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P. Kyle McCarter Jr. as Teacher: Musings from Grateful
Students

Christopher A. Rollston, Susanna Garfein, and Neal Walls

The breadth of P. Kyle McCarter Jr.’s teaching is particularly impressive. For ex-
ample, as part of the three-year history cycle (a year of Mesopotamian history, a
year of Egyptian history, and a year of Syro-Palestinian history) at Johns Hopkins
University, Kyle consistently taught the Syro-Palestinian history course. This
course was a foundational course for all graduate students in the program. Kyle
would cover not only the history of the Levant, but he would also integrate much
of Mesopotamian and Egyptian history because of the many ways in which the
history of the entire region intersected at so many levels. He also often taught the
Dead Sea Scrolls, historical Hebrew grammar, Ugaritic, textual criticism of the
Hebrew Bible (with emphasis not just on variant readings in the Masoretic Text,
but also the textual evidence from the Dead Sea Scrolls, LXX, and the Vulgate),
Northwest Semitic Epigraphy (with a full repertoire, for example, of Phoenician,
Hebrew, Aramaic, Moabite, Ammonite texts), the Canaanite of the Amarna Let-
ters, and, of course, various biblical text courses in the original languages. On
occasion, upon first arriving at Hopkins from the University of Virginia, he even
taught Akkadian. This was not all, of course—he also taught a course in the his-
tory of medicine, a course which was especially in demand among pre-meds. For
many years, he even taught a master’s course in the Arthurian legends. Although
he never taught a course in the writings of Mark Twain, he certainly could have,
since he would often regale us with apt quotes from Twain. Indeed, the breadth of
Kyle’s knowledge knows no bounds.

Kyle is a truly gifted lecturer and absolutely sterling in graduate seminars as
well. This is perhaps the case because in addition to having full control of the
field, he is a raconteur. And since much of ancient history is narrative in nature,
Kyle’s deft retellings are often just plain scintillating. Of course, some of Kyle’s
courses were for graduate students only, but a number of his courses were open
to graduate students and undergraduate students (e.g., History of Syria-Palestine,
Dead Sea Scrolls, Introduction to the Hebrew Bible). The classes with graduate

xXvii



Xviil Christopher A. Rollston, Susanna Garfein, Neal Walls

and undergraduate populations were frequently quite large, with sixty, eighty, or
even one hundred students. Kyle’s courses were always very heavy laden with
content. We learned so much from him about the field. But there is something else
that he modeled in the courses with undergraduate populations: good pedagogy.
For example, the syllabus for a McCarter course with undergraduate populations
was masterful and detailed, and yet accessible. In addition, Kyle always gave a
study-guide prior to the mid-term and final exams. On top of that, he held a review
session an evening or two before the exams. Naturally, graduate students bene-
fited from these measures, but we also learned something else (something that
was “caught, not taught”): namely, various measures that could be taken to ensure
that complicated aspects of ancient Near Eastern history could be made palatable
and comprehensible for undergraduates.

The methodology of his graduate courses also deserves particular emphasis.
As has been noted, Kyle is a marvelous teacher across the board. In graduate
courses, the details of the text were foregrounded: the readings, the variant read-
ings, proper vocalizations of epigraphic texts (for which the vowels needed to be
reconstructed), nuances of philology and syntax, and the socio-historical implica-
tions of the text. Sometimes we would cover twenty or thirty lines in a
complicated text, but when necessity demanded, we might just do four or five
lines of an especially difficult text. In short, his teaching was a reflection of his
own particularly careful scholarship. We are the beneficiaries of a master teacher.

The culminating piece of a graduate program is the dissertation, and in this
too Kyle was superb. His approach was much like that of his own teacher, Frank
Moore Cross. That is, Kyle would work with a student in the selection of a topic,
but he normally wished for the student to take the lead in this. Normally a few
topics would be bandied about during the course of a meeting or two or three with
Kyle, and then a topic would be settled on. The prospectus was then written and
approved. And then at that point the hard work really began. Kyle would guide
gently. He would make astute observations in conversations, as we progressed.
He would make suggestions for us to probe, to consider. He would suggest cor-
rections in the angle or approach, and he would wait patiently as we produced a
compelling, well-documented, piece of original research.

Finally, a few words should be said about Kyle as fulfilling the Vater part of
the term Doktorvater. Life and career for a newly minted PhD is rarely a simple,
straight line. There can be tumult, ups and downs. And sometimes these sorts of
things can continue for many years. Kyle as Doktorvater is always there, willing
to talk, willing to provide wise counsel, the sort of person who can provide en-
couragement, exhortation, and perspective. For all of these aspects of our beloved
teacher, we are most grateful. We shall always be in your debt. You have our
respect, our appreciation, and our admiration. Thank you, Kyle!



Brilliance Fulfilled: P. Kyle McCarter Jr. and His
Contribution to Near Eastern Scholarship and Scholars

Jonathan Rosenbaum

A Festschrift stands as the quintessential tribute to professorial achievement. Re-
served for those rare scholars who represent the epitome of the academy’s ideals,
it brings together the research of colleagues, students, and those whom the hon-
oree has deeply influenced. By those standards, P. Kyle McCarter Jr. is most
deserving of the present, august volume. His accomplishments span the full range
of academic attainment and have set a standard worthy of both honor and emula-
tion.

From the beginning, Kyle’s profound erudition, control of difficult, disparate
sources, and striking originality of thought were evident. I first met him in 1972
when we were both part of a cohort of graduate students who had been drawn to
Harvard’s program in Biblical and Near Eastern studies by a renowned faculty at
the center of which were Frank Moore Cross Jr. and G. Ernest Wright. Many of
those students would go on to shape the fields of Biblical studies and ancient Near
Eastern history, language, and archaeology. The group included such later lumi-
naries as Richard E. Friedman, Leonard J. Greenspoon, Baruch Halpern, Larry
Herr, Jon D. Levenson, Robert A. Oden, Eugene Ulrich, and James VanderKam,
to name a few.

The pinnacle course in our program possessed the inappropriately innocent
name of Hebrew 200. It was a graduate seminar devoted to research in which
students presented papers that were disseminated in advance and formally cri-
tiqued by a student and a faculty critic. All students in the program were normally
required to enroll or attend until they had completed their coursework. Faculty
members were typically present en masse.

Kyle’s paper dealt with a word that had long vexed Biblical scholars, espe-
cially because it stands in plain sight, first appearing in the opening of the Garden
of Eden story (Gen 2:6). The word is TR or with the yod mater T'R, variously
translated myyy, “source” (LXX), “mist” (KJV), “moisture” (RSV), or “flow”
(JPS). An additional prominent appearance is in 2 Sam 22:19 (= Ps 18:19),
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traditionally translated as “calamity” or “grief” (Septuagint: BAipews). In other
words, the real meaning of the word was unknown.

Starting with a 1907 scholarly proposal that the word TR is related to the Su-
merian id, the cosmic river, Kyle showed that the word relates to the river ordeal
in Mesopotamia and developed an Israelite interpretation of its own. He then ap-
plied it to virtually every Biblical occurrence, and it fit.

His systematic, convincing solution to a problem that had baffled scholars
and translators for centuries created a memorable reaction at the seminar. The
term “brilliant” was rarely used by the faculty. It was reserved as the ultimate
accolade and normally accorded to the work of senior scholars, but that day it was
applied to Kyle’s presentation. At a time when graduate student papers were rarely
published in major refereed journals, Kyle's quickly appeared.’

That accomplishment was a harbinger of scholarly renown. By the time Kyle
completed his dissertation in 1974, he had published two coauthored articles that
demonstrated his prowess as an epigrapher and paleographer.? The publication of
his dissertation® amplified that status as he entered the scholarly debate on when
the Greeks borrowed the Phoenician alphabet* and convincingly addressed the
competing proposals of Hellenists and Semitists. Reviews of the dissertation but-
tressed the importance of his contribution.’

Kyle’s initial academic appointment was at the University of Virginia where
in eight years (1974-1982) he rose to full professor. During that period, he pub-
lished a two-volume work that constituted the first of his magna opera. His
Anchor Bible commentary on I and II Samuel (1980 and 1984, respectively)® es-
tablished a format that included a lucid, extensive introduction, an original
translation, and discrete scholarly and popular notes. It enhanced the knowledge
of both the specialist and the lay reader. Academic reviewers acknowledged
Kyle’s achievement of this central, dual goal of the Anchor Bible series.” Yet, the
Samuel volumes went further. The original translation was eclectic, based on the

! P. Kyle McCarter Jr., “The River Ordeal in Israelite Literature,” HTR 60:4 (1973): 403—12.

2 P. Kyle McCarter Jr. and Frank Moore Cross, “Two Archaic Inscriptions on Clay Objects from
Byblus,” Rivista di Studi Fenici 1 (1973): 3-8; P. Kyle McCarter Jr. and Robert B. Coote, “The Spatula
Inscription from Byblos,” BASOR 212 (1973): 16-21.

3 P. Kyle McCarter Jr., The Antiquity of the Greek Alphabet and the Early Phoenician Scripts,
HSM 9 (Missoula, MT: Scholars; Harvard Semitic Museum, 1975).

4 P. K. McCarter Jr., The Antiquity of the Greek Alphabet and the Early Phoenician Scripts in
CBQ 41 (1979): 138-39.

5 E.g., William C. West 111, Review of The Antiquity of the Greek Alphabet and the Early Phoe-
nician Scripts, by P. Kyle McCarter Jr., JAOS 98 (1978): 346-47.

op. Kyle McCarter Jr., I Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes, and Commentary,
AB 8 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980); McCarter, /I Samuel: A New Translation with Introduc-
tion, Notes, and Commentary, AB 9 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1984).

7 E.g., Dennis Pardee, Review of I Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes and
Commentary, by P. Kyle McCarter Jr., JNES 42 (1983): 238-40.
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MT and its variants, a reconstructed OG utilizing the various Septuagint families,
and the Samuel texts of the Dead Sea Scrolls. The work also proposed a three-
stage development of the literary history of Samuel, which identified earlier nar-
rative sources and supplied key data for further discussions of the historicity of
the text.

In 1984, philanthropists Harvey and Lyn Meyerhoff established the W. F.
Albright Chair in Biblical and Ancient Near Eastern Studies at Johns Hopkins
University. Kyle became its inaugural occupant, a particularly fitting and seren-
dipitous combination of scholarly meritocracy and symbolism.® Albright, of
course, had studied and taught at Hopkins and had trained a coterie of biblical
scholars including perhaps his most distinguished student, Kyle’s Doktorvater,
Frank M. Cross. Albright’s methodological approach to biblical studies applied
critical reasoning and scientific method to archaeology without a commitment for
or against the historicity of the biblical text. Albright and his students developed
ceramic and palaeographical typologies and helped refine stratigraphy. They con-
tributed abundantly to understanding the history, literature, and religion of ancient
Israel, doing so by assessing the Bible based on the history, literature, and archae-
ology of the ancient Near East. Kyle, Albright’s “grandstudent,” exemplified this
ideal.

As Albright Professor, Kyle’s publications earned him recognition as one of
the world’s leading epigraphers and paleographers as well as a celebrated biblical
scholar. Directors of major excavations such as Beth-Shemesh and Ashkelon
turned to him as the primary interpreter of their epigraphic discoveries. When the
editio princeps of the Tel Zayit abecedary—one of the earliest examples of the
complete Paleo-Hebrew or early Phoenician alphabet appeared®—Kyle’s analysis
and subsequent paleographical notes in the fuller publication'® confirmed its sig-
nificance. His conclusion that the inscription (and the earlier ‘Izbet Sartah
abecedary) “already exhibits characteristics that anticipate the distinctive features
of the Hebrew national script”!! informed the scholarly debate. Kyle published
influential paleographic studies on the Deir ‘Alla Plaster!'? texts along with other

8 The chair is now occupied by Kyle’s successor, Alice H. Mandell, a formidable scholar and an
asset to the field.

° Ron E. Tappy, P. Kyle McCarter Jr., Marilyn J. Lundberg, and Bruce Zuckerman, “An Abece-
dary of the Mid-Tenth Century B.C.E. from the Judacan Shephelah,” BASOR 334 (2006): 5-46.

19 McCarter, Peter Kyle, “Paleographic Notes on the Tel Zayit Abecedary,” in Literate Culture
and Tenth-Century Canaan: The Tel Zayit Abecedary in Context, ed. Ron E. Tappy and Peter Kyle
McCarter (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2008), 45-60.

" Tappy and McCarter, Literate Culture, 56.

2 p, Kyle McCarter Jr., “The Balaam Texts from Deir Alla: The First Combination,” BASOR
239 (1980): 49—-60. See also “The Dialect of the Deir ‘Alla Texts,” in The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla
Re-evaluated: Proceedings of the International Symposium Held at Leiden August 21-24, 1989, ed. J.
Hoftijzer (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 87-99.



XXii Jonathan Rosenbaum

epigraphic discoveries, including those from Kuntillet ‘Ajrud and Khirbet el-
Qom."?

He also advanced our understanding of the religion of ancient Israel.'* Withal,
his analysis of the el-Hol inscriptions is particularly noteworthy. It documented
the earliest date for the alphabet to the nineteenth century BCE and placed such
writing, at least partially, in Egypt during the late Middle Kingdom.'?

Teaching is of course a regular duty of most faculty members in higher edu-
cation, but, for Kyle, teaching did not end in the classroom. His book on textual
criticism was an early example of his commitment to translating the fruits of aca-
demic scholarship into language and concepts accessible to students and learned
lay people. In it he shared his mastery of text criticism in an elegant methodolog-
ical handbook that made a complex and technical subject broadly
comprehensible.'® He thus built on his rigorous scholarship to contribute peda-
gogically. While producing pivotal, scholarly studies in epigraphy, paleography,
and biblical literature and history, he authored engaging books and articles that
enlightened the public while remaining faithful to scholarship. His chapter on the
patriarchal period in Ancient Israel: From Abraham to the Roman Destruction of
the Temple, his book on ancient inscriptions, the published symposium on the rise
of ancient Israel, and a dozen articles in the Biblical Archaeology Review—all
aimed at the nonspecialist—illustrate Kyle’s commitment to sharing the methods
and products of scholarly research with a wider audience.!”

Beyond his scholarly and public contributions, Kyle became an academic
builder. When he arrived at Hopkins, he joined a small but respected faculty in
ancient Near Eastern studies consisting of four full-time faculty and an associated
scholar from a sister Institution. Kyle took on the chairmanship of the department
and, with the support of the university administration, systematically expanded its

13 See numerous articles in Monumental Inscriptions from the Biblical World, vol. 2 of The Con-
text of Scripture, ed. William W. Hallo and K. Lawson Younger (Leiden: Brill, 2000).

4P, Kyle McCarter Jr., “Aspects of the Religion of the Israelite Monarchy: Biblical and Epi-
graphic Data,” in Ancient Israelite Religion: Essays in Honor of Frank Moore Cross, ed. P. D. Hanson,
S. D. McBride, and P. D. Miller Jr. (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987), 137-55. See also McCarter, “The
Origins of Israelite Religion,” in The Rise of Ancient Israel: Symposium at the Smithsonian Institution
October 26, 1991, ed. Hershel Shanks, William G. Dever, Baruch Halpern, and P. Kyle McCarter
(Washington, DC: Biblical Archaeological Society, 1992), 118-41.

15]. C. Darnell et al., Two Early Alphabetic Inscriptions from the Wadi el-Hol, ASOR Annual
59.2 (2006): 64—124, esp. 90.

16 P, Kyle McCarter Jr., Textual Criticism: Recovering the Text of the Hebrew Bible, Guides to
Biblical Scholarship, Old Testament Guides (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986).

17 See P. Kyle McCarter Jr., revised by Ron S. Hendel, “The Patriarchal Age: Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob,” in Ancient Israel: From Abraham to the Roman Destruction of the Temple, ed. Hershel
Shanks, 3rd ed. (Washington, DC: Biblical Archaeology Society, 2011), 1-31; P. Kyle McCarter Jr.,
Ancient Inscriptions: Voices from the Biblical World (Washington, DC: Biblical Archaeology Society,
1996); Shanks, Dever, Halpern, and McCarter, Rise of Ancient Israel.
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offerings and recruited faculty. He also raised funds for a new endowed chair. As
of this writing, there are nine full-time faculty (three archacologists, two Egyptol-
ogists, two Assyriologists, and two biblical scholars), in addition to five others:
two emeriti (one of whom is Kyle himself) and three other associated scholars.
This feat is particularly remarkable in light of the many leading academic depart-
ments in Near Eastern studies that have witnessed marked decreases in faculty
over the same period. At a time when the humanities as a whole have been reduced
by attrition, exigency, or administrative decisions, Kyle’s success in developing
an august faculty is especially profound.

Great research faculties attract gifted students whom they immerse in the
field’s methodologies and literature with the goal of creating the next generation
of pathbreaking researchers. Amid his many other successes, Kyle personifies
such mentors, directing some twenty-five dissertations. His students have erected
new scholarly structures on the solid foundation that Kyle has laid. Many have
risen to senior academic positions. Their participation in this Festschrift demon-
strates their appreciation of Kyle. The lead editor, Christopher A. Rollston, and
his two associate editors received their doctorates from Kyle. In addition, his stu-
dents have authored a quarter of the articles.

The other articles come from colleagues who are among the foremost schol-
ars of the Bible and the ancient Near East. In a tribute to Frank Cross, Kyle
observed that “many who never studied formally with him also consider them-
selves his students.”'® It is clear that this observation applies now to Kyle as well.

As previously noted, the full publication of the Tel Zayit abecedary included
a paleographical debate between Kyle’s conclusion that the script reflected early
elements of the later Hebrew national script and a competing proposal that it was
“written in a good Phoenician script of the late 10th or very early 9th century
BCE.” The proponent of the opposing position was the lead editor of this Fest-
schrift, Christopher Rollston.!” His respectful but forceful disagreement
exemplifies precisely the pedagogic principle that both Cross and Kyle espoused
and proffered: independence of thought among their students is paramount, even
when—no, especially when—such thinking challenges their own positions.

For almost half a century, I have had the privilege of knowing Kyle as a col-
league and a friend. He served on my dissertation committee (it was to him that
Frank Cross turned to certify that my work contained all the pertinent inscrip-
tions). Later, I wrote a review of his published dissertation?® and turned to him to
present at a colloquium and the annual meeting of a learned society. Beyond his

18 P, Kyle McCarter Jr., “Frank Moore Cross, Scholar and Teacher,” EI 26 (1999): x—xi.

1 Christopher A. Rollston, “The Phoenician Script of the Tel Zayit Abecedary and Putative Ev-
idence for Israelite Literacy,” in Literate Culture and Tenth-Century Canaan: The Tel Zayit Abecedary
in Context, ed. Ron E. Tappy and P. Kyle McCarter (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2008), 61-96,
esp. 90-96.

20 McCarter, “Antiquity of the Greek Alphabet,” 138-39.
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greatness as a scholar, teacher, administrator, academic fundraiser, and builder,
Kyle radiates kindness, graciousness, humility, elegance, and eloquence. His con-
tinuing impact on his discipline, on those who studied with him directly, and those
who have done so through his meticulous publications bodes well for a future
benefited by him and his academic heirs. His commitment to sharing scholarly
discoveries with the broader community serves as a vibrant inspiration to current
and future scholars of the Bible and the ancient Near East and of the humanities
generally. P. Kyle McCarter Jr. has earned the admiration of his colleagues and
the appreciation of society and thus richly deserves this Festschrift, the ultimate
academic honor.
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Introduction

Christopher A. Rollston

The breadth of P. Kyle McCarter Jr.’s knowledge and scholarly emphases are
truly vast; it has often seemed to me that his ken knows no bounds. Indeed, I have
long considered Kyle to be a veritable polymath, with knowledge and interests
spanning the humanities, social sciences, hard sciences, and even mathematics.
As for his control of the fields of biblical and ancient Near Eastern studies, it
seems to me to be boundless, with his peerless knowledge of the primary sources
and his profound knowledge of the secondary literature as well. Thus, in keeping
with this, it is predictable that this Festschrifi honoring him would range broadly
across the field.

A core component of Kyle’s focus has been the Hebrew Bible, the Dead Sea
Scrolls, and the Septuagint. Therefore, the first section of Kyle’s volume focuses
on these very subjects, with articles from all three of the major components of the
Hebrew Bible: the law, the former and latter prophets, and the writings. Moreover,
in keeping with Kyle’s own scholarly interests, a number of the articles focus on
comparative analyses of readings in the Masoretic Text, the Dead Sea Scrolls, the
Septuagint, and beyond.

Of course, someone might suggest that Kyle’s first love is Northwest Semitic
epigraphy, from early alphabetic inscriptions, the rise of the Phoenician script, the
early history of the Greek script, and the origins and development of the Hebrew
script and the Aramaic series during the first millennium BCE. There would be
some truth in that statement, although my own sense is that his interests and
emphases are so broad that ranking them might be difficult indeed. Furthermore,
as for epigraphy, it is also important to emphasize that Kyle’s interests are
certainly not only in aspects of the morphology, stance, and ductus of the scripts
themselves, but also in the language, syntax, phonology, and content of these
inscriptions (including aspects of history and religion built into the fabric of such
inscriptions). In short, epigraphy, defined broadly, has certainly been a strong
emphasis of Kyle’s throughout his long and illustrious career. Therefore, it will
not be surprising that the second major component of the Festschrift is epigraphy.
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The final section of this volume honoring Kyle is on archacology. This too is
most natural, since he is often in the Middle East—especially Isracl—has often
spent time on site at excavations, and knows the field of archaeology particularly
well. The articles in this section of Kyle’s volume focus on aspects of archacology
that intersect a number of his varied interests, from major sites to art-historical
aspects of the field. In short, this section is a reflection of Kyle’s enduring interest
in the field of archaeology and the innumerable contributions archaeology has
made to the field of biblical and ancient Near Eastern studies.

It is also important to mention something about the broad range of
contributors to this volume. Some are friends and colleagues from his graduate
school days, some are institutional colleagues with whom he has taught at various
points in his career, some are his former students, and some are friends and
colleagues whom Kyle has come to know because of an intersection of his work
and theirs. To be sure, there are certainly various sorts of measures of a scholar’s
impact on the field, but one such measure, and a particularly enduring one at that,
is the esteem in which colleagues, former students, and friends hold that scholar.
This volume itself is evidence of Kyle’s gravitas in the field and a reflection of
the great appreciation his colleagues, former students, and friends feel for him,
for his scholarly contributions in years past and for his continuing contributions
to the field in the years to come. Thank you so very much, Kyle, for all you do.

Finally, I would like to conclude with a word of thanks. First and foremost, I
would like to thank all of the contributors to this volume. It is a marvelous tribute
to Kyle, and I am so grateful for your significant contributions to the volume. Kyle
will be so pleased. Moreover, I am also so very grateful to Alan Lenzi and Jeffrey
Stackert, the former and current editors of the series in which this volume is
published, for the diligence and professionalism they have consistently brought to
the table. It has been tremendous to work with them on this labor of love.
Similarly, I am grateful to Nicole L. Tilford of SBL Press for all of her consistent
and sterling work on this volume. And perhaps most importantly of all, I would
like to thank Nathaniel Greene, a former student of mine and a distinguished
young scholar in his own right, for all of his peerless labors on this volume, from
corresponding with authors, to editing, typesetting, and layout. My thanks to each
and every one of you!
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Yahweh the Destroyer: On the Meaning of mn»

Heath D. Dewrell

The etymology of mi,! the name of the national god of ancient Israel and Judah,
has been a topic of perennial interest. Indeed, the meaning of Yahweh’s name
appears to have been a problem in search of an explanation even during the time
when the Hebrew Bible was still being composed. In one of the more well-known
stories in the Bible, when Moses asks for God’s name, God replies: WK "N\
AR “T am/will be who 1 am/will be” (Exod 3:14)—a response that apparently
assumes that 7 is connected to the verb Vi'n “to be.” While a few modern
scholars have followed Exodus’s lead and linked Yahweh’s name with “being” or
“existence,” the majority of scholars today adopt one of two suggestions—either
that M is a causative stem (i.e., hiphil) prefix conjugation of Vi'n “to be,” thus
“he causes to be” (i.e., “he creates™); or that the name is connected to the Arabic
verb Vs “to blow,” thus “he blows.” While impressive arguments have been

! In the hope of preempting what is probably inevitable criticism, I would like to make explicit
that I do not believe that the etymology of Yahweh’s name, or of any word for that matter, necessarily
reveals anything about the intrinsic character of the being denoted thereby. It has been some time now
since James Barr rightly warned biblicists against the etymological fallacy (The Semantics of Biblical
Language [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1961], esp. 107-36; on the etymological fallacy specifi-
cally in relation to “Yahweh,” see Austin Surls, Making Sense of the Divine Name in Exodus: From
Etymology to Literary Onomastics, BBRSup 17 [Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2017], 1-24), and I
make no claim that the arguments put forward here concerning the etymology of Yahweh’s name
necessarily have any bearing on how Yahweh was conceived by those who venerated him, especially
in the generations after the original meaning of the name had been forgotten. As I will argue below,
however, the original meaning of Yahweh’s name does likely provide some evidence for the way in
which the deity was imagined by his earliest worshippers.

% See, e.g., Jean Kinyongo, Origine et signification du nom divin Yahvé a la lumiére de récens
travaux et de traditions sémitico-bibliques (Ex 3,13—15 et 6,2-8), BBB 35 (Bonn: Hanstein, 1970);
Tryggve N. D. Mettinger, In Search of God: The Meaning and Message of the Everlasting Names,
trans. Frederick H. Cryer (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988), 14-49; John Day, Yahweh and the Gods and
Goddesses of Canaan, JSOTSup 265 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2002),14.

3 While these two suggestions will be treated at length below, and several others will be outlined
in less detail, I do not pretend to cover all of the many suggestions put forward by previous scholars
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made on behalf of each of these suggestions, serious difficulties remain for both.
Before suggesting a new solution to the problem—or technically, as will become
clear below, re-suggesting a rather old but generally rejected one—I will lay out
the difficulties with the two suggestions that currently dominate scholarly discus-
sion. As a preliminary matter, however, we must first establish the oldest form of
the name, before attempting to determine its meaning.

YAHWE, YAHU, YAW, OR YAH?

The majority of scholars today hold that yawh (yahwé) represents the original
form of the name of Israel’s god and argue that both y/4 (yah), which frequently
appears in biblical poetry,* and the forms yhw (yahii- > MT yéhé/yahii) and yw
(yaw > MT yé), commonly found as theophoric elements in personal names in
both the biblical and Hebrew inscriptional corpora,’ as well as occasionally inde-
pendently in Hebrew and Aramaic inscriptions,® represent abbreviated forms of
the name. Indeed, Freedman and O’Connor flatly assert, “The longer form is ob-
viously original.”” This view has not always been the consensus, however.®
Driver made perhaps the most forceful argument in favor of yahwé representing
a secondary expansion of ya(w)/ya(h), rather than the latter representing an

here. For a more exhaustive overview of proposals, from antiquity to the present, see Robert K. Wil-
kinson, Tetragrammaton: Western Christians and the Hebrew Name of God: From the Beginnings to
the Seventeenth Century (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 1-37. Wilkinson himself concludes his overview of
what he describes as “exhausting etymologies” (sic—as if one could tire of etymologies! Tetragram-
maton, 37) by pleading ignorance and noting that the etymology of “Yahweh” is not of great
importance for his own project.

4 Exod 15:2; 17:16; Isa 12:2; 26:4; 38:11; Ps 68:5, 18 [Eng. 68:4, 19]; 89:9 [Eng. 89:8]; 94:7,
12; 102:19 [Eng. 102:18]; 104:35; 105:45; 106:1, 48; 111:1; 112:1; 113:1, 9; 115:17, 18; 116:19;
117:2; 118:5, 14, 17, 18, 19; 122:4; 130:3; 135:1, 3, 4; 135:21; 146:1, 10; 147:1, 20; 148:1, 14; 149:1,
9; 150:1, 6.

5 For a convenient collection of onomastic evidence from Hebrew inscriptions, see F. W. Dobbs-
Allsopp, J. J. M Roberts, C. L. Seow, and R. E. Whitaker, Hebrew Inscriptions: Texts from the Biblical
Period of the Monarchy with Concordance (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2005), 583-622.

637 and the less common 77 are the normal forms in the Jewish Elephantine Papyri. For a list
of attestations, see Bezalel Porten and Jerome A. Lund, Aramaic Documents from Egypt: A Key-Word-
in-Context Concordance, The Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon Project Texts and Studies 1 (Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2002), 426-27. Both min* and 17" appear in the Kuntillet Ajrud inscriptions.
For a discussion of these attestations, see Shmuel Ahituv, Esther Eshel, and Ze’ev Meshel, “Chapter
5: The Inscriptions,” in Kuntillet ‘Ajrud (Horvat Teman): An Iron Age Il Religious Site on the Judah-
Sinai Border, ed. Liora Freud (Jerusalem: The Israel Exploration Society, 2013), 129-30. For a con-
venient overview of the epigraphic evidence in chart form, see Surls, Making Sense of the Divine
Name, 73, 80-82.

7 David Noel Freedman and Michael P. O’Connor, “mi YHWH,” TDOT 5:501.

8 For a recent overview of the evidence for the original form of the name, without coming to any
definitive conclusions on the matter (or on the original meaning of the name itself) but providing a
convenient summary of the relevant evidence, see Surls, Making Sense of the Divine Name, 61-82.
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abbreviation of the former. After a thorough survey of the onomastic evidence,’
he concludes that the shorter form is the older one. His reasons are as follows:

(1) no other Semitic race abbreviates the names of its gods, either when used
independently or when compounded with other elements in proper names, alt-
hough they not infrequently leave the name of the god to be supplied; (2) it is
hard to believe that a name so sacred as M would be commonly abbreviated,
and the reason indeed why the shorter forms were alone used in proper names
may be that they, not having the theological import of M, were held less sacred
and so more suitable for profane use; (3) the primitive names given to gods tend
to be short and hard to explain, and their origin and meaning are hidden in the
mists of antiquity; (4) endeavours to explain these primitive names are usually
the work of a later and more reflective age like those of the Greeks to explain the
name AméMwv as dmoddwv ‘destroying” or dmolodwy ‘purifying’ and so on.'”

Driver then posits that the name was originally “ejaculatory in origin,” and further
that “exclamations and ejaculations tend everywhere to be prolonged when cried
aloud or shouted in moments of excitement or ecstasy; so the primitive cry or
name, whichever it is designated, may easily have been prolonged to ya(h)wa(h),
ya(h)wa(h)y, or the like.” The extended form of the name, in Driver’s view, was
then reanalyzed as related to the verb of “predicating being” or “bringing into
being” during the Israelites’ bondage in Egypt.!! In a similar vein, Dussaud points
to Ugaritic bht for common Semitic b “house,” the alternate form ‘elo(a)h for ‘él,
and the change of Abram’s name to Abraham in Genesis as possibly analogous
examples, in which a Semitic word is expanded by the insertion of a 4. In
Dussaud’s view, yw > yhwh is merely another example of this phenomenon.!> A
weakness for both Driver’s and Dussaud’s arguments, however, is that the earliest
attested appearance of the divine name in the epigraphic record is in the Mesha
Stele (KA 181.18), where it appears as yawh. Thus, the argument that yAwh rep-
resents a secondary expansion of an earlier shorter form must assume that this
secondary expansion had already occurred prior to its earliest attestation. Of
course, one would be on much stronger footing if one could point to evidence for
the shorter form that predates the Mesha Stele (ca. 850 BCE).

? Godfrey R. Driver, “The Original Form of the Name ‘Yahweh’: Evidence and Conclusions,”
ZAW 46 (1928): 7-19. For a similar argument appealing to the same sort of evidence, see Karl Georg
Kuhn, “i, 177, M tiber die Entstehung des Namens Jahwe,” in Orientalische Studien Enno Littmann
zu seinem 60. Geburtstag am 16. September 1935: Uberreicht von Schiilern aus seiner Bonner und
Tiibinger Zeit, ed. Rudi Paret (Leiden: Brill, 1935), 25-42.

19 Driver, “Original Form of the Name ‘Yahweh,”” 23-24.

! Driver, “Original Form of the Name ‘Yahweh,”” 24-25.

12 René Dussaud, “Yahwé,” CRAI 84 (1940): 369.
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To this end, Nicholas Wyatt points to allegedly early attestations of a deity
named Yaw in texts from both Mesopotamia and Ugarit,'> but his three primary
items of evidence are all problematic to varying degrees. First, he points to an
instance in the lexical series Aa A = ndqu in which Sumerian [an AN] (restored,
but with confidence) corresponds to Akkadian ia--u (CT 12, 4:1 = MSL 14
8.6.ii:1). Wyatt, following Murtonen,'* understands the AN here as representing
the divine determinative (i.e., the DINGIR sign) and thus takes ia- -u as the name
of a deity “Yaw,” who in turn is to be identified with Israelite Yahweh. But his
reading of the text is obviously erroneous. Here ia- -u must be read as the Akka-
dian possessive pronoun ja u “mine,” indicating that Sumerian AN has been
understood by the scribe as a Sumerian 1cs genitive marker (apparently errone-
ously so; the scribe’s knowledge of Sumerian appears to have been imperfect and
limited'?). Indeed, the conclusion that Sumerian AN should be read phonetically
here, rather than as the Sumerogram DINGIR “god,” is confirmed by the other
items that are included under the same “AN” rubric immediately following ja ‘u:'®
jati (“me, my”), kdatu hamtu KI.<TA> (“Second person [lit., “you” in Akkadian]
hamtu [= Sumerian preterite/perfective conjugation] suffix”), Saqii Sa
GL.GUR.HUB (“to be tall, [said] of a huppu-basket”'?), and antum $a Se’im (= “an
ear of barley”). This section thus presents Akkadian words or phrases that the
Sumerian syllable “an” may represent (or at least what the scribe believed it may
represent). In contrast, the section that immediately follows this one in Aa A =
ndqu includes entries under the rubric “di-gi-ir AN,” a heading that indicates in-
stances in which the cuneiform sign AN represents the Sumerian word DINGIR
“god.” Under this rubric, the following Akkadian words appear: ilum “god,” iltum
“goddess,” belum “lord,” beltum “lady,” and ellu “holy.”'® In contrast to the pre-
ceding section where Akkadian equivalents to the Sumerian phonetic syllable

13 He further concludes that this deity was cognate to the Indo-Aryan god Dyaus [= Zeus/Jove]
(Nicholas Wyatt, “Near Eastern Echoes of Aryan Tradition,” SMSR 55 (1989): 21-25). In linking
Yahweh to Zeus/Jove, Wyatt follows in the footsteps of Cornelis Petrus Tiele, Vergelijkende geschie-
denis van de Egyptische en Mesopotamische Godsdiensten (Amsterdam: van Kampen, 1872), 558—
61; and Enno Littmann, review of Le Iscrizioni Antico-Ebraiche Palestinesi, raccolte e illustrate, by
David Diringer, AfO 11 (1936): 162. The hypothetical Indo-Aryan origin of Yahweh has not found
wide acceptance, but Wyatt’s arguments concerning the original form of the name are worth observing
nonetheless.

4 Antti Murtonen, 4 Philological and Literary Treatise on the Old Testament Divine Names 58,
7158, o158, and 7, StOr 18.1 (Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura, 1952), 48.

15 See also the Neo-Babylonian grammatical text U = andku (RA 32.90, 92.i.54-58 = MSL 4:3
1.1.54-58), in which the Sumerian particles un, an, in, en, and mu all are equated (again, apparently
erroneously) with jati AN.TA KL.TA MURU.TA (= “[Akkadian] ‘me’ [when appearing] at the begin-
ning, or end [of a Sumerian verb chain]”). So also CAD 7, s.v. “jati.”

16 CT 12 4:2-5 = MSL 14 8.6.ii:2-5.

17See CAD 6, s.v. “huppu A.”

8 CT 12 4:6-10 = MSL 14 8.6.ii:6-10.
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“an” appear, it is in this section that Sumerian AN = DINGIR “god” is treated. If
the scribe intended to indicate a ““Yaw” deity, it is in this second section that it
should appear, rather than the preceding one. Thus, contra Wyatt and Murtonen,
ia-"-u does not refer to a deity in this text at all; it is simply the Akkadian pronoun
ja’u “mine.”

Wyatt’s next alleged attestation of a “Yaw” deity is found in the Ugaritic Baal
Cycle, where the following description of a feast convened by El, the head of the
Ugaritic pantheon, appears:

krpn . bkl'atyd . x [
kmll. khs . tusp[
tgr.il.bnh.Or.[
wy'n. lt<p>n.il dp[’id
Sm. bny . yw . il
wp'r.sm.ym[

e e e e

A goblet in both hands [

like pulp(?); like gravel(?) it is gathered [
And El appoints(?) his son; the Bull [

And Benevolent El the Kindhearted answers [
The name of my son is YW, O Ilat [

And he pronounces the name of Yamm [

[ S S T

The relevant section is the mention of a deity named “YW” in line 14. It is not at
all clear, however, that this “Yaw” is in any way related to the Iron Age Israelite
deity “Yahweh.” As several others have noted,? the (admittedly broken) context
makes it almost certain that “Yaw” represents another name or epithet of the sea-
god Yamm, and whatever sort of deity Yahweh was, he was certainly not a sea-
god (often quite the opposite, actually?'). Thus, here again it is unlikely that we
are dealing with an authentic early attestation of Yahweh in the form “Yaw.”

19 KTU 1.1.iv.10-15. Both the reading and translation of the section here in most respects follow
Mark S. Smith, Introduction with Text, Translation and Commentary of KTU 1.1-1.2, vol. 1 of The
Ugaritic Baal Cycle (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 132, 147-52. For a discussion of its difficulties and for a
survey of alternative readings, see the discussion there.

20 See, e.g., Freedman and O’Connor, “min YHWH,” 510; Smith, Introduction, 151-52; Richard
S. Hess, “The Divine Name Yahweh in Late Bronze Age Sources?,” UF 23 (1991): 182-83.

2! See, e.g., Hab 3:15; Ps 18:16 [Eng. 18:15]; 74:13-15; 89:10-11 [Eng. 89:9-10]; Job 9:8;
26:12-13.



10 Heath D. Dewrell

Finally, Wyatt points to “Yau-bidi,” a king of Hamath mentioned in inscrip-
tions of Sargon I1.?2 The king’s name appears as ™I-lu-bi-i -di = ™Ilu-bi’di,”* as
well as the ambiguous "DINGIR-ya-ii-bi- 'i-di, which may either be read ™ Yau-
bi’di or ™Ilu-yau-bi'di.** The interpretation of the latter form of the name depends
upon whether one reads the DINGIR sign as a Sumerogram for the word i/u or as
a divine determinative marking “Yau” as the name of a deity. While it is common
for scholars to understand this form of the name as ™Yau-bi di, “[The god] Yaw
as my witness,”” Mahmud El-Amin observed some time ago that the phonetic
spelling of /lu in other attestations of this name would indicate that the alternate
form should be read ™/u-yau-bi 'di.*® In El-Amin’s view, yau represents the ver-
bal form yahu “he will be/appear.” Thus, llu-yau-bi 'di would represent something
like “Ilu-yahu-bi- ‘idr “God/Il will appear as my witness,” while the alternate form
Ilu-bi’di would represent a shortened form lu-bi- ‘idi “God/Il as my witness.”?’
According to this reading, not only would “Yaw” here not represent a form of the
name “Yahweh,” but it would not represent a divine name at all. Even if one were
to argue, however, that the correct reading is in fact ™Yau-bi’di and thus that it
does contain “Yaw” as its theophoric element, and if one were further to argue
that this “Yaw” is a form of the name of the Israelite god “Yahweh,” then it still
would provide no real evidence that Yaw represents the original form of Yah-
weh’s name. Sargon’s inscriptions date to the end of the eighth century, well after

22 Text and line numbering here follows Andreas Fuchs, Die Inschriften Sargons 1. aus Khorsa-
bad (Gottingen: Cuvillier, 1994); Arthur Gotfred Lie, The Inscriptions of Sargon 11, King of Assyria:
Part I: The Annals (Paris: Geuthner, 1929); and Hugo Winckler, Die Keilschrifitexte Sargons, nach
den Papierabklatschen und Originalen, vol. 1 (Leipzig: Pfeiffer, 1889). For hand copies, see those of
Ludwig Abel in Hugo Winckler, Die Keilschrifttexte Sargons, nach den Papierabklatschen und Orig-
inalen, vol. 2 (Leipzig: Pfeiffer, 1889); those of Eugéne Flandin in Paul-Emile Botta and Eugéne
Flandin, Monument de Ninive, vol. 4 (Paris: Imprimerie nationale, 1849); and David Gordon Lyon,
Keilschrifttexte Sargon’s Konigs von Assyrien (722-705 v. Chr.) (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1883).

2 7Zyl. 25; Ann. 23.

24 Prunk. 33; Reliefbeschrift VIII:25; as well as Winckler, Keilschrifitexte Sargons, 1:170:8.
Driver incorrectly claims that the last of these reads ™Yau-bi di, without the DINGIR sign (“Original
Form of the Name “Yahweh,”” 9). The error seems to have been occasioned by Winckler’s failure to
include it in his transliteration. The sign clearly appears, however, in Abel’s hand copy (Winckler,
Keilschrifttexte Sargons, 2:48:8).

23 So already Driver, “Original Form of the Name ‘Yahweh,”” 9; and Eduard Meyer, Geschichte
des Altertums, 2nd ed. (Stuttgart: Cotta, 1931), 2.2:433.

26 Mahmud El-Amin, “Die Reliefs mit Beischriften von Sargon II. in Déir-Sharrukin. Aburteilung
der gefangenen Konige. (Saal VIII),” Sumer 10 (1954): 27; followed by Edward Lipinski, “An Israelite
King of Hamath?,” V721 (1971): 371-72. But cf. Abraham Malamat, “Aspects of the Foreign Policies
of David and Solomon,” JNES 22 (1963): 7, and J. David Hawkins, “Jau-bi’di,” RI4 5:272-73.
Lipinski seems to have later changed his opinion to accord with the majority view, although the reason
for the change of opinion is unclear (The Arameans: Their Ancient History, Culture, Religion [Leuven:
Peeters, 2000], 316).

27 Edward Lipinski, “An Israelite King of Hamath?,” VT 21 (1971): 372-73.
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the forms yw/yhw appear as theophoric elements in Israelite personal names, as
attested both in the Hebrew Bible and in Iron Age inscriptions.?® This Aramaic
name would thus provide no more evidence for the antiquity of the shorter form
of the name than the ample corpus of Israelite personal names already provides.

