, my soul has no pleasure
in him: but the just shall live by my faith.” The final i7 of ;'TT%D.U
needs to be shifted to the 27187, thereby making the verb
masculine ((7@17) and the noun definite (P*71817Y). In light of
the Septuagint’s bTootelAntaL “should he draw back” the ‘?@L’
needs to be emended to (7;.‘.7, the cognate of Arabic J._,_c-
(‘abala) “he cut it, he cut it off (said of a man when he has
died).” This verse should be translated as, “Behold! The un-

righteous soul has been cut off [from life], but the righteous lives
by his faithfulness.”

HABAKKUK 2:5 (CMBBP XVII)

ma N51 M A2 mbhin| 117D ARY, “Yea also, be-
cause he transgresseth by wine, Ae is a proud man, neither keep-
ethathome” (KJV). “Moreover, wealth (]1 i) is treacherous; the
arrogant do notendure” (NRS).'O 6¢ kaTOLVWUEVOC KoL KOUTG
ppovntne avnp aialwr o0der un Tepavn|, “But the arrogant
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man and the scorner, the boastful man, shall not finish anything.”
By moving 212 171772 from 2:5 to the last line in 2:15, the
rest of 2:5 can be read as a description of the unrighteous person
mentioned to in 2:4a. The MT Y1) 731 “a proud man” needs
to be corrected to read 1717 M32) “the strong man demolishes”
— the verb 177 of the MT %117 being a cognate of Arabic y»
(hayyir) “he threw down, he demolished.” Wellhausen rightly
emended the MT i112? 2‘(‘71 “he will not abide” to i117? N‘?'I
“he will not be sated,” which balances the SJJW’ NBW “he will
not be satisfied” that follows in the next 11ne.

ZECHARIAH 2:8 [MT 2:12] (MBS XXII)
The 3D in the MT DW3T™OR MPW 792D NN,
“after glory he sent me to the nations,” must be repomted as
'T;WD /"T;D “struggle, difficulty.” This word appears in Isaiah
21:15. It is the cognate of the Arabic J.S (kabad"") “difficulty,
distress” and JS (kabada) 111, “to struggle with difficulties.”
The original phrase was D?ﬁﬂﬂ"??ﬁ "JU‘?W WQﬁD N,

“after a struggle he sent me to the nations,”

ZECHARIAH 5:6 (CBBP XXV)

5;2 [=bpY) PNT 7{;&:‘] PR3 mRRA PNT 7@&5]
VIR, “And he said, This is the ephah/measuring basket going
forth.” Again he said, This is their appearance in all the land.’”
Kal elmer to00t0 TO PéTpor TO EKTOPEVOREVOY Kol €LlmeV
alTtn M adikie abTAVY év oo T Y1, “And he said, ‘This is
the measure that goes forth.” And he said, ‘This is their iniquity
in all the earth.”” The masculine form (‘ap) of T2 X appears in
the Ugaritic texts as a synonym for hAdrm “rooms.” Marenof
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suggested that the Sumerian e-pa “shrine” became the Hebrew
T2™Y in the same way the Sumerian e-gal became the 5?’”
“palace, temple.” The IRZ7T “the one going forth” indicates
that the shrine was portable and mobile. The ]I of the MT
B3, “their appearance” or “their iniquity,” is better identified
as the cognate of Arabic ) s¢ (“awn) “aid, assistance,” used in
reference to God’s aiding a person—as in the prayer “O my
Lord, aid me, and aid not against me.” The figure in the portable
shrine was no doubt that of the goddess who aided her devotees
in Shinar.

ZECHARIAH 5:7 (CBBP XXV)

ﬂ;{ijﬁ‘ inint TT@N ﬂNﬁ: gk ﬂWBIJ 022 1am
HQ’SU '[1!7:1 , “And behold, the leaden cover was lifted, and
there was one woman sitting in the ephah!” Kal (800 taAavtov
HoAilBou éfaLpoperor kol Ldov pie yuvn ékadnto év péow
700 pétpou, “And behold a talent of lead lifted up, and behold
one woman sat in the midst of the measure.” The NMDY 22
usually translated “lead weight,” which served as the roofof the
shrine, was just a simple “circular cover.” The NWBSJ is a cog-
nate of the Arabic E)?L; (gufirat) “acover.” The NN ﬂ@N “a

single woman” can be paraphrased as ‘the first lady,” referring
to the idol of the goddess in the mobile shrine.”

ZECHARIAH 5:8 (CBBP XXV)

MDD TION MOR TPUN MUY PN, <This is
Wickedness! and he thrust her down into the basket.” When
recognized as the cognate of Arabic c«: ) (rasaga) “he made
abundant,” the noun ;'TITJWW, translated here as “wickedness,”

can also mean “abundance.” For the devotees in Shinar this
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goddess figure in the mobile shrine would be 1Y WW:T “the one
making [the means of subsistence] abundant,” but for the people
of Judah in covenant with Yahweh she was HITJWWU “the wicked

LR

one.

GOSPELS (passim) 6 vilo¢ [touv] avOpwmov “the son of [the]
Man” can equal (1) WIR 92 “the son of man,” or “the most
pure person,” (2) @TIN ]2 “son of man” or “the concilator” or
“the one with authority,” and (3) RTRT ]2 “the son of the-one-
with authority,” i.e., “the Son of the Sovereign.”

MATTHEW 2:9 (CBBP XXVI)
‘0O dotnp, Ov e€ldov év tf dratoAf), Tpofiyer adtolg, €wg
EABQV éotadn émavw oL MV TO TaLdilov,

“The star which they had seen in the East went before them,
until it came and stood over the place where the child was.”
7w omieh A5y 0722 WYTWR 20930
TR Y T TUND DU TRyT N2
Salkinson’s translating ¢0tadn “it stood” as MY “it stood” is
not problematic for 7Y, stem 1. However, if the A was in
the Hebrew Vorlage of Matthew it may well have been T13Y,
stem I, which is the cognate of (a) the Syriac Y (‘amad) “to
go down, to plunge, to set (used with the sun or stars),” and (b)
the Arabic S (¢amada) “to conceal a star, to engulfed a star
in darkness, or for a star to set.” Thus a star somehow standing
over a manger, as though it were a laser beam from infinity,
appears to be the result of a mistranslation of "T?_DSTJ, stem II, “to

set,” as if it were 'T?_QITJ, stem I, “to stand.”
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MATTHEW 3:7 (MBS IX)
[ToAdoVg TV Daploalov kol Zaddouvkalwy €pyoué
voug €mi 10 Pantiope avTod, “Many of the Pharisees and

Sadducees coming to his baptism.” An Ethiopic variant has
“many of the Pharisees and Sadducees coming secretly to his

baptism,” which equals QP18 17711 D‘WTWD'T']?D [mioly)
117‘7"3?5‘? 1o D R2. There was a dittography in the Hebrew
Vorlage of the Y of 1n5‘:w‘7 or a haplography of the 15

“secretly” in the original phrase of WD‘?’ZEB P “secretly to
his baptism.”

MATTHEW 5:22 (MBS XII)

“Every one who is angry with his brother without cause
(eikf) shall be liable to judgment; whoever insults (‘Paka) his
brother shall be liable to the council, and whoever says, ‘You
fool!” (Mwpé€) shall be liable to the hell of fire” (RSV). A back
translation into Hebrew and identifying the Arabic cognates
permits the following interpretation: “Whoever is obscenely

(elk) = D;U, stem III, a cognate of Arabic ui.?’ [hanaya] “he
uttered obscene speech™) angry with his brother shall be in
danger of the court: and he who says to his brother “Vile-
Fool- Slave” (‘Pakd = 127, a cognate of the Arabic (3.5 )
[raqiq] “fool, slave” or él”SJ [rakik] “ignoble, vile) shall be in
danger of the Sanhedrin: and he who says “Drop Dead”

(Mwpé, which translated a vocative ‘933 “Fool!” or an intensive
imperative 533 “Die! / Drop Dead!” and a cognate of the Ara-
bic J.._: [nabala] “to die”) will be in danger of the fire of

Gehenna.”
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MATTHEW 6:19 (CMBBP XXIV)

M Onoavpilete VUiV Onoavpolg €ml ThA¢ yfAg, Omou
ong kal Ppaorg adaviel kol 6mou kKAETTHL GLOPVOCOUL-
o kol kAETTouo LY, “Lay notup for yourselves treasures upon
earth, where moth and rust doth corrupt, and where thieves break
through and steal” (KJV). The Greek PBpholic “food” — along
with the Vulgate’s erugo “rust,” the Peshitta’s =Xare (akla®)
“eaters/ worms,” and the Old Syriac’s Sarm (mhabel) “worm”
—pointto a Hebrew Vorlage (of the “where moth and rust doth
corrupt™) which read 1958 DORY OO OV WX, meaning
literally: (1) “where maggot and worm eat” or (2) “where moth
and food eat.” The Greek should have used okWAné “maggot,
worm” rather than PBp@ol¢ “food.” The Arabic cognates of the
Hebrew OON indicate that this root was used for “corrosion”
and “rust” (which was understood by Jerome) including: UST
(Pakilat) “rust,” Jlﬂ (Cukal) “corrosion,” Jlﬂ (Cukdl) “corrod-
ed, cankered, decayed.” The fact is the Greek fp&oLc never
meant “rust” or “worm” or “maggot.” But the Hebrew 5on
behind Matthew’s PBphoic “food” could also mean “rust” or

“worm” or “maggot”—all of which requires a Hebrew Vorlage
behind the Greek text of Matthew.

MATTHEW 6:34 (MBS VII)

M) olv pepiuvnonte €ic thv alplov, 1 yop adpLov
LEpLUVNOEL €qLTAG dpKeTOV TH Muépy M Kok lo oUTAC.
“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.” The Codex Sinaiticus text of Neh 9:9, MR XM
=pn)yakol WJ’D:?S Y, “you saw the distress of our fathers in
Egypt,” has ko io “evil, trouble” for the MT Y, which is the
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same Greek word here in Matt 6:34c. TheHebrew Y is a
homograph of two antithetical words. There is the well attested
MV /Y “poor,” the cognate of the Arabic )_;_c-/l_;_c- (‘ana’/
‘anaw ) “he became lowly, humble”; and there is the rare
31 /23D “rich,” which is the cognate of Arabic u:_é (ganiya)
“he was free from want, he was wealthy” and ele (gana®)
“wealth, resources.” Once Jesus’ words were written down in
unpointed Hebrew the text may have read S sy ord -,
meaning either (a) “sufficient unto the day is the evi/ / trouble
(Y = Kok to) thereof,” or (b) “sufficient unto the day are the
resources | welfare (31 = mA0070g) thereof.” Option (b) here
removes the tension between Jesus’ optimistic teaching in
6:25-33 —especially “all these things shall be added unto you”
— and the more pessimistic conclusion in 6:34c when option (a)
is the only option available.

MATTHEW 7:6 (CBBP XXVIII)
If the prohibitions in Matt 7:6 were spoken by Jesus in
Hebrew they could have been written in a consonantal text as:

Q9117 2152 25N7IN 19N PRI 0°295% 9I7LT NND 9K
DONR WP TINR QT Q992 TNIR 0D vn 1D
Were they spoken in Aramaic, they could have been written as
Q7P 1997 RNPIIR 117IRN KDY K229 RWIP 270 OR
JI90° 1IVIR° 12901 102302 7I0° 1°DI0n RPY 0T RO

Both the Hebrew and Aramaic statements can mean, “Do
not give dogs what is holy; and do not throw your pearls before

swine, lest they trample them under foot and turn to attack you.”
But the Hebrew reconstruction can be vocalized as:

09107 *397 020730 17IR 9K 0°2%22 1Y DD WX
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D2DX WP DM DI 2313 TNIR 0200 12
The Aramaic reconstruction, with the same meaning, can be:
077 11277 RO™IW PIIRD KY) X297 XYITR 20710 0N
iDLV PRI 2312 T, PR%IR KDY *T RN
These fully vocalized retroversions canreadily be translated as:

“Do not give the holy (word) to dog-keepers,
and do not teach your Torah before swine-herders,
lest, blaspheming it with their slander
and disavowing it, they malign you.”

MATTHEW 7:11 (CBBP XXXIII)

EL olv Opeic movnpol Ovtec oldate Sopate ayodo
8180Vl Tolg TékVoLg VU@V, TO0W UEALOV O Tathp VU@V O
¢v 10l¢ ovpavoilc dwoel ayndo tolg aitololy adtov. “If
you then, who are evil, know how to give good gifts to your
children, how much more will your heavenly Father give good
things to those who ask him.” Salkinson translated this as:

NI DA ANS 1IN DRX 07 7D A8
YIS 90T OMYIW 03°INTD AR 05735
The Tovmpol “evil ones” reflects a Hebrew Vorlage having the
word BT, which was wrongly read as @YD) “evil ones.” It
should have been read as V7 “kin/kinfolk / family members.”
The Aramaic X2 “family, friends” could not have produced
such a misunderétanding—adding support for there being a
Hebrew Vorlage for this Matthean tradition. At one time Matt
7:11 surely carried the meaning, “If you who are kinfolk know

how to give good gifts to your children, how much more so will
your heavenly father give good things to those who ask him

1>

MATTHEW 8:4 (MBS XIV)
“Opa pndevi €img, “Behold, you may tell no one,” can
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be translated back into Hebrew as W'RS a0 XS 1IN, The
Greek translator vocalized this as W"Sb TN N MRT “See!
You must not tell anyone.” However what Jesus probably said
was W’R? REly x% R “See! Indeed you must tell every-
one!” In Shem Tob’s Hebrew Gospel of Matthew (c.1400)
Jesus’ warning reads oRS TN 12 '[‘7 1NWA “Beware
lest you tell a man” (and in 9:30 as 1277 U7 12 1WA,
“Beware lest the matter be made known”) and this has also been
mistranslated. The |2 hasbeen read as the conjunction ]2 “lest,”
but it can also be read as the defectively spelled particle 112
“would that,” which introduces a subjunctive. Here the impera-
tive 112U is the cognate of the Arabic_yesv (Samara) “he
strove vigorously and laboriously and was quick in [the religious

service].” The 7377 D71 12 1IM2WiT in the Shem Tob text,

which approximates what must have been in the Hebrew Vor-
lage, means “Strive hard! Would that the matter be known!”

MATTHEW 8:9 (SHEM TOB)

Kal yop €yw dvlpwndc elpl 0o €Eovolav éxwr LT
¢uautoV oTpaTLWTAG, “For I am a man under authority, having
soldiers under me” (KJV). Shem Tob’s Hebrew Gospel of
Matthew reads: *7° DN NYWNN °% W XV QTR "IN
0°2299 QWD) D°WITD “I am a sinful man and I have au-
thority under the Pharisees and [I have] horses and riders”
(Howard’s translation). Contra Howard, the @7IX here is not
DI “man” but BTN “commander,” which is the cognate of the
Arabic ‘93‘ (Piddmu) and 4,4 (adamat) “the chief/ provost
of his people.”Similarly, contra Howard, the RIT is not NI
“sinner” but the Aramaic word which is the cognate of the Ara-
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bic .1937 (hawit /hayyit) “one who guards, takes charge, pro-
tects” as in the expressionjo' .Jol;} (huwwdtu °amri”) “super-
intendent of an affair” This R is a by-form of the Aramaic
MO “nobleman, one who lives in luxury.” The Roman centurion
introduced himself to Jesus using Hebrew and Aramaic titles,
and his XD QIR "IN needs to be translated as “’I am a
provost, a superintendent”— which he then explains saying “I
have authority! Under my hand (= control) are mounted horse-
men, and equestrians and charioteers.” Thanksto a Roman cen-
turion and to Shem Tob Ibn Shaprut it has been possible to
recover with confidence the lost Hebrew word BTN “the-one-

with-authority.” This provides the clue for the proper interpre-
tation of the title 6 viog ToD avOpwmov, “the Son of the Man”

(BTIRTATI2). It was a pious substitute for the titles “the Son of
the Sovereign” (27INI17]2) and “the Son of God.”

MATTHEW 8:22b (CBBP XXIX)

"Akorovfel poL kol ddec tovg vekpolg Bl Tolg
€auTWV vekpolg, “Follow me; and let the dead bury their dead.”
The Shem Tob Gospel reads here 2T 2WYY ™MANR N2
(=inainie) 712Pi7. The vekpolg certainly means “dead ones,” but
the 1 of the unpointed 21277 is ambiguous. It can be (a) M
“a dead (man),” a cognate of Arabic Olo (mdta), Syriac N
(mit), and Aramaic 1112 — all meaning “to die” and are related
to the Egyptian m (w)¢ “a dead man”; and (b) the noun 12 “a
male, a man,” a cognate of Ugaritic mt, Akkadian mutu, and
Ethiopic gv-} (mét¢ )— all meaning “man, male, or husband”
and all are related to the Egyptian m¢, “man, male”; and (c) the

noun P12 which is the cognate of the Arabic Zaw (matta) “to be-
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come related by marriage” and Ul (mattat) “close ties, family
ties, kinship.” Thus the YT can mean (a) “the dead,” (b)
“the dying,” (3) “the men,” or (d) “the family members/next-of-
kin.” This last definition reflects most likely the 8177 that
Jesus said without any ambiguity: “Follow me; and let the next-
of-kin bury their dead.”