From a linguistic perspective, shortening original yahwe to yahii/lyawlyé
would be unsurprising. Both the shift wl" > i (i.e., yahwe > yahii) and the loss of
intervocalic 4 (i.e., yahwelyahii > yaw [yd]) are well-attested phonological devel-
opments even within the (pre)history of the Hebrew language itself (see, e.g., wV
>/ # {labial, Cé} [i.e., the form of the conjunction pronounced - in Tiberian
Hebrew]; and & > g/ {IV-, bV-, kV-_a} [i.e., the loss of the / of the definite article
following prefixed prepositions]?®). Thus, a shift yahwe > yahii > yaw (> y6)
would be unsurprising phonologically speaking. Such a development would be
especially unsurprising in a name made up entirely of glides, vowels, and a glottal
fricative—all phones generally susceptible to reduction and lenition. On the other
hand, there is no obvious mechanism that would account for the expansion of
yawlyahlyahii to yahwe. Although Driver is correct that it is unusual for divine
names and titles to be abbreviated (although the phenomenon is not entirely with-
out parallel; see Phoenician milgrt for mlk-qrt “King of the City”), it is also unusual
for a divine name to be formed entirely out of “weak’ phones.

Finally, as observed above, our earliest unambiguous attestation for Yah-
weh’s name is the Mesha Stele, which exhibits the longer form yAwh (KAI
181.18). Therefore, both our earliest evidence for the name and what one would
expect historico-linguistically point to the longer form as having been the older
one and the shorter forms as being secondary. Freedman and O’Connor’s asser-
tion that “the longer form is obviously original,”’ thus remains persuasive.’!

28 Again, see Dobbs-Allsopp et al., Hebrew Inscriptions, 583—622.

2 One may also point to the frequent #wa- > #u- in I-w fientic verbal forms in Assyrian (GAG
§103k), as well as to the loss of PNSW intervocalic / in prefix-conjugation Hiphil forms in Hebrew
(i.e., yvhaqtil > yaqtil; GKC §53a; Joiion §54a).

30 Freedman and O’Connor, “mmi YHWH,” 501.

31 Equally problematic is the suggestion of Magne Sabe, who argues that the original form of
the name was *wahu, which then shifted to *yahu due to the palatalization of initial w in PNWS, with
Yahwah (the “basic form of the Tetragrammaton” according to Sabe) representing an intensification
via doubling. In Sebe’s view, the second “wah” would have retained its original w due to its not
occupying an initial position in the reduplicated form (On the Way to Canon: Creative Tradition His-
tory in the Old Testament, JISOTSup 191 [Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1998], 83—89). This solution,
while undoubtedly clever, creates more philological difficulties than it solves, since in order for the w
to shift to y in the first wah but not in the second, the doubled form would need to have originated
prior to the PNWS #w > #y merger, i.e., during the middle of the second millennium BCE at the latest,
which would push the origin of this hypothetical wah deity earlier still, despite his not being attested
in any form until the Iron Age.
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YAHWEH AS “HE CAUSES TO BE”

Having established that the long form of Yahweh’s name was likely the original
one, we can now ask what it may have meant. One dominant theory is that Hebrew
M means “he causes to be,” a suggestion most closely associated with William
F. Albright and his students Frank Moore Cross Jr. and David Noel Freedman.
While the consonants M could conceivably represent either a G-stem or a C-
stem (or any number of other stems, for that matter) prefix-conjugation verbal
form from the root \7Pn/mn “to be,” Albright finds a C-stem more likely be-
cause’: (1) “in those days of emergent theological reasoning, a rendering such as
‘(He) is’ or ‘(He) will be’ makes no sense”; that is, during early periods of Israelite
history, the rational capacities of the Israclites would have been insufficiently de-
veloped to grapple with complex theological issues such as the existence or non-
existence of God, but they would have been perfectly capable of conceiving of a
God who creates?; (2) the Barth-Ginsberg law, attested as in effect as early as the
Late Bronze Age, would have resulted in the pronunciation of the G-stem first
syllable as yi-, since the second syllable originally contained an a-class vowel
(i.e., *yihwayu > yihwé), but all evidence points to the initial syllable of Yahweh’s
name as having been pronounced yah-, not yih-. A C-stem, on the other hand,
would have retained the a vowel in the initial syllable and would thus explain the
vocalization of the name suggested in abbreviated forms such as yah and yahii,
(3) there are cross-cultural parallels for liturgical formulae that refer to a god’s
creative capacities. Citing the Egyptian liturgical formulae shpr wnn.t (“he creates
what exists”) and gmz wnn.t (“he who creates what exists”),>* Albright suggests
that “Yahweh” would have been the first element of a variety of liturgically de-
rived epithets, including mxax mn».

32 The most complete, and most often cited, presentation of Albright’s thesis is found in his Yah-
weh and the Gods of Canaan: A Historical Analysis of Two Contrasting Faiths, Jordan Lectures in
Comparative Religion (London: Athlone Press, 1968), 146—49. Albright had already made the argu-
ment in its essential details, however, as early as his “Contributions to Biblical Archaeology and
Philology,” JBL 43 (1924): 370-78.

33 The reader who wishes to peruse at greater length Albright’s assessment of the intellectual
abilities of the ancients vis-a-vis abstract theology may consult his History, Archaeology, and Chris-
tian Humanism (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964), 83—100, where he refers to the thought exhibited by
the Hebrew Bible, which he dubs “empirico-logical,” as lying between the “proto-logical thinking”
exhibited by the (mostly earlier) literature of Egypt, Mesopotamia, etc., on the one hand, and the “log-
ical and philosophical reasoning” of the Greeks, on the other.

3* See also Albright, “Contributions to Biblical Archaeology and Philology,” 378. For a list of
shpr epithets, including shpr wnn.t, see Christian Leitz, ed. Lexikon der Agyptischen Gétter und Gét-
terbezeichnungen, OLA 115 (Leuven: Peeters, 2002), 6:504-23. For a list of gmz epithets, including
gm3z wnn.t, see Leitz, Lexikon, 7:187-213.
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Albright’s thesis was further developed by David Noel Freedman,* who ar-
gues that the original force of MKXax Mn* in particular is to be found in its
association with the Ark of the Covenant. The extended and, in Freedman’s view,
full form of the epithet is: “The One Enthroned upon the Cherubim creates the
hosts (of Israel).”*® Freedman further argues that the god referred to by this epi-
thet was El. Here he points especially to Exod 34:6, where min® min® appears in
parallel with 11am o1 58 “a compassionate and gracious God/El,” and Exod
34:14, where mm is said to be 83p 98 “a jealous God/El.” Thus the subject of
the verb yahwé, “he creates,” was El. Building on the work of Freedman and Al-
bright, Frank Moore Cross Jr. would make the final step in what would come to
be the classical form of the “he causes to be” hypothesis.’’ Cross points to the
various “El” epithets used for Yahweh in the patriarchal narratives—o%1p 98 (Gen
21:33), 15 58 (Gen 14:18-22), 1w 58 (Gen 17:1; 28:3; 35:11; 43:14; 48:3),
58w 1OR S8 (Gen 33:20), 58 n'a 98 (Gen 31:13; 35:7)—and argues that the
original “God of the Fathers” was none other than El, the father of the gods and
head of the pantheon, well attested in the literature from Ugarit. “Yahweh” is thus
yet another epithet of El like those commonly attested in the patriarchal narratives.
Cross reconstructs the history of this yawh epithet in particular by suggesting that
the original liturgical formula that lies behind 7nR 2w 7R (Exod 3:14) is
yahwt du yahwr, with du representing the more archaic relative particle that WK
later came to replace.?® Cross further posits that du yahwi was originally an epi-
thet of El, parallel to El epithets attested in Ugaritic literature such as il di
yagniyu “El who creates” (KTU 1.19.iv.57-58) and il malk dii yakaninuhii (KTU
1.3.iv.46; 1.4.iv.47; etc.) “King El who created him.” Noting that in these Ugaritic
epithets the verb “create” typically takes an object, Cross suggests that mgay
“hosts” originally served as this object in El’s yhwh epithet—thus du yahwt
saba’ot “He who creates (heavenly) armies.” Since Cross had already identified
Yahweh, El, and the God of the Fathers, he could then suggest that this epithet
would have originally followed the name of El. In this way, he arrives at the hy-
pothetical full form of the epithet ‘il du yahwi saba ot “El who creates (heavenly)

% David Noel Freedman, “The Name of the God of Moses,” JBL 79 (1960): 156.

3¢ In this Freedman was anticipated by William F. Albright, review of L ’épithéte divine Jahvé
Seba’t: Etude philologique, historique et exégétique, by B. N. Wambacq, JBL 67 (1948): 378-79.

37 Cross first presented his thesis in his “Yahweh and the God of the Patriarchs,” HTR 55 (1962):
225-59. The popularity of the suggestion, however, is primarily due to his re-presentation and elabo-
ration of the argument in his seminal Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic: Essays in the History of the
Religion of Israel (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1973), 13-75.

38 In reconstructing the original form of the clause in Exod 3:14 with a third person rather than a
first-person subject, Cross follows Paul Haupt, “Der Name Jahwe,” OLZ 12 (1909): 211-13. Haupt,
who also took the (originally Edomite in his view) name as a causative form of a “to be” verb, only
reconstructed the second of the verbs as originally third person, however. Further, in Haupt’s view,
the first of these verbs was a C-stem form while the second was a G-stem form; thus Haupt’s ahwé
asdr ihwé or ahjé asdr ihje “Ich rufe ins Dasein, was da ist.”
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armies.” This identification is strengthened, in Cross’s view, by the use of the
epithet 0272 2w “who is enthroned on the cherubim” in conjunction with M
mRax in 1 Sam 4:4 (MT, LXXY)* and 2 Sam 6:2,* since El is depicted as seated
on a cherub throne in both Ugaritic and Punic iconography.*' Thus the name
“Yahweh” was originally the verbal element of the epithet du yahwi saba ot,
which was originally linked to El, the head of the Canaanite pantheon, both of
which were in turn linked to the cherub throne.*?

While Cross has brought an impressive array of evidence to bear on the ques-
tion, his suggestion does suffer from a few shortcomings. First, the epithet du
yahwi saba 6t is not actually attested anywhere.** It must be reconstructed on the
basis of a combination of the title M&ar M* and the syntax of the phrase n"nK
AR WK in Exod 3:14 (or, more precisely, the syntax allegedly underlying this
phrase), all on the basis of potentially analogous epithets in Ugaritic literature.
While il du yahwt saba ot is certainly possible as a divine title, there is no actual
evidence that this title ever existed. Second, Cross’s argument relies on the as-
sumption that Yahweh was originally a creator deity, specifically the Canaanite
god El. It seems unlikely, however, that Yahweh was originally a deity in the mold
of El as depicted in the literature from Ugarit. The depictions of Yahweh in the
so-called “archaic biblical Hebrew” poetry (esp. Exod 15; Judg 5; Hab 3), which

appear to be among the oldest material preserved in the Hebrew Bible,** “say

3 But cf. P. Kyle McCarter Jr., I Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes and Com-
mentary, AB 8 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980), 103, who rightly reads with LXX®, which lacks
ax MK,

40 But cf. P. Kyle McCarter Jr., Il Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes and Com-
mentary, AB 9 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980), 163, who observes that 4QSam® only allows
enough space for M, and thus lacked mxay (see also the Chronicles parallel [1 Chron 13:6], which
also lacks niRay). One might also point to Isa 37:16, where mRar M appears in conjunction with
03727 2w, but MKRAR is absent in the Kings parallel (2 Kgs 19:15), suggesting that it may be sec-
ondary in Isa 37:16 as well.

“I For a convenient collection of the relevant material, see the drawings by Andrzej Szlagor in
Tryggve N. D. Mettinger, “YHWH SABAOTH—The Heavenly King on the Cherubim Throne,” in
Studies in the Period of David and Solomon and Other Essays: International Symposium for Biblical
Studies, Tokyo, 5—7 December, 1979, ed. Tomoo Ishida (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1982), esp.
132-33, figs. 5 and 6.

42 In his own discussion of m&a¥ M, McCarter presents Cross’s thesis without explicitly either
endorsing or rejecting it: “Quite possibly yahweh séba’6t meant ‘He who creates the (heavenly) ar-
mies,” an ancient cultic epithet of the high god ’El in his aspects as warrior and creator; see the
discussion of Cross, CMHE, 68—71. Whatever its original significance ...” (/ Samuel, 59).

43 This objection was forcefully made by Arthur Gibson, Biblical Semantic Logic: A Preliminary
Analysis, BibSem 75 (London: Sheffield Academic, 2001) 71-74. I thank Mark S. Smith for bringing
Gibson’s criticisms to my attention.

4 The many publications of Albright, Cross, and Freedman served to establish on linguistic
grounds a general consensus that certain poetic portions of the Hebrew Bible date to an early period
relative to the majority of biblical material. See e.g., William Foxwell Albright, “The Oracles of Ba-
laam,” JBL 63 (1944): 207-33; Albright, “The Psalm of Habakkuk,” in Studies in Old Testament
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most consistently that he is a warrior. He marches to battle against his enemies on
behalf of his people, and when he marches he comes from the southeast.” Ca-
naanite El, on the other hand, serves as the patriarch of the pantheon and is never

Prophecy Presented to Theodore H. Robinson on His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, August 9th, 1946, ed. Har-
old H. Rowley (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1950), 1-18; Albright, “A Catalogue of Early Hebrew Lyric
Poems (Psalm 68),” HUCA 23 (1950-51): 1-39; Albright, “The Old Testament and the Canaanite
Language and Literature,” CBQ 7 (1945): 5-31; Albright, “Some Remarks on the Song of Moses in
Deuteronomy XXXII,” VT 9 (1959): 339—46; Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, 112—46; Da-
vid N. Freedman, “Archaic Forms in Early Hebrew Poetry,” ZAW 72 (1960): 101-7; Cross, “Some
Observations on Early Hebrew,” Bib 53 (1972): 413-20; F. M. Cross and David Noel Freedman, “The
Blessing of Moses,” JBL 67 (1948): 191-210; Cross and Freedman, “A Royal Song of Thanksgiving:
IT Samuel 22=Psalm 18,” JBL 72 (1953): 15-34; Cross and Freedman, “The Song of Miriam,” JNES
14 (1955): 237-50; Cross and Freedmen, Studies in Ancient Yahwistic Poetry (Missoula, MT: Scholars
Press, 1975). That the linguistic idiosyncrasies of this material are due to its antiquity was thoroughly
argued in David A. Robertson, Linguistic Evidence in Dating Early Hebrew Poetry, SBLDS 3 (Mis-
soula, MT: Scholars Press, 1972). See also Mireille Hadas-Lebel, Histoire de la langue Hébraique:
Des origines a l'époque de la Mishna, Collection de la Revue des études juives 21(Paris: Publications
orientalistes de France, 1981), 62—66; Edward Yechezkel Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Lan-
guage (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1982), 79-80; Angel Saenz-Badillos, 4 History of the Hebrew Language,
trans. John Elwolde (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 56-62; Gary A. Rendsburg,
“Hurvitz Redux: On the Continued Scholarly Inattention to a Simple Principle of Hebrew Philology,”
in Biblical Hebrew: Studies in Chronology and Typology, ed. 1. Young, JSOTSup 369 (London: T&T
Clark, 2003), 104-28 (esp. 122-26); Yigal Bloch, “The Prefixed Perfective in the Construction 8
Svp and Its Later Replacement by the Long Prefixed Verbal Form: A Syntactic and Text-Critical
Analysis,” JNSL 36 (2010): 49—74; Tania Notarius, “The Active Predicative Participle in Archaic and
Classical Biblical Poetry: A Typological and Historical Investigation,” ANES 47 (2010): 240-68; No-
tarius, “The Archaic System of Verbal Tenses in ‘Archaic’ Biblical Poetry,” in Diachrony in Biblical
Hebrew, ed. Cynthia Miller-Naudé and Ziony Zevit, LSAWS 8 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
2012), 193-207; Mark S. Smith, “Why Was Old Poetry Used in Hebrew Narrative? Historical and
Cultural Considerations about Judges 5,” in Puzzling Out the Past: Studies in Northwest Semitic Lan-
guages and Literatures in Honor of Bruce Zuckerman, ed. Marilyn J. Lundberg, Steven Fine, and
Wayne T. Pitard, CHANE 55 (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 197-212; and Mark S. Smith, Poetic Heroes:
Literary Commemorations of Warriors and Warrior Culture in the Early Biblical World (Grand Rap-
ids, MI: Eerdmans, 2014), 211-66. In recent decades, however, this consensus has been challenged;
see lan Young, Diversity in Pre-exilic Hebrew, FAT 5 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1993), esp. 122-30;
Ian Young, “Biblical Texts Cannot Be Dated Linguistically,” HS 46 (2005): 342—43; Ian Young and
Robert Rezetko, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts (London: Equinox, 2008), 1:312-40; and espe-
cially the monograph-length treatment by Robyn C. Vern, Dating Archaic Biblical Hebrew Poetry:
Critique of the Linguistic Arguments, PHSC 10 (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2011). For a thorough and
convincing rebuttal to these challenges, especially as formulated by Vern, see Na’ama Pat-El and Aren
Wilson-Wright, “Features of Archaic Biblical Hebrew and the Linguistic Dating Debate,” review of
Dating Archaic Biblical Hebrew Poetry: Critique of the Linguistic Arguments, by Robyn C. Vern, HS
54 (2013): 387-410. While I would not attempt to date archaic biblical poetry in an absolute sense,
the evidence does indicate that this material is old in a relative sense and thus should preserve our
earliest depictions of the character of Yahweh.

45 P. Kyle McCarter Jr., “The Origins of Israelite Religion,” in The Rise of Ancient Israel: Sym-
posium at the Smithsonian Institution, October 26, 1991 (Washington, DC: Biblical Archacology
Society, 1992), 125.
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depicted as a militaristic deity.*® While there can be no doubt that Yahweh and El
were identified fairly early by (at least some) Israelite Yahwists, the depiction of
Yahweh’s character in our earliest sources suggests that Yahweh and El were
originally different deities with different characteristics.*’ Thus, pace Cross,

46 Patrick D. Miller Jr. has labored mightily to gather together snippets of material from a variety
of sources that would provide evidence for EI’s martial nature (e.g., the fact that he is called a “bull”
in Ugaritic literature or that Philo says that Kronos had attained his throne by defeating Uranos in
battle; “El the Warrior,” HTR 60 [1967]: 411-31). EI’s only battles, however, are those of the primeval
past. In the mythic present, he is a god who has conquered but who no longer engages in militaristic
endeavors.

47So0, for instance, Mark S. Smith, citing especially Deut 32:8-9: “Early on, Yahweh is under-
stood as Israel’s god in distinction to El ... Yahweh, originally a warrior-god from
Sinai/Paran/Edom/Teiman, was known separately from El at an early point in early Israel” (The Early
History of God: Yahweh and the Other Deities in Ancient Israel, 2nd ed. [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerd-
mans, 2002], 32; John Day: “El and Yahweh were originally distinct deities that became
amalgamated” (Yahweh and the Gods and Goddesses of Canaan, 14); Rainer Albertz: “Yahweh is
older than Israel; he was a southern Palestinian mountain god before he became the god of liberation
for the Moses group”; early on, however: “Yahweh became fused with EI” (4 History of Israelite
Religion in the Old Testament Period, trans. J. Bowden, OTL [Louisville, KY: Westminster John
Knox, 1994], 1:77); Tryggve N. D. Mettinger, “The most archaic features of YHWH were linked with
imagery associated with deities of the Hadad/Baal type”; the conflation of Yahweh with El, on the
other hand, took place as the result of a “process of merging” (“The Elusive Essence: YHWH, El and
Baal and the Distinctiveness of Israelite Faith,” in Die Hebrdische Bibel und ihre zweifache Nachges-
chichte: Festschrift fiir Rolf Rendtorff zum 65. Geburtstag, ed. Erhard Blum, Christian Macholz, and
Ekkehard W. Stegemann [Neukurchen-Vluyn: Nerkirchener Verlag, 1990], 410-11). For an earlier
presentation of a similar argument, see already Otto Eissfeldt, “El and Yahweh,” JSS 1 (1956): 25-37.
Recent work has wisely tended to avoid drawing firm lines defining deities as if they were each envi-
sioned as conforming to some sort of ideal type. For instance, Jason Bembry: “I want to avoid the
assumption, however, that El and Baal are absolute types that are antithetical to one another.... The
purpose of these comparisons is to provide a broader context in which divine imagery used of Yahweh
in the Bible can be seen in El and Baal” (Yahweh'’s Coming of Age [Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
2011], 94). Nonetheless, seeing Yahweh as a deity who has characteristics that overlap with those of
both El and Baal makes a simple equation of Yahweh with El problematic. On the other hand, some-
what sympathetic to Miller’s arguments (see n. 47 above), R. Scott Chalmers is ambivalent concerning
whether “we are discussing two gods who have amalgamated or one who has developed into two”
(The Struggle of Yahweh and El for Hosea'’s Israel, HBM 11 [Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix, 2008],
11). Alberto R. W. Green follows Miller’s arguments even more closely and argues that Yahweh’s
militaristic characteristics are due to his connection to the creator god El (The Storm-God in the An-
cient Near East, BISUCSD 8 [Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2003], 231-80). It is difficult to
determine exactly how Green understands this relationship, however, since in some places he refers
to an “identification” of Yahweh/Shaddai/El, approvingly cites Cross’s “El who causes hosts to be”
derivation of Yaweh’s name (244), and even outright asserts, “Simply put: the Canaanite El, under the
name of Yahweh, was the original god of Israel; Yahweh was an ‘El’ figure” (246). Elsewhere, how-
ever, he uses the language of “synthesis” to describe the relationship of Yahweh to El (246) or
phraseology such as “El, subsequently identified with Yahweh” (250). His summary conclusion—*“the
attributes of the god El became the characteristics of Yahweh for the earliest Yahweh-warrior groups
around Canaan. El, the ancient god of the patriarchal tribal league, became Yahweh/El of the warrior
groups toward the end of the Late Bronze Age” (253)—would seem to indicate that Green intends that
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Yahweh does not appear originally to have been linked to Canaanite El, which
makes it unlikely that the origin of Yahweh’s name is to be found in an El epithet.

Finally, the form yahwé itself is problematic for “he causes to be.” While the
root Aiwy/hyy does mean “to be” in several Semitic languages, the form Awy, as
opposed to hyy, is a distinctively Aramaic form. The use of the Hebrew root mn
meaning “to be” is only attested a handful of times in Hebrew (Gen 27:29; Isa
16:4; Qoh 2:22; 11:3 [perhaps]; Neh 6:6), versus over 3,500 attestations for the
root ;7. One suspects that we are dealing with Aramaic influence on the part of
either the original writer or a later copyist in each of the few exceptional cases,
since Awy is the normal Aramaic form but is anomalous for Hebrew.*® The Ak-
kadian cognate ewii(m) “to change, turn into”*° may confirm that 4wy is the more
archaic form, but nevertheless it is poorly attested in Canaanite. Interestingly, iwy
may be attested in Amorite personal names, specifically as the verbal element
yawi-, although this remains uncertain.’® Even so, if one assumes that Yahweh
was understood as storming forth from the south because he was originally ven-
erated there (on which see below), then it would be surprising to find a
grammatical form more at home in the opposite direction, in Syria. Admittedly,
the absence of Viwy “to be” in Canaanite may simply be due to a paucity of evi-
dence for earlier periods of Canaanite languages, but the form of the name itself
nonetheless offers yet another difficulty for the thesis that Yahweh was originally
an epithet of El meaning “he causes to be.”

El at some point took the title Yahweh, and El as Yahweh served as the primary warrior god for warrior
groups in the Late Bronze Age. Despite these arguments, I continue to find the claim that Canaanite
El was envisioned primarily as a warrior deity to be unconvincing.

48 See DNWSI 271-74. 1t is true that the root M1 is common in some conjugations of the verb
in Mishnaic Hebrew (see Moshe H. Segal, 4 Grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew [Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1927], §212), but it is not regularly attested until the Roman-era Wadi Murabba’at scrolls
(see Jozef T. Milik, Les grottes de Muraba ‘at, DJD 2 [Oxford: Clarendon, 1961], XIX, 12; XLII, 7;
XLIV, 8; XLVIII, 6).

YCAD 4, s.v. “ewl.”

0 See Yawi-IM, Yawi-AN, Yawi-lla, Yawi-*Dlagan], Yahwi-Ili, and perhaps [Y]awi-im(?),
Yawi-ya(?), Yawi-e(?), and Lawi-AN (= La-yawi-AN?) in Herbert B. Huffmon, Amorite Personal
Names in the Mari Texts: A Structural and Lexical Study (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1965), 39,
50, 160 and the discussion on 71-73. These forms, as well as names with the apparent verbal element
Yahwi- (see Huffmon, Amorite Personal Names, 40), are discussed as potentially relevant in Cross,
Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, 62—63; and Freedman and O’Connor, “mn* YHWH,” 5:511-12.
As Freedman and O’Connor note, however, these names are problematic, because the Yahwi names
are more likely derived from hwy/hyy “to live.” So also Ernst A. Knauf, who would trace both Yawi-
and Yahwi- elements to iwy/hyy (“Yahwe,” VT 34 [1984]: 467), a possibility also raised by Huffmon
(Amorite Personal Names, 72).
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YAHWEH AS “HE BLOWS”

The difficulties for linking mn* with \a/ma “to be,” outlined above, led Ernst
A. Knauf to propose another solution. In a short but seminal article,’! he notes
that divine names and epithets formed via prefix-conjugation verbal forms are
attested in ancient north Arabia. Yagiit (“He Helps”)>? and Ya ‘iig (“He Pre-
vents/Protects”) both appear in the Qur'an as deities whom Noah’s
contemporaries refused to abandon (71:23), as well as in Hisham ibn al-Kalbi’s
Book of Idols>* (Kitab al-Asnam 10, 13, 27, 51, 57). In addition, Knauf points to
another deity in al-Kalbi’s Book of Idols named al-Ya ‘biib (“He Runs”[?]; Kitab
al-Asnam 63), Lihyanite evidence for yhr (“He Glows”),>* and the Safaitic god
names ym? (“He Kills”)*®> and ygd (“He is in Bloom”).%® Knauf then suggests that
“Yahweh,” also a prefix-conjugation verbal form, may well have had north Ara-
bian roots, a suggestion that may be further supported by the widely held view
that Yahweh’s original home was in the region of Midian.

The so-called Midianite-Kenite hypothesis suggests that Yahweh, who came
to be the national god of Israel and Judah, was in actuality first venerated in the
land of Midian.”” This idea can be traced at least as far back as Friedrich W. Ghil-
lany, who under the pseudonym “Richard von der Alm” posited that the god of

I Ernst A. Knauf, “Yahwe,” VT 34 (1984): 467-72.

52 Also attested as a theophoric element in the Nabatean name 'mr -y ‘wt (Jean Cantineau, Le
Nabatéen [Paris: Leroux, 1932], 2:64; and Avraham Negev, Personal Names in the Nabatean Realm,
Qedem 32 [Jerusalem: Institute of Archaeology, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1991], 13), the Sa-
faitic name mr’-ygt (Franz Altheim and Ruth Stiehl, Christentum am Roten Meer [Berlin: de Gruyter,
1971], 1:59, no. 50), and the Ancient North Arabian name tm-ygt (Enno Littmann, Zur Entzifferung
der thamudenischer Inschriften: Eine Untersuchung des Alphabets und des Inhalts der
thamudenischen Inschriften auf Grund der Kopieen von Professor J. Euting und unter Benutzung der
Vorarbeiten von Professor D. H. Miiller, nebst einem Anhange iiber die arabischen Stammeszeichen,
MVAG 9 [Berlin: Peiser, 1904], 27, Eu. 433 and 32, Eu. 663). Note, however, that Gerald R. Hawting
is skeptical of some of the epigraphic evidence for ygt (The Idea of Idolatry and the Emergence of
Islam: From Polemic to History [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999], 113).

33 Tbn al-Kalbi, Le livre des idoles (Kitab el asnam). Texte arabe, ed. Ahmed Zéki Pacha (Cairo:
Imprimerie nationale, 1914). For a convenient English translation, see Ibn al-Kalbi, The Book of the
Idols, trans. Nabih Amin Faris, Princeton Oriental Studies 14 (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1952). The numbers cited above refer to the page numbers of the Arabic edition, represented by mar-
ginal brackets in Faris’s English translation.

5% In the personal name mr -yhr. Antonin Jaussen and Raphaél Savignac, Mission Archéologique
en Arabie (Paris: Leroux), 2:494, N° 240.

55 CIS 5:4351.

¢ Ernst A. Knauf, “Eine Gruppe safaitischer Inschriften aus der Hesma,” ZDPV 96 (1980): 171,
Nr. 2. Note that there Knauf had read the relevant name mr -ykd rather than mr’-ygd as he later came
to understand it.

57 The brief sketch of the history of the hypothesis presented here draws especially on Joseph
Blenkinsopp, “The Midianite-Kenite Hypothesis Revisited and the Origins of Judah,” JSOT 33 (2008):
131-33.
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Moses represents a conflation of the Egyptian sun-god worshipped at On and a
Midianite sun-god whose character was especially connected with the negative,
“typhonic” aspects of the solar deity. Moses would have encountered this deity
during his time in Jethro’s household in Midian. Interestingly, however, Ghillany
does not connect the god of Moses to the name “Yahweh” (Ghillany: “Jehova”);
instead he suggests that “Yahweh” was of Phoenician origin and did not appear
in Israel until the time of David and Solomon. Moses’s god was “El,” in Ghil-
lany’s view.*® Not long after Ghillany’s work, and apparently independently,
Cornelus Petrus Tiele suggested, primarily based on the biblical depiction of the
Kenites—especially the Kenite Rechabites (1 Chr 2:55)—and, in Tiele’s view,
the closely related Kenizzites as defenders of unadulterated Yahwism (e.g.,
Jethro/Reul/Hobab [Judg 1:16]; Caleb [Num 32:12; Josh 14:6, 14]; Jael [Judg
4:11, 17; 5:24-27]), that Yahweh was originally a Kenite deity whom Moses had
introduced to the Israelites.”® While scholars generally do not follow either Ghil-
lany or Tiele in the details of their arguments, the idea that Yahweh was originally
venerated among the Kenites, Midianites, and/or Edomites to Israel’s south has
nonetheless found wide support.*°

58 Richard von der Alm, Theologische Briefe an die Gebildeten der deutschen Nation (Leipzig:
Wigand, 1862), 1:320-22, 480-83.

3% As observed in n. 14 above, Tiele traces the deity even further back than this and ponders
whether Yahweh may have originally been an Aryan(!) deity, cognate to Dyu, Jupiter, and Zeus
(Vergelijkende geschiedenis, 1:558-61). A few decades later Littmann likewise argued that yaw (there
Jay—the original form of Yahweh’s name, in Littman’s view) is cognate to Indo-European *deywds
(there *Dyau-s; review of Le Iscrizioni Antico-Ebraiche Palestinesi [by Diringer], 162), as did Wyatt
(“Near Eastern Echoes of Aryan Tradition,” 21-25). This suggestion has not found wide acceptance.

 See, e.g., Julius Wellhausen, Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels, 2nd ed. [Berlin: Reimer,
1883), 364 = Prolegomena to the History of Israel, trans. J. Sutherland Black and C. Black [Edinburgh:
Black, 1885), 343—44; Bernhard Stade, Geschichte des Volkes Israel, vol. 1.6 of Allgemeine Ges-
chichte in Einzeldarstellungen (Berlin: Grote, 1887), 1:130-31; Karl Budde, The Religion of Israel to
the Exile, American Lectures on the History of Religions 4 (New York: Putnam’s Sons, 1899), 17—
25; George Aaron Barton, 4 Sketch of Semitic Origins, Social and Religious (New York: Macmillan,
1902), 275-87; Eduard Meyer, Die Israeliten und ihre Nachbarstimme: Alttestamentliche Unter-
suchungen (Halle: Niemeyer, 1906), 60—71; Paul Haupt, “Midian und Sinai,” ZDMG 63 (1909): 506—
30; Hugo Gressmann, Mose und seine Zeit: Ein Kommentar zu den Mose-Sagen (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1913), 37, 434-45; Martin Noth, Uberlieferungsgeschichte des Pentateuch
(Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1948), 150-55 = 4 History of Pentateuchal Traditions, trans. Bernhard W.
Anderson (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1972), 136—41; Gerhard von Rad, Theologie des Alten
Testaments, 2nd ed. (Munich: Kaiser, 1958), 1:22-25 = OId Testament Theology, trans. D. M. G.
Stalker (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1962), 1:8-11; Lars Eric Axelsson, The Lord Rose Up from
Seir: Studies in the History and Traditions of the Negev and Southern Judah, ConBOT 25 (Lund:
Almgqvist & Wiksell, 1987), 58—65; Mettinger, “The Elusive Essence,” 404-409; McCarter, “The Or-
igins of Israelite Religion,” 125-29; Karel van der Toorn, Family Religion in Babylonia, Syria and
Israel: Continuity and Change in the Forms of Religious Life (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 281-86; Mark S.
Smith, The Origins of Biblical Monotheism: Israel’s Polytheistic Background and the Ugaritic Texts
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 145-46; Blenkinsopp, “The Midianite-Kenite Hypothesis
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In current scholarly discussion, there are four major arguments typically of-
fered in favor of the Midianite-Kenite Hypothesis®': (1) Moses is depicted as
having originally encountered Yahweh in Midian while living among his Midian-
ite in-laws, including his father-in-law who was a Midianite priest (Exod 3); (2)
in the early Yahwistic poetry, Yahweh comes marching up from the Edomite
Mount Seir/Paran/Teman, which lies in the general direction of Midian (Judg 5;
Deut 33; Hab 3); (3) a toponym mentioned in Late-Bronze Egyptian texts, 7 ssw
yhw(3) “Land of the Shasu, YHW(*),”%> which may (or may not®®) be in the region

Revisited and the Origins of Judah,” 131-53; Nissim Amzallag, “’Yahweh, the Canaanite God of Met-
allurgy?,” JSOT 33 (2009): 389-94; Justin Kelley, “Toward a New Synthesis of the God of Edom and
Yahweh,” Antiguo Oriente 7 (2009): 255-80; and Thomas Romer, The Invention of God, trans.
Raymond Geuss (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2015), 51-70. Mark S. Smith has suggested
something of a hybrid between the view that Yahweh was originally at home among the Midianites
and the view that he was originally connected with the Shasu (see below). In Smith’s view, the Midi-
anites served as an intermediate link between the Shasu and the Israelites (“God in Israel’s Bible:
Divinity between the World and Israel, between the Old and the New,” CBQ 74 [2012]: 8-10).

¢! Helpfully summarized by Blenkinsopp, “The Midianite-Kenite Hypothesis Revisited,” 133-44.

%2 The toponym appears both at the temple of Amun at Soleb dating to the reign of Amenhotep
IIT (Soleb IV N4a2; see Michela Schiff Giorgini, Clément Robichon, and Jean Leclant, Soleb V: le
temple: bas-reliefs et inscriptions, ed. Nathalie Beaux, Bibliothéque générale 19 [Cairo: Insitut fran-
¢ais d’archéologie orientale, 1998], pl. 221; and Raphael Giveon, Les bédouins Shosou des documents
égyptiens, Documenta et monumenta Orientis antiqui 18 [Leiden: Brill, 1971], 26-27) and in a list of
Levantine regions that submitted to Ramesses 11, found in his temple at Amara West, Sudan (see Ken-
neth A. Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions: Historical and Biographical [Oxford: Blackwell, 1979],
2:217 text 56:96; translation in Kenneth A. Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions: Translated and Anno-
tated: Translations [Oxford: Blackwell, 1996], 2:75). In addition, Michael C. Astour argues that the
toponym yh(3) that appears in an inscription of Ramesses I1I at Medinet Habu (see Kitchen, Ramesside
Inscriptions: Historical and Biographical 5:96 text 27.c.iii:115; translation in Kitchen, Ramesside In-
scriptions: Translated & Annotated: Translations 5:74) should likewise be identified with the yiw(3)
mentioned in Soleb and Amara West (“Yahweh in Egyptian Topographic Lists,” in Festschrift Elmar
Edel: 12. Mdrz 1979, ed. Manfred Gérg and Edgar Pusch, AAT 1 [Bamberg: Gérg, 1979], 19).

% The connection between this toponym and the deity Yahweh was first suggested by Bernhard
Grdseloff, who pointed to another toponym in the Amara West list, #7 Ssw s rr, which he understood
as referring to Seir. He thus placed both locations in the region of Edom (“Edom, d’aprés les sources
égyptiennes,” Revue de ’histoire juive en Egypte 1 [1947]: 80-81). It should be noted that he sup-
ported this move by assuming the Kenite-Midianite hypothesis, and thus the argument is a bit circular.
It should also be noted that Grdseloff’s conclusions, while followed by many (see especially Raphael
Giveon, “Toponymes ouest-asiatiques a Soleb,” V7 14 [1964]: 239-55; Manfred Gorg, “Jahwe — ein
Toponym?,” BN 1 [1976]: 7-14; Shmuel Ahituv, Canaanite Toponyms in Ancient Egyptian Docu-
ments [Jersualem: Magnes; Leiden: Brill, 1984], 121-22), have not gone uncontested. Astour places
all of the locations, including 77 §sw yhw3, in Lebanon and Syria (“Yahweh in Egyptian Topographic
Lists,” 17-34). Likewise, Kitchen considers both the connection between #7 Ssw yhwz with the south
Transjordan and the connection of either to the divine name Yahweh to be “just a tissue of unsupported
speculation.” In his view, to use this toponym to support the Kenite hypothesis is to “pile one gossamer
hypothesis upon another” (Ramesside Inscriptions: Translated and Annotated: Notes and Comments
[Oxford: Blackwell, 1999], 2:129). Likewise, in their convenient survey of the evidence, Faried Ad-
rom and Matthias Miiller conclude that, although there may be some connection between the toponym
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of Edom; and (4) ostensible connections among the biblical character Cain, the
Kenites, and devotion to Yahweh, which may suggest that Gen 4 is a sort of eti-
ology for the way of life of the Yahweh-worshipping Kenites.®* While none of
these pieces of evidence is conclusive, the fact that several independent bits of
circumstantial evidence all point to the idea that Yahweh was somehow associated
with the area south of Israel may indicate a cultural memory with possible roots
in historical reality.

Assuming the Midianite hypothesis and pointing to Yahweh’s ostensible
original home in the region of Midian and/or Edom, Knauf suggests that one
might find the origin of his name in Arabic, specifically in Vs s “to blow.” Thus
yahwé would mean “he blows,” referring to Yahweh’s activity as a storm god.®
Knauf argues that this would have been a perfectly suitable name of “eines Wet-
tergottes vom Hadad-Typ.”® In this way, Knauf avoids the difficulties with the
Albright/Cross/Freedman hypothesis: the name both suits what we can tell of
Yahweh’s early character and contains the consonants that one would expect (i.e.,
middle w, not y). Given how nicely all the pieces fit together, it is unsurprising
that Knauf’s explanation has found its share of supporters.®’

Knauf’s suggestion is not without its problems either, however. First, one
must assume both that Yahweh was originally associated with storms, hence the
name “he blows,” and that his original homeland was northwest Arabia, hence the
Arabic etymology of the name.® The problem with combining these two

yhw(3) and the deity yAwh, there is nothing in the Egyptian evidence that links the toponym to the
region south of Palestine (“Das Tetragramm in dgyptischen Quellen: Eine Bestandsaufnahme,” BTZ
30 [2013]: 120-41).

% Blenkinsopp, “Midianite-Kenite Hypothesis Revisited,” 140—44.

%5 Although he has made the argument in the most thorough manner, Knauf was not the first to
trace Yahweh’s name to Arabic Vs “to blow.” Wellhausen had already raised the possibility in his
Israelitische und jiidische Geschichte (Berlin: Reimer, 1894), 18 n. 1.

% Knauf, “Yahwe,” 469.

7 So, e.g., Karel van der Toorn, “YHWH m,” DDD 916; Blenkinsopp, “he Midianite-Kenite
Hypothesis Revisited,” 151; Kelley, Toward a New Synthesis, 262—63; and Romer, Invention of God,
34.

% The root is a specifically Arabic one. While Baruch Margalit has suggested that Ugaritic Awt
“word,” may literally mean “exhaled breath” and that a handful of instances of biblical M may be
best rendered “wind” (Mic 7:3; Ps 5:10; 38:13; 52:4; 91:3; Prov 17:4; Job 6:30), in addition to the
divine name i, which he also believes can be linked to VAwy “to blow” (“Ugaritic Contributions to
Hebrew Lexicography,” ZAW 99 [1987]: 394; Baruch Margalit, “Ugaritic Lexicography III,” RB 91
[1984]: 113-15; followed by DCH 2:503, which adds Ezek 7:26; Ps 52:9; 55:12; 57:2; 94:20; Prov
10:3; 19:13; Job 6:2 Q; and 30:13 to Margalit’s list of potential examples), the etymological connec-
tion between Ugaritic ~wt “word” (as well as the obviously cognate Akkadian amatu/awatu) and
Arabic Ve is speculative at best. Further, none of the alleged biblical examples unambiguously
means “wind” either. Each can be taken either as mn “desire” (so Mic 7:3; Prov 10:3) or as min “de-
struction/calamity” (Ezek 7:26; Ps 5:10; 38:13; 52:4, 12; 57:2; 91:3; 94:20; Prov 17:4; 19:13; Job 6:2
Q; 6:30; 30:13). 1mn2 in Ps 52:9 probably should be emended to 13372 “in his wealth” (see BHS), but
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arguments is that northwest Arabia is notable for its extraordinarily dry climate.
In comparison with Mount Saphon, the mythical home of the storm-god Baal
Saphon, with average annual precipitation levels of over 1400 mm,* northwest
Arabia receives around 20 mm of precipitation per year,’’ making it among the
driest areas of the already arid Arabian Peninsula.”! One must further assume that
during the Late Bronze and early Iron Age the inhabitants of Midian/Edom spoke
some variety of Arabic, but it is just as likely that they would have spoken some-
thing like Edomite, which is so closely related to Hebrew that the language of
Edomite inscriptions is indistinguishable from Hebrew.”> Unfortunately, neither
language is clearly attested until relatively late—Edomite only as early as the sev-
enth century BCE”® and Old North Arabian as early as the eighth century BCE"*—
so it is difficult to determine which (if either) would have been the language of the
Midianites, even assuming that Yahweh was originally a Midianite deity.

In sum, Knauf’s thesis is cogent so long as one accepts that Yahweh was
originally a Midianite deity, that the Midianites would have spoken an Arabian
language, and that Yahweh was originally a storm deity at home in a not particu-
larly stormy region. As with the thesis of Albright, Freedman, and Cross, there is
no evidence to disprove this reconstruction. It does, however, rely on several

even without the emendation, “destruction” suits the context at least as well as “wind, bluster.” In no
instance does understanding biblical 711 as “wind” lead to an obviously superior reading. Thus, there
is no solid evidence either in Ugaritic or in Hebrew for a Northwest Semitic Yiwy “to blow” cognate
to Arabic Vst .