MATTHEW 9:30 (MBS XVI)

Kol évePpuundn avtolg 0 ‘tnoodg, “And Jesus strictly
charged them.” The Hebrew Vorlage may have had @2 717
I.ZW(U‘ If so, the Greek translators of Matthew were aware of
1Y, stem II, the cognate of the Arabic J& (form 4) “to be
angry.” This would explain why they used éveBpiunén “he
became angry” rather than Tapekaiel “he exhorted,” which
would have translated 773V, stem I, “to exhort.”

MATTHEW 9:30 (MBS XIV)

‘Opdte Undelg YLvwokétw “See, to no one be it known.”
Jesus probably said was WSy )RS IR, which can be
vocalized as W’&‘? o &‘? IRT “See! Indeed, let it be
known to everyone..” ’ ~. .

MATTHEW 10:17 (SHEM TOB)

IMapadwoouoLy yoap VUG e€lg ovvédpla, “For they will
give you up to councils.” The Shem Tob text reads 17101° P
Dﬂﬁﬂpﬂ 020N, “they will not deliver you up in their con-
gregations.” By reading the Nb as the emphatic xb the verse
reads “they will surely deliver you up in their congrégations.”

MATTHEW 10:34 (CBBP XXX)
M) voutonte 6tL fA8ov Baielv elpivny €ml TNy yHv:
o0k MABov Badelv elphumy aire payoipar, “Do not think
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that I have come to bring peace on earth; I have not come to
bring peace, but a sword.” The Salkinson-Ginsburg translation
reads

PR 0iw ®02nh N2 D 2unnON
:2mER 3 oiow NvamS hNg KO

The elpfvnv “peace” translated the DBW (read as DBW) which
must have been in the Hebrew Vorlage. But A5 can also be
read as (a) D‘?W “recompense,” (b) DW%W “retribution,” and (c)
DL?W “end, Finis.” In disagreement with John the Baptist Jesus
may well have said, “Do not think that [ have come to bring
retribution (Dﬁ‘?@) upon the earth,” or “Do not think that I have
come to bring an end (DBW) on earth.”The Syriac Curetonian
text has the doublet DOV RIWIT NPNOD (pelgisa®
dre‘yana’® wesaypa®) “the division of opinion and the sword”
(for the payxoLpav “sword,” in contrast to the diapepLopnov
“division” in Luke 12:41). This doublet reflects a Hebrew Vor-
lage with an ambiguous ﬂ%ﬂ that can mean many things in-

cluding (a) ﬂ%ﬂ a difference of opinion,” which is the cognate

of Arabic _3> (hilaf"), (b) ’ﬂ'?ﬂ “contention,” the cognate of
Arabic il > (hilf) “opposition, contention, (c) ﬂ‘?fj “knife,”
the cognate of Arabic ;,4.317 (hallif') “a sharp spear,” (d) >
(halafa) “to swear an oath, to establish a brotherhood, to unite
inacovenant,” (¢) > (hilf) “confederacy, league, covenant,”
and (f) ﬂi‘)ﬂ “change,” the cognate of Arabic \_é}b’- (hillaf)
“change.” Thus instead of Jesus’ having said, “I have not come
to bring peace . . . but a sword.,” he may well have said, “I have
not come to bring the end (D?{Lj) .. . but to make a change

(ﬂi?ﬂ),” or “I have not come to bring retribution but to establish
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a covenant community (ﬂbﬂ).”

MATTHEW 11:6 (MBS XIV)

Kol pokdploc €0ty 0¢ €av pr okavdaAilodf) év éuot,
“And blessed is he who may not be scandalized over me.” The
Hebrew Vorlage of this blessing (and in Luke 7:23) may well
have been 2 BWD e &5 WX MIWN | which could also
mean, “Blessed is he who truly has trust in me!” if the Nb was
the emphatic &5 and the DWS was not i'7@7; “to stumble” but
BWD “confidence, trust”—a variant spelling of the (703 in
Pséfm 78:7. -

MATTHEW 12:16 (SHEM TOB)
“Tva Ui davepov adtov molowoLy, “Thatthey should not
make him known.” Shem Tob’s Hebrew Gospel of Matthew

(c.1400) reads 71O RS MRS DI (mss G) and DI¥M
b 8y nnb (mss H), “he commanded them saying

that they should not reveal him.” By reading the N5 and the
X5 as the emphatic Ni7 the verse reads “he commanded them
saying they should indeed reveal him.”

MATTHEW 16:20 (MBS XIV)
The Greek Mndevi elmwoLy 0tL adtdg €0tV 6 XPLOTOC,
“They should tell no one that he was the Christ,” appears in

Shem Tob’s Hebrew Matthewas 2% ™ 1nbnb my
0 NI IMNRY, where the negative 525 “to not™ should
probably be emended to 595 «to all,” so that Jesus charged his

disciples to tell everyone that he was the Messiah.
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MATTHEW 18:10 (SHEM TOB)

Ol dyyerloL alt@dv €v olpavolc i Tavrtog PAETOLGL
10 TpéowTov ToD TaTPOE Mov ToD €v olpavolg, “Their
messengers in the heavens do always behold the face of my
Father who is in the heavens.” The Shem Tob text reads here

DMWAW AN I3 TR DWIN B 2OR5MD, “to their
angels they always see the sons of my father in heaven.” The ‘9
prefixed to & YORDN “their angels” is the emphatic 5 (15/ Nb
The BYR77 is not from IR “to see” but the participle of R]7
“to report, to give an account of,” the cognate of the Arabic ¢q)

(rawiya) “to report, to give an account of.” Thus the Sem Tob
text stated, “Verily their angels are constantly giving an account
of the sons of my heavenly father.”

MATTHEW 19:4 (SHEM TOB)

Olk avéyrwte 0TL 0 KTloog am apync, “Have you not
read that he who made them of old,” appears in the Shem Tob
manuscript Add. no. 26964, and manuscripts C and H as NPl
DIPR DIWIWS DANTP. The S of BTN is probably the
emphatic ‘7, so that the phrase read “have you not read that
indeed he who made them of old.”

MATTHEW 19:14 (SHEM TOB)

TGOV yap ToLoVTwy €0ty M Paciiela TOV oVpaveV,
“For of such is the kingdom of heaven.” The Shem Tob text
reads TORD N5 OX DMWY M55M3 033° RO, “One will
not enter the kingdom of heaven except (he shall be) like these.”
If the XOW and RO are read as emphatic particles the verse

means “Indeed one will enter the kingdom of heaven if (one is)
indeed like these.”
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MATTHEW 19:22 (SHEM TOB)

"ATHABer AuTovpevog RV Yap €xwy KTNWeto ToAA, “He
went away sorrowful, for he had many possessions.” The Shem
Tob text has M7 MYPIP 1S 1711 R5W 05 Aur 750
“He went away angry because he did not have much property.”
But the RDW “for not” is actually the emphatic “for indeed.”
Thus the verse states that “he went raging at the mouth because
he indeed had much property.”

[ MATTHEW 19:24; Mark 10:25 (Item 44 in Classroom Notes
and Lexical Data and Quran Texts). Ted Lorah, one of my
students in the 1970°s, translated “As they [the disciples] used
their hand-held needles and thread to mend nets, Jesus said.:
‘Itis easier for a hawser to pass through the eye of a needle,
than for a rich person to enter the kingdom of heaven.” |

MATTHEW 21:9 (CMBBP XXI)

‘Qoovve 16 vi® Aavid Eddoynuévog 0 épyouevog év
OvopatL Kuplov: ‘Qoavva €v tol¢ vlotolg, “Hosanna to
the Son of David! Blessed is he who comes in the name of the
Lord! Hosanna in the highest!” The Shem Tob text reads:

"7 0w K27 773 oW DWW RIVOIT
SYRDY 0202 IRDNN DO RIDWIT

“Hosanna, savior of the world,
blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord;
hosanna, our savior, may you be glorified
in heaven and on earth.”

The ‘Qooavva / Hosanna in the Gospels probably transliterates
the Aramaic xJngU, from the root W!QCT (with an affixed ]), the
cognate of Arabic u:..m/&‘.o (hass /hass) “he was or became
joyful and cheerful, one who rejoices or is glad.” If so, the noun
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obviously functioned as an exclamatory interjection meaning
“Hail! Cheers! Hooray! Hurrah!” The exclamatory Aramaic

xJngU “Cheers! Hurrah! Hail!” and the Hebrew polite impera-
tive N3 171° U “Please help!” became blended and ‘Qoovvi /

Hosanna carried both meanings— as in the Shem T ob text with
its use of “O Savior” and “our savior,” plus “be glorified.”

MATTHEW 22:2 (MBS XVIII)

‘QuoLwdn 1 PaoLrela TV 00paVEY AVOPWTW PaoL-
Ae€l, Ootic émoinoer yapoug T vid avtod, “The reign of the
heavens was likened to a man, a king, who made marriage feasts
for his son.” The Hebrew Vorlage of this verse was probably

7% 7237 EMYn M7 AT
1225 manr T ey N,
“The kingdom of the heavens was likened to a lord,
a king, who made circumcision / marriage feasts for his son.”
The unpointed NINM could have been read as the plural of
MANM “marriage, marriage feast” or as iTANNT “circumcision,
circumcision feast.” This T is the cognate of Arabic OL’.’?’

(hitdn"") “circumcision, a feast or banquet to which people are
invited on account of a circumcision or a wedding.”

MATTHEW 22:11 (MBS XVIII)

Eldev éket &vBpwTor ok évdedupévor Evdupe yopov,
“He saw there a man who had no wedding garment.” In Hebrew
there may well have been a double entendre for the noun 77112

means évdupa “garment” as well as pOpog “tribute, contribu-
tion, gift.”
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MATTHEW 22:12 (MBS XVIII)

Etaipe, Tdc elofirbec Ge ufy Exwv &vduue yduov;
“Friend, how did you come in here without a wedding garment?”
The Vorlage of this phrase was probably MX2 'R U7
mpinini¥gmte ]ﬂ] ’ﬂ'?: D{?ﬂ, the last three words of which
could also mean (a) “giving a wedding gift” and (b) “giving a
circumcision gift.”

MATTHEW 22:12 (MBS XVIII)

‘0 8¢ €dpLuuidn, “He was put to silence.” This “silence” points
to a Hebrew Vorlage which had DBN, stem 1, “silence, dumb,
speechless.” But the D‘?& here should have been read either as
D(?& or D(??S, stem II, which is the cognate of the Syriac Db?}
“to keep anger” and Arabic f’:ﬁ (Calim / D"‘?ZS) “rancorous” and
PJLS' (ta’allam /D‘?SE) “to be irritated.” Instead of reading this
verb as the Niph‘al passive D‘?KS’] (= épLuwidn) “he was
silenced” it should have been read a.é the Qal active Dbx’] (=
0pyLa0eic) “he became rancorous/ angry.” .

MATTHEW 22:14 (MBS XVIII)

[ToAlol yap elow kAntol, OAlyor &€ ékAektol, “For
many are called, but few are chosen.” The Hebrew Vorlage was
probably QAU  DQYM2M QYT QN QY27 D, to be
vocalized as QY2I1 D’jﬂﬁﬂtﬂ: QAR Qi1 227 3,
“Indeed, many have been invited, but the ones accepting are
few.” The adjective ékAekTol can only mean “chosen” (=
Q¥M2, scriptio defective for the Qal passive Q¥1IM2 “the
ones being chosen™ ). But the RYM2 was the scriptio defectiva
for the Qal active participle D‘jf_‘ﬁﬂ “the ones choosing/
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accepting (the invitation).”

MATTHEW 26:14 (CMBBP XXVI)
‘lovdas ’lokapidtns = DMIMIP YN = “Judas the
Lector,” rather than “Judas Iscariot.” (See Luke 6:16, below.)

MATTHEW 27:46 (SHEM TOB)

HAL nAv Aepe oaPayBave; todt’ €otiv, Oeé pou Oeé
wov, lvati pe éykatéAimeg; “*Eli, Eli, lama sabachthani?’
that is, “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?” The
Shem Tob text reads "2ty 1S HR ’5&, “My God, my
God, why have you forsaken me?” But this Hebrew text can also
be translated as “My God! My God! Ok how you made me
suffer!” In this case the HD‘? isan emphatic particle and the verb
2ATD may well be 2TV, stem III, the cognate of Arabic wle
(‘adaba) “he castigated, chastised, punished, tortured, and
tormented.” This identification would explain the variants (a)
wreLdLong pe “you reproached, you reproved me” in Mk 15:34
D®', (b) exprobasti me “upbraided me” in Mk 15:34 Old Latin
c,and (¢) dereliquisti me “you reproved me” in the Vulgate and
Old Latin aur v g d ff* I n of Matt 27:46 and Mk 15:34. Thus
there need be no tension between this verse and John 16:32, “and
yet I am not alone, because the Father is with me.”

MARK 1:41 (MBS XV)

Kal omiayyviofelc éktelvag tnv xetpa oabtod Njato
kel Aéyel aUt®), Oérw, kabaplodnti, “Moved with com-
passion, Jesus stretched out his hand and touched him, and said

to him, ‘I am willing; be cleansed.’” This verse can be translated
into Hebrew as

ST IR T MNRY 2 Y T nOwn Snanm

Surprisingly, Ephraem (fourth century), five manuscripts
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(Codex Bezae from the sixth century and the Old Latin manu-
scripts a, d, ff*, and r') have dpyLo 6elc “becoming angry” as
Jesus’ initial response to the leper,not omAay v Lo6e ¢ “compas-
sion.” The verb omAayyviobeic translated (7?31'[, stem I, “to
have compassion,” (which is the cognate of the Arabic J_u
[hamala] “to accept responsibility, to accept the trust”). The
verb 0pyLo0elc translated bfﬁﬂ, stem II, which is the cognate
of the Arabic J.«} (hamala), stem 11, meaning in forms 1 and
8 “he became angry.”

MARK 1:44 (MBS XIV)

“Opa undevi undev eimmg, “Behold you may say nothing
to no one,” which can be translated back into Hebrew as iR"™
227 Wb N 8RS 1 so, this was read by Mark as iTX")
N33 W‘&B 7D &5, “See! You may not tell anyone a
thing!” But Jesus most likely said W‘NB BEly N(? RT
127777, “See! Indeed you must tell everyoﬁe the matter!” '

MARK 3:17 (CMBBP)

Kal ‘Takwpor tov 10D ZeBedaiov kal Twovvny Tov
adedpov tod ‘TakwPov kol éméBnkev avTolc Ovopa[te]
Boavnpyéc, 6 éotiv Yiol Bpovtfic:, “And James the son of
Zebedee and John the brother of James, whom he surnamed
Boanerges, that is, sons of thunder.” The Boavn element of

Boavnpyéc, has nothing to do with the Hebrew 733 “the sons
of.” Rather it is to be identified with the place name ]UZ (Beon)
in Num 32:3. The root Tl’ﬂ is a by-form of J12 and ¥2] “to
burst forth, to shout, to rejoice.” The pyé¢ element of Boavn-
py€c is the transliteration of the Hebrew ng “thunder,” which
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is the cognate of the Arabic _w>) (rajasa) “it thundered” and
w;?-b/ u"l-",) (rdjis/rajjas) “thunder, a vehement sound.”
Thus “Boanerges” equals W:ﬁ ”J.;ﬁﬂ “Shouters of Thunder.”

MARK 5:43 (MBS XIV)

Kal Sieotelinto adtolg ToAra (va pndeic yvol tolto,
“And he charged them much, that no one may know this thing,”
which can be readily translated back into Hebrew as DljﬁN 137
UKD 9377 I 8D But the particle R “not”
should have been read as the emphatic particle x5 Jesus prob-
ably said “Verily! Let the matter be known to any‘body 1

MARK 7:36 (MBS XIV)
Kal dteoteidato adtolc tvo undevl Aéywoiv, “And he
charged them to tell no one.” The Hebrew Vorlage was probably

555 7 N‘?W DR I8, in which case the x‘aw was

misread as KBW “that not,” rather than beingread asintended as
&(717 “that indeed they should tell everyone.”