% For an overview of the geography and climate of Mount Saphon, see P. N. Hunt, “Mount
Saphon in Myth and Fact,” in Phoenicia and the Bible: Proceedings of the Conference Held at the
University of Leuven on the 15th and 16th of March 1990, ed. E. Lipinski, Studia Phoenicia 11 (Leu-
ven: Peeters, 1991), 109-14.

70 Research Applications Laboratory of the National Center for Atmospheric Research, “2008
Lab Annual Report,” http://www.nar.ucar.edu/2008/RAL/goal_1/priority_2.php

"I This difficulty has already been noted by Mark S. Smith, who observes that the region of
Midian “does not seem propitious as a home for a storm-god.” He suggests, however, that Yahweh
may have originally “approximated the profile of Athtar, a warrior- and precipitation-producing god
associated with inland desert sites with less rainfall.” Despite acknowledging the difficulty, Smith
does not see the arid climate of Yahweh’s alleged homeland as excluding Knauf’s derivation of his
name from Arabic \/gsﬁ “to blow” (Origins of Biblical Monotheism, 146, 276 n. 75).

7 See David S. Vanderhooft: “Based on present evidence, there are no significant linguistic dif-
ferences between texts that are demonstrably Edomite and texts written in the contemporary Hebrew
of Cisjordan” (“The Edomite Dialect and Script: A Review of the Evidence,” in You Shall Not Abhor
and Edomite for He Is Your Brother: Edom and Seir in History and Tradition, ed. Diana Vikander
Edelman, ABS 3 [Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995], 157). So also, Holger Gzella, “Northwest Semitic in
General,” in The Semitic Languages: An International Handbook, ed. Stefan Weninger, Handbiicher
zur Sprach- und Kommunikationswissenschaft 36 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2011), 431.

3 Vanderhooft, “Edomite Dialect and Script,” 137; Gzella, “Northwest Semitic in General,” 431.

’* Hani Hayajneh, “Ancient North Arabian,” in The Semitic Languages: An International Hand-
book, ed. Stefan Weninger, Handbiicher zur Sprach- und Kommunikationswissenschaft 36 (Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2011), 758-59.
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suppositions for which we have no real evidence. If one were able to produce a
cogent explanation that required fewer unverifiable assumptions, then one might
appeal to Occam’s razor and prefer it to those that require more involved recon-
structions. Here I will attempt to provide such a solution.

YAHWEH THE DESTROYER

I begin with three basic assumptions: (1) that Yahweh was a deity who was wor-
shipped, primarily if not exclusively,” by people who spoke Hebrew, (2) that the
earliest literature’® concerning this deity presents him as a warrior god, and (3)
that the most natural place to begin one’s search for an etymology of a given de-
ity’s name is in the language of the people who are known to have venerated her
or him and among lexemes that correspond to that deity’s attributes. If such an
approach fails to produce a satisfying solution, then one would of course be justi-
fied in searching further afield, but there is no reason to begin by assuming that a
deity was originally foreign to the only group known to have venerated him or
her.

The question then is whether Hebrew provides a sensible etymology for Yah-
weh’s name. In the standard lexica, under the root Vi one first finds mn 1
“desire.””” This lexeme, along with the possible Arabic cognate Vs s* “to love,”
led Shelomo Dov Goitein to suggest that the name means “He who acts passion-
ately, the Passionate.””® In support of this interpretation, Goitein points to Exod
3’s AR WK R, which he believes “must be understood as MnR WK MNK,
and means: ‘I shall passionately love whom I love.”””® In his view, the name re-
flects Yahweh’s intense love for his people, whom he would soon redeem from
their Egyptian oppressors. Goitein further posits that the short form, yaw or yah,
was the original form of the name. Similar to Driver’s suggestion that the name
was originally “ejaculatory in origin,”%° Goitein asserts, “Obviously, these are
primordial words, exclamations expressing outmost [sic] excitement after a divine
apparition had been experienced.”® The name was then lengthened via a pro-
phetic revelation, probably to Moses:

5 Depending on how one interprets the name of “Yau-bidi” the king of Hamath, on which see
above.

76 See n. 45 above.

" HALOT 1:242. BDB 217 includes HALOT’s mn 1 and II under a single entry with two distinct
but related meanings. Aside from this difference in categorization, the two lexica agree in all essentials.

8 Shelomo Dov Goitein, “YHWH the Passionate: The Monotheistic Meaning and Origin of the
Name YHWH,” VT 6 (1956):1-9.

7 Goitein, “YHWH the Passionate,” 4.

8 Driver, “Original Form of the Name “Yahweh,”” 24. On Driver’s thesis, see above.

81 Goitein, “YHWH the Passionate,” 6.
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For many nights the Prophet had groaned: “Yah, Yah”. Suddenly, when the echo
of his ejaculations came back to him, he understood: not Yah-yah, but yahwa (or
however the imperfect of the root #wy was pronounced in those days)—that is
the name and the true nature of the God of your people: One who loves and
redeems, but also demands for himself exclusive adherence. Thus the name
YHWH came into being as the interpretation of a prophetical audition in a prim-
itive monotheistic sense, and—may [ add—Biblical monotheism never
abandoned entirely the notions expressed by that root Awy.*?

Goitein thus suggests that the form yahwé was originally the result of Moses’s
meditation on and interpretation of his echoing ejaculations—meditations which
ultimately served to reveal the true nature of Israel’s god.

Without going too far afield into questions concerning the historicity of Mo-
ses and the exodus or the concept of monotheism as expressed in the Hebrew
Bible, the idea that M can be traced to Hebrew 117 in reference to Yahweh’s
“desire” = “love” for his people is problematic given the normal use of 133 “de-
sire.”® There are three clear cases in which Hebrew 7 appears to mean “desire”
(Mic 7:3; Prov 10:3; 11:6).3¢ In all three instances, however, this “desire” bears a
distinctly negative connotation. In Mic 7:3, ywwa1 nin refers to the voracious greed
of the powerful that motivates them to pervert justice. Likewise, in Prov 10:3 nin
opwA refers to the “craving” (so NRSV) of the wicked, contrasted with the hunger
of the righteous. Finally, Prov 11:6, once again contrasting the righteous with the
wicked, declares 1735 0132 M2t “and by the desire of the treacherous they are

82 Goitein, “YHWH the Passionate,” 7.

8 The following criticism applies equally well to the earlier thesis of W. R. W. Gardner, who
argues on similar grounds but in less detail that Yahweh’s name means “He loves, the Loving God”
(“The Name “Yahweh,” ExpTim 20 [1908]: 91-92), as well as to the suggestion of George Aaron
Barton, who argues that Yahweh was a god of fertility whose name means “He who causes to love
passionately” (Semitic and Hamitic Origins: Social and Religious [Philadelphia: University of Penn-
sylvania Press, 1934], 337-38).

8 One might also point to Ps 52:9 if one prefers not to emend 1M to 1. In addition, Nhwy “to
want” may appear in the Ugaritic text KTU 1.92.36, as argued by Meindert Dijkstra, “The Myth of
Astarte, the Huntress (KTU 1.92),” UF 26 (1994): 122; followed by Gregorio del Olmo Lete and
Joaquin Sanmartin, 4 Dictionary of the Ugaritic Language in the Alphabetic Tradition, trans. Wilfred
G. E. Watson, 3rd ed., Handbook of Oriental Studies/Handbuch der Orientalistik: Section 1 The Near
and Middle East 112 (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 1:345. This reading is not universally accepted, however;
cf. Dennis Pardee, “Deux tablettes ougaritques de la main d’un méme scribe, trouvées sur deux sites
distincts: RS 19.039 et RIH 98/02,” Semitica et classica 1 (2008): 30. Likewise, Edward L. Greenstein
reads thw in KTU 1.5.1.15 and 1.133.4 as derived from Vhwy “to desire” (“Another Attestation of Initial
h > " in West Semitic,” JANES 5 [1973]: 158-59), but this too is disputed (cf. del Olmo Lete and
Sanmartin, Dictionary of the Ugaritic Language, 851). If one follows Greenstein’s suggestion that
both ma “desire” and 7§ “desire” derive from an original Semitic root Viwy (“Another Attestation
of Initial 4 > " in West Semitic,” 157-64), then one might also include instances of the latter in one’s
list of biblical attestations. I thank Mark S. Smith for bringing this article to my attention. Here, how-
ever, I confine my attention to the more immediately relevant occurrences of M.
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seized.” Thus, in each biblical occurrence of 737 “desire,” the context implies that
the term bore negative connotations; Goitein himself acknowledges that Hebrew
only preserves the root in a “pejorative sense.”®® One would have to assume then
that the term once bore positive, or at least neutral, connotations to argue that the
root served as the origin of Yahweh’s name in reference to his love for his people,
but there is no evidence for such a meaning for the term.

This etymological difficulty is not the only one. As observed above, the oldest
depictions of Yahweh’s character present him as a warrior god. While there is
certainly the occasional mention of Yahweh’s affection for his people in the cor-
pus of archaic biblical poetry (see, e.g., Exod 15:13; Hab 3:13), its overarching
depiction of Yahweh is as an agent of destruction. The annihilation of the enemies
of Yahweh/the Israelites is a much more pronounced theme than the affection of
Yahweh for his people. Thus, not only does the lexical range of Hebrew mi “de-
sire” make it difficult to support the claim that yahwé would have meant “he
loves,” but such a meaning does not fit well with the character of Yahweh as pre-
sented in the oldest texts about him.

Turning to another M, however—Hebrew 131 11 “destruction,” as well as
the cognate form M “disaster”—one finds a more promising possibility. First,
the root is better attested, with M appearing around a dozen times®” and i
appearing another three.®® The terms consistently appear in the context of calam-
ity and woe®—appearing in parallel to things such as “open graves” (Mna 9ap;
Ps 5:10 [Eng 5:9]), “treacheries” (mn-n; Ps 38:13 [Eng 38:12]), “oppression and
treachery” (MM n; Ps 55:12 [Eng 55:11]), “my vexation” ("wy3; Job 6:2 Q),
“injustice” (M Job 6:30), and “iniquity/disaster” (n&; Prov 17:4). Thus, both the
root and its lexical range are well established in Hebrew. In addition, tracing Yah-
weh’s name to a root meaning “destruction” fits well with what we can discern
concerning his character as presented in archaic biblical poetry. To give just a few
examples, in this corpus Yahweh is presented as a god who “shattered the enemy”
and “consumed them like stubble” (Exod 15:5-6); when he marches “ancient
mountains are shattered” (Hab 3:6; see also Judg 5:5 and Ps 18:8 [Eng. 18:7]// 2
Sam 22:8); he “crushes the head of the wicked house” (Hab 3:13); his nostrils
smoke and fire comes from his mouth (Ps 18:9 [Eng. 18:8]//2 Sam 22:9). In sum,

2986

85 Goitein, “YHWH the Passionate,” 2.

8 HALOT 1:242; BDB 217; DCH 2:502-3.

87 Ps 5:10; 38:13; 52:4; 55:12; 57:2; 91:3; 94:20; Prov 17:4; 19:13; Job 6:2 Q; 6:30. In addition,
in Ps 74:19, n'nY should probably be read nin (so Peshitta; cf. BHS).

8 Isa 47:11; Ezek 7:26 (2x). One may also point to the proposed verbal from Vmn “to fall
(upon)” (G-stem)/“to cause to fall” (D-stem) as more evidence for the root (so HALOT 1:241; DCH
2:502), but the alleged attestations (1 Sam 1:18; 2 Sam 11:23; 1 Kgs 11:15; Job 37:6) all require some
degree of emendation.

8 For a discussion of the words” full semantic range in the Hebrew Bible, see Seth Erlandsson,
“Mn havvah; min hovah,” TDOT 3:356-58.
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Yahweh’s primary activity in this early literature is to terrify and destroy his ene-
mies. Therefore both the meaning of \in II and the character of Yahweh as
presented in our earliest sources both support tracing the etymology of Yahweh’s
name to “destruction.” The arguments of Albright and others that a C-stem best
explains the evidence concerning the name’s vocalization remains convincing,
and one may suggest that the verbal form may have been derived from the noun
as a C-stem denominative verb.*

I should acknowledge, however, that I am not the first to make this sugges-
tion. Long ago, H. Holzinger suggested that the name of Yahweh was originally
linked to “Verderben.”' He was tentatively followed by Hugo Gressmann,®? but
the suggestion has not been generally accepted in more recent scholarship. Indeed,
it is not even mentioned in the entry for “Yahweh” in the Anchor Bible Diction-
ary,” the Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament,** or the Reallexikon der
Assyriologie.” It receives a single sentence in the lengthy overview of proposals
in Wilkinson’s Tetragrammaton,’® as well as in the entry for “Yahweh” in the
Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible. The latter is worth quoting, as it
may reveal one reason that scholars often overlook or ignore the suggestion:
“Though some have suggested a link with the root HWY, resulting in the transla-
tion ‘the Destroyer’ (e.g., Gressmann, Mose und seine Zeit [Gottingen, 1913] 37),
it is generally held that the name should be connected with the Semitic root
HWY." Likewise, in The Invention of God, Thomas Romer notes, “Some schol-
ars have postulated a link with the Semitic root h-w-y (“destroy”’)—Yahweh
would then be a god of destruction.”® These sentences may appear puzzling,
since the Hebrew root meaning “destruction” is HWY; no HWY root meaning
“destruction” exists. The misunderstanding appears to have been occasioned by
Gressmann (or perhaps his editor), who summarizes the view of Holzinger as fol-
lows: “Vgl. die Lehrbiicher und Kommentare, besonders Holzinger; Ex. S. 12 f.

% The C-stem is often used denominatively (Jouon §162d; GKC §53g).

°! H. Holzinger, Einleitung in den Hexateuch (Freiburg und Leipzig: Mohr [Siebeck, 1893], 204—
05. Holzinger, Exodus: Erkidrt (Tiibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1900), 12—13. In the latter, the interested
reader can find a convenient summary of positions held by various scholars of the nineteenth century,
including the once popular suggestion that Hebrew Y originally meant “to fall” (see Arabic V5
“to fall”), and that Yahweh meant something like “to cause (rain, lightning, etc.) to fall” (so Paul de
Lagarde, “Erklarung hebréischer Worter,” in Orientalia [Gottingen: Dieterich, 18807, 2:29; W. Rob-
ertson Smith, The Old Testament in the Jewish Church [New York: Appleton, 1881], 423; and Stade,
Geschichte des Volkes Israel, 1:429 n. 1).

2 Gressmann, Mose und seine Zeit, 37.

% Henry O. Thompson, “Yahweh,” ABD 6:1011-12.

% Freedman and O’Connor, “mn YHWH.”

> Manfred Weippert, “Jahwe,” RI4 5:246-53.

% Wilkinson, Tetragrammaton, 35

7 van der Toorn, “Yahweh,” 915.

%8 Romer, Invention of God, 34.
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der an mn erinnert, ‘das Verderben.”” That is, the footnote contains a typo-
graphical error—n for —which makes Holzinger’s suggestion appear much less
convincing. Anyone encountering Holzinger’s thesis via Gressmann would quite
understandably dismiss it as implausible, as van der Toorn did in his DDD entry
and Romer did in his recent monograph. It thus appears that a minor typographical
error is responsible for the proposal’s having lain in obscurity ever since!

Nonetheless, the fact that this derivation both makes sense of the name of
Yahweh in the language of the only people known to have venerated him and that
it fits with what can be discerned about Yahweh’s character in our earliest sources
makes it less problematic than other suggestions that typically go further afield
and rely upon speculative reconstructions of the (pre-)history of the god Yahweh.
Additionally, such a derivation fits well with the apparent etymologies of the
names of other Late Bronze and Iron Age Northwest Semitic deities, which also
often have to do with conquest and destruction. One may note, for instance Anat
(\ ‘nw “to be violent/to subdue™'%%), Chemosh, (Nkms “to conquer/to subdue”!),
Resheph (Vr$p “to burn™'%?), and Deber (Vdbr “plague'®). Indeed, the last two
deities appear alongside Yahweh in the archaic hymn that concludes the book of
Habakkuk. There Yahweh marches up from Teman while “Deber goes before
him, and Resheph goes out at his heels” (3:5).!%* If one follows the proposal of-
fered here, then one would see three deities all linked—both conceptually and
etymologically—to conquest and destruction taking the battlefield and bringing
disaster in their wake. “Yahweh the Destroyer” would naturally be right at home
alongside “Resheph the Pestilent” and “Deber the Plague.”!%

% Gressmann, Mose und seine Zeit, 37 n. 2.

10036 John Gray, “The Blood Bath of the Goddess Anat in the Ras Shamra Texts,” UF 11 (1979):
321. For a convenient survey of other (less persuasive in my opinion) proposals for the etymology of
the name, see Peggy L. Day, “Anat nip,” DDD 36.

101 So Hans-Peter Miiller, “Chemosh win3,” DDD 186-87.

192 Although this etymology is not certain; see P. Xella, “Resheph qw,” DDD 700-01.

103 S0 Gregorio del Olmo Lete, “Deber 27,” DDD 231-32.

194 On the relationship between Yahweh and Resheph in particular, see Susanne Rudnig-Zelt,
“JHWH und Rasep—Zu JHWHs Umgang mit einem syrischen Pestgott,” V7 65 (2015): 247-64.

195 To anticipate a likely question that is not strictly germane to the present discussion, I believe
that the simplest explanation for longer form n&ag M is that it represents a construct relationship,
“Yahweh of Hosts/Armies.” While it has often been asserted that proper names cannot serve as the
nomen regens of a construct chain (Jouon §131o; GKC §125d; Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew
Epic, 70), this assertion is belied by the commonly acknowledged exception in the form of the so-
called “DN of GN” construction, in which a local manifestation of a deity is denoted via a construct
chain with the deity’s name serving as the nomen regens and the location serving as the nomen rectum;
thus, e.g., jAn MY “Yahweh of Teman” and 7nw M “Yahweh of Samaria” in the Kuntillet ‘Ajrud
inscriptions. See the seminal treatment of such names in P. Kyle McCarter Jr., “Aspects of the Religion
of the Israelite Monarchy: Biblical and Epigraphic Data,” in Ancient Israelite Religion: Essays in
Honor of Frank Moore Cross, ed. Patrick D. Miller Jr., Paul D. Hanson, and S. Dean McBride (Phil-
adelphia: Fortress, 1987), 137—43. In addition, John H. Choi points to divine epithets such as rsp sprm
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CONCLUSION

There has been no shortage of proposals for the original meaning of the name
“Yahweh.” The two suggestions that currently dominate scholarly discussion sug-
gest that the name meant either “he creates/brings into being,” in reference to his
creative capacities, or “he blows,” due to his activity as a storm deity. As demon-
strated above, however, both of these suggestions remain problematic despite
their wide acceptance. Hoping to offer a more satisfactory solution, I have argued
that one should first look both for an etymology that fits what can be discerned
about the character of Yahweh in our earliest sources (i.c., the so-called “archaic
Hebrew poetry”) and for one that derives from the language of those who vener-
ated him (i.e., Hebrew). The Hebrew root Vmi1 “to destroy” offers a satisfactory
solution in both regards, and thus the simplest solution is that “Yahweh” originally
meant “he destroys.” Only later did Yahweh absorb attributes previously associ-
ated with other deities, and in this way a god of destruction came to be understood
as a benevolent creator.
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For the Love of Words in The(ir) World(s):
Theorizing Biblical Philology

F. W. Dobbs-Allsopp

In what follows I offer the beginnings of a theoretical brief on behalf of a philo-
logical program of “slow” reading of the Hebrew Bible. My warrants are of
several kinds—historical, pragmatic, ethical, aecsthetic—and are thought through
to a variety of ends. Along the way I elaborate some of the practices and disposi-
tions that typify such a manner of reading. These reflections have biblical poems
chiefly in view as the principal site of textual encounter, though they are also
consequential for a more ambitious recuperation of “biblical philology” in the
field. Of course, biblical studies is a field with a history of philology, both good
and bad, and thus any brief on behalf of philology’s ongoing relevance to a mode
of reading the Bible will need to be ever mindful (philologically) of this history.
This, too, I try here and there to gesture towards. My recuperation of philologies
(biblical and otherwise) past and present and their practices is thus ultimately in
service of a rejuvenated and reanimated biblical philology for the future, a future
biblical philology able to make possible a readable text while also being equipped

5, ¢

to engage contemporary criticism’s “most vibrant conversations.

9]
LOWTH AND RHETORICAL-EVALUATIVE PHILOLOGY
Historically, the whole literary-critical paradigm (broadly conceived) is itself an

outgrowth of philology. This fact has been underscored to good effect recently in
James Turner’s wide-ranging Philology: The Forgotten Origins of the Modern

! The phrase is Michelle R. Warren’s from her “Introduction: Relating Philology, Practicing
Humanism,” PMLA 125 (2010): 283. For the importance of providing warrants for philological prac-
tice, something philologists of all stripes (including especially biblical philologists) have been
reluctant to do on a regular basis, see Sheldon Pollock, “Liberating Philology,” Verge.: Studies in
Global Asias 1 (2015): 16-21, esp. 18-19.
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Humanities.> As Turner notes, “the discipline of ‘literature’ did not quite exist in
the English-speaking world in 1860.”* Those practices that would comprise the
new discipline—above all comparative language study, literary history, textual
editing, evaluative criticism—developed from the confluence of philology’s two
historically dominant modalities, the textual-linguistic and the rhetorical-evalua-
tive. The latter has not always been appreciated for its centrality to philological
analysis, but Turner well emphasizes, “assessing the literary qualities of a passage
formed as much a part of the philologist’s task as deciphering its meaning.”* It
was Robert Lowth who was the first in the early modern period to (re)innovate in
this direction, anticipating and in part influencing the broader (re)turn to the eval-
uative study of literature that took hold in earnest over the first half of the
nineteenth century.’> Lowth, while retaining the by then well-tested practices of

2 James Turner, Philology: The Forgotten Origins of the Modern Humanities (Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press, 2014). Earlier versions of this essay were presented: in the Philology in Hebrew
Studies unit at the Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature (San Diego, 2014; “A Making
Out of Words: Philology and Biblical Poetry”); as a lecture (“Rejuvenating Biblical Philology”) at
Yale Divinity School (April 7, 2016); and as the author’s inaugural lecture (“Theorizing Biblical Phi-
lology™) as Professor of Old Testament at Princeton Theological Seminary (October 5, 2016). Thanks
to the organizers of these events for their invitations to speak and for the feedback from participants
which has enhanced my thinking on this topic. Also, thanks to colleagues who have read and com-
mented on the manuscript at various points, especially Blake Couey, Chris Hooker, Paul Kurtz,
Kathleen McVey, Dan Pioske, and Mark Taylor. It is a pleasure to offer this essay in celebration of
the career of P. Kyle McCarter Jr., one of my own teachers of philology.

3 Turner, Philology, 254.

4 Turner, Philology, 11; cf. 4, 13; Roberta Frank’s assessment of the interests of the first gener-
ation of Germanic philologists (“literary history, criticism, and aesthetics”) in “The Unbearable
Lightness of Being a Philologist,” Journal of English and Germanic Philology 96 (1997): 489; Mi-
chael Holquist, “Forgetting Our Nature, Remembering Our Mother,” PMLA 115 (2000): 1976 (“for
thousands of years, the study of language and literature was called philology™).

5 Turner, Philology, 156-62. As Turner’s genealogy makes clear, the philological study of texts
has a long history and has had a tendency to emerge and reemerge in waves. I sample some of this
rich tradition as it bears on the study of the Bible, but nowhere do I attempt the kind of thick historio-
graphical study of biblical philology our field deserves—Turner’s focus is limited (primarily) to
philology in the English-speaking world, especially from the late eighteenth to the early twentieth
century. Turner, like some others (e.g., Frank, “Unbearable Lightness,” 488; Sean Gurd, “Introduc-
tion,” in Philology and Its Histories, ed. Sean Gurd [Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 2010],
15), begins his story of philology not inappropriately with Eratosthenes of Cyrene, the third-century
BCE scholar to first call himself philologos, a “philologist” (Philology, 3). It is at least worth remem-
bering that by that late date philology—though not by that name nor overtly theorized as such—had
been around for millennia. The “first philologists,” as Michael Holquist well recognizes (“The Place
of Philology in an Age of World Literature,” Neohelicon 38 [2011]: 269-70; cf. Pollock, “Philology
and Freedom,” 8), date back to the beginning of the second millennium BCE and the Akkadian speak-
ing Babylonian and Assyrian scholars who maintained knowledge of Sumerian (by that time no longer
spoken) through the continuous copying of Sumerian texts and the creation of Akkadian-Sumerian
bilingual editions and wordlists (cf. Jerald S. Cooper, “Sumerian and Akkadian,” in The World’s Writ-
ing Systems, ed. Peter T. Daniels and William Bright [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996], 37—
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textual philology—for example, paying close attention to the words of a text, sit-
uating the text within its historical context(s), establishing meaning through
comparison with other texts—explicitly borrowed from classical and neoclassical
rhetoric in his field-founding study of biblical poetry.® In that study the emphasis
on the sublime, the very idea of parallelism itself (viz. composing “in balanced
clauses parallel in length, syntax, and structure”), the discussions of imagery, fig-
urative language and poetic genres (e.g., lyric, elegiac, dramatic), and his scrutiny
of different poetic styles all are inspired and warranted by the then “current neo-
classical categories of literary criticism.””

This emphasis on the rhetorical-evaluative capacities of philology would
eventually be severely muted in the field, especially during the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, the heyday of a biblical philology that prized above all
comparative language study, historical contextualization, and textual criticism. In
this the study of biblical literature was a part of a broader trend. As the various
disciplines that would come to form the humanities emerged during this period,
“philology,” writes Turner, “came to mean mere[ly] ‘study of words’ or ‘linguis-
tic science’ in opposition to study of the forms of literary works, to literary history,
and to exploration of the ‘spiritual and aesthetic’ meanings of poetry and fiction.”®
These latter would become the preserve of a new styled “literary criticism,” with
a decidedly anti-philological pose. The rebirth of (evaluative-)literary interests in
the study of the Bible beginning in the late 1960s tended to oppose itself to the
historical-critical and textual-philological frameworks that then dominated the
field, both under the broader influence of the now well-established, anti-philolog-
ical literary “criticism” and because biblical philologists themselves were mostly
disinterested in such questions.” The possibility of a more holistic, Lowthian phil-
ological paradigm seems generally to have been occluded, perhaps given that the
principal textual focus of these new “literary critics” was predominantly biblical
prose and not biblical poetry.! I recall Lowth here at the outset as a reminder that

72). Gurd underscores the need for philology to be philologically attentive to the “history of philol-
ogy”—indeed, he maintains that there is no philology without that history (“Introduction,” 1-19, esp.
6; cf. Werner Hamacher in his “95 Theses on Philology,” diacritics 39 [2009]: 33). Such a history is
inherently pluralistic and multifocal, depending on the site of textuality primarily in view.

¢ Robert Lowth, Robert Lowth (1710-1787): The Major Works, vols. 1-2, ed. D. A. Reibel (Lon-
don: Routledge, 1995); repr. of Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews, 2 vols, trans. G. Gregory
(London: J. Johnson, 1787). Cf. Turner, Philology, 79.

7 Turner, Philology, 79.

8 Turner, Philology, 272; cf. Sheldon Pollock, “Philology and Freedom,” Philological Encoun-
ters 1 (2016): 12—13.

% This turn back toward the literary in the study of the Hebrew Bible may be conveniently
marked by James Muilenburg’s presidential address to the Society of Biblical Literature in 1968, pub-
lished as “Form Criticism and Beyond,” JBL 88 (1969): 1-18.

19 1 note this mainly practically since these “new” literary critics would not have been reading
Lowth who wrote specifically on biblical poetry. But the genre is not neutral. Interestingly, Werner
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philology, and biblical philology in particular, need not be devoid of evaluative
literary interests. In fact, in ignoring questions of style, form, quality, aesthetics
and the like philologists risk misapprehending the very textual and linguistic phe-
nomena that is their avowed principal subject matter, and this on good philological
grounds, as these (viz. style, form and the like) are themselves artifactual, mate-
rial, historical in nature. How words mean, for example, will depend as much on
the form, sound, style, and uses to which they are put in the larger literary work
in which they are deployed as on etymology and semantics. Consider two brief
examples. First, the closing of the so-called Song of the Vineyard in Isa 5:7, which
exhibits what is perhaps the Bible’s most celebrated bit of rhyming:

wayqaw'! Iémispat weéhinné mispah

lisdagd'® wéhinné sé ‘aqa

He hoped for justice but instead there was bloodshed,
for righteousness but instead there was outrage.

Whatever semantic specificity might accompany the terms mispah and se ‘aga—
the first is a hapax legomenon whose etymology has yet to be fully (satisfactorily)
unraveled!® and the second a general cry of despair or suffering (e.g., Gen 18:21;
Exod 3:9; Ps 9:12; Job 27:9; Lam 2:18)—the prophet’s play with sound and form
here is crucial to how these lines are experienced, how they finally mean. The
missed expectations—namely, the failure to live out (lit. “to do” [ -s-4], esp. Gen

Hamacher in his “95 Theses” (27) emphasizes poetry as “prima philologia” (thesis no. 14) and philol-
ogy as “founded in poetry” (thesis no. 15). Note also S. Lerer’s own (elegiac) call for philologists to
“return to the poetry itself,” to “pass in and out of philological inquiry in order to return to literature”
(Error and the Academic Self: The Scholarly Imagination, Medieval to Modern [New York: Columbia
University Press, 2002], 101).

! Contrary to the third person form of MT and 1QIsa®, which must be original, all the versions
revert to the first person, assimilating to the voice used in the middle sections of the song (vv. 3—6;
and in LXX and Tg., in v. 2 as well).

12 The presence of an added conjunction in LXX, Vg., and Syr. is likely interpretive in nature
(esp. in LXX and Syr.). As for the unexpected negative particle o0 in LXX, it is unclear whether it
reflects a misreading of the preposition /- as a negative particle or whether it is a part of LXX’s peri-
phrastic rendering of the last two lines of the song.

13 1QIsa® mistakenly adds the preposition /-, “to, for” (Imsph) under the influence of the preced-
ing /mspt. The word mispah (often glossed as “bloodshed”) is another hapax legomenon (cf. Ar.
safaha, “to spill, pour out, shed”; saffah, “shedder of blood, murder”; H. Wildberger, Isaiah 1-12,
trans. T. H. Trapp [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991], 185), which the versions, not recognizing, gloss from
context: LXX (dvopiav “lawlessness”), Vg. (iniquitas, “iniquity”), Syr. (htwpy’, “violence”), Tg.
(‘andsin “robbers”). As with be isim in verses 2 and 4, mispah here may be another made-up rhyme
word (cf. J. S. Lewis, ““The Earth Was Higgledy-Piggledy’: A Proposal for t6hii wabohii as Rhyming
Reduplication” [unpublished]). Indeed, if the root derives originally from *s-p-h (cf. mispahat “skin
rash,” sappahat “scab”; cf. Sippah in Isa 3:17), then perhaps even the spelling has been altered. The
spelling with a sin graphically enhances and underscores the aural play—which also implies an antic-
ipation of readers (and not just listeners) for this text.
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18:19; Jer 22:3; Ps 99:4; 119:121; Prov 21:3; 2 Chr 9:8)'* the traditional norms
of “justice” and “righteousness,” mispat and séddqd—are mimed sonically and
formally in the consonantal mismatches in the pairs mispat // mispah and sédaqa
// sé ‘@ga—the rhyming holds the pairs together so that auditors can hear the mis-
match. In fact, the song does not so much explicate the wrongs that have generated
mispah and sé ‘aqa as expose and name them (especially here at poem’s end) for
what everybody already knows them to be, namely, not mispat and not sedaga.
Who better to appreciate the potential meaningfulness of the orchestration of
sound and form in poems than the philologist for whom the study of phonology
and morphology, for example, has long been central to his or her care-full atten-
tion to the minutia of language and texts? Getting the words right in this text—
deciphering what they are and how they mean—involves (among other things)
appreciating how they play with sound and form. !

The opening of Job’s curse of his birthday in Job 3:3 offers another illustra-
tion—given here in the translation of NRSV: “Let the day perish in which I was
born, / and the night that said, ‘A man-child is conceived.’” There is nothing par-
ticularly challenging here lexically or even text critically.!® The language is quite
simple, for example, -b-d (Qal) “to perish”, yom “day,” y-I-d (Niphal) “to be
born,” layld “night,” "-m-r (Qal) “to say,” h-r-h (Qal passive) “to be conceived,”!”
geber “man, humankind.” But it’s how these simple words are used: the reversal
of the normal sequence of conception and birth (hrh + yld, 81x in the Hebrew
Bible), the personification of “Night” (i.e., through the attribution of speech, cf.
Ps 19:3; Job 32:7),'® the otherwise anomalous “conception” of a full-grown geber

4 LXX (motfioar xpiow), Vg. (faceret iudicium), and Tg. (dy ‘bdwn dyn’) resort to periphrastic
renderings that supply the expected idiom that MT (and 1QIsa®) so artfully resists, thus ramifying the
erasure itself and the damning critique it reveals, viz. the very absence of doing “justice” and “right-
eousness.” This well exemplifies the kind of “active” philology that Edward Said advocates, a
philology, that is, capable of disclosing “what may be hidden or incomplete or masked or distorted in
any text we may have before us” (“The Return to Philology” in Humanism and Democratic Criticism
[New York: Columbia University Press, 2004], 59).

15 In fact, sound turns out to be critical to this song’s larger prosody. While Isa 5:1-7, like almost
all other biblical poems, does not systematically orchestrate one kind of sound effect to any specific
end, nonetheless the periodicity of some kind of sound play is sufficient to rival the rhythmic norm of
unscripted sounds and to create the anticipation (however non-predictive) of yet further sonic flour-
ishes. So, when the rhyming does come in the poem’s final couplet auditors are not at all surprised but
well satisfied.

16 For a recent philological discussion of the verse, see C. L. Seow, Job [-21, Illuminations
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2013), esp. 338-40.

'7 The gal passive (*huraya > hord; so GKC §52e; Seow, Job 1-21, 340), of course, is a discov-
ery of modern philology, a form that was unknown to the ancient and medieval commentators (e.g.,
LXX simply reads Iob “Behold!”; cf. Sym €xuy6n).

'8 Only Tg. among the versions catches the personification (even Rashi misses it, assuming an
allusion to an unmentioned man, see Seow, Job 1-21, 339).
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(cf. Job 38:3; 40:7),'° and the cosmological elaboration of the following lines (vv.
4-10) that makes clear Job’s intent through his malediction to uncreate the world,
the day of his birth and the day of creation. NRSV, along with many other trans-
lations (and many commentaries, too), badly botches things (e.g., “man-child”)
precisely because it fails in its literary appreciation of this poem, and thus gets
something fundamentally philological wrong. Good philology requires good
(evaluative) literary criticism.?°

FOUND IN PHILOLOGY

I turn now to the textual-linguistic modality of philology with its prizing of his-
torical contextualization, comparison, attentiveness to (original) language, and
scrutiny of material textuality. I need not elaborate in great detail as this is a par-
adigm of study well-known to the field both because “philology” in its atrophied
sense since the turn of the twentieth century has been generally understood to have
just these kinds of interests in view and because Biblical Studies has long been a
chief sponsor of (textual-)philological method and practice. In fact, the very birth
of the (modern) critical study of the Bible with the likes of Hobbes, Spinoza, and
Simon is crucially intertwined with an increasingly philological and historical ori-
entation to the understanding of textual meaning.?! Indeed, Johann G. Eichhorn’s
Einleitung in das Alte Testament from roughly a century later (the late eighteenth
century) not only serves as an important watershed for the modern philological
study of the Bible but also helped usher in the philological turn in other

1% Vg. (conceptus est homo) and Tg. (tbr’ gbr) catch the cosmological allusions throughout the
first third of the poem; hence, Seow’s “mortality is conceived” (Job 1-21, 339).

20 Max Leopold Margolis’s “The Scope and Methodology of Biblical Philology” (JOR 1 [1910]:
5-41) well exemplifies the tendency to narrow philology mainly to linguistic-textual concerns in Bib-
lical Studies at the turn of the twentieth century. Margolis uses Job 3:3 throughout his essay (esp. 9—
35) as the one worked example to illustrate the various “technical devices” and “operations” of biblical
philology. Not surprisingly, he does not include evaluative-rhetorical considerations in his reflections,
and consequently, is unable to fully appreciate and situate the language of Job 3:3. This is most evident
in his treatment (17-24) of hora gaber—which, “of course, is not easy” (17)—in which the philolog-
ical tools at his disposal (e.g., grammatical analysis, text criticism, traditional exegesis) are not
capacious enough to fully illuminate the text, which nicely underscores the need to reintegrate literary
critical/evaluative concerns into the heart of biblical philology. I hasten to add that there is much to
admire in Margolis’s article, not the least that it is one of the very few pieces of metareflection on
philology by a biblical scholar (see now David A. Lambert, “Refreshing Philology: James Barr, Su-
persessionism, and the State of Biblical Words,” BibInt 24 [2016]: 332-56) and that it enfolds
traditional Jewish exegetical practices into philology’s purview, something that seems to have almost
wholly been occluded in the recent returns to philology and their histories of reception.

2! Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, ed. Noel Malcom (Oxford: Clarendon, 2012 [1651]); Baruch Spi-
noza, Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, trans. S. Shirley (Leiden: Brill, 1989 [1670]); Richard Simon,
Historie critique du Vieux Testament (Rotterdam: Leers, 1685 [1677]; translated into English as 4
Critical History of the Old Testament [London: Walter Davis, 1682]).
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(emerging) disciplines, such as classics.?? As such, philology represents a modal-
ity of knowing that is originary to our discipline, and thus provides strong
historical warrant for extending S. Pollock’s call for a “future philology” to bibli-
cal studies, a call for us to go back, if you will, to the future, a future of philology.?

ANTI-FOUNDATIONALIST PHILOLOGY AND THE POSSIBILITY OF CRITIQUE

However, any such return to philology, while reclaiming tried and tested practices
and habits of mind from a revered past, will need to continually submit these latter
to critical scrutiny, to be ready to revise them or even eliminate them when they
no longer measure up. A hugely debilitating consequence of the synonymity of
philology and biblical study for so much of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries
in particular has been the evolution of philology not only as “mere ‘study of
words,”” and thus absent an interest in the verbal art those words enact, but as
empirical practice exempt from the need to theorize and motivate.?* In fact,

22 Johann G. Eichhorn, Einleitung in das Alte Testament, 3rd ed., 3 vols. (Leipzig: Weidmann,
1803 [1780-1783]); partial translation into English as /ntroduction to the Study of the Old Testament,
trans. G. T. Gallop (London, 1888)—this is the first such introduction to the field of its kind. For
Eichhorn’s influence on Friedrich A. Wolf, see Anthony Grafton’s introduction in Prolegomena to
Homer (1795), ed. Anthony Grafton, Glenn W. Most, and James E. G. Zetzel (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1985), 18-26; cf. Turner, Philology, 118. It has become something of a common-
place to date the modern (re)birth of philology to a very specific time and place, 8 April 1777, when
Friedrich A. Wolf matriculated as studiosus philologiae at Gottigen University (e.g., Holquist, “Place
of Philology,” 271; G. Crane, “Rediscovering Philology” [2013], https://docs.google.com/docu-
ment/d/19omKQJxOV51mlyka8qSquZJvXs02FKsU720R17clJZQ/edit; Pollock, “Philology and
Freedom,” 5). Still, Eichhorn’s early influence on Wolf should suffice to recall the place of biblical
philology in philology’s modern lineage, though this has been far less appreciated than the contribu-
tions of classical and comparative philologists, in part because biblicists simply have not written much
about these matters (given the field’s deep antipathy for metareflection generally) and in part because
of how the discipline emerged in the modern academy, becoming ever more isolated (especially in
North America) in schools of theology, divinity schools, and seminaries, and thus effectively cut off
from productive intellectual intercourse with other philologically oriented disciplines (e.g., classics,
comparative literature, Medieval studies). There is a pronounced transhistorical trajectory to much
recent philological thinking (perhaps best expressed in the founding of the new, nonarea specific jour-
nal, Philological Encounters), and in my view biblical philologists need to reinsert themselves into
this broader discussion about philology. My own leveraging of philological ideas and thinking across
the humanities is intended to gesture toward this, to show both how we Bible types can benefit from
the rich thinking of other humanists and what we can contribute from our own angles of vision.

2 Sheldon Pollock, “Future Philology? The Fate of a Soft Science in a Hard World,” Critical
Inquiry 35 (2009): 931-61.

2% For example, Margolis (“Biblical Philology,” 7): “philological instruction means largely the
teaching of a sum of technical devises.” Similarly, Peter Szondi, writing originally in 1962 on “philo-
logical knowledge” (philologische Erkenntnis), observes that the neglect of hermeneutical problems
in literary scholarship (inclusive of philology) “seems to result from its tendency to consider itself a
‘science’ (Wissenschaft) and to see its defining characteristic as the accumulation of (factual)
knowledge (Wissen)” (“On Textual Understanding,” in On Textual Understanding and Other Essays,
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historically, philology’s dominant strain was (and often still is) strongly positiv-
istic and foundationalist in conceptualization—the very epitome of science during
philology’s Golden Age in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.?® “This is the
notion of philology,” observes Jonathan Culler, “as basic or foundational, a kind
of first knowledge that serves as the precondition of any further literary criticism
or historical and interpretive work.”?® And it is a notion that Culler and many
recent theorists of philology resist—indeed, such “an idea,” Culler continues,
“philology itself, in principle as well as in practice, provides us with the tools for
questioning.”?” No way of knowing is given, beyond or above the need to situate

trans. H. Mendelsohn [Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1986], 4—the German original of
the title essay is “Uber philologische Erkenntnis,” which is perhaps more accurately rendered into
English as “On Philological Knowledge” (see Thomas Schestag, “Philology, Knowledge,” Telos 140
[2007]: 28-44, 28).