MARK 8:26 (MBS XIV)

Mnbe elc tnv kwuny €loéAbng kal undevi elmng el
MV keuny, “Do not go into the village; and do not tell anyone
in the village.” The Hebrew Vorlage behind these commands

was probably 99352 555 100 8519952 Ran 8RS, which
was read and interpreted by Mark as if Jesus said WDD; xDD
N5 WDD; L?D'? TaD &51 But what Jesus probably said was
"p32 555 1m0 89 7952 Nan RS, “Indeed, you
mﬁst go into the village; éﬁd yéu must indeed.tell everyone in
the village.”
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MARK 9:49 (CMBBP XXII)
Ilag yoap mupl aiLodnoetal, “For everyone will be salted

with fire.” In Hebrew these four Greek words become 5371 "2

M3 Mone , which can mean more than “for everyone will
be salted with fire.” The yéevvav “Gehenna” in Mark 9:43, 45,
and 47 does not refer to hell but to the very earthly D37 72, “the

Valley of Hinnom,” which was accessible through Jerusalem’s
Dung Gate and became the municipal dump for corpses,
carcasses, excrement, and garbage. With this in focus, the

Vorlage 0f9:49, 17022 momne bon Y2, canbe translated as
“for everyone will be dragged through the dung/ muck.” The
noun HBD means “salt” but the verb HBD can mean “to drag, to
dissipate, to vanish” when it is the cognate of the Arabic CL’

(malaha) “he pulled or dragged a thing, he drew it forth quickly,
vehemently.” The MY which translates the Tupl “fire” can

also be the cognate of ArabicJ_Lg (ba‘ara) “he voided dung”

andJ_x_g (ba‘r) “dung.” The association of death and dung
appearsinJer 8:2, “and they shall not be gathered or buried; they
shall be as dung on the surface of the ground,” in Jer 9:22, “the
corpses of men will fall like dung on the open field,” Jer 16:4,
“they shall die grievous deaths: they shall not be lamented,
neither shall they be buried; they shall be as dung upon the face
of the ground,” and Jer 25:33, “they shall not be lamented, or
gathered, or buried; they shall be dung on the surface of the
ground.”

MARK 9:50 (CMBBP)
Eov &€ 10 dAeg dvador yévntal év Tive alTo dpTuoeTE,
“Butifthe salthas become insipid, how will you season it.” The

Vorlage was probably 1R TTORA 11133 1o nbns on.
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The noun HBD “salt” is the cognate of Arabic CL (milh), Syriac
Natwin) (melha’), and Aramaic NU‘?D The verb MON “to
become insipid” is the cognate of Arabic C’-’-’L (malih) “tasteless,
insipid, applied to meat that has no taste.” But here the verb
WHBDN is the cognate of Arabic CL (milh) “to season, to salt.”
A verb and noun from one lexeme (mlh) and another verb from

a second lexeme (m/h) provided paronomasia enhanced by
assonance.

[ Mark 10:25, see Matthew 19:24 above. ]

MARK 11:13 (MBS XVII)

The Hebrew Vorlage behind the Greek O yap kaLpOg oUk
Wv oUkwv, “for it was not the time of figs,” was probably Y2
DR Py anYya Nb, which was misread as 1077 > 2
22 NU. It should have been read as NY 107 KL7 2
0B, “though indeed it was the time of[early unripe] figs.” The

RS here was not the negative particle NSbut the emphatic 2‘(‘7
“verily, indeed.”

MARK 11:14 (MBS VII)

Kol dmokpLBelg elmev avtr, “And answering he said to
it.” In I Sam 20:3 amokpiOn appears as the translation of the
IJ;@‘ “he swore,” and this was probably the Hebrew verb
translated as amokpLBeic in Mark 11:14, “and swearing he
[Jesus] said to it [the fig tree].”

MARK 11:23 (MBS XVII)
“O¢ av el t6) OpeL ToUTw, &POMTL Kl PANONTL €lg
mv Baiacoar, “Whoever says to this mountain, ‘be taken up
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and cast into the sea’” reflects a Hebrew Vorlage which prob-

ably read RWIT M7 9123758 MRS WK WRS3.
DT TIRON Banmw This ‘mn( 8poc / mountain), the

cognate of the Arabic L}A} (jabal) “mountain,” can also mean
“boundary stone, landmark” (= 6pLov), asin Deut 19:14, “You
shall not remove your neighbor’s 513.'1 (boundary stone) and
27:17, “cursed is he who moves his nelghbor S ‘7133 (boundary
stone).” Jesus’ statement recorded in Matt 17:20 and 21:21 and
in Mark 1:23 probably used (7733 “boundary stone, landmark”
( = Gprov) rather than ‘7133 “mountain” ( = 6pog).

LUKE 5:14 (MBS XIV)
Mnéevi eimelv, “To no one to tell,” can be translated back

into Hebrew as WS 73N RY. If this was in Luke’s source he
obviously read this as W”&B mEn x5 “Tell not to anyone.”
But Jesus probably used the emphatic particle N‘? and said
W’R(? a0 Nb “Indeed, you must tell anybody.”

LUKE 6:16 (CMBBP XXVI)

Kal Tovdav Tokwpov kol Tovdar TokaplLwd, O¢ €yé-
veto Tpodotng, “Judas of James, and Judas Iscariot, who also
became betrayer.” The cariot found in the name Iscariot is best
identified as the Hebrew ﬁﬁN-ﬁ‘? “lectors,” for the ﬂﬁ&ﬁ?
were those called to read from the Torah— comparable to the
Arabic CSJU (ga’riy"") “a reader/reciter of the Qur’an,” and
similar to the Arabic sb.'é (qurra®) “a devotee, one who devotes
himself/herself to religious exercise.” This interpretation does
justice to the Greek definite article O in the named spelled as
lovdav 6 ’lokaplw6 or as "lovdas o ’lokaptwytTns. This
definite article in Greek requires the name to be reconstructed as
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ﬂﬁ‘ﬁﬁ WINR, with the 6 "lo of the 6 ’lokapluiTns reflecting
an YN in the construct state (“the man of ) followed by the
ﬁﬁ’ﬁﬁ “lectors” in the absolute state.

LUKE 9:21 (MBS XIV)

The Greek ITaprjyyetdev pndevi Aéyelv tolto, “He com-
manded they should tell this to no man,” reflects a misreading of
the 535 9211 1% 8D 18" in the Hebrew Vorlage as
L?D‘? 0270 R NS 1373, which should have been read as
535 9277 1 KD WM, “he commanded they should

indeed tell the matter to everyone.”

LUKE 12:33 (CMBBP XXI1V)

ITowoate €qvtolc PaAAdVTLO UN) TaAwLoUueve, Onoou -
pov avékielmtov év tolcolpavolg, Omou KAETTNG OUK
¢yyilel ovde omg SiadBelpel, “Provide yourselves money
bags which do not grow old, a treasure in the heavens that does
not fail, where no thief approaches nor moth destroys” (NKJ).
The first phrase of this text probably came from a Hebrew
Vorlage reading 1920 RS WX 00D 055 Y. This
Hebrew can mean either (1) “make for yourselves purses
(BaArdvtie = BYDD, the plural of ©Y2 “purse) which do not
wear out,” or (2) “make for yourselves clothes (lpatio =
R702, the plural of Y102 “clothing) which do not wear out.”
According to Luke 10:4, Jesus prohibited his disciples from
carrying a purse (BaAlavtiov) or a bag (tnpav); and Luke
22:34 indicates that the disciples had carefully obeyed him. Once
theRY0J in the Vorlage isread as QY02 “clothing” rather than
2302 “purse” or “bag” the contradiction between Luke 10:4
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and 12:33 disappears. Once the “maggot” is restored in Matt
6:19-20 and the thieves mentioned there are recognized as
“grave robbers,” it becomes obvious that “laying up treasure in
heaven,” and “providing one’s self with the ageless clothes of
heaven’s eternal treasure” (Luke 12:33) address the reality of
human mortality, as well as the promise of immortality.

LUKE 14:26 (CBBP XXXI)

EU tig épyetaL mpog pe kol o0 WLoel . ... o0 dlvatal
elval pou padneng, “If any one comes to me and does not hate
... he cannot be my disciple.” The Vorlage here was probably

LRI KDY U NDION

2 nbn S Sor xS
This verse has Jesus contradicting the second greatest com-
mandment, ’WJTD 7[377'7 PN, “you shall love your neigh-
bor as yourself” (Lev 19:18, Matt 5:43, 19:19, 22:39, Mark
12:31, 12:33, Luke 10:27, Rom 13:9, Gal 5:14, and James
2:8). If the Greek had the emphatic oUv “really” rather than the
negative oV “not” there would be no contradiction. Or had the
RS in the Vorlage been the emphatic N‘? “indeed,” rather than
&5 “not,” there would have been no contradiction. If Jesus used
the negative NS the questions turn to the ambiguous RIWY/
1IWY in the Vorlage, with its interchange of N and i7 and its W
which can be read asa @ ($) or U (§). When the ¥ is read a ¥
the verb is TTJ@/&J(TU “to hate,” the cognate of Arabic L&
(Sana’a) or CSM (Sania). When the W isread a W the verb is (a)
MW/ VW, the cognate of Arabi g /¢ws (sanay/sanaw) “he

treated him with gentleness, behaved well with him in social
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intercourse” or (b) TTJT@'/NJT@ “to change, to go away, to for-

sake,” the cognate of Syriac &JTW ($éna®) “to change from one

place to another, to remove, to depart,” and Ugaritic snw “to go

away.” This (b) option removes the contradiction between Luke
14:26 and Luke 10:27. Forsaking one’s own family for a new

love has its roots in Gen 2:24, “a man leaves / forsakes (313_.?2)

his father and his mother and cleaves (?371) to his wife, and

they become one flesh.” The forsaking of kith and kin for a new
love required no hate, just a change and new priorities.

LUKE 14:27 (CBBP XXXI)

“Ootic oV Paotalel TOV 0TaLPOV €nLTOD kol €pyetal
0Tlow pov, ov dUvatatelval pov padning, “Whoever does
not bear his own cross and come after me, cannot be my
disciple.” X2 MR 757 2253 n8 mprRb wx ™
”7’?351_7 ﬁﬁ’fT(? 5;1‘ (Salkinson-Ginsburg). In the Hebrew
Vorlage of Luke 9: 23 and 14:27 the 0TaupOV “cross” may not
have been 3153 “a pole, a cross” but x?p / TT‘?D If so this

&?D / TT‘?D may well have been the cognate of (a) Arabic AN
(tald’a) “a bond by which one becomes responsible for the
safety of another” and &1_3' (Catlay) “he gave him his bond by
which he became responsible for his safety” and (b) Arabic
}L;“/BU (tilw/ tald) “companion who imitates such a one and
follows him in action.” With these definitions in focus the origi-
nal meaning behind Jesus’ statement, “whoever does not carry
the cross and follow me cannot be my disciple,” may well have

been “whoever does not bear responsibility and does not imitate
me cannot be my disciple.


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/CBBP_Chapter_31.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/Hate-lexical.html

94 RIGHTLY SAID, WRONGLY READ

LUKE 16:9 (CMBBP)

[Towoate piiovg €k ToD papwrd ThHc adikieg, “Make
to yourselves friends of the mammon ofunrighteousness” reflects
an original Sy JMAAT 1 AWANT which should have been
interpreted to mean “abstain yourselves from unrighteous mam-
mon.” The verb WWINIT is not the Hithpa‘el of Y7, stem II,
“to cherish, to be a friend, a companion,” but HST.’WT, stem 111,
which is the cognate of the Arabic 4¢ )/ LCJ (ra‘wal ra‘a) “he

refrained from things or affairs, he forebore, or he abstained from
bad or foul conduct.”

JOHN 3:3 (MBS XV)
Bav pn tig yevvndf dvwder, ob dlvatal idelv v
BaoLAelar tod BeoD, “If anyone may not be born from above,

he is not able to see the kingdom of God,” or “If any one may not
be born again, he is not able to see the kingdom of God.” The

ambiguity of &vwOev reflects the ambiguity in Jesus’ reply to
Nicodemus in Hebrew speech: o UIN 75]’ NE'DS
2ToRT PSSR TAR PIRTD 509RS. The unpointed
o .c':ould be réad as ;'T?SJ?_D “ébove” (from the stem TT?STJ) or
H?I_JD “a second time” (from ﬂ‘?STJ / 5‘?5;7, stem IV, which is the
cognate of the Arabic J..c (“alla) “a second time).

JOHN 8:6 (MBS VIII)

‘0 6¢ ‘Inoolc katw kUG 16 SekTUAW Katéypadey eig
TV YAV can be translated back into Hebrew as Y1 7MW
"oy Sy WAy pasa ans “bending over Jesus wrote
with a finger (J2X2) his religious-decision (1J2Y) in the
dust”—the 1Y23 being the cognate of Arabic dxwo (sibgat) “a
religious law.” There was a haplography which changed the
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original 102X Y2X¥2 to just 1WAV “with his finger.”

Jonn 8:8 (MBS VIII)

"Eypadev eic thv yAv, “He wrote upon the ground” can be
translated back into Hebrew as 753;7’53_.7 WTDSTJD'B.‘._J 202 “he
wrote upon the dust about forgiveness.” The 78D “forgive-
ness”’is the cognate of Arabic Verb‘).&_b (g afara) “he forgave”
and the nounsj_élé (gafir) and 92 (gafiir) which are epithets
of God meaning “covering and forgiving the sins, crimes, and
offences of his people.” There was seemingly a haplography
which changed the original D2 59 "8Yn SY o just by
N2Y “upon the dust.”

JOHN 9:35 (CMBBP XXV)

Kal eOpwyv adTtOv elTev: oL TLOTEVELS €L TOV LLOV
100 avOpwmov, “And when He had found him, He said to him,
‘Doyoubelievein the Son of God?’” (NKJ). “And having found
him he said, ‘Do you believe in the Son of man?’” The manu-
scripts and versions differ over which title was actually used by
Jesus. The Greek manuscripts p®*7° X B D W read tov viov
700 avBpwmov “the son of man,” but manuscripts A K L X A
O ¥ read tov uiov 100 6¢00 “Son of God.” The Peshitta
reads RITORT 11922 “in the Son of God,” but the Old Syriac
reads XWINTT MM22 “in the Son of Man.” Once the Greek 6
vLog T0D avOpwTou is translated back into Hebrew and Aramaic
and written without vowels at least fifteen meanings become
possible (seven for BTN and eight for WIR). Even if Jesus and

the disciples knew perfectly well what was meant when they
spoke, ambiguity was unavoidable once the sayings were written
Hebrew and Aramaic using consonants only. The most likely
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meanings of D'TN'1D, or W]N']D, or WIR™M2 — which be-
came the anarthrous 6 vio¢ avOpwTOL “the son of man” and
the arthrous 0 vLO¢ ToD AVOPWTOL “the son of the man”— are:
(1) “the son ofman” = a mortal human being, i.e., Q7N ]2, or
fLﬁJK_ﬁ 12 or WA 73, with the WIN being the cognate of the
Arabic Q«:‘ (Canisa) “to be friendly, social”’; (2) “the man of
purity” = the purest person, i.e., (Lﬁ]kjs N2, with the 72 being
the cognate of the ArabicJ_g (barra) “he was pious, kind, good,
gentle”; (3) “the son of reconciliation” conciliator, i.e., ']3
DTN, with the DTN being the cognate of Arabic e 3) Cadama)
“he effected a reconciliation between them and brought them
together”; (4) “the son of authority”= one in authority, i.e.,
RTINR™]2, with the DTN being the cognate of the Arabic (;_3'
(Ciddmu) and Y (‘adamat) “the chief/ provost ofhis people,
the aider or manager of the affairs, the examplar of his people”;
and (5) “the son of the-one-in-charge” = the Sovereign,” i.e.,
RTNT7]2. With all of the right vowels restored and with the
lexical options in focus, it is easy to recognize DjNU “the
Sovereign” as a title for Yahweh. Reverence for the name may
well have been extended to QTN itself so that the BTINIT™3
“the Son of the Sovereign” was intentionally mispronounced as
D:R;QU']J “the Son of the Man” which, in turn, produced the

baffling 6 viog tod avbpwmov “the son of the man.” The
disciples and those in the early church certainly knew that “the

Son of the Man” meant “the Son of the Sovereign,” which was
but another way of saying “the Son of God.” It was apparently
so well understood it required no commentary.
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JOHN 11:33 (MBS XVI)

The 'EvePpLunioato t¢) TreVpatl Kol éTopaiey €xutov,
“He became angry in his spirit, and shook himself,” reflects an
original Hebrew phrase M7 QUT QUT, which was read as QDT
M7 BT, as though it included YT, stem I, “to be indignant,
to be angry,” and 777, stem I, “wind, breath, spirit.” But the
MY QUT QUT should have been read asM17) QUT DSJI, which
included DS_JE, stem II, “to be assertive, to be responsible” and
ﬂ]j, stem 11, “to act quickly, promptly.” The Arabic cognate of
RIT, stem IL, is =) (za‘ama) “he asserted, he became respon-
sible, amenable.” The cognate of M17, stem II, is C)J/C'J
(rwh /rdha) “he was active, prompt,”as in the phrase 4 Cl@'
(carydha lah), “he was prompt to do what was beneficent.”

Thus T QYT QUT can mean “becoming assertive he immedi-
ately took full responsibility upon himself.”

JOHN 11:38 (MBS XVI)

‘Incol¢ olv TaALY EUBPLUWUEVOC €V €XVTG) EPYETUL €LG
10 pvnmuetov, has traditionally been translated as “then Jesus,
again groaning in himself, came to the tomb.” But initially the
textprobably stated, “then Jesus, again asserting himself, came
to the tomb.” (See above on John 11:33.)