% In fact, philology led the way in the late eighteenth century in the founding of the very para-
digm of the research university, see esp. Holquist, “Place of Philology,” 267-87; Lorraine Daston and
Glenn W. Most, “History of Science and History of Philologies,” Isis 106 (2015): 378-90 (“philology
not only counted as a science; it was the science, the model of the highest form of knowledge”). Mar-
golis gives expression to the “scientific” orientation of biblical philology at the outset of the twentieth
century: “philology is a science to be sure” (“Biblical Philology,” 7). This appeal to natural science is
already present in Spinoza (see esp. Sheldon Pollock, “Philology in Three Dimensions,” Postmedieval
5 [2014]: 403), and thus deeply ingrained in the originary conceptualization of biblical philology.
Studies like that of Daston and Most (“History™) or Ottmar Ette and Vera M. Kutzinski (“Literature
as Knowledge for Living, Literary Studies as Science for Living,” PMLA 125 [2010]: 977-93) show
that there is benefit to thinking philology through alongside the sciences (e.g., Daston and Most em-
phasize the “epistemic virtues” of “impartiality, certainty, and precision” shared by philology and
science, “History”). However, the sciences (natural or otherwise) need not be staged positivistically
and philology need not be glossed as science. Modern philology itself emerged initially at a point
“prior to the divorce into natural sciences and humanities” (viz. Spinoza) and thus philology gua phi-
lology cannot really “take place in the name of science,” at least in English (Schestag, “Philology,
Knowledge,” 31). Erich Auerbach similarly resists staging philology as science, remarking that though
philology (here emphasizing the latter’s historical domain) is not without “an exact side” it is “more
comparable to an art than a modern science”—it “should be termed learned rather than scientific”
(“Introduction: Purpose and Method,” in Literary Language and Its Public in Late Latin Antiquity and
in the Middle Ages, trans. R. Manhrim [Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1965], 8).

26 Jonathan Culler, “Anti-Foundational Philology,” Comparative Literature Studies 27 (1990):
50. Curiously, this is precisely the variety of philology that Paul de Man appeals to in his (in)famous
essay, “The Return to Philology,” in The Resistance to Theory (Minneapolis: University Press of Min-
nesota, 1986), 21-26, esp. 25; cf. Geoffrey G. Harpham, “Roots, Races, and the Return to Philology,”
Representations 106 (2009): 36.

27 Culler, “Anti-Foundational Philology,”52; cf. Hamacher, “95 Theses,” 38: “Philology is al-
ready, in its first impulse, philology of philology. It distances itself from the myths of philological
praxis, does not tolerate any trans-historical constants™ (thesis no. 75); Said, Humanism and Demo-
cratic Criticism, 10-11; Pollock, “Philology and Freedom,” 14; Gurd, “Introduction,” 8. For other
examples of nonfoundational conceptions of philology, see esp. Barbara Johnson, “Philology: What
Is at Stake,” in On Philology, ed. Jan Ziolkowski (University Press Park: Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity Press, 1990), 26-30; Lee Patterson, “The Return to Philology,” in The Past and Future of
Medieval Studies, ed. John H. Van Engen (Notre Dame: Notre Dame University Press, 1994), 231—
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itself historically, culturally, theoretically—"to bring unconscious activity to the
level of consciousness,” as August Boeckh remonstrates in his Encyclopaedie und
Methodologie der philologischen Wissenschaften.?® My citation here of Boeckh,
one of the giants of nineteenth-century classical philology, means to make clear
that there have also always been moments and voices within philology’s long his-
tory of practice that were less stridently foundationalist, more heuristic,
fallibilistic, aware of the inevitability of interpretation and imagination at the heart
of empiricism—Schleiemacher after all was one of Boeckh’s teachers. That is,
not only does philology by dint of its long habituated practices and sensibilities
have within it the means for interrogating its organizing conceptualizations but
also within its history there have been examples of practitioners who have done
just this. Friedrich Nietzsche heads a long list of more theoretically hospitable
and nimble philologists—indeed, he sees philology very much as a style of her-
meneutics:

the art of reading with profit—the capacity of absorbing facts without interpret-
ing them falsely, and without losing caution, patience and subtlety in the effort
to understand them ... whether one be dealing with books, with newspaper re-
ports, with the most fateful events or with weather statistics—not to mention the
“salvation of the soul.”?

And Pollock’s “future philology” is an avowedly “critical—or hermeneutical or
reflexive—philology,” a mode of thinking able “to produce not just theoretically
informed intellectual practices but practices that are themselves capable of gener-
ating new higher-order generalizations.”3° This last bit needs underscoring. In

44; Said, “Return to Philology”; Pollock, “Future Philology”; Warren, “Relating Philology,” 283-88;
J. McGann, “Philology in a New Key,” Critical Inquiry 39 (2013): 327-46.

2 August Boeckh, Encyclopaedie und Methodologie der philologischen Wissenschaften (Leip-
zig: Teubner, 1877). Partial translation as On Interpretation and Criticism, trans. J. P. Pritchard
(Norman: University Press of Oklahoma, 1968), 44.

% Friedrich Nietzsche, Antichrist, trans. H. L. Mencken (New York: Knopf, 1918 [1895]), 148
(from section 52 where Nietzsche is critiquing a certain strongly pietistic form of Christianity, and
especially tweaking theologians in their “unfitness” for the form of philology he here describes [esp.
the last bit in quotes—‘salvation of the soul”—which is a not so subtle jab at the biblical philology of
Nietzsche’s day]; Erasmus similarly critiques the theologians of his own day but from the perspective
of an avowedly humanistic form of Christianity, see “The Paraclesis,” in Christian Humanism and
the Reformation: Selected Writings of Erasmus, ed. John C. Olin, 3rd ed. [New York: Fordham Uni-
versity Press, 1987], 97-108). James 1. Porter notes well the Nietzschean horizon of Erich Auerbach’s
“world philology,” which he glosses as performing “engaged intellectual work” and thinking “about
the implications of literature and ideas for cultures, individuals, and for life itself” (“Erich Auerbach’s
Earthly (Counter-) Philology,” Digital Philology: A Journal of Medieval Cultures 2 [2013]: 246; cf.
257). Also see Porter’s broader study of Nietzsche, Nietzsche and the Philology of the Future (Stan-
ford: Stanford University Press, 2000).

3% Pollock, “Future Philology,” 948; cf. Pollock, “Liberating Philology,” 20.
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theorizing biblical philology my ambition is not solely to motivate and resource
good practice—though that is sorely needed and a good end in view—but to situ-
ate biblical philology itself as well as a mode of “immanent critique,” a critique
“based on” slow, patient, empathetic “reading,” on an “insistence on the rigorous
consideration of the documentary, textual, or linguistic bases for higher-order
claims.”! A signal example of such critique is John Hamilton’s recent Security:
Politics, Humanity, and the Philology of Care in which he harnesses philology’s
insistence on considering language and texts “within particular historical, linguis-
tic, and cultural contexts” and its Nietzschean program of slow and patient reading
that is never quite finalizable to submit the term “security” to a series of episodic
philological incursions as a means

for holding determinations at bay, for perpetuating community and its constitu-
tive communication, not by fixing [this] word’s properties conceptually, with
sovereign authority, disciplinary control, or tired complacency, but rather by pur-
suing its transit through time and across cultures and thereby allowing it to be
translated, over and over again, on the basis of its very untranslatability.>?

The result is a stunning intervention into current intellectual debates about secu-
rity. It also invites readers to extend such philology of care to other domains,
textual and worldly. Biblical philologists through our custody and care for a still
highly influential cultural text, the Bible, the manner(s) in which we exercise these
custodial privileges and responsibilities, and the intellective entailments that may
derive from either (or both) have good warrants to enter similarly into contempo-
rary intellectual conversations, and perhaps even the ethical obligation to do so
(see below).>* Philology, then, is well disposed toward critique and the generation
of ideas, whether in its traditional capacity as helpmate or ally to other modalities
of intellection (e.g., philosophy, theology) or in its own right as a set of practices
and theories that are consequential for how, why, and what is thought.

31 The language here is Gurd’s (“Introduction,” 15).

32 John Hamilton, Security: Politics, Humanity, and the Philology of Care (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2013), 19-36, 24, 34. Cf. Jeffrey Masten, Queer Philologies: Sex, Language, and
Affect in Shakespeare’s Time (Philadelphia: University Press of Pennsylvania, 2016).

33 Epistemology matters, of course, for what is thought. For example, Markus Messling notes
well how the essentialism at the heart of much nineteenth-century European philology contributed to
the formation of racist thinking: “The contribution of philology to modern racism can be very precisely
and in large part located in the fact that it essentialized (supposed) cultural characteristics in a way
that then enabled them to enter into organicist theories. Philology thus provided racist theory with the
argument that thought is determined by its forms” (“Philology and Racism: On Historicity in the Sci-
ences of Language and Text,” Annales. Histoire, Sciences Sociales 2012 [67th Year]: 163).
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ORIGINAL LANGUAGE STUDY AND COMPARISON

Phenomenologically, biblical poetry is an art of language, a literal making out of
words (Valéry), and philology (the hyper-literal “love of words™)** is, as Edward
Said has argued most eloquently in his own belated “Return to Philology,” our
principal disciplinary means for fixing and thus accessing poems (and other verbal
artifacts) through their words and worlds. Words, like the very rare verb rahas in
the line from Ps 45:2, rahas libbi dabar tob, must mean something, but as lan-
guages are limited to what they are and do and where they come from it cannot
mean just anything.*> Philology through its various practices of knowing is pre-
cisely the only means available to us for locating a text and its words in time and
for coming to know that text—philology as prototypically “the set of activities
that concern themselves systematically with human language, and in particular
with works of art composed in language.”*® In the case of r@has in Ps 45:2, all
the versions appear befuddled and resort to that foundational practice of philol-
ogy, comparison.’’ In this case, the comparison is made with the immediately
following lines in the psalm’s opening triplet, which NRSV glosses, “I address
my verses to the king; / my tongue is like the pen of a ready scribe.” These lines
foreground vocality, an act of speaking. Hence LXX’s &énpevéato lit. “to vomit”
boiled honey, or “to break out” in tumors, and also said of “rivers emptying them-
selves,” here presumably used metaphorically of speech production.’® LXX is
followed closely by Vg.’s eructo “to belch, vomit forth, throw up” and by Syr.,
which uses the Afel of nba  “to pour forth, eject, utter” (cf. Ps 119:171; 145:7).
Tg. uses the verb b ‘a’ “to ask, seek, desire, search for, require,” perhaps intuiting

3% See esp. Hamacher’s emphasis on philia as “affection for, friendship with, inclination to”
logos (“95 Theses,” 26), an aesthetic bent I return to below.

35 The only other possible occurrence of the verbal root in the Bible is yahdris, presumably a
Hiphil, in the difficult Zeph 3:17 (cf. J. J. M. Roberts, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, OTL [Lou-
isville: Westminster John Knox, 1991], 220, n. 4—*he will bring to silence,” and hence, “soothe in
his love”). Cf. also marheset “pan” (Lev 2:7; 7:9; NRSV).

3¢ Erich Auerbach, Introduction aux études de philologie romane (Vittorio Klostermann, 1949),
9 (as translated in Suzanne Fleischman, “Medieval Vernaculars and the Myth of Monoglossia: A Con-
spiracy of Linguistics and Philology,” in Literary History and the Challenge of Philology: The Legacy
of Erich Auerbach, ed. Seth Lerer (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1996], 92); cf. Boeckh, On
Interpretation, 48. Original language work features prominently in most philological projects, e.g.,
Margolis, “Biblical Philology,” 11-14; Fleischman, “Medieval Vernaculars,” 92—104; Frank, “Un-
bearable Lightness,” 492, 499; Holquist, “Forgetting our Name,” 1977; Hamacher, “95 Theses,” 25,
28, 33; Mikhail L. Gasparov, “The Ethics of Philology,” in Mikhail L. Gasparov and Michael Wachtel,
“On Bakhtin, Philosophy, and Philology: Two Essays,” PMLA 130 (2015): 137, 138; Pollock, “Phi-
lology and Freedom,” 10.

37 Turner, Philology, x; cf. Pollock, “Philology and Freedom,” 14-15.

3% S0 LS 591; see Ps 119:171, where the hiphil of nb ‘is used of lips pouring forth praise, cf. Ps 145:7.



48 F. W. Dobbs-Allsopp

a state in preparation for vocal performance, that is, “my heart seeks, desires,
searches for a good word.”

Another of philology’s prototypical acts of comparison involves situating the
language of a text within the larger understanding of that language as well as other
related languages.*® In the case of a rare verb like r@has reference to cognate lan-
guages is mandatory. The verb rhes is well attested in Syriac and other Aramaic
dialects (esp. JBA) as a verb of motion, meaning “to creep, move slowly, deliber-
ately; to start to grow.” It is most often used of the movement of vermin, insects,
reptiles—Tliterally “creeping things.”*® But the verb is also used of the movement
of the napsa’ or ritha’ in the body or the lack of feeling (lit. “movement”) in the
benumbed fingers of a hand, and in JBA (in Pael) and other late Jewish Aramaic
dialects (Tg. Lam 1:18, in Peal),*' of the specific movement of the lips when
speaking. This suggests that the psalmist may have in mind the movement of mind
(“thought™)* required by the production of (poetic) speech, which in a primar(il)y
oral culture like that of ancient Israel or Judah would have also been explicitly
vocal (with lips moving)—hence the image of literal internal eruption, belching
or spewing forth of words in the versions is perhaps not far off after all. Note also
KJB’s “inditing”—"to put into words” (OED, meaning 3af) or the Geneva Bi-
ble’s “Mine heart will viter forth.”*3

THE CLAIMS OF HISTORY

The “heart” in ancient Israelite anthropology was one site of intellection** and the
literal “good word” in view here in Ps 45 may not have the “boxed-off” and “iso-
lated” shape of the individual, spatialized “word” that the “old Hebrew” script’s
use of word division will make possible, but rather the uttered, protean “word” of
oral performance (e.g., Jer 33:14; Isa 1:10; Amos 4:1; 5:1; Ps 103:20; Silm 1.1;

3 Esp. Hamacher, “95 Theses,” 25; cf. Margolis, “Biblical Philology,” 12—13. Colleagues in
comparative literature, in particular, in recent years have been doing lots of (re)thinking about what
constitutes comparison, see esp. Rita Felski and Susan S. Friedman, Comparison: Theories, Ap-
proaches, Uses (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2013); Thomas Claviez, et al., “What
Does the Comparative Do?,” PMLA 128.3 (2013): 608-97.

40 Syr. rahsa’ and Tg. rhis are used to translate MT’s remes in Gen 1:24 and LXX’s é£epetéetar
is used to translate BH saras “to swarm” in Exod 7:28.

41 Jastrow, s. v. “wm, wm”; Jastrow also reports the gal and hiphil are used for the same in
Mishnac Hebrew (1469-70).

42 Cf. Midr. Till. on Ps 45:2 (which opposes the idea to literal “speech™).

43 Cf. Peter Craigie, Psalms 1-50, Word Bible Commentary (Waco: Word Books, 1983), 339
(“the creative process was an oral one”).

4 BDB, s. v. “a% 3.” Cf. Robert North, “Brain and Nerve in the Biblical Outlook,” Biblica 74
(1993): 592-97. The heart is also a site of emotion in biblical anthropology, see Mark S. Smith, “The
Heart and Innards in Israclite Emotional Expression: Notes from Anthropology and Psychobiology,”
JBL 117 (1998): 427-36, esp. 429.
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cf. Ps 78:1-4), which may easily encompass the verbiage of the whole poem—
Buber’s “guten Rede” may not be far off.*> The spokenness of the performance
is made explicit in the language of the succeeding two lines, ‘omér “ant “I speak”
and /ésoni “my tongue.” The image in the opening line of the psalm, then, is likely
that of the active movement of language production implicit in oral perfor-
mance—a human mind actively and vocally producing good poetry. These latter
intimations, viz. the cultural significance of certain figures of speech, the place of
orality and writing in a culture, move beyond (just) the meaning of words into the
world those words presume, and in doing so exhibit yet another of philology’s
founding dispositions, its hyper awareness of the claims of history in any act of
knowing, the need, as Lowth reminds us with regard to biblical poetry in particu-
lar, to strive (as best we can) to “see all things with their eyes, estimate all things
by their opinions; we must endeavour as much as possible to read Hebrew as the
Hebrews would have read it.”*¢ Such “historical perspectivism” also animates E.
Auerbach’s Vician brand of philology some two hundred years later: the convic-
tion “that a man’s work stems from his existence and that consequently everything
we can find out about his life serves to interpret the work.”¥ It is also the case

45 Cf. NJV: “gracious words”; Robert Alter: “goodly word” (The Book of Psalms: A Translation
with Commentary [New York: Norton, 2009], 158).

4 Lowth, Lectures, 1:113; cf. Pollock, “Future Philology,” 954: “Here what has primacy is ‘see-
ing things their way’”; Said, “Return to Philology,” 62. This is what Margolis refers to as “interpretatio
rerum” (“Biblical Philology,” 25)—"“placing a literary production in its proper milleu” (26). Indeed,
the very emergence of modern philology, as Mikhail L. Gasparov notes, “began when people started
to feel the historical distance between themselves and the ancient world” (“Ethics of Philology,” 136).

47 Auerbach, Literary Language and Its Public, 12. For other expressions of the historicism that
stands at the center of Auerbach’s philology, see especially “Philology and Weltliteratur,” The Cen-
tennial Review 13 (1969): 1-17 (trans. M and E. Said) and “Vico and Aesthetic Historicism” in Time,
History, and Literature: Selected Essays of Erich Auerbach, ed. James 1. Porter (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2014), 36. For Vico’s New Science, see Giambattista Vico, New Science: Principles
of the New Science Concerning the Common Nature of Nations, trans. D. Marsh (London: Penguin
Books, 1999). Such historical knowledge, of course, includes knowledge about the culture beyond that
which is inscribed in texts and language: “the wealth of events in human life which unfold in earthly
time constitutes a totality, a coherent development or meaningful whole, in which each individual
event is embedded in a variety of ways and through which it can be interpreted” (E. Auerbach, “Vico
and Herder,” in Time, History, and Literature, 11; cf. Herbert Grabes, “Philology and the Cultural
Turn,” in Changing Philologies, ed. Hans Lauge Hansen [Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum, 2002],
51-62; Porter, “Earthly [Counter-] Philology,” 243-65). In fact, on Porter’s reading of Auerbach (a
Jew) the incarnational center of Christian thought is in part responsible for the earthly, this-worldly,
historical thrust of Auerbach’s philology (Troeltsch was one of his teachers; see Porter, “Earthly
(Counter-) Philology,” esp. 247-54). It is worth stressing that access to the earthly, material world of
texts from antiquity assumes a robust engagement with archeology as an important coefficient in any
recovery of the historical past (e.g., Daniel Pioske, David’s Jerusalem: Between Memory and History
[New York: Routledge, 2015], esp. 42-52). Indeed, one of the distinguishing characteristics of the
Albrightian school of (American) biblical philology is precisely the prizing of the archaeological for
philological knowledge.
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that philology’s habitual scrutiny of words in their worlds exposes those worlds
to further elucidation. So Raimo Anttila distinguishes philology precisely as the
study of “language”—in “written documents”—that “serves as a means toward
the understanding of a particular culture”; “language as used by a people or an
individual in a given historical environment, the ultimate goal being the under-
standing of the human aspects.” *® This is to emphasize philology’s
indispensability for historical knowledge, that however contested and uncertain
this knowledge may be philologists are actively engaged in historical reconstruc-
tive work through the generation of historical knowledge by way of their findings.
In the striking image of the Russian philologist Mikhail L. Gasparov, as that which
“teaches us to set the binoculars of our knowledge at the necessary [historical]
distance.”* Indeed, as Pollock emphasizes, “only once we have acquired the
means, through the cultivation of philology, to access the textuality of the past can
we proceed to dispute the value of knowing it.”>® An aspiration “to recover the
past,” thus, is a “fundamental criteria” of philological practice and technique.’!

(EMERGENT) TEXTUALITY

A final, long habituated preoccupation of textual philology is textuality itself—a
“relentless focus on text as text.”>? Pollock’s working definition of philology,
“the discipline of making sense of texts,” presumes a “theory of textuality,”>?
which in Bible has been cashed out mostly within the domain of “textual criti-
cism.”** In fact, there was a time when biblical scholars were very much at the
forefront of editorial theory. Erasmus’s originary critical edition of the Greek New
Testament, the Novum Instrumentum of 1516, launched the modern enterprise of
textual criticism.>> That time, however, has passed, especially as it regards the

48 Raimo Anttila, Historical and Comparative Linguistics (Amsterdam: Benjamins, 1989), 323.

4 Gasparov, “Ethics of Philology,” 137.

30 Pollock, “Future Philology,” 950.

1 Gurd, “Introduction,” 4.

52 For the latter phrase, see Frank, “Unbearable Lightness,” 491; cf. Gurd, “Introduction,” 7.

53 Pollock, “Future Philology,” 934; see also Pollock’s further elaboration on what textuality
consists in in “Philology and Freedom”: “Texts, their history, their mode of existence, their very tex-
tuality, to say nothing of their content and, above all, as primum movens, the language itself in which
they are composed” (16).

5% E.g., Margolis, “Biblical Philology,” 19-24. For readable contemporary overviews of textual
criticism of the Hebrew Bible, see P. Kyle McCarter Jr., Textual Criticism: Recovering the Text of the
Hebrew Bible (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986); Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible,
3rd rev. ed. (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012).

55 Desiderius Erasmus, Novum Instrumentum (Basel: J. Froben, 1516). The name was changed
to Novum Testamentum with the second edition (1519), http://www.archive.org/stream/novumtesta-
mentumO0Qeras#page/n0/mode/2up. There were five lifetime editions in total (1516, 1519, 1522, 1527,
1535). Without a critical apparatus (introduced by Robert Estienne [known as Stephanus] in his own
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study of the texts of the Hebrew Bible, in no small part, I suspect, because cur-
rently there are no extant manuscripts of these traditional texts prior to the
Hellenistic period, and most practicing Bible scholars use the diplomatic edition
of the Leningrad Codex (B19a), a medieval manuscript, as presented in BHS (and
now BHQ). As a practical consequence, textuality is rarely made an issue in many
acts of biblical interpretation. Not surprisingly, then, the so-called “new philol-
ogy” of the 1990s, especially prominent in Medieval Studies,>® with its clarion
call to rethink and reengage the material realia of extant textuality,” made almost
no impact on the study of the Hebrew Bible. And even when scholars scrutinize
MT text critically (chiefly when there are obvious textual problems),”® comparing
it to the textual remains from Qumran, if there are any, and to the Hebrew Vorla-
gen reconstructed for the various versions (e.g., Tg., Syr., LXX, Vg.), this is done
by necessity at some remove from the biblical text’s presumed point of origin and
as often as not absent any robust engagement with editorial theory itself.>* As E.
Tov well emphasizes, textual criticism as traditionally practiced in Bible can at
best only point toward a textuality immediately prior to our earliest witnesses—
the so-called Urtext. It cannot get us back to any putative text of origin. And in-
deed it is quickly becoming apparent that even the working concept of an Urfext
(with its attendant notions of singularity, writerly orientation, stable authorial ar-
chetype, orderly descent of manuscripts, and the like), itself mostly a construct of
high literacy, needs radical rethinking in light of the predominantly oral and aural
world of the pre-Hellenistic Levant. In fact, most of the poetic verbal art preserved
in writing in the Bible still bears the deep impress of this pervasive orality, ap-
pears, that is, as Michael O’Connor has observed, “comparably close to the oral

third edition of the Greek New Testament of 1850), Erasmus unravels his text critical observations
(e.g., identification of variants, supporting rationale) discursively in a series of “annotations” (which
comprised 783 large folio pages by his last edition), where, for example, he gives early expression to
still leading text critical rules of thumb, such as lectio difficilior and the preference for the variant that
best explains all the variants. From a philological perspective, it also is interesting to note that Eras-
mus’s project was inspired by his discovery in 1504 (near Louvain) of a manuscript of Lorenzo Valla’s
Collatio Novi Testamenti (from 1453—1457; a series of philological notes on the New Testament), an
edition of which he (Erasmus) published in 1505 (see Christine Christ-von Wedel, Erasmus of Rotter-
dam: Advocate of a New Christianity [Toronto: University Press of Toronto, 2013], 55-59).

3¢ See esp. the special issue of Speculum (65 [1990]: 1-108) dedicated to “The New Philology”
(and for an assessment of the impact of the “New Philology,” see Gabrielle M. Spiegel, “Reflections
on The New Philology,” in Rethinking The New Medievalism, ed. R. Howard Bloch et al [Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins Press, 2014], 39-50).

57 Esp. Stephne G. Nichols, “Philology in a Manuscript Culture,” Speculum 65 (1990): 1-10.

3% So, typically Margolis, viz. “when our exegetical skill is taxed to the utmost and we are (ac-
tually or seemingly) confronted by non-sense” (“Biblical Philology,” 19).

5 On the theoretical motivation of all editorial work, see Bernard Cerquiglini, /n Praise of the
Variant: A Critical History of Philology, trans. B. Wing (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1999), 13-32. Cerquiglini’s French original was published a decade earlier (1989) and served as an
important stimulus for the 1990 Speculum issue dedicated to “The New Philology.”
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poetic situation.”®® And the kinds of textuality that can be sighted (and in part
traced) are nascent and emergent, formed at the interface with orality and there-
fore not yet anything like the high literary textuality presumed of our post-
Gutenberg world. This new (and not so new) understanding of biblical culture
challenges the informing literate bias built into many of our field’s most cherished
paradigms of criticism, “perhaps,” as Walter J. Ong stresses, “more than any other
field of learning”®'—Ong’s critique here appears to have been little noticed by
biblical scholars.

Even without specifying a more precise chronological horizon for Ps 45 be-
yond the the terminus ante quem provided by the psalm’s belated inscription at
Qumran (4QPs¢, 50-68 CE; 11QPs¢, mid-first century CE), for example, aspects
of this different textuality are readily apparent. The “new” Jewish script at Qum-
ran, like the “old” Hebrew script known from epigraphic remains of the first half
of the first millennium, was consonantal, with word division (old Hebrew: word
dividers; Qumran: spacing) and an incipient use of matres lectionis as the only
deference made to would-be readers. That is, this is a manner of writing that re-
quires active vocalization and interpretation in order to render the spoken
language and perform the psalm. For example, every written lexeme requires on
the part of a reader literal vocalization—providing the appropriate vowels—in
order for the graphic symbols on a leather scroll (in these instances) to be trans-
lated into a Hebrew word—to turn Amilk (11QPs? 8.1) into a linguistically
meaningful word, hammelek (<*-malk-) “the king” (Ps 45:6) and not, for example,
homlak “to be made a king” (Dan 9:1). The advent of matres lectionis begins to
provide some minimal readerly cues for vocalization. So, there is myswr with the
waw written in super-linearly in 11QPs¢ (8.2) for MT’s more defective misor
(“uprightness, equity”) without the waw (Ps 45:7) and distinct, for example, from
meyussar (Pual Ptc. ms abs of y-$-r “to be straight,” 1 Kgs 6:35). Word division
spatially isolates the consonantal components of a grammatical word (group), but
otherwise the running format that prevails in 11QPs¢, for example—and would
have likely prevailed for writing Hebrew poetry in all pre-Hellenistic manuscripts,
whether in the “old Hebrew” script or the Aramaic script used after the fall of
Jerusalem (cf. KA 4.2; KAI 269; TAD C1.1.6)—is virtually devoid of any other
kind of punctuation or meta-script convention as an aid in navigating the larger
discourse structures of the psalm, for example, line, stanza or poem boundaries.
The advent at Qumran of the use of extra spacing for the delineation of lineal

¢ Michael O’Connor, “Parallelism,” in The New Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics,
ed. Alex Preminger and Terry V. F. Brogan (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993), 878. For
my own elaboration on O’Connor’s insight, see F. W. Dobbs-Allsopp, “An Informing Orality: Biblical
Poetic Style,” in On Biblical Poetry (New York: Oxford University Press, 2015), 233-325.

! Walter J. Ong, Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word (London: Routledge,
1982), 173.
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units, for example as in some of the psalms preserved in 4QPs®, which are written
with two poetic lines (or cola) per columnar line separated by spacing (e.g. 11,
16.25=Ps 50:19), is a huge boon for readers. Lines of biblical verse, engineered
(initially) to accommodate human memory constraints and vocal capacities, rou-
tinely uncoil in clausal or sentential wholes, and therefore to signify these
junctures textually, graphically is to provide information about verse units and
syntactic rhythms and structures that in a running format could only be supplied
by active oralization from a reader already familiar with the aural patterns of the
poem and prepared to interpret them for a listening audience. Extra spacing is also
used (sometimes) in 4QPs® (e.g., end of II, 16.29=Ps 50:23) to indicate psalm
boundaries. Yet even such special formatting remains relatively spare (and incon-
sistent)®? in the information conveyed ocularly, far from that required for the
autoreferentiality characteristic of fully written and literate poetic discourse.

The requirement of active vocalization demanded by the very writtenness of
biblical poems—a writing that stubbornly requires extra-textual investment, input
from outside the text, to make sense of what is written in the text—resolves a
crucial dimension of the orality that informs so much biblical poetry. The very
vocality of these poems’ writtenness helps us to see that the “informing orality”
of biblical poetry is not only the trace of something in the past, bits of performa-
tive contexts that have migrated into a written residue, though to be sure it is this,
too; but such signs of orality also point ineluctably to the ongoing relevance of
oral semiotics even for the written versions of the poetic texts that have survived
in the Bible. That is, the informing orality of biblical poetry is there both because
it is a poetry, and thus a style, that emerges out of a primar(il)y oral environment
and because oral tradition (with all that this phrase connotes) remains vital to the
production and successful vocal and aural reception of this poetry, even once en-
texted (such as at Qumran).%3

The large point to be underscored here, then, is that whatever interest there
may be in an object of verbal art (like Ps 45), literary and otherwise, that interest
must be prepared to countenance the linguistic and textual medium of the object,
its very materiality, which at every turn is enmeshed in history, as is our own
coming to know such an object, our learning to read it. Texts (from the past and
otherwise) are hopelessly embedded in a multitudinous web of sociocultural-
historical forces which constitute and are constituted by a particular historical
epoch; they are a “nexus of various concrete social determinations.” ¢4

%2 Not all the psalms in 4QPs® seem to be specially formatted (Peter W. Flint, The Dead Sea
Psalms Scrolls and the Book of Psalms [Leiden: Brill, 1997], 34; Patrick W. Skehan, Eugene Ulrich,
and Peter W. Flint, “Psalms,” in Qumran Cave 4. XI. Psalms to Chronicles, ed. Emanuel Tov, et al.,
7-170, DJD XVI [Oxford: Clarendon, 2000], 50-51), for example, lineation in 1., 12.4=Ps 45:10,
which follows LXX, Masoretic pointing; I, 14.22-23(=Ps 49:10) seems unformatted.

% In detail, see Dobbs-Allsopp, On Biblical Poetry, 298-325.

%4 Jerome McGann, The Beauty of Inflections: Literary Investigations in Historical Method and
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Consequently, any interpretation of such a socially determined text is “in need of
as detailed a historical contextualization as possible.”® Philology, especially in
its textual-linguistic modality, is our principal means for effecting such thick, de-
tailed historical contextualizations. Hence Said’s (belated) idea of the philological
as “a detailed, patient scrutiny of and a lifelong attentiveness to the words and
rhetorics by which language is used by human beings who exist in history.”®® In-
deed, even Paul de Man, in his own return to philology at his life’s end, recognized
the inability to confound the messy materiality of verbal art, to pass straight
through to the literary heart of the matter, as it were, meaning somehow magically
untrammeled by medium and mediation.®” And this, too, in the name of (high)
theory: “the turn to theory occurred as a return to philology, to an examination of
the structure of language prior to the meaning it produces.”®® Literary criticism,
however high its theoretical inflection, at bottom requires reading, a “prominent”
and inescapably “philological activity.”®

THE ETHICS OF PHILOLOGY

But beyond the impress of history and the philological modes of knowing that
history both sponsors and requires, G. Spivak reminds us that philology also has
strong ethical warrants. For if we are to recognize the trace of the other manifested
in a biblical poem, for example, to catch a glimpse of a “literarity and textuality
and sensuality” of verbal art that is not our own, “it is crucial to learn” that other’s
language (and culture and history—indeed, everything we can about the other), to
“surrender” to the “linguistic rhetoricity of the original text” and to “be able to
discriminate on the terrain of the original” (all this a pastiche of Spivak’s

Theory (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985), 5.

% Lee Patterson, “Introduction: Critical Historicism and Medieval Studies,” in Literary Practice
and Social Change in Britain, 1380—1530, ed. Lee Patterson (Berkeley: University Press of California,
1990), 4; cf. F. W. Dobbs-Allsopp, “Rethinking Historical Criticism,” Biblical Interpretation 7 (1999):
241-42.

% Said, “Return to Philology,” 61.

7 de Man, “Return to Philology,” 21-26.

% de Man, “Return to Philology,” 24; cf. 25: “Literary theory raises the unavoidable question
whether aesthetic values can be compatible with the linguistic structures that make up the entities from
which these values are derived.” Plainly, de Man glosses philology chiefly with an emphasis on its
textual-linguistic modality (“the philological or rhetorical devises of language”), cf. Jan M. Ziolkow-
ski, “Metaphilology,” Journal of English and German Philology 104 (2005): 24043, esp. 242. For a
similarly generous reading of de Man’s “return to philology,” see Patterson, “Return to Philology,”
esp. 235-37.

% Boeckh, On Interpretation and Criticism, 14. This is de Man’s “mere reading” (“Return to
Philology,” 24), which as Patterson emphasizes (“Return to Philology,” 236) is not opposed to theory
but is “its central, constitutive element.”



For the Love of Words 55

language).”® Ethical intercourse requires philological rigor and intimacy. It is per-
haps of chief interest for biblicists that Spivak makes these points in an essay on
translation since the Bible has been received mostly in translation. For Spivak
translation is the most intimate act of close reading and with it comes an un-
breachable responsibility to the other. Speed reading is eschewed in favor of a
Nietzschean program of “slow” and “close” reading that “teaches to read well ...,
to read slowly, deeply, looking cautiously before and aft, with reservations, with
doors left open, with delicate eyes and fingers.””! Such a pose is the antithesis of
the “dry as dust” caricature of philology. Getting words in their worlds as right as
we can philologically is ultimately in deference to the other whose words they
were (and are) in the first place.”? That the Bible has factored prominently in the
history of philology should not be of surprise. Given the Bible’s scriptural herit-
age, it too often has been wielded—mostly in translation in the West—to
deleterious and even dehumanizing ends. Spinoza’s advocation of a democratic
polity in the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus (1670) specifically leverages his idea
of an immanent biblical philology that above all insisted on close attention being
paid to “the nature and properties of the language in which the biblical books were
composed.”” In this way Spinoza meant both to deconstruct the ideological hold
of church and synagogue on biblical interpretation in the name of a supernatural
deity (in translation) and to construct an alternative political vision for the future.
At the heart of Spinoza’s project, Pollock sums, “is the conviction that good read-
ing makes good polity: that, in this particular case, learning a philological method
for reading the Bible can transform relations of knowledge and power in the com-
monwealth and produce an egalitarian and just republic.”’* If respect for the other
morally compels us to strive philologically for a just estimation of the past (and
its products) on its own terms, then the salvific benefits which can devolve to us
in the present when we undertake such strivings should appeal to our more pre-
servative and existential instincts.”> As Boeckh emphasized from a slightly later
period than Spinoza, “the past can still instruct us”; indeed, “the ideas of the past
can and must be employed with vital reference to, and exert a purifying effect

" Gayatri C. Spivak, “The Politics of Translation,” in Qutside in the Teaching Machine (New
York: Routledge, 1993), 179-200, 189, 192. Cf. Dobbs-Allsopp, “Rethinking Historical Criticism,”
265-68.

"' Friedrich Nietzsche, Daybreak: Thoughts on the Prejudices of Morality, ed. Maudemarie
Clark and Brian Leiter; trans. R. J. Hollingdale (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 5.

2 Cf. Johnson, “Philology,” 26-30, esp. 29 (“What is at stake, then, is ... how to read ... in order
to encounter the other”).

3 Spinoza, Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, 100. For a listing of the main components of Spi-
noza’s philological method of good reading, which is “nothing less than the basic methodology of
modern philology,” see Pollock, “Philology in Three Dimensions,” 402-3.

™ Pollock, “Philology and Freedom,” 18.

> Dobbs-Allsopp, “Rethinking Historical Criticism,” 268-69.
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upon, the present.”’® In recognizing the difference of the past, and indeed culti-
vating it through the philological, we make palpable for ourselves the lived
experience of “historical multiplicity”” and human contingency, and thus construct
a place from which to measure and critique the present in an effort to shape a more
humane future—a future, that is, in which we might accept our historical fate
“with more equanimity so that we will not hate whoever opposes us—even when
we are forced into a posture of antagonism.””” This is Auerbach, for whom “hu-
manism” was “the true purpose of philology.””®

THE POLITICAL

It is perhaps not surprising that the likes of Auerbach, who was displaced by Na-
zism, Gasparov, whose life and work emerged (initially) under the press of Soviet
tyranny, and Said and Spivak, for whom the unmasking and unmaking of the co-
lonial was and is always in view, would insist on thinking philology through the
ethical—philology for the other. And no doubt many of philology’s leading prac-
tices, sensibilities, and values do dispose philology toward the ethical. But this is
not inevitable. There are no guarantees. Good practice need not lead to good pol-
ity. And good ideas may always be wielded to hurtful ends. The history of
philology is itself littered with what can only be described as ugly and evil—here
I have in mind especially the latent and not so latent—and at times even blatant—
racism that so often attended philological practice and thinking during the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries.”” The goods of philology ultimately require active

6 Boeckh, On Interpretation ad Criticism, 25, 24.

77 Auerbach, “Philology and Weltliteratur,” 1-17, 7.

8 Auerbach, “Philology and Weltliteratur,” 4. Gasparov closes his short essay, “The Ethics of
Philology” with a very similar thought: “Philology studies the egocentrism of other cultures and thus
forces us not to give in to our own egocentrism, not to delude ourselves into thinking that cultures of
the past were created for us but to think about how we ourselves should be creating a new culture”
(Gasparov and Wachtel, “On Bakhtin, Philosophy, and Philology,” 138). Cf. Patterson, “Return to
Philology,” 240; Dobbs-Allsopp, “Rethinking Historical Criticism,” 269—71; Said, “Return to Philol-
ogy,” 57-84; Markus Messling, “Disziplinires (Uber-) Lebenswissen: Zum Sinn einer kritischen
Geschichte der Philologie,” Lendemains. Etudes comparées sur la France 129 (2008): 102—10; War-
ren, “Relating Philology,” 283-88. There are other avenues open to philology and philologists for
confronting the past and appreciating the plurality that such confrontations reveal, especially in disciplines
like ours where the textuality under scrutiny also has a long history of reception. Pollock calls this the
“second dimension” (or “plane”) of his “future philology”—the dimension inhabited by the “long gener-
ations” of a text’s “previous readers” (Pollock, “Philology in Three Dimensions,” esp. 402—7).

7 Some of this comes in for critique by Edward Said in his Orientalism (2nd ed. [New York:
Vintage, 1994], 130-48) and in The World, the Text, and the Critic ((Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1983], 268—-89). (I note especially his comments on the French biblical scholar, Ernest Renan.)
See also Maurice Olender, Languages of Paradise: Race, Religion, and Philology in the Nineteenth
Century (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1992); Markus Messling and Ottmar Ette, eds., Wort
Macht Stamm: Rassismus und Determinismus in der Philologie (Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 2013);
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cultivation and implementation by particular people (philologists) in particular
situations if they are to be realized.® They will not devolve on their own or as a
necessary consequence of “good” practice and “sound” method. That is, philology
requires an active politics.®! This begins for me, first, with resisting the very pull
of political quietism that the pose of methodological neutrality and the aspiration
towards (a certain) scientism that has haunted so many of philology’s modern
inflections, including much (most) biblical philology, seem to authorize and, then,
with elaborating the political impulses that (can) inhere in philological practice
itself, such as a propensity for patience and tolerance and fallibilistic thinking that
gets inculcated in philology’s habit of “reading in slow motion” and perseverance
in the perpetual deferment of its work and findings—that “willingness” of philol-
ogy “to defer interpretation,” as Lee Patterson notices, which “has always been
one of the things that has most irritated its critics.”®? In fact, given my own non-
foundationalist and highly pragmatic epistemological orientation politics floods
into my (biblical) philology from the outset even though it is not always possible,
as Pollock reminds us, “to draw a perfectly straight-line between a philological
method and a critical theory of culture and power.”®* Nevertheless, philology has
political projects to achieve, one of which is the very cultivation of (in my case)
a (biblical) philology awake to the ethical and the political that authorize, moti-
vate, shape, and result from its practices, theories, and leading ideas.

BEING A PHILOLOGIST OTHERWISE

At its best and when actively cultivated and acted upon, philology can be liberat-
ing, “a way of life” that aims toward the Rortarian ideal of “the possibility of, or

Harpham’s sobering review in “Roots, Races, and the Return to Philology” (here, too, biblicists come
in for comment); Messling, “Philology and Racism,” 151-80; Messling, “Text and Determination: On
Racism in Nineteenth Century European Philology,” Philological Encounters 1 (2016): 79—104.
Stephanie H. Jed also reveals the gendered bias of much philology (Chaste Thinking: The Rape of
Lucretia and the Birth of Humanism [Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1989], esp. ch. 1).

80 The allusion is to Auerbach’s closing remark about his writing of Mimesis in “Epilegomena
to Mimesis” (trans. Jan M. Ziolkowski; included as an appendix in Erich Auerbach, Mimesis: The
Representation of Reality in Western Literature Fiftieth anniversary Edition, trans. W. R. Trask
[Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2013], 559-74, 574): “Mimesis is quite consciously a book
that a particular person, in a particular situation, wrote at the beginning of the 1940s.” Here, too, recall
Said’s emphasis on an “active” and ideological invested notion of philology (“Return to Philology,”
esp. 59, 70-83).

81 E.g., Jed, “Tum Brutus castigator lacrimarum: The Cruelty of Brustus and the Politics of Phi-
lology,” in Chaste Thinking; Said, “Return to Philology,” esp. 70-83; Sheldon Pollock, “Towards a
Political Philology: D. D. Kosambi and Sanskrit,” Economical and Political Weekly (July 26, 2008),
52-59; Hamilton, Security; cf. Dobbs-Allsopp, “Rethinking Historical Criticism,” 254—59.

82 Patterson, “Return to Philology,” 236; cf. Szondi, “On Textual Understanding,” 5; Schestag,
“Philology, Knowledge,” 43.

8 Pollock, “Towards a Political Philology,” 52.
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the obligation to construct, a planet-wide inclusivist community”®* (i.e., a libera-
tion philology). Philology also needs in turn, as Pollock stresses, to be liberated
from itself and at times from its past (i.e., a “liberated philology”).®> The carica-
ture of the dry-as-dust philologist is easily conjured. Perhaps its most famous
poetic rendering is by W. B. Yeats in his 1916 poem “The Scholars™:

BALD heads forgetful of their sins,
Old, learned, respectable bald heads
Edit and annotate the lines

That young men, tossing on their beds,
Rhymed out in love’s despair

To flatter beauty’s ignorant ear.