JOHN 19:39 (MBS IX)

Oépwy plyphe opdpYng Kol GAONG W¢ ALTpog €KaTOV
Pépwy ULYho ouUpYNC Kol GAONG WG ALTpag €KKTOV,
“Bringing a mixture of myrrh and aloes, about a hundred
pounds.” The Hebrew Vorlage for this verse may have been
IRR XD MISTINTTIR TOR TI0 TION RIM, “he

came bringing a flask of ointment— a mixture of myrrh and aloes
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abouta liter— wailing (as he came).” The ;'TTT?_{D is the cognate
of the Arabic 4a) (“‘ahhaha) “he expressed pain or grief or

sorrow.”

JOHN 20:15 (MBS IX)

‘Exetvn dokoboo 8tL 0 knmouvpdg €0ty Aéyel alTR:
kUpLe, “She, supposing him to be the mortician said to him,
Lord....” The Greek knmovpd¢ “gardener,” was one who took
care of the flowers, plants, and trees; but the Hebrew HJ_ “gar-
dener” could have been a homograph for the one who handled
dead bodies. Its Arabic cognates include > (janan) “grave”

(=139, o4z (janan) “dead body (= 32), -z (janin) “grave
clothes” (=133), and - > (janin)“buried, placed in the grave”
(=1"39.

JOHN 21:15-17 (CBBP XXXIII)

Yipwv ‘lodvvov, ayemdg pe mAéov ToUTWV; Aéyel
VT val kopLe, o 0l8acOTL GLAG o€. Aéyel alT@: Pooke
T apvio Lov, ““Simon son of John, do you truly love me more
than these?” ‘Yes, Lord,” he said, ‘you know that I love you.’
Jesus said, ‘Feed my lambs.’” In Hebrew this became:

TTBND o TR faigh 20NN ﬂ;ﬁ"ﬂ; ]W?DIU

TOR IR 7T TON TN

PRIoYTIN Om TN N RN D T

. (Salkinson-Ginsburg). - '

The Greek text has ayam@c, the lofty word for “love” in Jesus’
question and $pLA®, a less lofty word for “love” in Peter’s re-
sponse. The Hebrew in Jesus’ initial question would have been

DU?S “to love” and the verb in Peter’s response would have been
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117, the intensive Piel “to love intensively, to cherish.” Peter’s
choice of TTSTJW matches its use in Psalm 37:3—4, TT.D?J& :'T;r.’jﬁ

TTlTT‘:'BS_J AP0, “cherish faithfulness and take exquisite
delight in Yahweh.” Not conspicuous in the Greek text of Jesus’
and Peter’s dialogue, but very conspicuous in its Hebrew

Vorlage, is the wordplay with (a) i1¥7) “to cherish,” (b) 17
“to pasture, to feed,” and (c) TTSTJWT used as the metaphor “to

pastor, to lead, to teach.” Verses 15—17 once read: “Simon of
Jonah, do you love (27R) me more than kith-and-kin (TT‘?R)?”

He said to him, “Yes, Lord, you know that I cherish (1187)
you.” Jesus said to him, “Feed (i1UJ7)) my lambs!” A second
time he said to him, “Simon of Jonah, do you love (DZTN) me?”
He said to him, “Yes, Lord; you know that I cherish (1197))
you.” Jesus said to him, “Lead (11¥7) my sheep!” He said to
him the third time, “Simon ofJohn, do you cherish (i1¥7)) me?”
Peter felt hurt because he said to him the third time, “Do you
cherish (1197) me?” And he said to him, “Lord, you know
everything; you know that I cherish (i197)) you.” Jesus said to
him, “cherish (71¥7)) my lambs!” The MON behind the TAéov
TOUTWV (TT%ND ) “more than these” was certainly the TOR
that was the cognate of Arabic J} (°al/°ill) and &) (°ilar) “a

man’s family, relations, or kinfolk.”

ACTS 26:14 (MBS XIII)

The Hebrew phrase spoken by Jesus and quoted by Paul
—which Luke translated as okAnpov ool TpO¢ KEVTp
AoktiCely, “it is hard for thee against goads to kick”— was

probably DY29BD2 Y2 "[5 WP. If so, Luke misread the


http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/MBS_13_Acts26-14.pdf
http://tmcdaniel.palmerseminary.edu/MBS_13_Lexical.htm

100 RIGHTLY SAID, WRONGLY READ

phrase as D‘Wjﬁz DSJ; 7[5 TTWP, “it is hard for you to kick
against goads.” What Jesus probably said to Paul in Hebrew
was D‘WWD; IDIJZ ’[‘7 HWE , “it is hard for you to reject the
Pharisees.”

ROMANS 12:20 (MBS V)

Aldo éov mewd 0 €éxBpoc oov, YwuLle avTov: éav
Sue, moTLle wavTOV: ToDTOYAP TOLAV &VOpakag TUPOG
owpevoeLg €Ml TNV kedpaAnr odtod, “If your enemies are
hungry, feed them; if they are thirsty, give them something to
drink; for by doing this you will heap burning coals on their
heads.” The metaphor of “heaping coals of fire upon the
head”— meaning “to teach someone a good lesson”—is based
upon the usage in Arabic of _u8 (qabasa) “fire, a live coal.” It
is the cognate of W@D “hot ashes, coals”—a synonym of the
D"‘?YT'(J “glowing coals” in Proverbs 25:22. The Arabic 3
bl} (qabasa ndrd) means “he took fire” and ‘JUI b
(gqabasa ’alndra) means “he lighted the fire.” But Lde s
(qabasa “ilmad) means “he acquired knowledge, he sought
knowledge.” In the causative bl} wl (Cagbasahu ndra)

means “he gave him fire” and Lle M' (Cagbasahu ‘ilma)
means “he taught him knowledge.” The plural noun u*-")—“—”
(Calgawdbisu) means “those who teach what is good.” Thus the
Arabic idiom and metaphor removes the obscurity of the Hebrew
idiom and metaphor of “heaping of glowing coals upon the
head” in Prov 25:22 and its quotation here in Rom 12:20. If the
firey coals have to do with heat, then crowning someone with
coals would be an act of torture. If the firey coals have to do
with light, then crowning someone with glowing coals would be
an act of illumination with the recipient’s becoming en-
lightened.
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I CORINTHIANS 11:10 (MBS I & SHEM TOB)

Ave tobDto ddelrer 7N yuvr €fovoiav €xew €T THC
kebpaAfic SLa Tolg ayyérouvg, “That is why a woman ought to
have a veil on her head, because of the angels” (RSV).
“Therefore ought the woman to have a power over her head,
because of the angels” (DRA).” The “veil” versus “authority”
issue disappears once the 0 of €fouvoia is removed and the re-
maining letters are recognized as a transliterated Aramaic
loanword. The é£ovatar “power” found in every major Greek
manuscript needs to be corrected to €Zouvilav and read as the

loanword RYI02R “a covering,” a variant of the well attested
MO “covering.” The prosthetic X of MODN is analogous to the
prosthetic ¢ with the variants ¢x0¢c and y0éc “yesterday.”
(Using a loanword for an item of clothing is still common, like
the English scarf coming from the Old French escherpe and the
English gown coming from the Late Latin gunna).

I CORINTHIANS 11:24 (MBS X)

To0t6 pov €0ty 10 o®ue, “This is my body.” The
variants here and in Matt 26:26, Mark 14:22 and Luke 22:19
include: [a] T0 UTMEp VWV, [b] TO DMEP VUGV KAWpevov, [c]
TOUTEP VRGOV SLdopevov, [d] To DTEP LUAY BpuTTouevoy).
These texts and variants read, “This is my body, which is for
you, which is broken for you, which is given for you, which is
broken-in-pieces for you.” These variants reflect a Hebrew
tradition which read 22702 91D 9B M2 T —
with DB stems I, 11, and I11. The D22, stem I, means “body”; the
3D, stem II “to break,” is the cognate of ArabicJ.?r_é (fajara)
“to cleave, to brake open, to pour forth, to make water, blood, or
a fluid to flow”; and the DB, stem III “to give,” is the cognate
of ArabichLé (fajara) “he gave, he made his gift large.”
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REVELATION 13:18 (CMBBP XXV)

‘0 éwv vodv YndLoatw toOv apLbudv tod Onplov,
&pLBuog yap avdpuimovéotiv, kol O &pLBuodg avtod €Eo-
kooLoL €Enkovta €€, “Let anyone with understanding calculate
the number of the beast, for it is the number of a person. Its
number is six hundred sixty-six.” The most obvious name which
the Christ and the beast shared in common with a numerical
equivalent of 666 would have been séter, which had antithetical
meanings depending on whether the soter was a Greek word or
a Hebrew word. The Greek owtnp “savior” (asin Luke 2:11,
owtnp O¢ éotv XpLotog kUPLOG “a savior who is Christ, the
Lord”) would be transliterated in Hebrew and Aramaic as 10
(= swtr = soter). In Hebrew the © (S) = 60, the 1 (W) = 6, the I
(T)=400, and the O (R)=200— which all together equals 666.
The Hebrew and Aramaic D (= switr = soter), in contrast to

the Greek word transliterated into Hebrew using these same
letters, means “destroyer” or “one who tears down,” being the

cognate ofArabicJJ.& (Satar) “to offend, abuse, revile” and‘).:.?..'.‘u
(Satir) “knave, rogue.” Therefore, 666 can be a numeric code for
“savior” when based upon the Greek loanword cwtnp (séter) or
666 can be a numeric code for “destroyer” when based upon the
Hebrew / Aramaic MO (= swir = séter).