They’1l cough in the ink to the world’s end,
Wear out the carpet with their shoes
Earning respect; have no strange friend,

If they have sinned nobody knows:

Lord, what would they say

Should their Catullus walk that way!*

The portrait, though a hundred years old, remains strikingly familiar, so much so
that many can fill out the image with ease from Yeats’s various cues, viz. “Old,
learned, respectable bald heads” (1. 2), editing and annotating “lines” (1. 3), cough-
ing in “ink” (1. 7), “earning respect” (. 9), having no “friend,” “strange” or
otherwise (1. 9). The OED’s main entry for “philologist” reads as follows: “A
person devoted to learning or literature; a scholar, esp. of literature or classics.
Now rare.” The editorial comment—"“Now rare”—refers to contemporary usage
of the term, but may be misread just as productively as noting the scarcity nowa-
days of self-identified, practicing philologists. And with good reason, for who
would aspire to the “scholars” Yeats evokes, philologists who now as then remain
“generally untheoretical, unmodern, un-trans, and uncool”?%” 1 want to oppose
this patently unflattering (if well-earned) image of a philologist with the one that
emerges in a breathtaking article, “The Unbearable Lightness of Being a

8 Pollock, “Philology and Freedom,” 19, 27. The quote is taken from Robert Brandom, Rorty
and His Critics (Oxford: Blackwell, 2000), 1 (as cited by Pollock).

85 Pollock, “Liberating Philology,” 20.

8 Here given as originally published in Poetry 7 (Feb, 1916), 226, https:/archive.org/de-
tails/jstor-20570690; and then included in The Wild Swans at Coole (London/New York: Macmillan,
1919 [1917]), 25, https://archive. org/details/wildswansatcooleOOyeat. The second stanza is signifi-
cantly revised in the Collected Poems, 1889—1939, https://archive.org/details/WBY eats-Collected
Poems1889-1939: “All shuffle there; all cough in ink; / All wear the carpet with their shoes; / All think
what other people think; / All know the man their neighbour knows. / Lord, what would they say / Did
their Catullus walk that way?”

87 The latter quotation is from Pollock, “Liberating Philology,” 18.
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Philologist,” which the medieval philologist Roberta Frank authored in celebra-
tion of the one hundredth anniversary of the founding of the Journal of English
and German Philology (in 1997).88 I cannot do the essay full justice as its portrai-
ture is enacted on a much larger canvas than Yeats’s short poem, twenty-seven
pages of philological analysis, interpretation, and critique. I confine myself to just
a few threads to give a flavor of Frank’s conception of a working philologist, one
that I find far more congenial to my own experience of philology. Her second
paragraph sets out the aims for the essay by contrasting the worry over a journal
produced (certainly originally) for Yeats’s “old, learned ... bald heads” with a
striking, countervailing image:

The rhetoric of crisis is predictable and easy to master: denunciations and dis-
criminations, admonitions and exhortations, opaque Latin stems larded with
thick syllables back and front, vagueness masking our helplessness. But this cel-
ebration calls for lightness—Ilow-cal, low-cost, with wings to soar. The pages
that follow try to sketch the subtlety and fine detail at the heart of philological
study, the attentiveness to minutiae that only love allows. I begin by tracking,
among other things, the nimbleness and quickness of early alliterative verse, its
words in perpetual pursuit of things and each other. I end with an attempt to
capture and interrogate a few key emblems of weightlessness running through
northern poetry, images like that of the swan, silent until lifted by wind and plum-
age above the heaviness of the world. Philology herself lurks resolutely below in
her cluttered den, tirelessly recording with all the craft she can muster the meta-
morphoses of her light and airborne spouse Mercury.®

This is not quite Yeats, not poetry. Yet there is language and passion here that
soar, an artfulness that Nietzsche would approve. That is, already in Frank’s very
manner of writing there is a noticeably different kind of philological staging. One
that is light, sophisticated, imaginative, humble, fun. Her essay, nonetheless, is
replete with deep learning, rich philological detail (e.g., a scrupulous analysis of
examples of Old English and Old Norse alliterative verse). She is no less
“learned” than Yeats’s “old” baldies. And, importantly, she and (personified) Phi-
lology, too, are shes. Gender matters. Race and ethnicity matter. Philology has
long been the preserve of men, mostly caucasian, mostly Euro-American. So, we
should not be surprised to find gender (“phallology”®®) and racial-ethnic biases
embedded deeply within some of our most cherished philological practices and
self-conceptions. Yet as philology in this newly wired world begins to move

8 Frank, “Unbearable Lightness,” 486-513.

8 Frank, “Unbearable Lightness,” 486.

% Carla Freccero, “Practicing Queer Philology with Marguerite de Navarre: Nationalism and the
Castigation of Desire,” in Queering the Renaissance, ed. Jonathan Goldberg (Durham, NC: Duke Uni-
versity Press, 1994), 120. To a similar end, see Mieke Bal’s provocatively titled “Virginity: Toward a
Feminist Philology” (Dispositio 12 [1987]: 65-82).
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beyond print and beyond its familiar stomping grounds in Bible, Classics, and
Indo-European languages and literature it makes possible a more inclusive, di-
verse, and pluralistic future. The new journal Philological Encounters was
established explicitly in dedication “to the study of philology from a global and
comparative perspective,” as a means of supporting “research in marginalized and
undocumented textual practices and literary cultures” and “integrating texts and
scholarly traditions from Asia, Africa, and the Middle East, as well as from Eu-
rope itself, through a critical recuperation of the craft of philology.”' Biblical
philology stands to gain much from this shift toward a more “transhistorical per-
spective,” not least in availing itself of the rich metatheoretical thinking about
philology that has taken place outside the bounds of Bible over the last quarter of
a century (in particular).”> Collaboration becomes the new watchword®® and a po-
tentially powerful antidote to the “ethic of mastery” that has haunted large swaths
of philological study since the early nineteenth century,’ the old “arrogance” of
“claiming to know the text better than it knows itself,” which as Frank remarks,
“can kill the very knowledge [philology] seek[s]**—and not just knowledge but
people, too. And without surrendering the place and space for language- and text-
specific expertise—the very knowledge-base that “underlies everyone’s experi-
ence of readable texts™**—collaboration beyond the borders of parochial expertise

°! Islam Dayeh, “Introducing Philological Encounters,” Philological Encounters 1 (2016): 1.
Cf. Sheldon Pollock, Benjamin A. Elman, and Ku-ming Kevin Chang, eds., World Philology (Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 2015).

%2 One of the more deleterious effects of the rise of the modern academy, on Turner’s telling
(also see Pollock, “Liberating Philology™), is the ghettoization of philology within discrete area studies
(e.g., classics, Bible, Germanic studies) such as to greatly hinder interdisciplinary conversation and
cross-pollination on matters of common interest, theory, and practice—a situation that is exacerbated
for biblical philology in North America by the additional sequestering of so much of biblical studies
within seminaries and divinity schools. In littering the body of this essay (and even more so in the
notes) with the names of nonbiblicists I mean to draw attention to these broader discussions of philol-
ogy. Indeed, the study of the Bible in most respects is not unique, and thus in my view always needs
to be embedded within the wider canons of humanistic learning. We biblical philologists certainly
have much to learn from our fellow philologists in other disciplines.

5 Here we might still learn from our scientific colleagues who have long mounted large-scale,
collaborative research projects and embraced multi-authored publications, see Daston and Most, “His-
tory of Science.” Writing in 1878, Lucian Miiller emphasizes (and indeed valorizes) the strong
disinclination in philology to collaborate: “It is, from time to time, bemoaned that philologists so rarely
join together in common labor.... Now it seems to me that very weighty considerations stand against
such a collaboration....” (Gedanken iiber das Studium der classischen Philologie [Berlin, 1878], 81—
82 as cited in James Whitman, “Nietzsche in the Magisterial Tradition of German Classical Philol-
ogy,” Journal of the History of Ideas 47 [1986]: 464—65).

% For example, Whitman (“Nietzsche in the Magisterial Tradition,” 453—68, 457) names this ethic
and contrasts it with what he calls the “magisterial” tradition of philology (to which Nietzsche is heir), a
tradition that is less chauvinistic (less arrogant in Frank’s terminology) and more hermeneutically nimble.

% Frank, “Unbearable Lightness,” 492.

% Warren, “Relating Philology,” 283.
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decenters that expertise and simultaneously animates non-expert knowledge and
insight, whether of a co-lateral philology or even of the non-philological. The Bi-
ble has far, far more nonphilological than philological readers. One of the chiefest
benefits of the digital revolution is increasingly wider and easier access to expert
knowledge of all sorts, philological and otherwise. This presents biblical philolo-
gists with an opportunity to reconceptualize how we exercise our custodial care
of and for the Bible. We, I think, can afford to be more welcoming and less arro-
gant with respect to the large, non-philological readership of the Bible, confident
of their desire for a more informed reading experience, and, then, in return, the
opportunity for us to hear our expertise digested and filtered back through their
own expertise—theological, ideological, historical, homiletic, literary critical, an-
thropological, lay—which in turn becomes yet further fodder for our ongoing
philological work. To emphasize, however crucial parochial philological
knowledge (viz. language-, history-, culture-specific knowledge) is to making
texts readable that knowledge in light of the plurality that defines our world’s
lived realities can no longer afford to be enacted only parochially. Auerbach’s
critique of such parochialism (already in 1952) leveled specifically against Pro-
vengal philology may be extended to all philological practice, including biblical
philology: “To be a Provengal specialist in our day and age, for example, and to
command only the immediately relevant linguistic, paleological and historical
facts, is hardly enough to be a good specialist.””” My aim, then, is nothing less
than to re-embed biblical philology (which is the general study of biblical litera-
ture) within the larger philological study of the literatures of the world, as a
philology of and for the world (ethically, politically, ideologically), and thus be-
yond the strictly parochial.

CONCLUSION

As I indicated at the outset, this is only a start to the kind of theorizing biblical
philology deserves and requires if it is to continue to fund the art of reading texts
in our field. More topics are worthy of critical attention, but consideration of these
will need to be deferred till another time—theorizing (biblical) philology like all
philological work is ultimately always accomplished in deferral.*®

7 Auerbach, “Philology and Weltliteratur,” 9.

% Cf. Jacques Derrida, “Différance,” in Speech and Phenomena and Other Essays on Husserl’s
Theory of Signs, trans. D. B. Allison (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1973), 129-50. The
hitherside of philological theory is the act of reading such theory makes possible. For some examples
of my own work that seeks to illustrate different possibilities for reading that the kind of unhurried,
close philological reasoning about texts and textuality that I have been gesturing towards in this essay
opens onto, see F. W. Dobbs-Allsopp, “R(az/ais)ing Zion in Lamentations 2,” in David and Zion:
Biblical Studies in Honor of J. J. M. Roberts, ed. Bernard F. Batto and Kathryn L. Roberts (Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2004), 21-68; Dobbs-Allsopp, “The Way of Poetry in Psalm 133,” in On
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Joseph and His Allies in Genesis 29-30

Daniel E. Fleming

For readers of the Bible whose priority is to understand the collection in its var-
ied ancient settings, historical distinctions are essential, as is the ever-present
problem of how to read the collected efforts of scribal generations against real
place and time. This problem has been the preoccupation of literary history,
which Julius Wellhausen cast as “prolegomena” to the history of Israel.! No
matter what processes are proposed to explain individual compositions, literary-
historical study offers the opportunity both to understand better the work and
intent of connected wholes and to read their contributing parts without the guid-
ing hand of those later scribes. One historical interest underlying such work has
been religion, to recognize the difference between systematic effort toward
something like monotheism and underlying attitudes that lack such concern.?

In spite of the historical interest that this endeavor takes for granted, we are
constantly in danger of letting the perspectives of later biblical contributors gov-
ern our interpretation simply because it has not occurred to us to imagine
different realities below the surface of their work. In ongoing collaborative re-
search, Lauren Monroe and I have set about probing some of the basic names
that define the peoples of the Bible, especially those of the highland center: Isra-

I offer this study of history and biblical writing in appreciation for P. Kyle McCarter Jr., who
has been occupied long and fruitfully with similar concerns.

! The still-powerful idea comes from the title of Wellhausen’s classic work, translated into
English by W. Robertson Smith: Prolegomena to the History of Israel (Edinburgh: Black, 1885).
“Literary history” has maintained this expectation that it matters not just to reconstruct a relative
chronology of textual change for biblical writing but that the actual settings for such writing matter.
In seeking to identify layers in such classic texts, the practitioners of literary history do not fail to
appreciate the beauty and impact of the whole but rather drive to understand voices below the final
one that have given shape to what later writers may have reimagined.

2 The distinction of historical change can have obvious and overwhelming impact on under-
standing biblical religion and the realities that lie behind and within it. This has been the ongoing
labor of Mark Smith, who began the task with his Early History of God: Yahweh and the Other
Deities in Ancient Israel (New York: Harper & Row, 1990).
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el itself; the groups eventually regarded as the tribes of Ephraim, Manasseh, and
Benjamin; and in a new project launched by Monroe, the mysterious people of
Joseph.®> Our method presses to identify uses of these names that contrast with
their more familiar biblical applications, and we propose that such contrasts of-
ten indicate older notions, unless they can be explained by demonstrably later
conceptions.

The book of Genesis assembles lore associated with Israel’s founding past,
reaching back to a time when peoples could be identified by individuals who
carried their names, related in familial terms.* Israel itself is defined as a family
of half-brothers under a single father, detailed in a birth narrative with four
mothers in 29:31-30:24.3 Certain oddities attach to this family account, especial-
ly when read against various biblical lists of Israel’s twelve tribes. First of all,
while the finished narrative eventually introduces the name Israel in 32:29, the
main story of the father and his wives identifies him as Jacob, and chapter 33
goes on to recount the reunion of Jacob and Esau. In the birth narrative itself, the
three most prominent peoples of the central highlands are missing: Ephraim,
Manasseh, and Benjamin. Finally, the focal point of the birth narrative is not one
of the peoples of Israel at all, or only so by combining Ephraim and Manasseh as
a further generation: Joseph, as the lone son of the beloved Rachel.®

Without intent to reconstruct a full literary history of the Jacob material in
Genesis, my interest is instead the particular oddity of Joseph as the culmination
of the birth sequence.” I propose that we must reconsider the assumed identifica-

3 Monroe is working toward a book tentatively titled, Joseph the Hebrew and the Genesis of
Ancient Israel.

4 This is implicit in the essential notion of ancestral narrative in any terms, not requiring genea-
logical linkage between different figures. We should distinguish characters who are not directly
identified with peoples or polities, such as Abraham and Isaac, from Joseph or Judah, who represent
particular group identities. Jacob is a special case, profoundly connected to Israel and yet not equiva-
lent to it.

5 The tribes are the sons of Leah and Rachel as wives, and of Zilpah and Bilhah, their servants:
Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah, Issachar, and Zebulun for Leah; Joseph for Rachel; Gad and Asher for
Zilpah; and Dan and Naphtali for Bilhah. Benjamin is only born with Rachel’s death in Gen 35:16—
18.

¢ The births of Manasseh and Ephraim to Joseph are announced before the arrival of Jacob’s
other sons in Egypt (Gen 41:51-52). In Gen 48, Jacob reverses the order of their priority as peoples,
in favor of Ephraim over his older brother.

7 There is, of course, an enormous literature on the composition and transmission history of the
Jacob materials in Genesis. See in particular Albert de Pury, Promesse divine et légende cultuelle
dans le cycle de Jacob: Genése 28 et les traditions patriarcales (Paris: Gabalda, 1975); de Pury,
“Situer le cycle de Jacob: Quelques réflexions vingt-cing ans plus tard,” in Studies in the Book of
Genesis, ed. André Wénin (Leuven: Peeters, 2001), 213—41; Erhard Blum, Die Komposition der
Vitergeschichte (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1984); Blum, “The Jacob Tradition,” in The
Book of Genesis: Composition, Reception, and Interpretation, ed. Craig A. Evans, Joel N. Lohr, and
David L. Petersen (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 181-211; David Carr, Reading the Fractures of Genesis:
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tion of Jacob with Israel that is provided later in the finished text and is shared
by Hos 12:13, “Jacob fled to the countryside of Aram; Israel served for a wife;
for a wife he kept watch.” Certain features separate the chapters 29 and 30, with
their focus on Jacob’s wives, from the account of return in chapters 31-33, and
the birth narrative leaves us with a political geography for the wife sequence
sharply at odds with ordinary readings that are informed by the later equation of
Jacob with Israel.® On their own, chapters 29 and 30 present Joseph as the peo-
ple with whom the audience identifies, the long-awaited son of Rachel, and
Jacob is the father who explains a variety of relationships with half-brothers
most naturally understood as Joseph’s allies.

JOSEPH IN THE BIRTH NARRATIVE®

I begin with the birth narrative itself, which may be taken as an insertion based
on features such as the introduction of Zilpah and Bilhah as servants for Leah
and Rachel in 29:24 and 29, only to anticipate their role in what follows.'° How-
ever we account for the combination of the marriage to two sisters in chapter 29
with the competition to be mothers, this material together provides the point of
reference for the Rachel-Leah motif in Genesis. As we have it, the birth narra-

Historical and Literary Approaches (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996); Harald-Martin
Wabhl, Die Jakoberzdhlungen (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1997); Jean-Daniel Macchi and Thomas Romer
eds., Jacob: Commentaire a plusieurs voix de Gen 25-36 (Geneva: Labor et Fides, 2001); Israel
Finkelstein and Thomas Romer, “Comments on the Historical Background of the Jacob Narrative in
Genesis,” ZAW 126 (2014): 317-38; Nadav Na’aman, “The Jacob Story and the Formation of Bibli-
cal Israel,” T4 41 (2014): 95-125; Marvin Sweeney, “The Jacob Narratives: An Ephraimite Text?,”
CBQ 78 (2016): 236-55.

8 It is common to treat Gen 29-31 as a unit without recognizing the degree to which chapter 31
stands apart, even as the last chapter is dependent on either this or another version of the story about
Jacob, Laban, and Laban’s daughters. This is partly because the allusions to the Jacob story in Hos
12 are mostly concerned with Jacob and Laban and show awareness of narrative from all three chap-
ters (Finkelstein and Roémer, “Comments on the Historical Background,” 322; after de Pury, “Situer
le cycle,” 227-37). See also the commentary discussions of the pre-Priestly Jacob narrative in Claus
Westermann, Genesis 12—-36: A Commentary (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1985 [German 1981]), 407—
8; and Horst Seebass, Genesis Il: Vitergeschichte II (23,1-36,43) (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neu-
kirchener, 1999), 325, 371-73. The divergent character of chapter 31 will be addressed further
below.

% I addressed the birth narrative in previous work on the Israelite setting for a core Jacob story
in Genesis, with attention to its approach to Israel as an association of tribes (Daniel E. Fleming, The
Legacy of Israel in Judah’s Bible: History, Politics, and the Reinscribing of Tradition [Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2012], 74-81). The analysis offered here examines what I now con-
clude to be a contrasting set of assumptions that underlie the fully formed Jacob narrative.

10 Westermann states that “it is an insertion into an insertion. It consists of genealogical notes
tacked together and elaborated in narrative style, all independent of the Jacob-Laban conflict.”
Westermann, Genesis 12-36, 408. Cf. Westermann, Genesis 12—-36, 467 for 29:24 and 29 added, to
prepare for the birth narrative. Cf. Blum, “Jacob Tradition,” 207 n. 79.
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tive in Gen 29-30 is entirely occupied with the celebration of Joseph as Rachel’s
only son until the awkward hint of Benjamin at the end, necessary to yield the
sum of twelve. Benjamin only arrives with the separate account of Rachel’s
death in 35:16-18, This awkwardness is embodied in the double etiology for
Joseph, first by Elohim (“God has removed my disgrace,” 30:23) and then by
Yahweh (“May Yahweh add for me another son,” v. 24). The second of these
looks outside the narrative to Benjamin and inserts Yahweh into a rivalry that
had been adjudicated by Elohim (30:2, 6, 17-18, 20, 22).""!

The Joseph-centered birth sequence must have lacked concern for the
number twelve, and it is likely that some of the eleven now present in the text
were added to yield the requisite tally.!?> Comparison of the birth narrative with
the blessings of Jacob in Gen 49 suggests that the six sons of Bilhah, Zilpah, and
finally Leah in 30:1-20 belong to a core account. Through this sequence we
follow the competition between rival wives, and the repeated births give dra-
matic effect to Joseph’s appearance at the end. Moreover, the collection of
northern and eastern groups outside the central highlands matches, in different
order, the six groups identified by Jean-Daniel Macchi as the core sayings of
Gen 49: Dan, Naphtali, Gad, Asher, Issachar, and Zebulun.'? Reuben, the first
son born to Leah in 29:32, helps his mother bear Issachar in the later narrative
and is therefore most easily left in the older account. Simeon, Levi, and Judah,
however, present three groups not part of the northern kingdom’s geography.'4
Joshua 19 considers Simeon to be situated within the southern extent of Judah;
Levi is the sacred class without land; and Judah provides a first culmination for
Leah’s children that claims an important place for the eventual southern king-
dom as a tribal son of Jacob. This would yield a total of eight peoples in the

! See the analysis of Tzemah Yoreh, “How Many Sons Did Jacob Have according to E?,”
ZAW 118 (2006): 264—68. Yoreh forces compelling observations about contrasting elements within
the birth narrative into a documentary framework that requires distribution of two types of material
between an older E text and a later J revision. For the failure of J/E sources to account for the con-
tents of the birth narrative, see Blum, Die Komposition, 106—7.

12 The discussion here begins from the reasoning in Fleming, Legacy of Israel, and points of
divergence between the present article and that earlier work will be pointed out as they arise.

13 See my interaction with Macchi on Gen 49 in Fleming, The Legacy of Israel, 85-90; cf.
Jean-Daniel Macchi, Israél et ses tribus selon Genése 49 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1999).

4 For a careful argument that all four of Leah’s first sons were added secondarily, see Ulrike
Schorn, Ruben und das System des zwolf Stamme Israels: Redaktionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen
zur Bedeutung des Erstgeborenen Jakobs (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1997) 63-79. As throughout her pro-
ject, the effort to remove Reuben from all early material (including the Song of Deborah in Judg 5)
remains insufficient.
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basic narrative of competing mothers and the resulting half-brothers: Joseph
from Rachel and seven from the other three women. '3

While the Genesis birth narrative revolves around Leah and Rachel as Ja-
cob’s wives, the servants Zilpah and Bilhah do more than just retard the action:
they give the resulting family a variety and balance of relationship by descent,
so that the sons of Jacob are not simply divided into two groups. The tribal ge-
ography of Joshua cannot be understood as an absolute reference, but these lists
do offer at least one notion of how the traditional peoples of Israel related to the
land. As in the story, Reuben stands strangely apart from his full siblings, across
the Jordan in what ought to belong to Moab. Otherwise, Leah’s sons Issachar
and Zebulun combine as the nearest northern neighbors to the central highlands,
separated only by the Jezreel Valley.!® Leah’s servant Zilpah is responsible for
Dan and Naphtali, both reaching further north from Issachar and Zebulun, with
Dan a particularly slippery geographical problem.!” Gad and Asher, the sons of
Rachel’s servant Bilhah, are not contiguous and lie to the east and northwest of
the central highlands. In the Song of Deborah, both Asher and the eastern Gilead
decline to join forces against “the kings of Canaan” in the Jezreel Valley, along
with Reuben and Dan (Judg 5:16-17).

On this regional map, the central highlands that remained the abiding polit-
ical hub of the northern kingdom are represented only by Joseph, the son of
Jacob’s favored wife. All the other peoples in the birth narrative are only half-
brothers to Joseph, so that the central highlands are bounded on the north and
east by groups both identified with and yet deeply separate from Joseph, as seen
by accounts of sons by different mothers in the royal households of David and
his descendants.'® Taken on its own, Israel is never mentioned in Gen 29-30.
We have here the family of Jacob. Within that family, Joseph stands alone as the

!5 Yoreh removes Zilpah and her two sons, Gad and Asher, without convincing argument.
Yoreh, “How Many Sons,” 206. His reading of 30:8, however, which I had not known when writing
previously, would confirm the inclusion of Reuben: when Rachel declares with satisfaction, “I have
grappled with my sister and won,” her count of two sons through Bilhah (Dan and Naphtali) would
just surpass that of Leah if her sister has only Reuben.

16 The implied relationship between Joseph south of the Jezreel Valley and the two sons of
Leah to its immediate north recalls the alliance of Zebulun and Issachar with Ephraim and Benjamin
as peoples from the Central Highlands in the Song of Deborah (Judg 5:14—15); see the new analysis
by Lauren Monroe in her “On the Origins and Development of ‘Greater Israel,”” HBAI (forthcoming).

17 Judges 18 envisions a full-scale migration of Dan from Zorah and Eshtaol (v. 2), which the
Samson narrative considers the home of his father Manoah (13:25; 16:31), and the Joshua territorial
allotments assign first to Judah (15:33) and then to Dan (19:41) in an apparent acknowledgement of
Judg 18.

% The importance of half versus full sibling relationship is crucial to Absalom’s defense of his
sister Tamar against their half-brother Amnon in 2 Sam 13; and the jockeying for succession to
David recounted in 1 Kgs 1 pits Adonijah against Solomon, with the latter supported by his mother
Bathsheba.
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long-awaited son of Rachel, Jacob’s favored wife, and all the other sons stand at
some remove. This is a Joseph text, and we must reconsider the significance of
his defining centrality.

JACOB AND HIs WIVES IN GENESIS 29-30

In the sweep of the finished Jacob story, the patriarch is born as the younger
twin of Esau, whom he robs first of birthright and then of blessing, the second
crime compounded by manipulation of their aged father Isaac. This last event
becomes the impetus for Jacob’s trip to foreign parts, given two preparatory
explanations that may both be secondary to the journey account in itself. The
characterization of the journey as flight from Esau’s anger is accomplished in
27:41-45, where Rebekah tells Jacob to go to her brother Laban at Haran, with
hope of return when Esau’s wrath subsides. A Priestly comment in 27:46-28:9
then names the destination as Paddan-Aram and casts the voyage not as flight
but as acquisition of a wife within the extended family, in contrast to Esau’s
marriage to Canaanite women.'” Laban and Haran in the initial bridge (27:43)
reflect Jacob’s destination as recounted when Rachel sweeps him off his feet in
chapter 29.

The reference to Jacob’s return in 27:45 anticipates the narrative arc that
reaches through chapters 31-33, where he sets about the complicated task of
disentangling himself from Laban and dodging potential difficulties with Esau, a
storyline that embraces both Jacob’s offense in chapter 27 and his time away in
chapters 28-30. The reverse cannot be said of the main journey narrative, which
makes no reference to Esau and what supposedly sent Jacob to a foreign land. In
28:10, Jacob leaves Beersheba for Haran, picking up the location of Isaac in
26:33 and looking toward the shepherds’ place of origin in 29:4. While the com-
position history of what follows is debated, it is clear that the story serves
especially to link Jacob to Bethel, where he sets up a sacred stone in response to
an encounter there with God.?° The prospect of Jacob’s return comes up twice,
both in sections that may be elaborations: first with Yahweh’s blessing in verses

19 For examination of the entire Priestly rendition of Jacob, which would take particular interest
in explaining Jacob’s flight, see de Pury, “Situer le cycle,” 221-27.

20 Genesis 28:10-22 has been a key source for proving the reality of parallel J and E docu-
ments, and Blum (Die Komposition) makes it a point of departure in his proposal that the ancestor
narratives in Genesis cannot be explained adequately by documentary divisions. He proposes instead
that originally shorter texts were expanded or combined based on fresh definition of their bounds,
sometimes leaving hints of new reasoning in redactional comments. Blum proposes that the Jacob
narrative took its first full form from the contents of Gen 25B*, 27*, and *29-31 only; chapters 28
and 32 were added to this secondarily, though still in the kingdom of Israel (before 720); see more
recently, Blum, “Jacob Tradition.” Notice that the Bethel episode is already assumed in Hos 12:5,
and this chapter takes for granted a story that includes some version of Jacob’s return in Gen 31-33.
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13—15 and then in verses 20-22 with Jacob’s vow to make Yahweh his god on
the moment of return to his father’s house.?! Some version of this cycle of flight
and return is already presupposed in the allusions of Hos 12, which mention
Jacob’s struggle with his brother in the womb (v. 4), his “flight” (verb nn2) to
Aram (v. 13), the encounter at Bethel (v. 5), service to gain a wife (v. 13), and
wrestling with an “angel” (v. 5). So far as a cycle that parallels Gen 27-32/33
was already in place by the late eighth century, individual contributing parts
would have to be even older.?

In the journey narrative, Jacob’s destination is not Aram but rather “the
land of the Easterners,” the 07p™32 PR (29:1). After meeting Rachel and identi-
fying her as Laban’s daughter, Jacob greets her as family, and the Genesis theme
of ancestral marriage within lines of descent may begin here.?* Jacob is blocked
from marrying Rachel, who has an older sister Leah, and the account of Jacob’s
negotiation with Laban lays the foundation for the rivalry played out in the birth

2! For most of verses 13—15 as additions focused on the bestowal of divine promises, see Carr,
Reading the Fractures, 205-8; cf. Finkelstein and Romer, “Comments on the Historical Back-
ground,” 323. Carr locates verses 20-22 among cross-referencing material in chapters 25-31 that
would reflect a “prepromise Jacob composition,” older than a combination with non-Jacob narrative
but added to a Bethel narrative that originally served only to legitimate that site’s sanctuary; see also
Blum, “Jacob Tradition,” 197. Seebass prefers the older identification of 28:20-22 as part of an E
document, while observing recent suggestions to identify the vow as redactional. Seebass, Genesis
11, 322.

22 There has been much discussion of Hos 12’s significance for defining the Jacob cycle in the
eighth century: see de Pury, “Situer le cycle,” 227-37; Macchi and Romer, Jacob, 150-52; Erhard
Blum, “Hosea 12 und die Pentateuchiiberlieferungen,” in Die Erzvdter in der biblischen Tradition:
Festschrift fiir Matthias Kockert, ed. Anselm C. Hagedorn and Henrik Pfeiffer (Berlin: de Gruyter,
2009), 291-321; and Finkelstein and Romer, “Comments on the Historical Background,” 321-23.
Macchi observes that Hos 12 shows no awareness of the theological justification binding the “com-
position-stratum” of the Genesis text. This valuable observation still leaves open the question of
whether Genesis had not yet been put together with this rationale or whether the Hosea poetry was
composed from a version equally complete in narrative terms but with distinct religious reasoning
(cf. Fleming, Legacy of Israel, 75 n. 7).

2 In narrative sequence, the first instance of this motif is in Gen 24, where Abraham sends a
servant to Aram-naharaim to find a wife for Isaac. Though once included in a relatively early J doc-
ument, this text is now widely considered quite late, even to the point of displaying features of Late
Biblical Hebrew as observed by Ron Hendel. See Ron Hendel, “Historical Context,” in The Book of
Genesis: Composition, Reception, and Interpretation, ed. Craig A. Evans, et al. (Leiden: Brill,
2012), 54-55; cf. Alexander Rofé, “An Enquiry into the Betrothal of Rebekah,” in Die hebrdiische
Bibel und ihre zweifache Nachgeschichte: Festschrift fiir Rolf Rendtorff zum 65. Geburtstag, ed.
Erhard Blum, et al. (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1990), 27-39. In the Priestly bridge into the
story of Jacob stealing Esau’s blessing, Isaac and Rebekah are said to lament their son’s marriage to
local Hittites (26:34-35), an aggravation recalled by Rebekah in the Priestly follow-up in 27:46—
28:9, where the main point of Jacob’s departure becomes marriage to a woman from the extended
family. For the Priestly concern for marriage within the circle of the circumcised, see de Pury, “Situ-
er le cycle,” 226-27. The theme in Gen 29 shows no religious or ethnic anxiety, and it seems rather
that Jacob is simply looking for a friendly reception from Laban as kinsman.
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sequence of chapter 30. Together, chapters 29-30, and more specifically 29:1—
30:24, explain how Joseph and his half-brothers are all the products of marriage
with eastern herding peoples, all understood to belong to a single larger lineage.

In Gen 29:1-30:24, Jacob’s point of departure is not stated, and he could as
easily have come from Syria as Palestine. My goal is not to speculate, but it is
worth recognizing how much the current narrative framework governs our read-
ing of the Jacob-Laban exchange in chapter 29. We take for granted the “cycle”
of flight to Haran in 27:41-45 and return to Palestine in chapter 31, recalling
Jacob’s vow at Bethel in verse 13. The background in chapter 27 assumes prepa-
ration in Jacob’s rivalry with Esau, which never comes up in the time with
Laban.?* Many interpreters consider the initial Bethel episode in 28:10-22 to
have a separate origin, however old, and only to have been added secondarily to
the Jacob-Laban story.?> The Jacob-Laban narrative on its own terms begins in
29:1, and it is at least not certain that we can read Jacob’s journey as having a
stated place of origin.?® Read without prior introduction, Jacob goes to “the land
of the Sons of the East” and meets men from Haran, which prompts him to ask
whether they know Laban. We are given no clue about distance traveled, and the
story evidently unfolds among these inland Easterners, who thus provide the
regional origin for all the sons of Jacob—not Syria as Aram and not Haran. One
could read this question as inspired not by reference to Haran as his destination
but either because he himself came from there or he knows of the place and is
pleased to meet kinsmen so far from home. Without the Bethel introduction, we
simply cannot tell whether Jacob is from Palestine. Notice that Hos 12:13 con-
ceives of Jacob’s destination as Aram, the comprehensible definition of Syria for
writers from Israel or Judah and the one employed in Gen 31. Far from illumi-
nating the setting for Jacob’s journey to Laban, the introduction of Haran
obscures it; it is not the recognizable work of a later editorial hand.?’

24 Finkelstein and Romer treat the Esau narrative as a separate contribution, whether associated
with Edom conflicts in the late seventh and early sixth centuries or relevant to Israel as suggested by
the southern connection seen in the inscriptions from Kuntillet ‘Ajrud. Finkelstein and Romer,
“Comments on the Historical Background,” 331-32.

% For example, see Westermann, Genesis 12—36, 408; Blum, Die Komposition, 168—-85; Blum,
“Jacob Tradition,” 207, cited cautiously by Carr, Reading the Fractures, 270-71.

26 The Jewish Publication Society translates Gen 29:1, “Jacob resumed his journey,” acknowl-
edging the literal, “Jacob lifted his feet and went”—a unique idiom for “setting out” to travel. There
is no notion of continuation of a journey already begun.

27 Haran has presented a conundrum to interpreters of the Jacob material. It was long consid-
ered part of the basic J narrative in 27:43; 28:10; and 29:4, without imagining that the city reference
requires a late date (still, e.g., Westermann, Genesis 1236, 443, 453-54, 465). With the collapse of
early dates for a J source, interpreters such as John Van Seters (“Divine Encounter at Bethel [Gen
28:10-22] in Recent Literary-Critical Study of Genesis,” ZAW 110 [1998]: 505) and Wahl (Die
Jakoberzihlungen, 271) have maintained the integral place of Haran in all three contexts and argue
that the city’s prominence at the end of the Assyrian Empire in the late seventh century confirms a
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With Gen 28 included, the combination of Bethel, the land of the Eastern-
ers, and Haran provides the setting for the remaining account of Jacob far from
home.?® Neither Jacob’s labor for Laban (29:1-30) nor the birth narrative
(29:31-30:24) adds any further geographical reference. The same applies to the
peculiar tale of the magical fraud by which Jacob becomes rich (30:25-43),
though this episode belongs to the larger account of flight and return, since it is
introduced by Jacob’s request to go home (30:26) and explains Laban’s accusa-
tion of robbery in chapter 31, a theme familiar from Jacob’s life with Esau.

Chapter 31 offers a geography in striking contrast to that of Jacob’s jour-
ney. Above all, it introduces into the larger Jacob narrative an elaborate eastern
interest that is embodied first of all in the treaty between Jacob and Laban, envi-
sioned to separate the Hebrew-speaking Jacob from the Aramaic-speaking
Laban, reflected in the cairn called both Gal-ed and Yegar-sahadutha (v. 47).%°
Jacob crosses “the River” (Euphrates) and heads for “the Gilead highlands” (v.
21; cf. v. 23), where both Jacob and Laban set up camp (v. 25). Earlier, Laban is
“the Aramean” (vv. 20, 24), an identification foreign to the journey narrative of
chapters 28-30. This terminology only appears otherwise in Genesis associated
with the Priestly rendition of Syria as Paddan-Aram: “Rebekah daughter of Be-

late monarchic or postmonarchic date for the Jacob narrative in Genesis. In his first work on the
ancestor narratives, Blum (Die Komposition, 164—66) identifies an older and Israclite (vs. Judahite)
text while agreeing that Haran must reflect a later perspective, which he attributes to editorial elabo-
ration (see also Finkelstein and Rémer, “Comments on the Historical Background,” 322). Although
Haran did play a brief role as political center as the Assyrian Empire collapsed in the last decade of
the seventh century, nothing in the Bible indicates any connection between the city and the deportees
of Israel or Judah, so that its link to Laban in the Genesis Jacob narrative remains mysterious. Based
on the importance of Haran (Harran) to the second-millennium BCE landscape of tribal associations
attested in the Mari archives, I propose as an alternative that the name had come into the Jacob story
from its roots in an older social landscape, carried with that matrix into Israelite writing with no
good sense of its location or significance. See Daniel E. Fleming, “Mari and the Possibilities of
Biblical Memory,” R4 92 (1998): 41-78; Fleming, “Genesis in History and Tradition: The Syrian
Background of Israel’s Ancestors, Reprise,” in The Future of Biblical Archaeology: Reassessing
Methodologies and Assumptions, ed. James K. Hoffmeier and Alan Millard (Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 2004), 193-232. In evaluating the surprising appearance of Haran in Gen 27-29, interpreters
can too easily overestimate its familiarity to writers from Judah in the eighth to sixth centuries (e.g.,
Finkelstein and Romer, “Comments on the Historical Background,” 322; Na’aman, “Jacob Story,”
99, 104).

28 This leaves open the question of whether Bethel was Jacob’s point of departure without ref-
erence to his offense against Esau in chapter 27. Blum (recently, “The Jacob Tradition”) reconstructs
an original Jacob cycle that ends in chapter 31 but includes elements of the Esau story in chapter 27.
Finkelstein and Romer (“Comments on the Historical Bckground,” 322 and n. 21) observe that Hos
12 lacks reference to either episode of Jacob’s cheating Esau (in 25:27-34; chapter 27), and this may
suggest that the Jacob-Laban narrative was older than what Genesis offers for Jacob and Esau.

2 Westermann (Genesis 12—36, 498) treats the distinction of the separate Aramaic name as a
“scholarly gloss”; Seebass (Genesis II, 370-71) places the Aramaic text solidly in his core narrative,
which includes most of the treaty arrangement in 31:43-54.
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thuel the Aramean from Paddan-Aram, sister of Laban the Aramean” (25:20);
and “(Jacob) went to Paddan-Aram, to Laban, son of Bethuel, the Aramean,
brother of Rebekah” (28:5). While the shared gentilic could indicate late elabo-
ration of Gen 31, inspired by the Priestly identification of Bethuel and Laban,
31:20 and 24 lack any pedantic elaboration and identify Laban lightly by the
simple name.’® Verse 24 explains that God appeared to “Laban the Aramean”
with instructions not to harm Jacob, repeated in verse 29. It is possible that the
Priestly account of Laban’s particular genealogy derives from these texts rather
than the reverse.3! Laban’s “Aramean” identity is essential to the treaty with
Jacob in 31:43-54, which demarcates a line of separation between Aramaic and
Hebrew speakers in Gilead, east of the Jordan River, evoking political tensions
between the kingdoms of Aram-Damascus and Israel in the late ninth and early
eighth centuries.* It is no accident that Laban is “Aramean” in a text that culmi-
nates in a boundary marker with an Aramaic name.

The eastern interest launched in Gen 31 continues in the material that fol-
lows, which picks up on the Gilead location. In chapter 32, the eastern sites of
Mahanaim and Penuel are linked to Jacob by divine encounters, and Jacob ends
up in 33:17 at Succoth, after finally persuading Esau to leave him alone and go
home to Seir. Another geographical tension between chapter 31 and the material
culminating in the birth narrative of chapters 29-30 involves conceptions of
distance. According to Gen 31:22-23, Jacob and his crew, with livestock in tow,
took ten days to reach Gilead, a trip that Laban managed in seven, starting from
beyond the Euphrates. Jacob’s trip to the land of the Easterners is given no
time horizon at all, and the one from chapter 31 should not be read back onto
chapter 29.

While it is the geography of Gen 31 that provokes reevaluation of its origi-
nal relationship with Jacob’s journey to the east in 29:1-30:24, the following
account of how Jacob got rich in Laban’s service (30:25-43) also belongs to that
account of return to Palestine. After Joseph’s birth, this next episode opens with
Jacob’s request to return “to my place and to my land” (v. 25), anticipating the

30 Westermann, Genesis 12-36, 493-94. Without comment on the “Aramean” label, Jean-
Daniel Macchi regards verse 24 as part of a revision to the chapter that derives from the same hand
as Jacob’s speech to his wives in 31:5-13 (“Genése 31,24-42: La derniére rencontre de Jacob et de
Laban,” in Jacob: Commentaire a plusieurs voix de Gen 25-36, ed. Jean-Daniel Macchi and Thomas
Romer [Geneva: Labor et Fides, 2001], 147).

31 Note the comment in 31:18 on the livestock Jacob had gotten in Paddan-Aram, which he
planned to bring back with him “to his father Isaac, in the land of Canaan”—joining typical terms
from Priestly geography. It is thought-provoking that the account of Jacob’s rival wives and their
sons in 29:1-30:24 includes not a single line of Priestly comment (Blum, Die Komposition, 190).

32 This is the level of the Jacob narrative relevant to Marvin Sweeney’s analysis of this material
in light of international relations involving Israel, Aram, and the expanding Assyrian power (“Jacob
Narratives,” 247-51).
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dream-triggered decision to break away in chapter 31. Jacob complains to his
wives only about the arrangement with Laban’s flocks and takes satisfaction in
how God has enriched him at his father-in-law’s expense (31:6-9). Through
both 30:25-43 and chapter 31, Jacob simply has wives and children, with con-
cern for neither rivalry between Leah and Rachel nor his years of service to
compensate their father. Genesis 29:1-30:24 never envisions that Jacob wanted
anything from Laban but Rachel, and Laban’s interest to the story is limited to
resisting that wish, foisting Leah on Jacob and thus setting up the competition
between the unfortunate sisters.

If Gen 31 provides Jacob with a “return” from Syria to Palestine that was
never a concern for the story of how he got his children in chapters 29-30, we
must account for his journey to the East as something other than a cycle of flight
and restoration. With or without the Bethel point of departure in 28:10-22, the
account of Jacob and the daughters of Laban has as its first destination the sons
who came from these marriages, with the women’s rivalry played out in the
standing of the offspring who represent known peoples. Chapter 31, with Ja-
cob’s return to the land of his birth (v. 13, cf. v. 3),** the national boundary
between Aram and Israel under the gods of Abraham and Nahor (vv. 43-54),
and a focus on the eastern region of Gilead, builds on that journey and recasts it.
The older Jacob-Laban narrative, leading to Joseph as the long-awaited son
among a cast of half-brothers, lacks this political interest in Syria.>* This reading
may be adapted to different reconstructions of compositional history in the book
as a whole. However an early Jacob cycle is imagined to have taken form,
whether or not with extended J and E documents, this narrative would have con-
tributed one key part. Before it was embedded in the cycle of flight and return,
the account of Jacob’s journey would have unfolded according to its own logic,
and this raises the question of how the sequence of sons would have been under-
stood without reference to what follows. In particular, Jacob has not yet been
identified with Israel and even in its current position the reader would not know
to read all his sons as Israelite tribes without knowledge from elsewhere. On its
own terms, how would an audience have understood a tale that culminates in
Joseph as the long-desired only son of Jacob’s preferred wife?

33 Genesis 31:3 is widely seen as an elaboration, with its references to Yahweh and to “the land
of your fathers” (e.g., Westermann [Genesis 12—36, 486, 490]; Seebass [Genesis 11, 371]).

3% This conclusion also means that the political relations between the kingdoms of Aram-
Damascus and Israel in the ninth and eighth centuries cannot date the Joseph-oriented tale about
Jacob’s journey in 29:1-30:24 (against Finkelstein and Romer, “Comments on the Historical Back-
ground,” 323-24, though I agree with the application to the larger unit).
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JOSEPH AND HIS BROTHERS

In his 2015 Cornell dissertation, Dustin Nash reevaluates the language of broth-
erhood between peoples in biblical use as illuminated by Near Eastern patterns,
on view especially in the correspondence found at early second-millennium Ma-
ri.>> He concludes that in standard use, peoples and polities call each other
“brother” not to identify themselves as components of the same larger entity but
rather to affirm kinship as allies. Ancient “brothers” are separate peoples who
have joined in common cause. One example is the exhortation in Deut 23:8, “Do
not abhor an Edomite, for he is your brother.” Against the backdrop of this posi-
tive conclusion, Nash observes that the family of tribal brothers in Genesis
represents an anomaly. In light of ordinary usage, it makes no sense to identify
the peoples of a single land called Israel as “brothers” from the same father.

My proposed reconstruction of an independent story of Jacob’s journey
would explain Nash’s anomaly. If we do not assume that Jacob equals Israel in
the original narrative, there is no reason to identify any “Jacob” people any more
than there is an “Isaac” people, based on their roles in Genesis. Just as Isaac
supplies the genealogical bridge between groups descended from Jacob and
from Esau, Jacob would account for close connections understood to exist be-
tween the peoples defined as his sons.3® In Nash’s terms, the half-brothers are
thus envisioned as allies, with their more precise relationships delineated by
their four different mothers. Joseph is most closely related to Issachar and Zebu-
lun, born just before him to Rachel’s sister Leah and located just north of the
Jezreel Valley. Leah’s older son Reuben, separated from the other three off-
spring of wives by four sons of servants, receives notable respect by this
parentage, and my interpretation of the original birth narrative as older than Hos
12’s eighth-century allusions would help account for this figure’s position as
Jacob’s firstborn.?’

This conception of the Genesis brothers as allies rather than segments
within a single people is no mere play with words, if we do not equate Jacob
with Israel at this level of composition and reading. The anomalous reversal of
normal “brother” usage would have occurred only when Israel was reconceived
to embrace all the sons of Jacob, an association that would have reached east of

3 Dustin Nash, ““Your Brothers, the Children of Israel’: Ancient Near Eastern Political Dis-
course and the Process of Biblical Composition” (PhD diss., Cornell University, 2015).

3¢ This is the best explanation for the earliest function of Isaac in the Genesis narrative, linking
Jacob and Esau (Fleming, Legacy of Israel, 81-85).

37 The problem is that Reuben seems to have disappeared from the landscape by the time of
most biblical writing. Rather than force his removal from old texts that give him an essential place,
as does Schorn (Ruben und das System) in her carefully argued monograph, we must somehow con-
tend with the memory of a defunct population (so, F. M. Cross, “Reuben, the Firstborn of Jacob:
Sacral Traditions and Early Israelite History,” ZAW 100 [1988]: 46—66).
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the Jordan River and far north of the Jezreel Valley, which Lauren Monroe and |
call Greater Israel, in contrast to an older Little Israel, confined to the highlands
between Jerusalem and the Jezreel Valley.*

Within the tale of Jacob’s journey, the birth narrative offers an alternative
object with which the audience could identify: the people of Joseph. As already
observed, Joseph is the only son elsewhere associated with the Central High-
lands, roughly defined as the high country between Jerusalem and the Jezreel
Valley, and the story omits the peoples otherwise located in this area: Ephraim,
Manasseh, and Benjamin. The separate genealogical explanation of Ephraim and
Manasseh as sons of Joseph, and the idea that Benjamin was a second son of
Rachel, both find ways to make sense of these familiar groups in relation to a
story that ignored them. Here, the one name that matters in the Central High-
lands is Joseph, and this text alone could inspire the kind of extended
reevaluation of the Bet Yosef that Monroe has now undertaken. Certain texts
even align Israel with Joseph rather than Jacob. Psalm 80 begins:

(2) Shepherd of Israel, listen,

who drives Joseph like a flock,

O one seated on the cherubim, blaze forth

(3) in the presence of Ephraim and Benjamin and Manasseh,
rouse your strength to come save us.

The “house of Joseph” in Amos 5:6 corresponds to “the house of Israel” in verse
4, which has gone to “seek Bethel.”

This is not to equate Joseph with Israel in Gen 30. Rather, we see how Jo-
seph can name the particular people of a biblical audience, still visible beneath
these texts’ adaptation to other schemes. One attraction to concluding that Ja-
cob’s encounter at Bethel was added in front of the wife and children story
before the notion of a return is the particular association of Joseph with that site,
including the condemnation in Amos 5:4—6, just mentioned. In Judg 1:22-26,
“the house of Joseph” is said to lay special claim to Bethel as its urban center.
After a long paean to Judah, which I take as revision of an older list that now
follows it, Joseph and Bethel stand apart as the single success before a litany of
losses, beginning with the failures of Manasseh in the Jezreel Valley and Ephra-
im at Gezer. Both Manasseh and Ephraim are presented as peoples separate
from Joseph.>’

3% See Monroe, “Origins and Development” (forthcoming); and Daniel E. Fleming, “The Bi-
ble’s Little Israel: Textual Inclusions in a Later Matrix,” HBAI (forthcoming).

3 See Fleming (Legacy of Israel, 71); the analysis of Judg 1:1-20 as a Judah-oriented “revision
through introduction” to this earlier list reflects a section of Sara Milstein’s dissertation that is not
incorporated in her eventual book (“Expanding Ancient Narratives: Revision through Introduction in
Biblical and Mesopotamian Texts” [PhD diss., New York University, 2010], 146-61).
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Nothing in Gen 29:1-30:24 offers a clear geographical setting for its com-
position and transmission as a separate tale and text. The Joseph interest would
place it in the Central Highlands, but the action takes place outside the land, so
that all these peoples have their origin in connection with herdsmen who fre-
quent the inland back country, with a special link to Laban and through him to
Haran. Only the introduction of the birth narrative by Jacob’s dream at Bethel
narrows the location to a single settlement with strong connections to biblical
writing.*” The remarkable set of references to a Jacob narrative in Hos 12 adds
to the plausibility of Bethel interest, with their salute to Bethel itself (cf. Hos
10:15). It may be that the Joseph-centered text now lodged in Gen 29:1-30:24
found caretakers among Bethel scribes, perhaps in the eighth century.*!

In contrast to the Bethel orientation of the Genesis story about Jacob’s
journey and how Joseph was finally born to him, the cycle of flight and return
combines various other geographical interests. As seen in the opening that now
embeds the journey in the longer narrative, Jacob travels from Beersheba
(28:10), a site picked up from Isaac’s location at the end of Gen 26 (v. 33). After
his various pauses in territory east of the Jordan River, Jacob ends up at She-
chem in 33:18-20, where he builds the altar called El Elohe Yisrael, “El, the god
of Israel.” He only finds his way back to Bethel in 35:1-8, which picks up on the
primary reference in chapter 28. Rachel dies giving birth to Benjamin on the
way south, in Ephrathah (35:16).

Whatever the precise evolution of the Jacob narrative, we can see various
lines of transformation as the shorter account of Jacob’s journey was extended
into a drama of flight and return, perhaps evoking later experience of exile to
far-northern lands. This is most easily imagined in terms of Judah’s defeat, de-
portation, and partial return, yet the longer text remains remarkably free of
southern interests, which only appear in the largest geographical connections to
Isaac at Beersheba in chapter 26 and the journey south from Bethel in chapter
35. I have wondered, with Clémence Bouloque, of later Jewish thought at Co-
lumbia University, whether the exile in question could rather be that of Israelites

40 The importance of Bethel for biblical writing is certain, though the date and particular as-
signments are much debated. Ernst Axel Knauf has proposed a major role in the Persian period
(Ernst Axel Knauf, “Bethel: The Israelite Impact on Judean Language and Literature,” in Judah and
the Judeans in the Persian Period, ed. Oded Lipschits and Manfred Oeming (Winona Lake: Ei-
senbrauns, 2006), 291-349; a possibility disputed by Israel Finkelstein and Lily Singer-Avitz on the
basis of the ceramic remains from the site (Israel Finkelstein and Lily Singer-Avitz, “Reevaluating
Bethel,” ZDPV 125 [2009]: 33-48).

4l Finkelstein and Romer (“Comments on the Historical Background,” 323) also think of
eighth-century Bethel for an early rendition of the Jacob narrative. For them, Jacob’s dream vision,
with its steps climbing to heaven, depends on Mesopotamian notions of a gate of heaven and the
ziggurat as point of contact, influences that could be transmitted with the force of Assyrian arrival in
the region in the mid-eighth century.
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after 720.*? The vision driving the combined composition may be traced more
clearly against the silhouette of the older material incorporated into it.

As for the Jacob journey itself, the story surely comes from the central
highlands and would have had to reach us by way of scribes in the northern
kingdom of Isracl. At the same time, its perspective is archaic, preceding the
incorporation of these “brother” peoples into a larger, or “Greater,” Israel, evi-
dent at least by the time of the Omrides in the ninth century. This is not to say
that the story as we have it predates the ninth century; it could have kept its form
with maintenance of the narrative as such, only reinterpreted at the unknown
moment of combination with other material. Nevertheless, with Hos 12 attesting
to a full rendition of Jacob’s journey cast as “flight” to Aram and back, equating
Jacob with Israel (v. 13) and recalling in verse 5 the tussle that gave him the
name Israel in Gen 32:29, the background for Gen 29:1-30:24 would reach back
into time before Assyrian intrusion. The text even shows no awareness of the 9th
century tensions with Damascus as the local Aramean kingdom, and it thus sug-
gests an archaic conception of how “Joseph” related to peoples who were
eventually subsumed into the Omrides’ ambitious Israel. Such brotherhood
would have belonged to a time when “Israel” itself did not incorporate groups
by names such as Zebulun and Issachar, Dan and Naphtali. It is of no use to
measure an account of ancestral genealogy by the category of “history” in the
terms that occupied so many fifty years ago and more. Yet this is a text with
deep historical interest and deep roots in the Bible’s past. Genesis 29-30 pro-
vides one biblical clue to the web of names and political alignments that
underlay what finally coalesced as the ambitious kingdom of Israel, with a lesser
Israel just one of those identities.
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Lovesickness, Love Poetry, and Sexual Violence:
Intertextuality and Inversion in 2 Samuel 13:1-22

Erin E. Fleming

Among P. Kyle McCarter Jr.’s many contributions to biblical studies are his mag-
nificent commentaries on 1-2 Samuel.! Not only did McCarter untangle many
textual knots and offer a compelling compositional history with understanding the
earliest accounts of David as royal apologetic, but he also accomplished these
feats while situating 1-2 Samuel within its ancient Near Eastern context and high-
lighting the literary artistry within the text. McCarter’s commentaries have
influenced two generations of scholars and continue to remain invaluable to stu-
dents of the books of Samuel.

Within his commentary discussion of the story of Amnon’s rape of Tamar in
2 Sam 13:1-22, McCarter notes that both Egyptian and Hebrew love poetry in-
clude the theme of lovesickness, which he connects to the narrative description of
a young prince lovesick for his sister.? Here I will add to McCarter’s observations
by examining several potential connections between the narrative of Amnon’s
rape of Tamar in 2 Sam 13:1-22 and ancient Near Eastern love poetry, particularly
the biblical Song of Songs. I will argue that the 2 Sam 13:1-22 distorts language
and motifs found in love poetry, giving them a sinister twist that emphasizes the
horror of the impending sexual violence. This twist on the tropes of love songs
not only signals that the story will not end well, but also heightens the horror of
the imminent sexual violence and betrayal.

I would like to thank the members of Colloquium for Biblical and Near Eastern Studies as well
as members of Jewish Theological Seminary’s Bible Lunch seminar for their insightful questions and
suggestions on earlier iterations of this article. Special thanks are also due to Heather D. D. Parker and
Jaime Waters for reading and commenting on various drafts. I am also grateful to an anonymous re-
viewer for their helpful comments on an earlier draft of this article. Of course, any errors remain the
author’s alone.

!'P. Kyle McCarter Jr., I Samuel, AB 8 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980); McCarter, II Sam-
uel, AB 9 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1984).

2 McCarter, Il Samuel, 320-21.
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METHOD

Such a study necessarily involves a discussion of potential intertextual connec-
tions between the Song of Songs and 1-2 Samuel as well as broader links with
ancient Near Eastern love poetry. Technically, the term intertextuality refers to
any influence on a particular text, but when dealing with ancient literature many,
if not most, of these influences cannot be traced.? Therefore, discussions of inter-
textuality in biblical scholarship have tended to focus on literary dependence
and/or allusion.* Here I seek a middle ground position by pointing out potential
influences from ancient Near Eastern love poetry on the narrative account of 2
Sam 13:1-22 without going as far as arguing for direct dependence or allusion.
Aside from the biblical Song of Songs, the examples of love poetry from ancient
Egypt and Mesopotamia unearthed by archaeological discovery date to much ear-
lier periods than the earliest dates posited for the composition of 2 Sam 13:1-22.°

3 See discussion in David M. Carr, “The Many Uses of Intertextuality in Biblical Studies: Actual
and Potential,” Congress Volume Helsinki 2010, VTSup 148 (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 505-35, esp. 509—
17. The idea of intertextuality in literary studies was developed by Julia Kristeva, who first coined the
term but later discarded it in favor of “transposition.” See Kristeva, Desire in Language: A Semiotic
Approach to Literature and Art, trans. Thomas Gora, Alice Jardine, and Leon S. Roudiez (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1980), 66, cf. 36, 69, 86-87; Kristeva, Revolution in Poetic Language,
trans. Margaret Waller (New York: Columbia University Press, 1984), 59-60.

* The classic study of inner-biblical allusion is Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in An-
cient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985), but the bibliography is extensive, especially since discussions
of influence, dependency, and allusion also appear in many source-critical works. For further publica-
tions on inner-biblical allusion, see Lyle Eslinger, “Inner-Biblical Exegesis and Inner-Biblical
Allusion: The Question of Category,” V'T 42 (1992): 47-58; Benjamin D. Sommer, “Exegesis, Allu-
sion and Intertextuality in the Hebrew Bible: A Response to Lyle Eslinger,” VT 46 (1996): 479-89;
Sommer, A Prophet Reads Scripture: Allusion in Isaiah 40—66, Contraversions (Stanford, CA: Stan-
ford University Press, 1998); Yair Zakovitch, Introduction to Inner-Biblical Interpretation (Even
Yehuda: Reches, 1993); Konrad Schmid, “Innerbiblische Schriftauslegung: Aspekte der For-
schungsgeschichte,” Schriftauslegung in der Schrift: Festschrift fiir Odil Hannes Steck, ed. Reinhard
Gregor Kratz, Thomas Kriiger, and Konrad Schmid, BZAW 300 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2000), 1-22;
Mark J. Boda and Michael H. Floyd, eds., Bringing Out the Treasure: Inner Biblical Allusion in Zech-
ariah 9—14 (London: T&T Clark, 2003); Jeremy M. Hutton, “Isaiah 51:9—11 and the Rhetorical
Appropriation and Subversion of Hostile Theologies,” JBL 126 (2007): 271-303; Jeffrey M. Leonard,
“Identifying Inner-Biblical Allusions: Psalm 78 as a Test Case,” JBL (2008): 241-65.

5 The manuscripts of Egyptian love songs date from the nineteenth—early twentieth dynasties (ca.
1305-1105 BCE), and are written in literary late Egyptian, a non-spoken language. The Sumerian love
poems date even earlier, to the third-early second millennium BCE, and Sumerian was written long
after it died out as a spoken language.

The dating of Song of Songs is usually considered to be relatively late based on aspects of the
language, but some scholars argue that the Song could be situated in a variety of different times and
could have easily been composed at various dates before its final compilation. For further discussion,
see Michael V. Fox, The Song of Songs and the Ancient Egyptian Love Songs (Madison: University
of Wisconsin Press, 1985), 186-87; Tremper Longman 111, Song of Songs, Kindle edition, NICOT



Lovesickness, Love Poetry, and Sexual Violence 87

However, certain motifs, such as love sickness or sibling terminology, which are
also found in 2 Sam 13:1-22, appear in love poetry from various periods and cul-
tures and suggest that particular tropes could have a fairly wide range within the
genre. Rather than argue for direct dependence with specific love poems, then, I
would suggest that the scribe/s responsible for the composition of 2 Sam 13:1-22
drew upon known literary tropes from a range of love poetry.

Recent studies of scribal culture have increasingly focused on the role of
memory in the production and preservation of ancient texts. For instance, David
Carr has effectively shown that memorization was a major component of ancient
scribal education, which focused on “the oral-written mastery of a body of texts,”

(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2001), ch. 1.5; Richard S. Hess, Song of Songs, Kindle edition,
BCOTWP (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 2003), ch. 1.1.

Following the work of McCarter, a number of scholars date the David story in 1 Sam 16-1 Kgs
2 to the tenth century BCE, shortly after David’s lifetime. See McCarter, I Samuel, esp. 27-30;
McCarter, “Apology of David,” JBL 99 (1980): 489-504; McCarter, “‘Plots, True or False’: The Suc-
cession Narrative as Court Apologetic,” Interpretation 35 (1981): 355-367; McCarter, I Samuel, esp.
9-16; “The Historical David,” Interpretation 40 (1986): 117-29; Stefan Seiler, Geschichte von der
Thronfolge Davids (2 Sam 9-20; 1 Kén 1-2): Untersuchungen zur Literaturkritic und Tendenz,
BZAW 267 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1998), 299-313; Steven L. McKenzie, King David: A Biography
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), esp. 25-46; Baruch Halpern, David’s Secret Demons: Mes-
siah, Murderer, Traitor, King (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), esp. 57-72; Michael B. Dick, “The
‘History of David’s Rise to Power’ and the Neo-Babylonian Succession Apologies,” in David and
Zion: Biblical Studies in Honor of J. J. M. Roberts, ed. Bernard F. Batto and Kathryn L. Roberts
(Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2004), 3—19; Jeremy Hutton, Transjordanian Palimpsest, esp. 184-86;
Erhard Blum, “Ein Anfang der Geschichtsschreibung? Anmerkungen zur sog. Thronfolgegeschichte
und zum Umgang mit Geschichte im alten Israel,” in Die sogenannte Thronfolgegeschichte Davids:
Neue Einsichten und Anfragen, ed. Albert de Pury and Thomas Rémer (Freiburg, Schweiz: Universi-
tatsverlag; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000), 4-37; Andrew Knapp, Royal Apologetic in
the Ancient Near East, WAWSup 73 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2015).

However, there continues to be spirited debate surrounding the composition history and date of
1-2 Samuel. For some examples of recent literary-historical studies, see Jacques Vermeylen, La loi
du plus fort: Histoire de la rédaction des récits davidiques de 1 Samuel a I Rois 2, BETL 154 (Leuven:
University Press, 2000); Reinhard G. Kratz, The Composition of the Narrative Books of the Old Tes-
tament, trans. John Bowden (London: T&T Clark, 2005); trans. of Die Komposition der erzéihlenden
Biicher des Alten Testaments (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000); Alexander A. Fischer,
Von Hebron nach Jerusalem: Eine redaktionsgeschichtliche Studie zur Erzdhlung von Konig David
in Il Sam 1-5, BZAW 335 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2004); Thomas Rémer, The So-Called Deuteronomistic
History: A Sociological, Historical, and Literary Introduction (London: T&T Clark, 2005); Israel
Finkelstein and Neil Asher Silberman, David and Solomon: In Search of the Bible’s Sacred Kings and
the Roots of the Western Tradition (New Y ork: Free Press, 2006); Jeremy Hutton, The Transjordanian
Palimpsest: The Overwritten Texts of Personal Exile and Transformation in the Deuteronomistic His-
tory (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2009); John Van Seters, The Biblical Saga of King David (Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 2009); Jacob L. Wright, David, King of Israel, and Caleb in Biblical Memory (New
York: Cambridge, 2014); Mahri Leonard-Fleckman, The House of David: Between Political For-
mation and Literary Revision (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2016).
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and involved the “scribal masters’ highly fluid use of preceding textual materi-
als.”® Regarding interconnections between various texts, he writes that “Israelite
scribes most likely would have drawn on their verbatim memory of other texts in
quoting, borrowing from, or significantly revising them.”” Similarly, Karel van
der Toorn has written about the significance of understanding the world of the
Bible as a primarily oral culture, with writing used to support oral performance.
About the generation of new written material, he writes that an ancient scribe
“practices the craft of literary composition using the tools and techniques he ac-
quired during his scribal education. The predilection for traditional terminology,
formal language, citation, allusion, and a display of learning is characteristic of
the spirit of the scribal workshop.”® The memorization model for scribal education
significantly impacts our understanding not only of how texts were preserved, but
also how they were created.” Any literary composition would have been influ-
enced inevitably by the existing textual tradition memorized by the scribe as part
of the educational process, but a scribe could also creatively interact with this
learned material in generating a new text.

This understanding of orality and memorization in scribal culture should
complicate the ways in which scholars often discuss questions of intertextuality
and literary dependence in biblical texts. For example, in discussing Carr’s mem-
orization model for scribal education, Sara Milstein remarks:

® David M. Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture and Literature (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 13, 292. Also see Carr, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: A
New Reconstruction (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011).

7 Carr, Writing on the Tablet, 161-62.

8 Karel van der Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible, Kindle edition
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2007), 5.2.

% The number of studies on scribal education in the ancient Near East is vast, but examples in-
clude: Andre Lemaire, Les ecoles et la formation de la Bible dans [’ancien Israel, OBO 39 (Fribourg:
Editions Universitaires; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981); Susan Niditch, Oral Text, Writ-
ten Word: Ancient Israelite Literature (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996); William M.
Schniedewind, How the Bible Became a Book (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004); Eman-
uel Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert (Leiden:
Brill, 2004); Christopher A. Rollston, Writing and Literacy in the World of Ancient Israel: Epigraphic
Evidence from the Iron Age (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2010); Adrian Schenker, Anfinge
der Textgeschichte des Alten Testaments: Studien zu Entstehung und Verhdltnis der friihesten Textfor-
men (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2011); Juha Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted: Omissions in the
Transmission of the Hebrew Bible (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013); Erin E. Fleming and
Heather D. D. Parker, “Education: Ancient Near East,” in The Oxford Encyclopedia of the Bible and
Gender Studies, ed. Julia O’Brien (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014); Daniel Pioske, “The
Scribe of David: A Portrait of a Life,” Maarav 20 (2013): 163-88; Pioske, “Prose Writing in an Age
of Orality: A Study of 2 Sam 5:6-9,” V'T 66 (2016): 261-79.
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If we take this to be true, this necessarily affects how we evaluate cases in the
Bible of what appear to be allusions, type-scenes, or inner-biblical exegesis. Ra-
ther than assume that all of the parallels and/or subtle differences between two
texts are purposeful and therefore require interpretation, it is possible that at least
in some cases, these details are better explained by the memorization model:
scribes drew on storehouses of memorized material as building blocks for ex-
panding texts and producing new ones.'°

If we understand scribes and their memories as veritable storehouses of the textual
tradition, intertextual connections should perhaps be expected in virtually any lit-
erary composition and might appear in subtler ways than often expected.

In the ancient Near East, love poetry comes from a scholarly, nonpolitical
literary genre, as well as traditional oral compositions. The story of Amnon’s rape
of Tamar in 2 Sam 13:1-22, on the other hand, is a historical narrative, and, as
part of the larger David story within the Deuteronomistic history, it is also a po-
litically-oriented tale. There is also the difference of narrative prose in 2 Sam
13:1-22 versus the poetic verse used in love poetry. Of course, modern distinc-
tions between literary genres, and even poetry versus prose, would not necessarily
have fit ancient categories.!! Moreover, as part of the memorization-enculturation
model of scribal education, scribes copied and memorized texts from various gen-
res, and they would then have these texts stored in their memories where they
could be reshaped and applied in various compositions. The narrative of 2 Sam
13:1-22, which has been noted for its highly literary techniques,'?> would have
been as much a product of scribal circles as love poems and composed by a high-
level scribe who would have presumably known various love songs and utilized

10 Sara Milstein, “Reworking Ancient Texts: Revision through Introduction in Biblical and Mes-
opotamian Literature” (PhD diss., New York University, 2010), 14. Cf. her discussion of Carr in
Milstein, Tracking the Master Scribe: Revision through Introduction in Biblical and Mesopotamian
Literature (New York: Oxford, 2016), 29-30.

! See Molly M. Zahn, “Genre and Rewritten Scripture: A Reassessment,” JBL 131 (2012): 271~
88, esp. 276-81; Carol A. Newsom, “Pairing Research Questions and Theories of Genre: A Case Study
of the Hodayot,” DSD 17 (2010): 241-59.

12 A number of literary-critical works have featured 2 Sam 13:1-22 in their discussions. Shimeon
Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art and the Bible, trans. Dorothea Shefer—Vanson (Sheffield: Almond, 1989),
239-82; Charles Conroy, Absalom! Absalom! Narrative and Language in 2 Sam 13—20 (Rome: Bib-
lical Institute Press, 1978); J. P. Fokkelman, King David (II Sam 9-20 and 1 Kings 1-2), vol. 1 of
Narrative Art and Poetry in the Books of Samuel: A Full Interpretation Based on Stylistic and Struc-
tural Analyses (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1981), 99—-124; Phyllis Trible, Texts of Terror: Literary-Feminist
Readings of Biblical Narratives (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984), 37-63; Fokkelien van Dijk-Hemmes,
“Tamar and the Limits of Patriarchy: Between Rape and Seduction,” in Anti-Covenant: Counter-Read-
ing Women'’s Lives in the Hebrew Bible, ed. Mieke Bal, LHBOTS 81 (London: Bloomsbury T&T
Clark, 1989), 135-56; Ken Stone, Sex, Honor, and Power in the Deuteronomistic History, JISOTSup
234 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1996), 106; Susanne Scholz, Sacred Witness: Rape in the Hebrew
Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2010), 38-42.
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them in this account of a “love” story gone very wrong. Below, I will examine
three themes from Hebrew and ancient Near Eastern love poetry that appear
within the story in 2 Sam 13:1-22: lovesickness, puns on words like “heart” or
“love” (NIbb, Ndwd); and sibling terminology.

LOVESICKNESS

When Amnon’s lust for Tamar goes unmet, he becomes depressed. Amnon is de-
scribed in 2 Sam 13:2 as “frustrated to the point of making himself ill” (wayyeéser
l> " amnén lohithall6t)." The situation looks dire enough that Amnon’s cousin and
“wise” (hakam) friend Jonadab inquires as to why he is so “downcast” (dal) in 2
Sam 13:4.' The basic meaning of the adjective dal is “low” or “poor,” but here
Jonadab is describing Amnon’s appearance and demeanor. When Amnon tells
Jonadab of his obsession with Tamar, he says, “I desire Tamar, the sister of my
brother Absalom” (‘et-tamar ‘ahot ‘absalom ’ahi ‘ani 'oheb). As noted by
McCarter, the effect of alliteration with the guttural aleph followed by —o and —a
sounds makes Amnon’s response to Jonadab “a series of gasping sighs,” giving
the response a rather dramatic effect, especially if read aloud.'” The opening
verses of 2 Sam 13:1-22 thus paint a rather vivid description of the infatuated
Amnon sulking in his unrequited obsession over Tamar. We might even say col-
loquially that, at least in the beginning of the story, Amnon appears to be lovesick.

Descriptions of lovesickness appear in both ancient Hebrew and Egyptian
love poetry. In these love songs, the speakers’ descriptions of lovesickness bear a
resemblance to the description of Amnon’s despondence over Tamar at the begin-
ning of the narrative in 2 Sam 13:1-22. Two similar examples can be found in
Song 2:5 and 5:8 where the female speaker describes herself as “lovesick” (holat
‘ahabad).

13 The basic meaning of the root \srr is “tie” or “bind,” but it can also have an intransitive mean-
ing of “cramped” or “restricted,” applied both literally and figuratively. There are a few other instances
where the term has a psychological component, two of which are part of the David story: 2 Sam 1:26,
David’s lament over Saul and Jonathan, and 2 Sam 24:14, David’s distress over the plague sent as a
result of his census. Other examples include Pss 31:10; 69:18; Lam 1:20; and 1 Chr 21:13.

14 Jonadab is the son of David’s brother Shimeah (2 Sam 13:3) and so is cousin to both Amnon
and Tamar. Like Amnon, Jonadab should also value protecting the sexual honor of his female relatives,
but instead he knowingly places her in a vulnerable situation by developing a plan that results in her
sexual violation, an additional betrayal of Tamar by one of her kinsmen. It seems that Jonadab values
cultivating Amnon’s favor more highly than he values Tamar or fears possible retribution from Absa-
lom or David.

15 See McCarter, /I Samuel, 321. Cf. Conroy, Absalom, Absalom!, 29; and Trible, Texts of
Terror, 40.
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sammoakiini ba asisot hisba ti’ "etkem bandt yoruisalaim
rappadiini battappiihim ‘im-timsa il “et-dodi mah-taggidii 16
ki-hélat "ahabd "ant Seholat ‘ahabad “ani
Sustain me with raisin cakes, I adjure you, O daughters of Jerusalem:
Refresh me with quinces, If you find my beloved
For I am sick with love. What will you tell him?

Song 2:5 That I am sick with love!!

Song 5:8

The stanza in Song 2:5 occurs in the midst of the girl praising her beloved and
refers to her need to lie down and eat sustaining food as a result of being lovesick.
The Hebrew noun héld (Nhik) conveys the loss of physical strength, often with
illness. In this context, the phrase can be translated “sick with love” or “faint with
love,” or even “in a swoon of love.”!” In his commentary on the Song of Songs,
Tremper Longman writes that the girl in the Song “is overwhelmed emotionally
and physically by her love.... The emotion of love can overwhelm a person psy-
chologically, and the physical rigors of lovemaking can wear a person out. The
context does not make it clear whether one or the other, or perhaps more likely
both, is meant.”'® Amnon’s description as “making himself ill” (hithallof) and
“downcast” (dal) is similar to the physical languishing applied to the girl in the
Song who is “lovesick™ in the sense that she is overwhelmed with love. The girl’s
need for delicacies as she swoons also has connections to Amnon’s later request
for sustaining food from Tamar.

Amnon’s lovesickness, however, is caused by Tamar’s absence rather than
her presence, as in Song 5:8 when the girl goes in search of her beloved at night
and is punished by the authorities. Unable to find her beloved, she then appeals to
the daughters of Jerusalem to tell him of her lovesickness. Richard Hess writes,
“As with his presence, so with his absence, her longing desire drives from her all
sense of well-being.... His absence may alter the way in which the love is ex-
pressed, but it does not affect its power.”!® Both Amnon in 2 Sam 13 and the girl

16 Tremper Longman compares the use of iélat ’ahdbd in Song 2:5 and 5:8: “In chapter 2, she
was physically spent from the exercise of love. She needed the sustenance of food, of aphrodisiacs, to
carry on. In other words, he is present in the poem in chapter 2. Here, however, he is absent, and so
here the translation “sick” rather than “faint” is appropriate. She pines for him. She needs him desper-
ately. Her message is an exclamation of desire and a plea for union.” Longman, Song of Songs, ch. 5,
poem 14. McCarter also quotes Song 5:8 as a comparative example to 2 Sam 13:2-3, /I Samuel, 321.

17 Robert Alter, Strong as Death Is Love: The Song of Songs, Ruth, Esther, Jonah, and Daniel,
Kindle edition (New York: Norton, 2015), ch. 2.

'8 Longman, Song of Songs, ch. 2, poem 7. See also the discussion in Richard S. Hess, Song of
Songs, ch. 2.

1 Hess, Song of Songs, ch. 5.
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in the Song debase themselves to a degree as a result of their unrequited infatua-
tion—Amnon by acting dal, the girl in the Song by going out at night unescorted,
which results in her being beaten. Also, in both Song 5:8 and 2 Sam 13 the love-
sick protagonists tell their peer/s of the same gender about pining after their love
interests.

References to lovesickness also appear in ancient Egyptian love poetry. In
the Papyrus Chester Beatty “Song of Entertainment” both male and female speak-
ers describe themselves as taken ill as a result of being in love. In one stanza, the
female speaker says:

My beloved (lit. “brother””) confuses my heart with his voice,
He caused (love) sickness to seize me.?’
P.Beatty 1.1.2.14

The term Asy.t, rendered here as lovesickness, usually “refers to stomach and vein
problems,” but since it appears in several love songs in these instances it should
be understood as lovesickness.?! In another stanza, the female speaker gives a de-
scription of her inability to perform typical tasks, especially preparing her foilette:

My heart rushes wildly

When I think of (my) love of you.
It does not let me behave properly,
It has abandoned its place.

It does not let me put on a tunic,

I no longer wear my cloak.

20 Translation after Renata Landgrafova and Hana Navrétilova, Sex and the Golden Goddess 1:
Ancient Egyptian Love Songs in Context (Prague: Czech Institute of Egyptology, 2009), 103. For fur-
ther discussions of ancient Egyptian love poetry generally, see Alfred Hermann, Altigyptische
Liebesdichtung (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1959); John L. Foster, Love Songs of the New King-
dom (New York: Scribner’s Sons, 1974); John B. White, 4 Study of the Language of Love in the Song
of Songs and Ancient Egyptian Poetry, SBLDS 38 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1978); John Gwyn Grif-
fiths, “Love as a Disease,” in Studies in Egyptology: Presented to Miriam Lichtheim, ed. Sarah Israelit-
Groll, 2 vols. (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1990), 349—64; Pascal Vernus, Chants d’amour de I’Egypte
antique: présentation, traduction et notes (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1992); Barbara Hughes
Fowler, Love Lyrics of Ancient Egypt (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1994); Bernard
Mathieu, La Poésie Amoureuse de L’Egypt Ancienne: Recherches sur un genre littéraire au Nouvel
Empire (Cairo: Institut Frangais d’Archéologie Orientale, 1997); John C. Darnell, “A Midsummer
Night’s Succubus: The Herdsman’s Encounters in P. Berlin 3024, the Pleasures of Fishing and Fowl-
ing, the Songs of the Drinking Place, and the Ancient Egyptian Love Poetry,” in Opening the Tablet
Box: Near Eastern Studies in Honor of Benjamin R. Foster, ed. Sarah C. Melville and Alice L. Slotsky
(Leiden: Brill, 2010), 99—140; Landgrafova and Navratilova, Sex and the Golden Goddess I1: World
of the Love Songs (Prague: Czech Institute of Egyptology, 2015).

2! Landgrafova and Navrétilova, Sex and the Golden Goddess I, 103.
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I do not apply black paint to my eyes,
And I do not anoint myself at all.>
P.Beatty 1.1.4

Here the confusion caused by lovesickness is “compared to state of personal dis-
array,” in which the speaker cannot even attend to normal dressing habits.
Jonadab’s description of Amnon as dal could indicate that he has even begun to
neglect his physical appearance like the girl in this song.

It is not only women who suffer from lovesickness in ancient Near Eastern
love poems. Also, in Papyrus Chester Beatty, a male speaker gives an extended
description of lovesickness:

For seven days until yesterday I have not seen my beloved (lit. sister),
Illness has possessed me.
My limbs have become heavy,
And I have lost all control over myself.
If the greatest of physicians come to me,
My heart would not be satisfied with their remedies.
Even the lector priests cannot find the way,
My illness is not recognized.?*
P. Beatty 1.1.7

As the reader can guess, the cure to the speaker’s illness is his beloved, which
is why his “sickness” is beyond the healing powers of the doctor or religious spe-
cialist. In the poem, the speaker only becomes well again when he beholds her
once more. The pining of the speaker for his beloved to return in the poem has
echoes in Amnon’s initial despondency about Tamar, as well as the important plot
element of Amnon appearing physically ill.

As a remedy to Amnon’s “lovesickness,” Jonadab suggests a scheme
whereby Amnon can be in close physical proximity to Tamar. Jonadab advises
Amnon to feign illness and then, when David checks on him, to request that Tamar
attend to him while he is sick.?® This is a particularly appropriate deception since

22 Translation after Landgrafova and Navrétilové, Sex and the Golden Goddess I, 108-9.

2 Landgrafova and Navratilova, Sex and the Golden Goddess 1, 109. Translated literally, the girl
is unable to “go about like a human being” (109).

24 Translation after Landgrafova and Navratilova, Sex and the Golden Goddess I, 155. McCarter
includes this poem in his commentary and writes “the original audience of the story of Aminon and
Tamar may have known the poetic malady of lovesickness in its Egyptian expression and recognized
its symptoms here in a young man who is love-sick for his actual sister” (// Samuel, 320-21).

2 The Dt stem is used both when Amnon pretends to be ill in 2 Sam 13:6 and when he “makes
himself sick” in his sexual frustration over Tamar in 2 Sam 13:2. As is well known, the Dt often has a
reflexive meaning, as seen nicely in 2 Sam 13:2, since Amnon is essentially making himself sick from
psychological distress. However, in 2 Sam 13:6 the Dt stem has different nuance since Amnon is only
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Amnon has already seemed ill by his languishing over Tamar. The idea of faking
an illness as a means of coming in contact with one’s beloved, presents yet another
connection to ancient Egyptian love poetry. In the Egyptian Papyrus Harris, a
male speaker says:

I will lie inside,
And I will feign illness.
My neighbors will then come to see me,
And (my) beloved will come with them.
She will put the doctors to shame,
For she knows my illness.?

P.Harr. 500.1.7

This poem is similar to the poem cited above pertaining to the lovesick boy who
can only be cured by the return of his beloved, but in this poem the young man is
merely pretending to be ill so as to engender a visit from his beloved. However,
instead of a tacit tryst for two lovers, the spurious sickness described in 2 Sam
13:1-22 results in rape. The speaker in Papyrus Harris deceives his neighbors, not
his beloved, whereas the deception in 2 Sam 13:1-22 is directed at Tamar. More-
over, the Egyptian love poem’s speaker imagines his beloved as surmising the
situation immediately and knowing exactly how to “cure” him, but in 2 Sam 13:1—
22, Tamar, obeying an order from her father, the king, assumes her visit to Amnon
is innocent because it is her brother making the request.

As can be seen from the above examples, the connections between 2 Sam 13
and ancient Hebrew and Egyptian love songs regarding the motif of lovesickness
do not rely upon overlapping language or specific terminology but a shared idea
of the theme of lovesickness. I do not wish to argue that 2 Sam 13 directly alludes
to the love poems quoted above, but rather that the story draws upon known liter-
ary motifs surrounding romantic love and inverts these motifs in order to highlight
the horror of the sexual violation in the narrative. These descriptions of lovesick-
ness might seem natural enough to anyone who has ever been in love, and one
assumes that there would have been no lack of hormonal young people in the
ancient Near East acting in ways similar to those described in the poems. How-
ever, tropes pertaining to erotic love are culturally construed, particularly in their

giving the appearance of illness. A reflexive component can still be implied here, as Amnon is still
“making himself sick,” if by appearance only.

26 Translation after Landgrafova and Navratilova, Sex and the Golden Goddess I, 157. See also
Fox, Song of Songs, 13.
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literary representations of, and they vary across time and space.?’ Therefore, de-
spite the familiarity of lovesickness to modern readers, the motif holds specific
cultural significance in these works.

Given that 2 Sam 13:1-22 is ultimately about rape, not love, the writer of 2
Sam 13:1-22 inverts the lovesickness motif as it unfolds, showing that it is a love
story gone completely awry. Already in verse 2 the statement explaining Amnon’s
lovesickness—that it was because he could not see a way to “do anything” to
Tamar (la ‘asot lah ma ima)—is telling, for this certainly does not sound like love
poetry.2® Although certainly sensual, ancient Near Eastern love poetry is generally
reticent about describing intercourse itself,?° and, by comparison this statement
about Amnon’s sexual frustration seems rather blunt and non-emotional. Thus,
even though Amnon seemingly pines away for Tamar like the speakers in love
poems, the reason given for his dejection indicates that his goal is solely sexual
satisfaction.

27 Following the influential works of Michel Foucault and Judith Butler, the attitudes and mean-
ings associated with eroticism, sexuality, and sexual activity that were once thought to be relatively
static over time are now generally understood as varying diachronically as well as between contem-
poraneous cultures. See Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality, trans. Robert Hurley, 3 vols. (New
York: Pantheon, 1978, 1985, 1988); Judith Butler, Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of
Identity (New York: Routledge, 1990, 1999). Following the larger academic trend, sex has also be-
come an increasingly discussed topic within biblical and ancient Near Eastern scholarship, particularly
as it relates to issues of gender and power. Some key examples include Phyllis Trible, God and the
Rhetoric of Sexuality (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1978); Trible, Texts of Terror; Howard Eilberg-
Schwartz, God’s Phallus and other Problems for Men and Monotheism (Boston: Beacon, 1994);
Gwendolyn Leick, Sex and Eroticism in Mesopotamian Literature (London: Routledge, 1994); Simo
Parpola and Robert M. Whiting, Sex and Gender in the Ancient Near East: Proceedings of the 47th
Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale, Helsinki, July 2—6, 2001, 2 vols. (Helsinki: Neo-Assyrian
Text Corpus Project, 2002); David M. Carr, The Erotic Word: Sexuality, Spirituality, and the Bible
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003); Hilary B. Lipka, Sexual Transgression in the Hebrew Bible
(Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix, 2006); Carolyn Graves-Brown, Sex and Gender in Ancient Egypt: ‘Don
Your Wig for a Joyful Hour’ (Swansea: Classical Press of Wales, 2008); and Renata Landgrafova and
Hana Navratilova, Sex and the Golden Goddess I and II; Michael Coogan, God and Sex: What the
Bible Really Says (New York: Twelve, 2010); Susanne Scholz, Sacred Witness; Jennifer Wright
Knust, Unprotected Texts: The Bible’s Surprising Contradictions about Sex and Desire (New York:
HarperOne, 2011).