PSALMS OF SOLOMON 2:26-27 (CBBP XXXIV)
"Exkkekevtnuévov €Tl v opéwv Alyumtov, “He [Pom-
pey] was pierced through upon the mountains of Egypt.” The
Vorlage was either DX 717 DY M3, “he was stabbed
upon the mountains of Egypt,” or 282 "1 bY M3, “he was

stabbed along the inlets of Egypt.” The Op€wv “mountains” is
problematic since there are no mountains in the Egyptian Delta
at Pelusium or even at Mons Cassius. Moreover, Dio Cassius,
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Plutarch, and Lucanus concurred that Pompey’s assassination
occurred on a small boat in the shallow waters off Pelusium, on
the eastern edge of the Egyptian delta. The Greek Opéwv
“mountains” — minus the genitive plural suffix wv-—may
actually be the transliteration of "M “inlets” in the Hebrew
Vorlage rather than the translation of *7)77 “mountains.” The
Arabic cognate y> (fawr) means “an inlet from a sea or a large
river entering into the land, a channel where water pours into a
sea or large river, or a canal from a sea or river.” The Syriac
“when he was slain upon the mountains in Egypt,” simply mis-
read the original "7 in its Vorlage as "7, as well as having
misread r12J “slain” instead of the original 7] “stabbed.”

GOSPEL OF THOMAS, LOGIA 114 (MBS 1)
“For every woman who makes herself male (= Arabic‘;b
[dakara] = 127) will enter the Kingdom of Heaven,” can also

mean “For every woman who is repentant/obedient (= Arabic
Jfb [dakara]= T2T) will enter the Kingdom of Heaven.”

ADDENDUM

THE SONG OF DEBORAH *

I. PROSE PROLOGUE: 4:23-24

4:23 Godsubdued in that day Jabin, King of Canaan, before the
Israelites. 4:24 Yea, the hand of the Israelites bore harder and
harder on Jabin, King of Canaan, until they finally destroyed
Jabin, King of Canaan.
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II. POETIC PROLOGUE: 3:31; 5:6-7,5:1-2b

3:31 Then later Shamgar ben-Anat appeared on the scene! He
smote with a mattock two marauding bands; he plundered
hundreds of men with a(n) (ox)goad. He was appointed
overseer, and gained victories by himself for Israel! 5:6 From
the days of Shamgar ben-Anat, from the days he used to attack
(covertly), caravans ceased and caravaneers had to travel
roundabout routes. Warriors deserted, in Israel they failed to
assist, until the arising of Deborah, the arising of a Mother in
Israel! 5:1 Then Deborah made Barak ben-Abinoam march

forth on that day when the heroine called for heroism in Israel,
when the militia was summoned, (by her) saying:

III. DEBORAH’S EXHORTATION: 5:2¢—4, 5:8-9

5:2¢ “PRAISE Y AHWEH!
Hear, O kings! Listen, O princes! I am for Yahweh! 1, yes I, /
will attack, I will fight for Yahweh, the God of Israel. 5:4 O
Yahweh, when you went out from Seir, when you marched from
the plain of Edom, the earth trembled noisily, the heavens
dropped open, the clouds dropped forrentially. The waters ofthe
mountains flowed from the presence of Yahweh, the One of
Sinai, from the presence of Yahweh, my God. God will provide
strength. 5:8 God will muster the recruits. When the brave
ones battle, shield, moreover, and spear will appear among the
forty thousand in Israel.
Respond to the call, O leaders of Israel!
O you who are summoned for the militia!
5:9c PRAISE YAHWEH!”

IV. MUSTERING THE TROOPS: 5:10-13

5:10 Riders on young donkeys, those sitting on mules, and those
walking along the way 5:11 hastened on mountain roads,
hurrying between the mountain-passes, where the victories of



RIGHTLY SAID, WRONGLY READ 105

Yahweh would be given—the victories of his two warriors in
Israel, when the very storms would descend from Yahweh. 5:12
The troops of Deborah roused themselves to rout the troops of
the pursuer. Barak made preparations to attack, ben-Abinoam
to take prisoners. 5:13 When the caravan-leader went forth
against the nobles, (when) the militia of Yahweh descended, they
were accompanied by (heavenly) warriors.

V. STRATEGY OF THE FORCES: 5:14-16

5:14 Some from Ephraim, hastening through Amalek, would
strike at the rear; Benjamin from concealment would attack.
5:15 From Machir commanders would go down. Yea, from
Zebulon, (those) brandishing the marshal’s mace, and officers
from Issachar along with Deborah. That he might inflict defeat,
Barak was concealed in the plain. Dispatched with his footmen
along the tributaries was Reuben. Gad had joined them. 5:16
Those of true courage circled about to wait between the
ravines, to listen, to look for stragglers along the tributaries, to
triumph over the cowardly chieftains.

VI. ISRAELITE ATTACK: 5:17—-18

5:17 Gilead in Trans-Jordan went on alert. then Dan boldly
attacked ships; Asher assailed along the water’s edge and
struck against its harbors. 5:18 Zebulon swam (underwater),
risking his life; Naphtali atfacked Merom.

VII. CANAANITE COUNTERATTACK: 5:19

5:19 The kings were forced to come. They fought. (But) when
the kings of Canaan fought, from Taanach along the waters of
Megiddo, silver spoils they did not take.

VIII. THE DEFEAT OF THE CANAANITES: 5:20-23

5:20 From the heavens fought the stars, from their stations they
fought against Sisera. 5:21 The Wadi Kishon swept them [the
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chariots] away, the Wadi surged seaward. The Wadi Kishon
overtook (them), it overflowed, they sought refuge. 5:22 Then
retreated up the slopes their horses (and their) chariots — his
chariot, his stallions. 5:23 Doomed to die, they panicked—
Yahweh had sent a cloudburst! Their riders were in total panic!
Truly victorious were the ones going forth for the Warrior Yah-
weh, for the Warrior Yahweh, with the (heavenly) heroes!

IX. ASSASSINATION OF SISERA:
5:24-25,5:27a,5:26,5:27b

5:24 Most blessed among women is Yael, wife of Heber the
Kenite, among women in tents she is most blessed. 5:25 W ater
he requested, milk she gave, in a truly magnificent goblet she
brought cream. 5:27a Between her legs he drank, he fell to
sleep. 5:26 She stretched her hand to the tent-pin, her right hand
to the workmen’s hammer. She hammered Sisera, battered his
head, shattered and pierced his neck. 5:27b Between her legs
half-conscious he fell; motionless, powerless, therehe fell slain.

X. ANXIETY IN SISERA’S COURT: 5:28-30

5:28 Through the window she peered—but (only) emptiness!
The mother of Sisera inquired (at) the lattice: “Why tarries his
chariot’s arrival? Why so late the sound of his chariotry?” 5:29
The clairvoyants among her damsels divined. Indeed, her
soothsayerreported toher: 5:30 “The victors have forded (the
water); they are dividing the spoil—a wench or two for the head
of the hero— spoil of dyed cloth for Sisera, spoil of the best
cloth, an embroidered cloth or two for the spoiler’s
neckerchiefs.”

XI. POETIC CONCLUSION: 5:31a

5:31a Thus may all the enemies of Yahweh perish. (May) His
lovers (be) like the rising of the sun because of His power.
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XII. PROSE EPILOGUE: 5:31b

5:31b And the land was at peace for forty years.

* This is the translation of Thomas McDaniel, published in
Deborah Never Sang: A Philological Study of the Song of
Deborah (Judges Chapter V), with English Translation and

Comments. Jerusalem: Makor, 1983, 402 pages.
[BS 1305.3 M3 1983].
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