28 The expression “to do” could be a more crude way of referring to sex, as opposed to euphe-
mistic “be” (Vhyh) in 2 Sam 13:20. Judges 19:24 also uses the verb v '$4 in the context of sex when
the Gibeonite host offers the mob his virgin daughter and the Levite’s concubine and tells the men that
which certainly indicates rape, since the crowd wants to “know” (\yd ) the Levite and they “abuse”
(1) and “violate” (N ‘nh) his pileges (Judg 19:25; 20:5). Likewise, the use of the verb v §4 in 2 Sam
13:2 could be the narrator’s hint about the coming violation.

2 See Jerrold Cooper, “Gendered Sexuality in Sumerian Love Poetry,” in Sumerian Gods and
Their Representations, ed. Irving L. Finkel and Markham J. Geller (Groningen: Styx, 1997), 85-97;
cf. Carr, Erotic Word, 109-38.
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“HEART”Y PUNS

When Jonadab suggests that Amnon should pretend to be ill and request that
Tamar prepare food for him, the narrative describes Amnon’s actions as fitting
Jonadab’s suggestion almost exactly, except for the wording of Amnon’s request
to David. In 2 Sam 13:5 Jonadab instructs Amnon to request of David that Tamar
make food for him using the general term /ehiem, but Amnon specifically requests
that “Tamar should prepare (talabbéb) two labibot” (2 Sam 13:6). The noun and
verb both come from Ibb, related to the frequently-attested terms /eb or lehab
“heart.” The term [2bibét is unknown elsewhere, but the relationship of the noun
to \Ibb could refer to the shape of the food or function in “strengthening the heart”
as sustaining fare. The denominative piel verb Vibb has erotic connotations, as in
Song 4:9:

libbabtini "ahoti kalld
libbabtini ba 'ahad mé ‘énayik
ba’ahad ‘andaq missawwaronayik

You arouse me, my sister, my bride,
You arouse me with one [glance] of your eyes,
With a single strand of your necklace.

In this section of the Song the male speaker is praising the girl and here he “ex-
presses the strength of his desire” for her.3® Other translations include “ravish,”’!
“capture my heart,”3? “enhearten,”> or “drive me crazy.”** Based on the connec-
tion of the verb VIbb and the noun lobibét to 1éb/lebab “heart,” Amnon employs
an erotic double entendre in his request.>> Whether heart-shaped or sustaining
fare, the connotation is apparent to the reader, especially given the Amnon’s
“lovesick” state.

Additionally, Amnon, as instructed by Jonadab, specifically requests to eat
from Tamar’s hand (wa ‘ebreh miyyadah). This stipulation ensures that Tamar her-
self must attend Amnon rather than merely sending food to him, but it also
contains another erotic double entendre also present in the Song of Songs. In Song
4:10 the male speaker exclaims:

3 Longman, Song of Songs, ch. 4, poem 12.

SINRSV; NKJV; ASV; Marvin H. Pope, Song of Songs, AB 7C (Garden City, NY: Doubleday,
1977), 478-80.

32 JPS.

33 Graeme Auld, 7 and II Samuel, OTL (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2011), 479.

3* Longman Song of Songs, ch. 4, poem 12.

35 Cf. McCarter, II Samuel, 322; Fokkelman, Narrative Art and Poetry, 105-6; A. A. Anderson,
2 Samuel, WBC 11 (Waco, TX: Word Books, 1989), 174; Auld, I and II Samuel, 478.
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mah-yapu dodayik ’ahoti kalla
mah-tobu dodayik miyyayin
waréah Somanayik mikkol-basamim

How delightful is your lovemaking, my sister, my bride!
How much better your lovemaking than wine,
The scent of your ointments than all the spices!*®

An erotic nuance associated with yad is the root \ydd, which means “love,” in-
cluding sexual love.?” Indeed, Song 4:1 could be referring to Song 1:2, where the
girl says that the boy’s “lovemaking is better than wine” (k7 tobim dodék miy-
yayin), particularly mentioning the “kisses of his mouth” (minnasiqot pihii).
Amnon again uses the term yad in 2 Sam 13:10 when he commands Tamar to
come into his inner chamber so he can “eat from[her]| hand,” ('ebreh miyyadek).
When Tamar obeys, Amnon immediately grabs her and demands sex instead of
food. The repetition of the phrase “cat (Vbrh) from one’s hand (yad)”at key points
in the narrative lends support to a secondary sexual meaning in both instances.

Graeme Auld points out that dodayik “your love” in Song 4:10 picks up on
the dwd/ydyd relationship between David’s name and Solomon’s possible throne
name Yadidyah “beloved of Yahweh” in 2 Sam 12:25.3® He further suggests that,
in addition to the piel VIbb and its denominative noun l»bibét, Song 4:9-10 con-
tains several other word links to the immediate context in 2 Sam 13:1-22: “sister,”
“eyes,” and “beautiful.”** Commenting on the intertextual similarities between
the beginning of 2 Sam 13:1-22 and Song 4:9—-10, Auld writes,

The emphases on Tamar as Amnon’s (and not just Absalom’s) sister (vv. 5, 6)
and on Amnon seeing her with his eyes as she prepared what would hearten him
constitute a remarkable echo of the words of the lover in the Song. It is not easy
to suppose that writer and readers of the story of Amnon and Tamar were igno-
rant of these lines of the Song, or possibly of the traditional love poetry on which
the classic Song drew.*

3¢ Cf. Hess, Song of Songs, ch. 4.

37 This root is also attested in Ugaritic, Aramaic and Arabic (for examples see HALOT, s. v.
“177). See discussion in Mark S. Smith and Wayne T. Pitard, The Ugaritic Baal Cycle, vol. 2 (Leiden:
Brill, 2009), 220.

38 Auld, 7 and IT Samuel, 470, 479.

3 Auld, 7 and IT Samuel, 479.

40 Auld, I and II Samuel, 479. However, Auld continues, “if our author knows the Song, then at
least this part of Samuel may be from quite late in the biblical period.” Although this dating could be
possible, and the interconnections between 2 Sam 13:1-22 and Song 4:9—10 are certainly suggestive,
arguments for the dating of both 1-2 Samuel and the Song of Songs range from early monarchic to
post-exilic. Moreover, even if the case could unquestionably be made for 2 Sam 13:1-22 directly
alluding to Song of Songs, this would only mean portions of the Song predate the story of 2 Sam 13:1—
22 and could be used to argue either a relatively early or late date. Given the presence of love poetry
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This section focuses on examples of intertextual connections between 2 Sam 13
and Song of Songs, specifically Song 4:9-10. This section does discuss the over-
lap in usage of particular terms; however, all of these words are either common
words (yad) or derive from roots frequently attested (NIbb; Ndwd) in biblical He-
brew. Therefore, although I regard the similarities between 2 Sam 13:6 and Song
4:9-10 as suggestive, I still prefer to distance my overall argument from any claim
of allusion or direct dependence in favor of a more generalized intertextual dis-
cussion. Second Samuel 13:6 has Amnon using three terms associated with
sexuality—the verb talabbéb, labibot and yad—in his seemingly innocent request
to David, imparting a secondary sexual nuance to his entire statement in 2 Sam
13:6. On one level, Amnon requests that Tamar feed him by hand to nourish him
during his illness, but on another level, he expresses his desire for Tamar to revive
him from his lovesick state through sexual gratification. The wordplay involved
in Amnon’s request heightens the dramatic tension of the narrative.

SIBLING TERMINOLOGY

The narrative of 2 Sam 13:1-22 highlights the sibling relationship between Am-
non, Tamar, and Absalom by repeatedly referring to these characters as “brother”
or “sister.” A form of the basic term for sibling (‘ah/’ahét) occurs twenty-one
times in the narrative. The greatest concentration of sibling terms occurs before
Tamar’s refusal of Amnon in 2 Sam 13:1-12, but sibling terminology is entirely
absent when Amnon rapes Tamar and the rupture of the sibling relationship occurs
in 2 Sam 13:13-19. Sibling language reappears when Absalom enters the narra-
tive in 2 Sam 13:20. This single verse employs terms for brother and sister five
times, emphasizing Absalom’s position as Tamar’s full brother and future
avenger.*? At first glance, sibling terms make sense in a story about two brothers
and a sister. However, given the other evidence of connections to love poetry, the
repeated use of sibling terminology in 2 Sam 13:1-22 should be viewed in light
of sibling terminology in ancient Near Eastern love poetry.

motifs throughout different periods and cultures, it would be difficult to date 2 Sam 13 on this basis
alone.

Auld also makes a case for 2 Sam 13:1-22 influencing parts of Genesis, particularly the Joseph
story. See Graeme Auld, “Tamar between David, Judah, and Joseph,” in Samuel at the Threshold:
Selected Works of Graeme Auld, SOTSMS (New York: Routledge, 2016), 213-24. On the written
connection between the garment Tamar rips after being raped and Joseph’s famous “coat of many
colors,” see Heath Dewrell, “How Tamar’s Veil Became Joseph’s Coat,” Biblica 97 (2016): 161-74.

41 Cf. McCarter, II Samuel, 328.

42 Bar-Efrat (Narrative Art, 272) discusses the concentric arrangement of sibling terms. Cf.
Fokkelman, Narrative Art and Poetry, 112.
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Sibling terminology, so prevalent in 2 Sam 13:1-22, was a convention of an-
cient Near Eastern love lyrics as terms of endearment.*? For instance, in the Song
of Songs the male speaker refers to his beloved several times as ‘@hoti kalla “my
sister, my bride” (Song 4:9, 10, 12; 5:1). In these instances, the term “sister” is
parallel with “bride,” but, neither should be taken literally. Rather, these terms
signify affection and intimacy. Other terms of endearment in the Song, such as
ra ‘ya “darling” or déd “beloved” likewise derive from kinship or social circles.**
On the use of sibling terminology in love poetry, Richard Hess writes that a sibling
relationship:

is not one legally created nor one that could be dissolved as in a divorce. Instead,
a sister, like a brother, represents the closest of peer relationships, wherein one
is prepared to share intimacies and every part of life. The reference to the fe-
male’s role as sister and bride is intended to convey both the closeness of the
brother/ sister relationship and the commitment of the marriage.*’

Some examples from Song of Songs make it clear that the speakers in the poems
are not related. The speakers do not appear to live together and there appear to be
obstacles to the lovers meeting (Song 1:6; 3:1-5; 5:1-8; 8:8-10). The clearest
example that the speakers in the Song are not kin appears in Song 8:1-2, where
the female speaker wishes that her beloved could be like a brother to her, for then
they could show public affection and she could bring him to her “mother’s house.”

The use of sibling terminology occurs frequently in Egyptian love poetry,
with the majority of the poems containing a reference to the beloved as “brother”
or “sister.” The following represents a few examples:

1. “I’ll say to Ptah, the Lord of Truth: ‘Give me (my) sister tonight ¢

2. “I found my brother in his bedroom, and my heart was exceedingly joyful”*’
3. “To the outer door I set my face: my brother is coming to me”*¢

4. “One alone is (my) sister, having no peer, more gracious than all other
women”*#

5. “How skilled is she, my sister, at casting the lasso, yet she’ll [draw in] no
cattle”*

43 Besides Song of Songs, sibling language is also used in this way in Job 17:14 and Prov 7:4.
Cf. Hess, Song of Songs, ch. 4.

# The word déd “beloved” derives from Vdwd meaning “uncle” and ra ‘ya from ré ‘G
friend.”

45 Hess, Song of Songs, ch. 4.

46 p Harr. 500.1.6. Translation after Fox, Song of Songs, 11. Here I follow Fox’s translations
since he translates the sibling terms literally.

47 P Harr. 500.2.6. Translation after Fox, Song of Songs, 23.

48 P Harr. 500.2.7. Translation after Fox, Song of Songs, 24.

49 P. Beatty 1.1. Translation after Fox, Song of Songs, 52.

50 P Beatty 3.3. Translation after Fox, Song of Songs, 73.

neighbor,
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It seems clear within Egyptian poetry as well that the sibling terminology is not
to be taken literally. For example, in Papyrus Chester Beatty the male and female
speakers seem to have interacted no more than by exchanging glances, and there
are familial and social obstacles to their love being consummated.’! Fox notes that
usage of sibling terminology as term of affection “probably arose because of sib-
lings are the closest blood relations.”? Indeed, as noted by Renata Landgrafova
and Hana Navratilova, the word sn.f conveys a broader relationship than the Eng-
lish “sister” and could be applied to any close female person around the same age
as the speaker.>

Sibling terminology as a term of affection also appears in Sumerian love
songs, although not as frequently as in the Egyptian material. One Sumerian love
poem speaks of the eyes and mouth of the woman delighting the male speaker
with the refrain “come, my beloved sister.”

The gazing of your eyes is pleasant to me; come my beloved sister.
The speaking of your mouth is pleasant to me, my honey-mouthed of her mother.
The kissing of your lips is pleasant to me; come my beloved sister.>

The “sister,” for her part, makes the “brother” take an oath of devotion
to her alone:

For as long as you live, as long as you live, you shall take an oath for me, brother
of the countryside, for as long as you live you shall take an oath for me.

You shall take an oath for me that you will not touch another.
You shall take an oath for me that you will not ... ... your head on anyone else.>’

Other examples of sibling terminology as a term of endearment between two lov-
ers occur in the poems Dumuzi-Inana C, D, and G. However, in the Sumerian
Dumuzi-Inana love songs, there is sometimes an intermediary role played by an
actual sibling, whether Inana’s brother Utu or Dumuzi’s sister Geshtinanna, which
can impede clarity regarding the identity of the sibling in the poem.

At first glance, the appearance of sibling terms in a story about siblings seems
rather straightforward. However, the examples of love poetry elements within 2
Sam 13:1-22 gives a secondary nuance to the sibling terminology in the narrative.
As the above examples show, the use of “brother” or “sister” as terms of affection
occurred in extant examples of ancient Near Eastern love poetry regardless of

51 See Fox, Song of, 63.

52 Fox, Song of Songs, 8.

53 Landgrafova and Navratilova, Sex and the Golden Goddess I, 93.
> Dumizid-Inana B, ETCSL 4.08.02, 4-6.

55 Dumizid-Inana B, ETCSL 4.08.02, 13—16.
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differences in time, space, languages, and cultures. The repetition of sibling lan-
guage in 2 Sam 13:1-22 is the utilization of a known literary trope with a sardonic
undertone since Amnon’s love interest is in fact his actual sister. The repetition of
“brother” and “sister” throughout the narrative in 2 Sam 13:1-22 underlines the
familial relations of the main characters and serves as a reminder of the incestuous
nature of the rape.>®

CONCLUSION

As the above examples demonstrate, the scribe who wrote 2 Sam 13:1-22 drew
on classic motifs found in ancient love poetry. Broadening the comparison beyond
the biblical Song of Songs to include ancient Near Eastern love poems shows that
certain love poetry tropes could be wide-ranging, which moves the discussion
from one of dependency or allusion to one about intertextuality more generally.
The application of recent discussions of scribal culture brings new insights into
the narrative in 2 Sam 13:1-22 and reinforces the orality/memorization model of
scribal education in ancient Israel.

A later corroborating example can be seen in the medieval Hebrew poem by
Solomon Ibn Gabriol (eleventh century CE) that offers a parody of the biblical
story 2 Sam 13:1-22 while also utilizing standard elements of medieval Arabic
love poetry:

Like Amnon sick am I, so call Tamar

And tell her one who loves her is snared by death.
Quick, friends, companions, bring her here to me.
The only thing I ask of you is this:

Adorn her head with jewels, bedeck her well,
And send along with her a cup of wine.

If she would pour for me she might put out

The burning pain wasting my throbbing flesh.>’

5¢ Biblical legal texts generally condemn incest of any kind and specifically forbid sexual contact
between brothers and sisters, including half siblings (Deut 27:22; Lev 18: 9, 11; Ezek 22:11). How-
ever, it is not known to what extent these texts reflect actual practice, particularly for the royal family.
For an argument that prohibitions against incest are not universal, see Paul Frandsen, Incestuous and
Close-Kin Marriage in Ancient Egypt and Persia: An Examination of the Evidence (Copenhagen: Mu-
seum Tusculanum Press, 2009). Although sibling marriage might have been attested, it is clear that
the narrative regards Amnon’s rape of Tamar as nabeld, as Tamar herself warns Amnon in 2 Sam
13:12. Bar-Efrat (Narrative Art, 239—40), Fokkelman (Narrative Art and Poetry, 103), Hertzberg (I
and II Samuel, 322-23), Anderson (II Samuel, 172, 175, 177), and Stone (Sex, Honor, and Power,
114) view Amnon’s crime as the rape of an unbetrothed virgin; however, McCarter (/I Samuel, 323—
24, 327-28) regards incest as the main offense.

57 Text and translation in Raymond P. Scheindlin, Wine, Women, and Death: Medieval Hebrew
Poems on the Good Life (Philadelphia: JPS, 1986), 110—11. I would like to thank to Robert Harris of
Jewish Theological Seminary for pointing out this poem to me.
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In this poem, Solomon Ibn Gabriol interacts directly with the biblical narrative of
2 Sam 13:1-22, and with tropes from a poetic corpus rather than allusions to spe-
cific poems. According the translator Raymond Scheindlin, “the result of
superimposing Arabic love poetry on the story of Amnon and Tamar is an ironic
piece with a point to make”—there is no deceptive ruse, and the “speaker does
not want to overcome his sickness but prefers to cultivate it.”>® Moreover, Solo-
mon Ibn Gabriol twists an abysmal story of incestuous rape into a more
characteristic poem of erotic desire, resulting in a poem rather similar to the an-
cient Egyptian love song about a lovesick boy (P.Beatty 1.1.7) written two
millennia previously.

The story in 2 Sam 13:1-22 is an intertextual example in which ancient liter-
ature can be compared across, time, space, and genres. However, the presence of
these love poetry motifs in 2 Sam 13:1-22 do not constitute a mere echo but an
ironic distortion that underscores the horror of the rape and of the depravity of
Amnon’s character. The scribe who wrote this story was indeed a master, whether
transcribing oral tradition or inventing a new text. Drawing out the reader/hearer’s
sympathy in the initial depiction of Amnon as a lovesick youth pining away for
Tamar intensifies their shock and revulsion when an apparent “love story” be-
comes an appalling rape narrative. In a plot revolving around deception of family
members, the master scribe who wrote this material effectively tricks the reader
with the distortion of love poetry motifs in a horrific story of sexual violence.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Anderson, Arnold A. 2 Samuel. WBC 11. Waco, TX: Word Books, 1989.

Alter, Robert. Strong as Death Is Love: The Song of Songs, Ruth, Esther, Jonah, and
Daniel. Kindle edition. New York: Norton, 2015.

Auld, Graeme. [ and Il Samuel. OTL. Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2011.

. “Tamar between David, Judah, and Joseph.” Pages 213-24 in Samuel at the

Threshold: Selected Works of Graeme Auld. SOTSMS. New York: Routledge, 2016.

Bar-Efrat, Shimeon. Narrative Art and the Bible. Translated by Dorothea Shefer-Vanson.
Sheffield: Almond, 1989.

Blum, Erhard. “Ein Anfang der Geschichtsschreibung? Anmerkungen zur sog. Thron-
folgegeschichte und zum Umgang mit Geschichte im alten Israel.” Pages 4-37 in
Die sogenannte Thronfolgegeschichte Davids: Neue Einsichten und Anfragen. Ed-
ited by Albert de Pury and Thomas Rémer. Freiburg, Schweiz: Universitétsverlag;
Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000.

Boda, Mark J., and Michael H. Floyd, eds. Bringing Out the Treasure: Inner Biblical Al-
lusion in Zechariah 9—14. London: T&T Clark, 2003.

Butler, Judith. Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity. New Y ork:
Routledge, 1990, 1999.

38 Scheindlin, Wine, Women, and Death, 111.



Lovesickness, Love Poetry, and Sexual Violence 103

Carr, David M. The Erotic Word: Sexuality, Spirituality, and the Bible. Kindle edition.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003.

. The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: A New Reconstruction. Kindle edition.
New York: Oxford University Press, 2011.

. “The Many Uses of Intertextuality in Biblical Studies: Actual and Potential.”
Pages 505-35 in Congress Volume Helsinki 2010. VTSup 148. Leiden: Brill, 2012.

. Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture and Literature. New
York: Oxford University Press, 2005.

Conroy, Charles. Absalom! Absalom! Narrative and Language in 2 Sam 13-20. Rome:
Biblical Institute Press, 1978.

Coogan, Michael. God and Sex: What the Bible Really Says. New York: Twelve, 2010.

Cooper, Jerrold. “Gendered Sexuality in Sumerian Love Poetry.” Pages 85-97 in Sume-
rian Gods and Their Representations. Edited by Irving L. Finkel and Markham J.
Geller. Groningen: Styx, 1997.

Darnell, John C. “A Midsummer Night’s Succubus: The Herdsman’s Encounters in P.
Berlin 3024, the Pleasures of Fishing and Fowling, the Songs of the Drinking Place,
and the Ancient Egyptian Love Poetry.” Pages 99-140 in Opening the Tablet Box:
Near Eastern Studies in Honor of Benjamin R. Foster. Edited by Sarah C. Melville
and Alice L. Slotsky. Leiden: Brill, 2010.

Dewrell, Heath. “How Tamar’s Veil Became Joseph’s Coat.” Biblica 97 (2016): 161-74.

Dick, Michael B. “The ‘History of David’s Rise to Power’ and the Neo-Babylonian Suc-
cession Apologies.” Pages 3—19 in David and Zion: Biblical Studies in Honor of J.
J. M. Roberts. Edited by Bernard F. Batto and Kathryn L. Roberts. Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 2004.

van Dijk-Hemmes, Fokkelien. “Tamar and the Limits of Patriarchy: Between Rape and
Seduction.” Pages 135-56 in Anti-Covenant: Counter-Reading Women’s Lives in the
Hebrew Bible. Edited by Mieke Bal. LHBOT 81. London: Bloomsbury T&T Clark,
1989.

Eilberg-Schwartz, Howard. God’s Phallus and other Problems for Men and Monotheism.
Boston: Beacon, 1994.

Eslinger, Lyle. “Inner-Biblical Exegesis and Inner-Biblical Allusion: The Question of
Category.” VT 42 (1992): 47-58.

Finkelstein, Israel, and Neil Asher Silberman. David and Solomon: In Search of the Bi-
ble’s Sacred Kings and the Roots of the Western Tradition. New York: Free Press,
2006.

Fischer, Alexander A. Von Hebron nach Jerusalem: Eine redaktionsgeschichtliche Studie
zur Erzdhlung von Konig David in Il Sam 1-5. BZAW 335. Berlin: de Gruyter,
2004.

Fishbane, Michael. Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel. Oxford: Clarendon, 1985.
Fleming, Erin E., and Heather D. D. Parker. “Education: Ancient Near East.” Pages 152—
55 in The Oxford Encyclopedia of the Bible and Gender Studies. Edited by Julia

O’Brien. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014.

Fokkelman, J. P. King David (Il Sam 9-20 and 1 Kings 1-2). Vol. 1 of Narrative Art and
Poetry in the Books of Samuel: A Full Interpretation Based on Stylistic and Struc-
tural Analyses. Assen: Van Gorcum, 1981.

Foster, John L. Love Songs of the New Kingdom. New York: Scribner’s Sons, 1974.



104 Erin E. Fleming

Foucault, Michel. The History of Sexuality. Translated by Robert Hurley. New York:
Pantheon, 1978, 1985, 1988.

Fox, Michael V. The Song of Songs and the Ancient Egyptian Love Songs. Madison: Uni-
versity of Wisconsin Press, 1985.

Fowler, Barbara Hughes. Love Lyrics of Ancient Egypt. Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1994.

Frandsen, Paul. Incestuous and Close-Kin Marriage in Ancient Egypt and Persia: An Ex-
amination of the Evidence. Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press, 2009.

Graves-Brown, Carolyn. Sex and Gender in Ancient Egypt: ‘Don Your Wig for a Joyful
Hour.” Swansea: Classical Press of Wales, 2008.

Gwyn Griffiths, John. “Love as a Disease.” Pages 349-64 in Studies in Egyptology: Pre-
sented to Miriam Lichtheim. 2 vols. Edited by Sarah Israelit-Groll. Jerusalem:
Magnes Press, 1990.

Halpern, Baruch. David’s Secret Demons: Messiah, Murderer, Traitor, King. Grand Rap-
ids: Eerdmans, 2001.

Hess, Richard S. Song of Songs. Kindle edition. BCOTWP. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker,
2003.

Hutton, Jeremy M. “Isaiah 51:9-11 and the Rhetorical Appropriation and Subversion of
Hostile Theologies.” JBL 126 (2007): 271-303.

. The Transjordanian Palimpsest: The Overwritten Texts of Personal Exile and
Transformation in the Deuteronomistic History. Berlin: de Gruyter, 2009.

Knapp, Andrew. Royal Apologetic in the Ancient Near East. WAWSup 73. Atlanta: SBL
Press, 2015.

Knust, Jennifer Wright. Unprotected Texts: The Bible’s Surprising Contradictions about
Sex and Desire. New York: HarperOne, 2011.

Kratz, Reinhard G. The Composition of the Narrative Books of the Old Testament. Trans.
John Bowden. London: T&T Clark, 2005. Translation of Die Komposition der
erzdhlenden Biicher des Alten Testaments. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
2000.

Kristeva, Julia. Desire in Language: A Semiotic Approach to Literature and Art. Trans.
Thomas Gora, Alice Jardine, and Leon S. Roudiez. New York: Columbia University
Press, 1980.

. Revolution in Poetic Language. Translated by Margaret Waller. New York:
Columbia University Press, 1984.

Landgrafova, Renata, and Hana Navratilova. Sex and the Golden Goddess I: Ancient
Egyptian Love Songs in Context. Prague: Czech Institute of Egyptology, 2009.

———— Sex and the Golden Goddess 1I: World of the Love Songs. Prague: Czech Insti-
tute of Egyptology, 2015.

Leick, Gwendolyn. Sex and Eroticism in Mesopotamian Literature. London: Routledge,

1994.

Lemaire, Andre. Les ecoles et la formation de la Bible dans l'ancien Israel. OBO 39. Fri-
bourg: Editions Universitaires; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981.

Leonard, Jeffrey M. “Identifying Inner-Biblical Allusions: Psalm 78 as a Test Case.” JBL
(2008): 241-65.

Leonard-Fleckman, Mahri. The House of David: Between Political Formation and Liter-
ary Revision. Minneapolis: Fortress, 2016.



Lovesickness, Love Poetry, and Sexual Violence 105

Lipka, Hilary B. Sexual Transgression in the Hebrew Bible. Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix,
2006.

Longman, Tremper, III. Song of Songs. Kindle edition. NICOT. Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 2001.

Mathieu, Bernard. La Poésie Amoureuse de L’Egypt Ancienne: Recherches sur un genre
littéraire au Nouvel Empire. Cairo: Institut Frangais d’ Archéologie Orientale, 1997.

McCarter, P. Kyle, Jr. I Samuel. AB 8. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980.

———— Il Samuel. AB 9. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1984.

—— “Apology of David.” JBL 99 (1980): 489-504.

. ““Plots, True or False’: The Succession Narrative as Court Apologetic.” Inter-

pretation 35 (1981): 355-67.

———— “The Historical David.” Interpretation 40 (1986): 117-29.

McKenzie, Steven L. King David: A Biography. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000.

Milstein, Sara. “Reworking Ancient Texts: Revision through Introduction in Biblical and
Mesopotamian Literature.” PhD diss., New York University, 2010.

. Tracking the Master Scribe. Revision through Introduction in Biblical and

Mesopotamian Literature. New York: Oxford, 2016.

Newsom, Carol A. “Pairing Research Questions and Theories of Genre: A Case Study of
the Hodayot.” DSD 17 (2010): 241-59.

Niditch, Susan. Oral Text, Written Word: Ancient Israelite Literature. Louisville: West-
minster John Knox, 1996.

Pakkala, Juha. God’s Word Omitted: Omissions in the Transmission of the Hebrew Bible.
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013.

Parpola, Simo and Robert M. Whiting, eds. Sex and Gender in the Ancient Near East:
Proceedings of the 47th Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale, Helsinki, July 2—
6, 2001. 2 vols. Helsinki: Neo-Assyrian Text Corpus Project, 2002.

Pioske, Daniel. “The Scribe of David: A Portrait of a Life.” Maarav 20 (2013): 163—88.

———— “Prose Writing in an Age of Orality: A Study of 2 Sam 5:6-9.” V'T 66 (2016):
261-79.

Pope, Marvin H. Song of Songs. AB 7C. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1977.

Rollston, Christopher A. Writing and Literacy in the World of Ancient Israel: Epigraphic
Evidence from the Iron Age. Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2010.

Romer, Thomas. The So-Called Deuteronomistic History: A Sociological, Historical, and
Literary Introduction. London: T&T Clark, 2005.

Scheindlin, Raymond P. Wine, Women, and Death: Medieval Hebrew Poems on the
Good Life. Philadelphia: JPS, 1986.

Schenker, Adrian. Anfinge der Textgeschichte des Alten Testaments: Studien zu Entste-
hung und Verhdltnis der friihesten Textformen. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2011.

Schmid, Konrad. “Innerbiblische Schriftauslegung: Aspekte der Forschungsgeschichte.”
Schriftauslegung in der Schrift: Festschrift fiir Odil Hannes Steck. Edited by Rein-
hard Gregor Kratz, Thomas Kriiger, and Konrad Schmid. BZAW 300. Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2000.

Schniedewind, William M. How the Bible Became a Book. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2004.

Scholz, Susanne. Sacred Witness: Rape in the Hebrew Bible. Minneapolis: Fortress,
2010.



106 Erin E. Fleming

Seiler, Stefan. Geschichte von der Thronfolge Davids (2 Sam 9-20; 1 Kon 1-2): Unter-
suchungen zur Literaturkritic und Tendenz. BZAW 267. Berlin: de Gruyter, 1998.

Smith, Mark S. and Wayne T. Pitard. The Ugaritic Baal Cycle. Vol. 2. Leiden: Brill,
20009.

Sommer, Benjamin D. “Exegesis, Allusion and Intertextuality in the Hebrew Bible: A
Response to Lyle Eslinger.” V'T 46 (1996): 479-89.

. A Prophet Reads Scripture: Allusion in Isaiah 40—66. Contraversions. Stan-

ford: Stanford University Press, 1998.

Stone, Ken. Sex, Honor, and Power in the Deuteronomistic History. JISOTSup 234. Shef-
field: Sheffield Academic, 1996.

van der Toorn, Karel. Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible. Kindle edi-
tion. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2007.

Tov, Emanuel. Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Ju-
dean Desert. Leiden: Brill, 2004.

Trible, Phyllis. God and the Rhetoric of Sexuality. Philiadelphia: Fortress, 1978.

. Texts of Terror: Literary-Feminist Readings of Biblical Narratives. Philadel-

phia: Fortress, 1984.

Van Seters, John. The Biblical Saga of King David. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2009.

Vermeylen, Jacques. La loi du plus fort: Histoire de la rédaction des récits davidiques de
1 Samuel a I Rois 2. BETL 154. Leuven: University Press, 2000.

Vernus, Pascal. Chants d’amour de I’Egypte antique: présentation, traduction et notes.
Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1992.

White, John B. 4 Study of the Language of Love in the Song of Songs and Ancient Egyp-
tian Poetry. SBLDS 38. Atlanta: Scholars, 1978.

Wright, Jacob L. David, King of Israel, and Caleb in Biblical Memory. New York: Cam-
bridge, 2014.

Zahn, Molly M. “Genre and Rewritten Scripture: A Reassessment.” JBL 131 (2012):
271-88.

Zakovitch, Yair. Introduction to Inner-Biblical Interpretation. Even Yehuda: Reches,
1993.



Exodus, Conquest, and the Alchemy of Memory

Ronald Hendel

In his first book, The Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible, William Foxwell
Albright articulated his program to integrate archaeology and the study of the an-
cient Near East into biblical scholarship. With customary flair, he described how
these fields had transformed the modern understanding of the Bible and would
continue to illuminate it in the future:

Archaeological research in Palestine and neighboring lands during the past cen-
tury has completely transformed our knowledge of the historical and literary
background of the Bible. It no longer appears as an absolutely isolated monument
of the past, as a phenomenon without relation to its environment. It now takes
its place in a context which is becoming better known every year. Seen against
the background of the ancient Near East, innumerable obscurities become
clear, and we begin to comprehend the organic development of Hebrew society
and culture.!

In a general sense, Albright’s statement is correct, and his vision—which builds
on the work of many predecessors—has become entrenched in our field. Our un-
derstanding of the Bible in its ancient religious, literary, and historical dimensions
continues to be shaped by research in archacology and the ancient Near East. In
this respect, as Albright notes, “The Bible ... invariably requires archaeological
elucidation before it becomes completely intelligible.”?

Although this vision still holds true, it is clear in retrospect that Albright’s
method for elucidating the Bible in its ancient context was flawed. He sought to

I am delighted to dedicate this essay to P. Kyle McCarter Jr., a dear friend and colleague, from
whom I have learned so much. It was given as the 2017 William Foxwell Albright Lecture at Johns
Hopkins University, in celebration of Kyle’s career as the Albright Professor.

''W. F. Albright, The Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible (New York: Revell, 1932), 127.

2 Albright, Archaeology, 17.
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rehabilitate “the value of the Bible as a source of history”* in reaction to the his-
toriography of mainstream German scholarship. His search for history in the Bible
focused particularly on the traditions about Israel’s origins, including the narra-
tives about the patriarchs, Moses, and the conquest of Canaan. But his position
that the biblical accounts of Israel’s origins constitute “a source of history” has a
number of problems, which obscure rather than illuminate their relationship to
history.

Albright based his position on two strategic moves. First, he isolated the his-
torical content of the biblical traditions by stripping away the motifs and patterns
that derive from folklore and oral tradition. His premise was that history and folk-
lore are stratified, like the layers of an archaeological tell, and easily separated.
He writes, “Oral tradition inevitably implies the accretion of elements from folk-
lore, as illustrated by the earliest historical memories of every ancient people....
[H]istorical saga is invariably composed of nuclei of fact clad in garments of folk-
lore.”* The historian’s first task is to peel back the “garments of folklore” in order
to reveal the inner body, the “nuclei of fact.” Albright’s second move was to cor-
relate this reconstituted biblical history with details from archaeology and ancient
Near Eastern history, focusing primarily on personal names, customs, compara-
tive religion, and occupation and destruction layers. These details, which Albright
marshaled with erudition, were presented as evidence for the close fit between a
biblical tradition and a particular historical period.

Both of these strategic moves are flawed. I will address the second move first,
since it comprises the bulk of Albright’s efforts. His arguments for the historicity
of biblical traditions focused on empirical data, consonant with his self-concep-
tion as a scholar who “follow([s] the general principles of logical empiricism.”
However, in the late 1960’s and 1970’s scholars began to point out flaws in his
arguments in the light of the discovery of further data and the refinement of schol-
arly interpretations.® Many of the details that Albright adduced from archaeology
and Near Eastern texts turned out to be irrelevant for the historicity of biblical
traditions. Some were typical of long stretches of Near Eastern history, not just
one period, and therefore useless for determining the date of the biblical traditions.
Other details were incompletely or wrongly understood. In sum, the relationships
between text and context turned out to be more complicated than Albright envi-
sioned.

3 Albright, Archaeology, 128.

* Albright, Archaeology, 150.

5'W. F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity: Monotheism and the Historical Process,
2nd ed. (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1957), 2.

¢ See the review of scholarship in Megan Bishop Moore and Brad E. Kelle, Biblical History and
Israel’s Past: The Changing Study of the Bible and History (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2011), 77-112.
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The first move in Albright’s method—the disaggregation of history from
folklore in the biblical text—has received less attention, but its flaws are also no-
table, particularly since it continues to be an acceptable strategy in some circles
of biblical scholarship. The procedure of stripping away the accretion of miracle
and folklore from the biblical traditions to expose the “nuclei of fact” derives from
the rationalizing scholarship of the eighteenth-century Enlightenment.” These
scholars and savants sought to rehabilitate the reasonableness of biblical religion
by subtracting the dross of superstition. In a famous example, Thomas Jefferson
constructed a modern edition of the New Testament by omitting all traces of mir-
acle and the supernatural.® His aims differed from Albright’s, but the underlying
commitment of his procedure is the same: the truth of the Bible—including its
religious and historical facts—is exposed once one removes these accretions.

There is a deep flaw in this strategy. It assumes that folklore consists only of
miraculous or supernatural features and that this narrative layer can be easily
peeled away, revealing a prior core. The remaining history-like narrative, it as-
sumes, is historical. There are several problems here. First, stories are not
stratified in this way. Folklore, ideology, and history interpenetrate in ancient nar-
ratives, even in historical genres, as we know from Kings and Chronicles. Second,
the realism of the reconstituted story is not evidence for historicity. In the eyes of
Jefferson and Albright—and many others in between and since—the vivid realism
of the stories entailed their historical accuracy. As Albright writes about the pa-
triarchs: “The figures of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph appear before us as
real personalities.” But the inference that the realistic representational style of
biblical narrative entails historical accuracy relies on a category mistake. A lack
of mythological or supernatural features in a realistic narrative—or one in which
the miracles have been airbrushed away—does not mean that the narrative depicts
actual persons and events. A realist narrative might depict historical events, but it
is unwarranted to infer that it does so necessarily.

As Hans Frei cogently emphasizes, the history-like realism of biblical narra-
tive is a literary style, not a distinctive feature of historicity. He describes the
consequence of this conceptual error as follows:

The confusion of history-likeness (literal meaning) and history (ostensive refer-
ence), and the hermeneutic reduction of the former to an aspect of the latter,

7 Specifically, from the moderate wing, which sought to rehabilitate the Bible in the age of rea-
son; see Jonathan Sheehan, The Enlightenment Bible: Translation, Scholarship, Culture (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2005). Note the title of John Locke’s influential book, The Reasonableness
of Christianity (1695).

8 Thomas Jefferson, The Jefferson Bible: The Life and Morals of Jesus of Nazareth Extracted
Textually from the Gospels in Greek, Latin, French and English (Washington, DC: Smithsonian Insti-
tution, 2011).

° Albright, Stone Age, 241
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meant that one lacked the distinctive category and the appropriate interpretive
procedure for understanding what one had actually recognized: the high signifi-
cance of the literal, narrative shape of the stories for their meaning. '°

Albright conflated the literary realism of his reconstituted Bible with histori-
cal referentiality. This is a category mistake for the biblical traditions, as it would
be for other traditional narratives written in a style of literary realism (or perhaps
more precisely, magical realism) such as the /liad and the Odyssey. As Erich Au-
erbach and Roland Barthes observe in different ways, realism is a representational
style that communicates an effect of the real (effet de réel), but it does not neces-
sarily disclose actual events.!! The vivid realism of biblical prose is a matter of
the representation of reality, not reality in itself.

What we require, to use Frei’s terms, is a better category and interpretive
procedure for understanding the form and meanings of the biblical narratives
about the origins of Israel, including their possible relationships to historical re-
alia and contexts. A simple opposition of history and folklore, with the latter
easily separated from the former, will not do. We need a model that adequately
attends to the complicated interactions of narrative style, historical reference, and
cultural self-fashioning in biblical narrative.

In a series of studies, I have argued that the modern study of cultural memory
provides an appropriate conceptual framework for investigating the traditions
about Israel’s ancestral past.'? The study of collective memory was founded by
the sociologist Maurice Halbwachs, who was building on Emile Durkheim’s the-
ory of collective representations.'* This area of scholarship was brought into
ancient Near Eastern studies in the 1990’s by Jan Assmann, and it has burgeoned
since.'* By cultural memory I mean a group’s (or its authoritative interpreter’s)

" Hans W. Frei, The Eclipse of Biblical Narrative: A Study in Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century
Hermeneutics (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1974), 12.

! Erich Auerbach, Mimesis: The Representation of Reality in Western Literature, trans. Willard
R. Trask (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1953), 3-23; Roland Barthes, “The Reality Effect,”
in The Rustle of Language, trans. Richard Howard (New York: Hill & Wang, 1986), 141-48.

12 E.g., Ronald Hendel, “The Exodus in Biblical Memory,” JBL 120 (2001): 601-22; Hendel,
Remembering Abraham: Culture, Memory, and History in the Hebrew Bible (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2005); Hendel, “Culture, Memory, and History: Reflections on Method in Biblical
Studies,” in Historical Biblical Archaeology and the Future, ed. Thomas E. Levy (London: Equinox,
2010), 250-61.

13 Maurice Halbwachs, The Collective Memory, trans. Francis J. Ditter and Vida Y. Ditter, with
introduction by Mary Douglas (New York: Harper & Row, 1980); Halbwachs, On Collective Memory,
ed. and trans. Lewis A. Coser (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992). For a selection of other
important contributions, see Jeffrey K. Olick, Vered Vinitzky-Seroussi, and Daniel Levy, eds., The
Collective Memory Reader (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011).

14 Jan Assmann, Moses the Egyptian: The Memory of Egypt in Western Monotheism (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1997); Assmann, Cultural Memory and Early Civilization: Writing, Re-
membrance, and Political Imagination, trans. David H. Wilson (Cambridge: Cambridge University
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representation of the past with present relevance. This concept has several entail-
ments, which I describe under the rubrics of social frameworks, mnemobhistory,
and the poetics of memory.'?

Social Frameworks. Halbwachs focused on the social forms or frameworks
(cadres sociaux) of memory, by which he meant the ways that social groups con-
tinually reshape their representations of the past in accord with present interests
and practices. Each individual is nested in several intersecting groups—including
family, class, occupation, religion, region, and nation—each of which has its own
shared archive of cultural memories, transmitted within that group by various
means of instruction and initiation. The interactions within and between groups
means that cultural memories are always being contested, negotiated, and revised.
The revisions go both ways—the memories and the social frameworks can be
reconfigured according to present imperatives. Geographical sites of memory
(lieux de memoire) are part of a group’s social framework in another sense, since
they are places where the key memories of the group’s past are experienced in
pilgrimage and commemorative ritual.

Mnemohistory. Assmann developed the concept of mnemohistory, which “is
concerned not with the past as such, but only with the past as it is remembered. It
surveys the story-lines of tradition, the webs of intertextuality, the diachronic con-
tinuities and discontinuities of reading the past.”!® It traces the wandering paths
(Wanderstrassen) by which cultural memories crystallize and change. It brings
into conversation a host of historical inquiries: the history of tradition, literature,
religion, politics, institutions, and mentalities. The diachronic focus of mnemo-
history complements the synchronic and sociological focus of the frameworks of
memory.

Poetics of memory. What I have called the poetics of memory attends to the
ways that texts and other media construct and focalize cultural memory by a va-
riety of rhetorical strategies. The poetics of memory involves many features of
biblical discourse, including intertextual allusions, Leitwort patterns, and linguis-
tic (deictic and pragmatic) features that actualize or commemorate the represented
scene. Since our object of study is literary (i.e., the Bible), it is essential to bring

Press, 2011); Assmann, Religion and Cultural Memory: Ten Studies, trans. Rodney Livingstone (Stan-
ford: Stanford University Press, 2005). In biblical studies, see, for example, Marc Brettler, “Memory
in Ancient Israel,” in Memory and History in Christianity and Judaism, ed. Michael A. Signer (Notre
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2001), 1-17; Daniel E. Fleming, “Mari and the Possibilities
of Biblical Memory,” R4 92 (1998): 41-78; Ehud Ben Zvi, “Memory and Political Thought in Late
Persian/Early Hellenistic Yehud/Judah: Some Observations,” in Leadership, Social Memory and Ju-
dean Discourse in the Fifth—Second Centuries BCE, ed. Diana V. Edelman and Ehud Ben Zvi
(London: Equinox, 2016), 9-26.

15 See Ronald Hendel, “Cultural Memory,” in Reading Genesis: Ten Methods, ed. Ronald Hendel
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 29-33.

16 Assmann, Moses the Egyptian, 8-9.
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literary criticism into conversation with the other forms of inquiry. The poetics of
memory blends the synchronic and the diachronic, since it attends to literary fea-
tures in an array of biblical texts, some of which are contemporary, and others
linked in a temporal chain.

Each of these layers of inquiry—sociological, historical, and literary—is
complementary and interleaved. Together they illuminate how a group’s repre-
sentation of the past creates and sustains cultural identity in the present. The
creation and circulation of cultural memory is part of the process by which a group
constitutes itself as an imagined community.!” As P. Kyle McCarter Jr. observes,
following the work of Fredrik Barth and others, the emergence of ancient Israel
was predicated on such processes of cultural self-fashioning and boundary-
marking:

In a variety of ways ethnic groups draw boundaries around themselves. They
may do this with religion or languages or accents or codes of dress or diet or a
combination of these and other things. But in one way or another they draw
boundaries around themselves. And this boundary-marking is what creates eth-
nicity. A process went on in the Iron I period where a large population who had
not previously been Israelite identified themselves with a small group that had
previously been Israelite by a process of ethnic boundary-marking.... It was that
tradition that created Israel in the first place.'®

The approach to the biblical representations of the ancestral past as cultural
memory helps to elucidate how this process of ethnic boundary-marking began in
the Iron Age, and how it has continued in various memory practices up to the
present day.

In the following I will explore some of the features of the exodus and con-
quest as cultural memory. Although there are many gaps in my analysis, [ hope to
show that this way of proceeding offers a more adequate understanding of the
biblical texts and their contexts. With respect to the archacological and Near East-
ern background, I will argue that biblical traditions of exodus and conquest
emerged in the context of the crystallization of Israel as a polity in the wake of
the collapse of the Egyptian Empire in Canaan. In historical terms, Israel was a
successor state to Egyptian colonial rule. The exodus from Egypt and the conquest
of Canaan are a diptych of reconfigured memories of Egyptian bondage and de-
liverance, a transformation of the people from the abjection of slavery to a new
political-theological identity as the people of Yahweh. As we will see, there is no

17 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nation-
alism, 2nd ed. (London: Verso, 1991); see also Ilana Pardes, The Biography of Ancient Israel: National
Narratives in the Bible (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2000).

18 P, Kyle McCarter Jr., “The Origins of Israelite Religion,” in The Rise of Ancient Israel, ed.
Hershel Shanks (Washington, DC: Biblical Archacology Society, 1992), 133.
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easy separation of folklore and history in the narratives; the historical realia are
transmuted in the wandering paths of memory and in the social alchemy that
yielded a distinctive people.

THE POETICS OF MEMORY

I will address two texts, one from the exodus narrative (Exod 10:1-2) and one
from the beginning of the conquest (Josh 2:9—-11) to illustrate the literary features
of the poetics of memory. These texts are from different literary sources, but both
are engaged in the project of framing and thematizing the stories as cultural
memory. In their intertextual relationship, they show how the two complexes of
tradition are conceptually linked.

1. Hardening the Heart: A Meta-Discourse

Yahweh said to Moses, “Go to Pharaoh, for I have hardened his heart and the
hearts of his servants in order that I may set these signs of mine in their midst,
and in order that you may tell in the ears of your children and your children’s
children how I toyed with Egypt and set my signs among them, that you may
know that I am Yahweh.” (Exod 10:1-2)

This divine speech, from what I would identify as the J source or a redactional
supplement in the style of J,'° brings together several themes of the exodus narra-
tive and reveals Yahweh’s multilayered motives for “toying with Egypt” with the
sequence of plagues. Notably, this text occurs in the midst of the plagues, well
before the narrative is completed. The two motive clauses, introduced by 1pn% (“in
order that”) provide internal commentary on the purpose of the story, given from
a God’s-eye point of view. This meta-discourse, invoking the future retelling of
the story, momentarily lifts the reader’s perspective beyond the narrative’s inter-
nal time to the reader’s time, when the story is a central feature of Israelite cultural
memory. Then, after this temporal swerve, the story resumes.

This divine speech explains to Moses why he must “go to Pharaoh” yet again.
At this point, Moses—and the reader—might think that the previous plagues

19 Note the use of 722 for hardening the heart (found elsewhere in J, but with Pharaoh as subject)
and the concept that Yahweh sends the plagues “in order that (jyn%) my fame be told in all the earth”
(Exod 9:16 [J]; see below). On the source-critical issues, see, e.g., Moshe Greenberg, “The Redaction
of the Plague Narrative in Exodus,” in Near Eastern Studies in Honor of William Foxwell Albright,
ed. Hans Goedicke (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1971), 249—50; Erhard Blum, Studien
zur Komposition des Pentateuch, BZAW 189 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1990), 13—-16; Jan C. Gertz, Tradi-
tion und Redakton in der Exoduserzdhlung: Untersuchungen zur Endredaktion des Pentateuch,
FRLANT 186 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000), 152-59; Christoph Berner, Die Exo-
duserzéhlung: Das literarische Werden einer Ursprungslegende Israels, FAT 73 (Tibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2010), 229-32.
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should have been sufficient to change Pharaoh’s mind. Yahweh explains that he
has caused a complication to delay this result: “I have hardened his heart.” This
motif of the hardening of Pharaoh’s heart has long posed a theological and philo-
sophical problem for commentators, who tend to regard this tactic as beneath the
dignity of an all-powerful god.?’ Yahweh’s rationale for doing so is presented
explicitly in this verse. His motives frame the events as the stuff of cultural
memory.

Yahweh’s reasons are given in two successive motive clauses. The first is “in
order that I may set these signs of mine in their midst.” This seems to mean that
the reason for hardening Pharaoh’s heart is so that Yahweh can send a whole se-
quence of plagues. Elsewhere one plague suffices, as, for instance, in the ark
narrative in 1 Sam 4-6, where a plague compels the Philistines to return the ark
to Israel. Yahweh suggests that a bigger display of signs is called for here.

The deeper reason is given in the second motive clause, which has two parts:
“in order that you may tell in the ears of your children and your children’s children
how I toyed with Egypt and set my signs among them, that you may know that I
am Yahweh.” The verbs 7800 (“you may tell”) and onyT (“and you may know™)
are in sequence in this motive clause, the second logically following from the first.
Telling one’s descendants about how Yahweh “toyed with Egypt and set my signs
among them” has the consequence of knowing Yahweh. Yahweh’s deep motive
for the dramatic sequence of plagues, enabled by his repeated hardening of Phar-
aoh’s heart, is to produce the material for a great story of deliverance from Egypt,
which will become a cultural memory for all the generations of Israel.

The future reference in this second motive clause has a doubled resonance,
referring simultaneously to the Israelites at the time of the events and to all future
generations. This resonance is characteristic of the poetics of cultural memory.
The “you” of “you may tell” (an implied collective plural) and “you may know”
(an explicit plural) implicates both the internal time of the narrative—Moses and
the contemporary Israelites—and the external time of the reader and extends to
all future generations who will tell and know.

By framing the events as the stuff of cultural memory, Yahweh’s speech lifts
the temporal perspective to the longue durée of Israelite history, providing a con-
temporary and retrospective view of the events. This divine commentary defines
the ongoing story as a construction of cultural memory, which will be central to
Israel’s future collective self-consciousness.

Yahweh’s ultimate motive is instilling in Israel the knowledge of God. This
activates a motif that has circulated throughout the J plagues narrative. The motif
of knowledge of God begins in Exod 5:2, when Pharaoh replies to Moses and
Aaron, “Who is Yahweh that I should heed his voice to let Israel go? I do not

20 On the exegetical issues, see Robert R. Wilson, “The Hardening of Pharaoh’s Heart,” CBQ 41
(1979): 18-36.
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know Yahweh, nor will I let Israel go.” From this point onwards, as William Propp
observes, “knowledge of Yahweh becomes the Leitmotif of the plagues narrative:
God repeatedly afflicts Pharaoh and his people so that they may “know” Israel’s
god (7:5, 17; 8:6, 18; 9:14, 29; 10:2; 11:7; 14:4, 18).”2! In our verse, a new ingre-
dient is introduced: through this story Israel shall know Yahweh. The force of
knowledge of God is different for Egypt and Israel. For Egypt to know God is
primarily to fear him. For Israel, this knowledge also involves its identity as the
people of Yahweh.

The Leitmotif of the knowledge of God extends beyond Egypt and Israel in
Exod 9:16, where Yahweh explains his motives to Pharaoh: “Because of this I
have spared you: in order to show you my power, and in order that (jyn) my fame
be told in all the earth.” The story of Yahweh’s fame and wonders will be told not
only by Israelites and Egyptians, but also by other peoples. The extension of Yah-
weh’s fame to other peoples will pay dividends in the conquest narrative when we
learn that the Canaanites already know about Yahweh’s victory over Egypt.

2. What Rahab Knew: Memory and Intertextuality

She said to the men, “I know that Yahweh has given you the land and that your
terror has fallen upon us.... For we have heard how Yahweh dried the water of
the Red Sea before you when you went out of Egypt, and what you did to the two
Amorite kings across the Jordan, to Sihon and Og, whom you destroyed utterly.
When we heard, our heart melted, and there was no spirit left in any man. (Josh
2:9-11)

This speech, from a pre-Deuteronomistic source, is addressed by the wise prosti-
tute Rahab to the Israelite spies, whom she is sheltering in her house inside the
walls of Jericho.?? In it she acknowledges Yahweh’s fame in the exodus and ex-
plains the Canaanites’ resulting fear. Rahab not only knows about the exodus and
other victories, but her speech seems to know the diction of the Song of the Sea
in Exod 15. The Canaanites’ collective response to the exodus and the intertextual
quality of Rahab’s speech are striking features of the poetics of memory.
Rahab’s words, “your terror has fallen upon us” (15 Donm'R 115a1), are a
clear echo of the diction of Exod 15:16: “terror fell upon them” ( by San
anmR). The sequence, “when we heard, our hearts melted” (13225 on" ynw),

2 William H. C. Propp, Exodus 1-18, AB 2 (New York: Doubleday, 1998), 252.

22 Richard D. Nelson, Joshua: A Commentary, OTL (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox,
1997), 7-8; cf. Thomas B. Dozeman, Joshua 1-12, AB 6B (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2015),
243-46; Erhard Blum, “Uberlegungen zur Kompositionsgeschichte des Josuabuches,” in The Book of
Joshua, ed. Ed Noort, BETL 250 (Leuven: Peeters, 2012), 141-43; Klaus Bieberstein, Josua—Jor-
dan—Jericho: Archdologie, Geschichte und Theologie der Landnahmeerzihlungen Josua 1-6, OBO
143 (Freiburg: Universitétsverlag, 1995), 128-30.
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echoes less precisely Exod 15:14-15, “when the people heard ... all the inhabit-
ants of Canaan melted away” (132 *aw 92 103 ... DAY WNY), using different
verbs for “melt.” The broader context for these descriptions is the widespread an-
cient Near Eastern motif that the enemies are incapacitated by the appearance of
the mighty warrior-king in battle.?

In her speech, Rahab not only explains her knowledge of Yahweh, activating
the motif of the knowledge of God, but she also seems to know the Song of the
Sea. This intertextual allusion is resumed at the end of the story, when the spies
report back to Joshua: “They said to Joshua, “Truly Yahweh has given all the land
into our hand, and surely all the inhabitants of the land have melted away before
us” (17381 PIRA 2w 93 wng, Josh 2:24). Their report mingles Rahab’s words
with the Song of the Sea (Exod 15:16, see above). In a later scribal expansion, the
quotation of exodus from their report was added to Rahab’s speech, which har-
monizes the two speeches. (This expansion is where I have ellipses in the
translation above).?* In MT, Rahab and the spies both quote the same passage
from the Song of the Sea.

As Rahab perceives, Yahweh’s victory at the Red Sea will be recapitulated
in the conquest of Canaan. As William Moran observes, “She testifies to the mys-
tery of the Sea of Reeds as a sign of and operative in the salvation of the future; it
has already taken place in Canaan, for ‘no sooner did we hear and our heart
melted.” And in the crossing of the Jordan this mystery will be renewed, re-pre-
sented and extended with identical effect, when they hear of it, upon all the kings
of Canaan (5:1).”% After the Israelites cross the Jordan River, an event that reca-
pitulates the crossing of the Red Sea, the Canaanite kings reexperience this
trauma, confirming Rahab’s diagnosis:

When all the kings of the Amorites ... and all the kings of the Canaanites ...
heard how Yahweh had dried the waters of the Jordan before the people of Israel
until they crossed, their hearts melted and there was no spirit left in them because
of the people of Israel. (Josh 5:1)

As Rahab rightly perceives, the victory at the Red Sea will be replicated in the
conquest, since she knows that “Yahweh has given you this land” and that the
Canaanites are incapacitated by Yahweh’s famous victory. Their knowledge of

2 Propp, Exodus, 533.

24 The harmonizing plus in MT is lacking in LXX; see Nelson, Joshua, 37-38.

2> William L. Moran, “The Repose of Rahab’s Israelite Guests,” in The Most Magic Word: Es-
says on Babylonian and Biblical Literature, ed. Ronald Hendel, CBQMS 35 (Washington, DC:
Catholic Biblical Association, 2002), 169.
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God induces utter fear. The Canaanite memory of the exodus has a doubled tem-
porality, turned toward the past and the future.? It is a collective memory whose
fearsome power effects its own renewal and re-presentation in the events of the
conquest. Here the poetics of memory works its temporal doubling within the nar-
rative, binding together exodus and conquest as a cohesive and inevitable story of
deliverance.

MNEMOHISTORY: THE EGYPTIAN HOUSE OF BONDAGE

Mnemohistory, as Assmann emphasizes, explores the diachronic tracks of
memory, attending to the relationships between historical realia and the wander-
ing paths of memory. We seek to trace the processes by which representations of
the past reflect upon the materials of history and to reconstitute the connective
tissue linking texts and contexts. Groups construct their own collective memories,
but they do not invent them ex nihilo. The task of mnemohistory takes its bearings
from Marx’s historiographical insight: “Men make their own history ... under cir-
cumstances directly encountered, given and transmitted from the past.”?” Our
focus is on the “circumstances directly encountered” that made the exodus and
conquest memories thinkable as memories of Israel’s ancestral past.

As scholars often note, the exodus memory is odd, since the nation’s origins
in slavery attribute shame to Israel’s ancestors. As Moshe Greenberg comments:
“The gross features of the Exodus story ... [are] unflattering.”?® Some explanation
is required for a cultural memory of mass slavery. Yet archaeologists, Egyptolo-
gists, and biblical historians agree that the exodus and conquest narratives are not
consonant or reconcilable with actual historical events. From Egyptology, Wil-
liam Ward’s states the matter plainly: “From the Egyptian viewpoint, the Old
Testament narrative records a series of earthshaking episodes that never hap-
pened.”” From archeology, Israel Finkelstein and Neil Silberman are equally
blunt: “There was no mass Exodus from Egypt. There was no violent conquest of
Canaan. Most of the people who formed early Israel were local people.”*® From
biblical scholarship, McCarter describes the status quaestionis:

2 This doubled temporality is also found in the Song of the Sea, which is oriented toward the
narrative present in Exod 15:1-12 and toward the future in Exod 15: 13—18; see Mark S. Smith, “The
Poetics of Exodus 15 and Its Position in the Book,” in Imagery and Imagination in Biblical Literature:
Essays in Honor of Aloysius Fitzgerald, ed. Lawrence Boadt and Mark S. Smith, CBQMS 32 (Wash-
ington, DC: Catholic Biblical Association, 2001), 23-34.

27 Karl Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, with Explanatory Notes (New York:
International, 1963), 15.

28 Moshe Greenberg, Understanding Exodus (New York: Behrman, 1960), 204.

2 William A. Ward, “Summary and Conclusions,” in Exodus: The Egyptian Evidence, ed. Ernest
S. Frerichs and Leonard H. Lesko (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1997), 105.

3% Israel Finkelstein and Neil A. Silberman, The Bible Unearthed: Archaeology’s New Vision of
Ancient Israel and the Origin of Its Sacred Texts (New York: Free Press, 2001), 118.
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We now see the emergence of Israel as a complex phenomenon involving, first,
the arrival of new peoples in the central hills from a variety of sources, including
especially the collapsing cities of the Egypto-Canaanite empire, and, second, the
gradual process of ethnic self-identification that generated an elaborate geneal-
ogy linking the highlanders to each other.?!

Early Israel is now seen as a highland frontier society, settled by local Canaanites
in the context of regional socioeconomic collapse. The early Israelites were not a
mass of escaped slaves from Egypt, but local peoples, including peasants from the
Canaanite lowlands, transhumant pastoralists, and other marginal groups. Since
the highlands were sparsely settled during the preceding centuries, there was no
need for a conquest. Since the early Israclites were mostly Canaanites, as Ward
comments, “there is no need for the Exodus.”3?

The task of mnemohistory becomes salient at this point. We ask the question:
What circumstances made these stories imaginable, such that they become a cen-
tral part of the cultural memory of ancient Israel? Obviously, they did become
central memories. Mnemohistory investigates how and why this memory-com-
plex emerged, crystallized, and became accepted as the autobiography of a people.

Let us clarify the chronological framework. The time represented in the sto-
ries is immediately prior to the formation of Israel as a polity in Canaan. This
internal narrative time corresponds to the historical time of the Late Bronze Age
and the transition to the Iron Age (ca. 1500-1200 BCE). This is the era of the
Egyptian Empire of the New Kingdom, when Egypt ruled Canaan as its northern
province.** The collapse of Egyptian rule in Canaan was contemporary with the
formation of Israel in the highlands of Canaan. I suggest that this correspondence
is not fortuitous. The biblical account of the Egyptian house of bondage arguably
derives, through the wandering paths of cultural memory, from the historical cir-
cumstances of Egyptian domination of Canaan during the Late Bronze Age. It is
perhaps not coincidental that biblical texts recall a 400 or 430-year period of
Egyptian enslavement (Gen 15:13; Exod 12:40). 400 years is probably a formulaic
number for a long period of time, but it roughly corresponds to the duration of the
Egyptian Empire in Canaan (ca. 1450 to 1125 BCE, around 325 years).

But this number points to a problem. The biblical texts were written hundreds
of years after the collapse of the Egyptian Empire. And there are no clear biblical
references to the Egyptian Empire. If the period of imperial Egyptian bondage

31 McCarter, “Origins,” 131-32.

32 Ward, “Summary,” 106.

33 See generally, Donald B. Redford, Egypt, Canaan, and Israel in Ancient Times (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1992), 192-237; Carolyn R. Higgenbotham, Egyptianization and Elite
Emulation in Ramesside Palestine: Governance and Accommodation on the Imperial Periphery (Lei-
den: Brill, 2000); Ellen F. Morris, The Architecture of Imperialism: Military Bases and the Evolution
of Foreign Policy in Egypt’s New Kingdom (Leiden: Brill, 2005).
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was remembered in some form, major aspects were forgotten. I suggest that this
was a strategic forgetting, which limits the Egyptian oppression to the Israelites
and excludes their immediate neighbors (see below). Cultural memory, as we will
see, requires that some aspects of the past be forgotten in order to construct a
coherent collective identity within clearly marked ethnic boundaries.

The texts addressed above establish a terminus ante quem for the formation
of the exodus-conquest traditions. According to the criteria of historical linguis-
tics, these texts—from the J source, a pre-Deuteronomistic source in Joshua, and
the Song of the Sea—were composed in the preexilic period, arguably during the
Neo-Assyrian era (ninth-seventh centuries BCE), and the poem may be earlier.>*
The cultural memories of the exodus and conquest were in circulation by this time,
a conclusion corroborated by the references to the exodus and conquest in early
strata of the prophetic books of Hosea, Amos, and Micah. I note that these texts
stem from Israel and Judah, and hence there is no reason to assume that these
traditions circulated only among one subgroup of tribes.**

As Bernd Schipper has recently emphasized, extensive cultural contact with
Egypt occurred primarily during two periods: the Egyptian Empire in Canaan and
the brief hegemony of Egypt over Judah in the late seventh century BCE (ca. 615—
605).3¢ While some details of the exodus narrative may reflect the latter period
(e.g., the place-names and corvée labor mentioned in Exod 1:11),%” the textual and
linguistic evidence noted above justifies an examination of the period of the Egyp-
tian Empire as the background for the exodus memory.

Even if the exodus is an event that never happened, I submit that the Egyptian
Empire in Canaan is the mnemohistorical background for the biblical depiction of
the Egyptian house of bondage. If we grant that the early Israelites were local

3* See Ronald Hendel and Jan Joosten, How Old Is the Hebrew Bible? A Linguistic, Textual, and
Historical Study, ABRL (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2018).

35 Pace the northern locus argued by Yair Hoffmann, “A North Israelite Typological Myth and
a Judaean Historical Tradition: The Exodus in Hosea and Amos,” VT 39 (1989): 169-82, followed by
many others. Most scholars concur that the mountain on which Yahweh builds his sanctuary and plants
Israel in the Song of the Sea (Exod 15:17) refers to Jerusalem; see recently Stephen C. Russell, /mages
of Egypt in Early Biblical Literature: Cisjordan-Israelite, Transjordan-Israelite, and Judahite Por-
trayals, BZAW 403 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2009), 147—48. On the reference to the exodus in Mic 6:3—4,
see Ronald Hendel, “The Exodus and the Poetics of Memory,” in Reading a Tendentious Bible: Essays
in Honor of Robert B. Coote, ed. Marvin L. Chaney, Uriah Y. Kim, and Annette Schellenberg (Shef-
field: Sheffield Phoenix, 2014), 95-96.

3¢ Bernd U. Schipper, “Egypt and Israel: The Ways of Cultural Contacts in the Late Bronze Age
and Iron Age (Twentieth-Twenty-Sixth Dynasty),” JAEI 4 (2012): 30-47; see also Schipper, “Egyp-
tian Imperialism after the New Kingdom: The Twenty-Sixth Dynasty and the Southern Levant,” in
Egypt, Canaan and Israel: History, Imperialism, Ideology and Literature, ed. Shay Bar, Daniel Kahn,
and J. J. Shirley (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 268-90.

37 Bernd U. Schipper, “Raamses, Pithom, and the Exodus: A Critical Evaluation of Ex 1:11,” VT
65 (2015): 265-88.
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Canaanites who settled in the highland frontier, then a memory of Egyptian ser-
vitude and deliverance would serve as a unifying template for a newly fashioned
cultural identity. The people of Israel arguably imagined themselves into exist-
ence as a consequence of their deliverance from Egyptian bondage, a miracle in
their memory.

There is general agreement among historians that the last phase of Egyptian
rule in Canaan, the Ramesside period (nineteenth and twentieth dynasties) was
harsher than the earlier phases. In an important study, James Weinstein marshalled
evidence for the administrative and military changes in Egyptian rule during this
period:

Whereas in prior centuries Asiatic revolts had been suppressed by Egyptian
troops who then either returned home or went back to one of a handful of garri-
sons situated at certain strategic points in the region, in the 13th and early 12th
centuries B.C. the Egyptians stayed in Palestine in much larger numbers than
ever before, and one can hardly doubt that Egyptian control in Palestine became
more repressive than it had been in earlier times.>®

Although the evidence is incomplete, the general picture of the heavy hand of
Egyptian rule in Canaan during the latter phase of the empire seems clear. As
Betsy Bryan concludes, “the new Egyptian reliance on military forts staffed by
Egyptian officers” during this period “may well indicate the repressive attitude of
the 13th-century pharaohs.”*® This historical circumstance arguably forms a rich
storehouse for the construction of a collective memory of Egyptian oppression.
In addition to this historical context, the ideology and rhetoric of imperial
rule in Canaan provides a rich backdrop to the memories of Egyptian bondage.
The correspondence between Pharaoh and his Canaanite vassal kings in the Am-
arna letters (fourteenth century BCE) allows access to this imperial discourse in
Canaan. The kings present themselves, as required, as “loyal slaves” (arad kittu)
of Pharaoh. The king is, in Moran’s description, “the perfect slave, the pure in-
strument, one devoid of all personal autonomy in his relations with his master.”*°
The language of servitude and self-abnegation in this diplomatic formulary illus-
trates the general ideology of imperial rule, in which, as Raymond Westbrook

3% James M. Weinstein, “The Egyptian Empire in Palestine: A Reassessment,” BASOR (1981): 18.

3 Betsy M. Bryan, “Art, Empire, and the End of the Late Bronze Age,” in The Study of the
Ancient Near East in the Twenty-First Century: The William Foxwell Albright Centennial Conference,
ed. Jerrold S. Cooper and Glenn M. Schwartz (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1996), 77.

40 William L. Moran, “Some Reflections on Amarna Politics,” in Amarna Studies: Collected
Writings, ed. John Huehnergard and Shlomo Izre’el, HSS 54 (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2003), 332.
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comments, “a vassal king ... and his household, that is, the population of his coun-
try, were all slaves of the emperor.”*! According to the Egyptian imperial
ideology, all Canaanites—from king to peasant—were abject slaves of Pharaoh.

Snippets from the Amarna Letters amplify this concept. Pharaoh’s letter to
the king of Gezer ends with a self-glorification formula: “Amun has indeed put
the Upper Land, the Lower Land, where the sun rises, where the sun sets, under
the feet of the king” (EA 369).*? This description of Pharaoh standing on his Up-
per and Lower Lands (the northern province of Canaan and the southern province
of Nubia) is a metaphorical trope of imperial domination. The trope is echoed by
the Canaanite kings, as when Adda-dannu of Gezer says, “I fall at the feet of the
king, my lord.... I will not move under the feet of the king, my lord” (EA 292).4
The vassal king is, in the words of Biryawaza of Damascus, “your slave, the dirt
at your feet and the ground you tread on, the chair you sit on and the footstool at
your feet” (EA 195).4

This trope is strikingly actualized in material form in images of bound Ca-
naanite and Nubian captives on Pharaonic sandals, footstools, and floors. As these
artifacts show, whenever the Pharaoh walks or rests his feet, he treads on his for-
eign captives in the Upper and Lower Lands.

Fig. 1. Sandals from the tomb of King Tutankhamun with Canaanite and Nu-
bian captives. © Griffith Institute, University of Oxford.

4 Raymond Westbrook, “International Law in the Amarna Age,” in Amarna Diplomacy: The
Beginnings of International Religions, ed. Raymond Cohen and Raymond Westbrook (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000), 29.

42 William L. Moran, The Amarna Letters (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1992), 366.

4 Moran, Amarna, 335

4 Adapted from Moran, Amarna, 273
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Fig. 2. Footstool from tomb of King Tutankhamun with Canaanite and Nubian captives.
© Griffith Institute, University of Oxford.
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The subaltern position of the Canaanite, immobilized under the feet of the king,
is also represented in sculpture, as in the following fragmentary piece, where the
Canaanite is being crushed under a reed dais on which the Pharaoh stands:**

Fig. 3. Canaanite captive under royal dais, New Kingdom (Ramesside).
The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, 1990.232.

It is reasonable to presume that these ideological motifs circulated not only in
Canaanite royal circles but in Canaanite culture generally. In the light of the heavy
yoke of the Egyptian Empire, particularly in its waning years, all Canaanites
might have considered themselves slaves to Pharaoh.

45 Dorothea Arnold, “Fragment of a Sculptured Statue Base,” in The Metropolitan Museum of
Art Bulletin 49 (Fall 1991): 6.
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Another circumstance described in an Amarna letter may link directly to an
early biblical memory of forced labor. The fertile lands of the Jezreel valley were
Pharaonic property during the Egyptian Empire and may be called “the fields of
the king.”*¢ In EA 365, Biridiya of Megiddo, complains to Pharaoh that only he
is providing corvée laborers for Pharaoh’s fields in Shunem, in the heart of the
Jezreel valley.

May the king, my lord, take cognizance of his slave and his city. In fact, only I
am cultivating in Sunama, and only I am furnishing corvée workers. But consider
the mayors that are near me. They do not act as I do. They do not cultivate in
Sunama, and they do not furnish corvée workers. Only I (by myself) furnish
corvée workers. From Yapu [Jaffa] they come, from [my] resources here, (and)
from Nuribta. And may the king, my lord, take cognizance of his city.*’

As this letter shows, Canaanite peasants were impressed into forced labor on Phar-
aoh’s fields in Canaan. Notably, Albrecht Alt argued that this historical
circumstance is recalled in the blessing of Issachar in Gen 49:15: “He bowed his
shoulder to the burden, and became a slave of corvée labor.” *® The description of
Issachar as a 7ap on (“slave of corvée labor”) uses the same language as the Am-
arna letter (massu, “corvée worker”). Shunem and the Jezreel Valley are in the
territory of Issachar. The tribal blessing explains the origin of the tribal name Is-
sachar (2w w'R, “man of day labor”), and it also arguably preserves a memory
of corvée labor in the Egyptian Empire.

In sum, the memory of the Egyptian house of bondage was widely available
in Canaan. There also were many Canaanite slaves in Egypt; Thomas Schneider
estimates that “tens of thousands of prisoners and other immigrants entered the
Egyptian social system” from the imperial provinces of Canaan and Nubia.*’ But
perhaps more importantly for early Israelite cultural memory, all the Canaanites
in Canaan could have regarded themselves as Egyptian slaves. Egyptian bondage
was heavy in the land of Canaan in the last phase of the empire.

The period of the gradual collapse of Egyptian rule is contemporary with the
emergence of Israel. The former is characterized by abandoned garrisons and
forts, often with fiery destruction layers. The destruction of the main Egyptian fort

46 Nadav Na’aman, “Pharaonic Lands in the Jezreel Valley in the Late Bronze Age,” in Canaan
in the Second Millennium B.C.E.: Collected Essays, vol. 2 (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 232—
41. The partially restored phrase “the fi[el]ds (u[ga]ri) of the king” occurs in EA 250.47; Moran,
Amarna, 303—4.

47 Moran, Amarna, 363.

48 Albrecht Alt, “Neues iiber Palistina aus dem Archiv Amenophis’ IV,” in Kleine Schriften zur
Geschichte des Volkes Israel (Munich: Beck, 1953-59), 3:174.

4 Thomas Schneider, “Foreigners in Egypt: Archaeological Evidence and Cultural Context,” in
Egyptian Archaeology, ed. Willeke Wendrich (Oxford: Blackwell, 2010), 154.
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at Jaffa presents what Aaron Burke describes as “archaeological evidence of re-
sistance” by local Canaanites. He writes, “Broader patterns of resistance to
Egyptian domination may also be identified at other sites, permitting us to further
examine how narratives of resistance can be integrated with traditional under-
standings of Egyptian control of Canaan during the New Kingdom.® One such
narrative of resistance, I suggest, involves centuries of Egyptian bondage and a
miraculous deliverance, leading to a new life and a new polity in the promised
land. Such a story could become central to this people’s collective self-conscious-
ness, a script of the birth of a nation.

MNEMOHISTORY II: LANDSCAPES OF MEMORY

As we have seen above, the conquest in the book of Joshua is portrayed as a sequel
and re-presentation of the exodus. This is particularly noticeable in the intertextual
echoes of the Song of the Sea (esp. Josh 2:9-11, 24; and 5:1). A second distinctive
layer of conquest memories informs the Joshua account and other biblical texts,
although it is in tension with the dominant conquest account. In this other cultural
memory, the indigenous inhabitants of Canaan are recalled as mighty giants,
whom Yahweh, Joshua, and others slew. The giants—called Anakim, Rephaim,
Nephilim, and other ethnonyms—are ancient peoples, at least some of whom de-
scend from the offspring of the Sons of God and the daughters of men in
antediluvian times (Gen 6:1-4).%!

Notably, the emotional tone of the conquest is reversed in this complex of
memories. Rather than highlighting Canaanite fear and immobility in the face of
Yahweh’s victory at the Red Sea, this tradition highlights the Israelite fear of the
Canaanites, which stirs rebellion among the people. The report of the spies in Num
13:33 is the cause of this change of heart. They announce: “All the people that we
saw in it are people of great height. There we saw the Nephilim (the Anakim are
from the Nephilim), and we seemed in our eyes like grasshoppers, and so we must
have seemed in their eyes.”? As a consequence of this news about the giant Ca-
naanites, the Israelites “murmur” against Yahweh and disaster ensues, including
a punishment of forty years of wandering in the wilderness (Num 14:33-34).

50 Aaron A. Burke, et al., “Excavation of the New Kingdom Fortress in Jaffa, 2011-2014: Traces
of Resistance to Egyptian Rule in Canaan,” American Journal of Archaeology 121 (2017): 128.

51 See Ronald Hendel, “The Nephilim Were On the Earth: Genesis 6:1-4 and Its Ancient Near
Eastern Context,” in The Fall of the Angels, ed. Christoph Auffarth and Loren Stuckenbruck (Leiden:
Brill, 2004), 11-34; Brian R. Doak, The Last of the Rephaim: Conquest and Cataclysm in the Heroic
Ages of Ancient Israel (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2012).

52 The aside about the Anakim is lacking in the LXX and is arguably a harmonization with the
mention of the Anakim earlier in the chapter (Num 13:22, 28); see Reinhard Miiller, Juha Pakkala,
and Bas ter Haar Romeny, Evidence of Editing: Growth and Change of Texts in the Hebrew Bible
(Atlanta: SBL Press, 2014), 35-38.
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Traces of this tradition are also found in Deuteronomy, Joshua, Samuel, and
Amos.>* According to Josh 11:21-22:

Joshua came at that time and he cut off the Anakim from the hill country: from
Hebron, Debir, Anab, and from all the hill country of Judah and all the hill coun-
try of Israel. No Anakim remained in the land of the Israelites, only in Gaza,
Gath, and Ashdod did they remain.

One of the last groups of giants, living in Gath, are dispatched by David and his
men. According to 2 Sam 21:22, “These four were born to the Rephaim in Gath,
and they fell at the hands of David and his servants.” One of these giants is named
Goliath, whom David also kills in battle in 1 Sam 17.>* In these different layers
of tradition we see the multiple pathways of the memories of the mighty giants in
the land.

As commentators have long noted, traditions of indigenous giants seem to be
linked to the landscape of Israel and the Transjordan. As G. Ernest Wright wrote
in 1938, “Hebrews viewing some of the cities of Canaan which we now know to
have possessed walls as thick as eighteen feet, and often built of cyclopean ma-
sonry, might well have thought in terms of giants, just as did the Greeks.”* These
sites include the massive ruins of cyclopean walls at Jericho and Ai, which are the
first two stories of the conquest in Joshua. The destruction of Ai concludes with a
reference to the contemporary ruins: “Joshua burned Ai and made it into an ever-
lasting heap of ruins until this day” (Josh 8:28). The ruins, which explain the word
Ai (“ruin”), are a contemporary site of memory, a physical testament to
Joshua’s—and Yahweh’s—victory.

In addition to the ruins of cyclopean walls, the landscape of Israel and partic-
ularly Transjordan is dotted with megalithic structures, mostly burial chambers
from Early Bronze Age (fourth—third millennium BCE).*® These stone structures
provided the backdrop for stories of indigenous giants. As Wright observes, “The

33 Deut 1:28; 2:10-12, 20-23; etc.; see, for example, Lothar Perlitt, “Reisen im Alten Testament:
Ein literarisches Motiv im Wirkungsfeld des Deuteronomismus,” in Deuteronomium-Studien, FAT 8
(Tubingen: Mohr, 1994), 205-46. On Deut 3:11 and Amos 2:9, see below.

3% In 2 Sam 21:19, it is Elhanan, one of David’s men from Bethlehem, who slays Goliath. This
tradition may have drifted from the lesser-known to the greater-known hero; see P. Kyle McCarter Jr.,
II Samuel, AB 9 (New York: Doubleday, 1984), 450-51.

55 G. Ernest Wright, “Troglodytes and Giants in Palestine,” JBL 57 (1938): 308. The term “cy-
clopean” walls derives from the Greek tradition that the giant Cyclopes built the towers of ancient
Mycenaean cities. Notably, Wright does not refer to the indigenous giants in his later treatments of the
conquest. Like Albright, he reconstituted the historical conquest by stripping supernatural features
from the text. See the apt criticisms of the resulting contradictions in Wright’s theology by Langdon
B. Gilkey, “Cosmology, Ontology, and the Travail of Biblical Language,” JR 41 (1961): 194-205.

3¢ Tara Steimer-Herbet, Classification des sépultures a superstructure lithique dans le Levant e
I’Arabie occidentale (IVe et llle millénaires avant J.-C.) (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2004).
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Israelite tradition of the giant Rephaim undoubtedly arose in part from the con-
templation of megalithic structures especially in Transjordan.”>” A notable
example is the report in Deut 3:11 of King Og’s massive bed, over thirteen feet
long and six feet wide, which could still be seen in Ammon: %

Only Og, the king of Bashan, was left from the remnant of the Rephaim. Behold
his bed, his iron bed—is it not in Rabbah of the Ammonites? Nine cubits is its
length and four cubits its width, according to the common cubit.

In this report of Og’s bed, we see again the rhetoric of the poetics of memory. The
deictic M1 (“behold”) invites us to view Og’s bed in our mind’s eye as well as in
its geographical locale. The contemporary presence of the material object func-
tions the same way as the formula m17 010 7Y (“until this day”) in the reference
to Ai and elsewhere in Josh 1-12. These brush-strokes of the poetics of memory
link major events of the conquest with prominent features of the landscape.

Biblical scholars tend to refer to this narrative linkage of past and present as
etiological (from Greek aitiodoyia), that is, a causal explanation of current facts.
As Alt describes such notices in Josh 1-12, they “derive the cause of striking facts
in the present from their origin in events of the past.”>® This focus on causal ex-
planation is warranted, but in my view places the emphasis in the wrong place. I
would rather emphasize the ways that the landscape generates and actualizes Is-
raelite cultural memory.

The ruins of Ai and Jericho, the megalithic dolmen at Rabbah of Ammon, the
standing stones at Gilgal, and other striking features of the lived landscape are
best described as sites of memory (lieux de memoire), places that materially em-
body cultural memories and make them tangible in the present. In his study of the
legendary topography (fopographie légendaire) of the Holy Land, Halbwachs de-
scribes the doubled aspect of these places of memory: each is simultaneously “a

57 Wright, “Giants,” 307; see earlier Paul Karge, Rephaim: Die vorgeschichtliche Kulter Paldsti-
nas und Phéniziens. Archdologische und religionsgeschichtliche Studien (Paderborn, Schoningh,
1917), 612: “Ich behaupte, daf3 die als riesenhaft vorgestellte Urbevolkerung der Rephéim in Volks-
glauben durch eine Ausdeutung der Megalithgraber entstanden ist, die man allenthalben im Lande als
Zeugen einer uralten Vergangenheit sah.”

58 On the interpretive debates about this passage, see recently Maria Lindquist (Metzler), “King
Og’s Iron Bed,” CBQ 73 (2011): 477-92, with references. Megalithic dolmens are not made of iron,
but in Israel are commonly made of basalt, an igneous rock with a high concentration of iron. A re-
cently discovered large dolmen in the Galilee has a basalt capstone roughly thirteen feet long, eleven
and a half feet wide, and four feet thick, weighing over 50 tons, arguably illustrating what Deut 3:11
had in mind; see Gonen Sharon, et al., “Monumental Megalithic Burial and Rock Art Tell a New Story
About the Levant Intermediate Bronze ‘Dark Ages,”” PLoS One 12 (2017): doi.org/10.1371/jour-
nal.pone.0172969.

39 Albrecht Alt, “Josua,” in Kleine Schriften, 1:182.
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place in space, and also a symbol, or something of spiritual significance, some-
thing shared by the group that adheres to and is superimposed on this physical
reality.”® Sites of memory are, in Halbwach’s terms, “visible facts that are the
symbols of invisible truths.”®!

These invisible truths bind together the authority of the past with the obliga-
tions of memory. For instance, when Amos invokes the conquest as Yahweh’s
destruction of the giants, he is making a claim on Israel’s ethical responsibilities.
He writes, in Yahweh’s voice:

It was I who destroyed the Amorites before them,
whose height is like the height of cedar trees,
and their strength like oak trees.

I destroyed their fruit above,
and their root below.

It was I who brought you out of the land of Egypt,
and led you in the wilderness for forty years
to inherit the land of the Amorites.

(Amos 2:9-10)

In this passage (arguably from the eighth century BCE), the conquest, described
as Yahweh’s destruction of the indigenous giants, is linked with the exodus as
memories of Yahweh’s past beneficence to Israel. Due to these deeds of deliver-
ance, Israel is bound to Yahweh in a reciprocity of blessing and obligations. But,
according to Amos, Israel has reneged on their duties, and hence Yahweh will
exact punishment on Israel. This reciprocity of past deeds and present obligations
is clear in the contrastive parallelism of Amos 3:2: “Only you have I known from
all the families of the earth, / therefore I will visit upon you all your transgres-
sions.” The connective tissue between cultural memory and ethical obligation
elucidates the invisible truths that adhere to the visible facts of stones, ruins, and
megaliths. The biblical landscape is a memory-scape, made of recollection as
much as earth and rock.

SOCIAL FRAMEWORKS AND THE ALCHEMY OF MEMORY
Pierre Bourdieu coined the term “social alchemy” to refer to the transformative

effects of social reciprocity. He writes: “The fundamental operation of social al-
chemy [is] the transformation of arbitrary relations into legitimate relations.”%?

0 Maurice Halbwachs, “The Legendary Topography of the Gospels in the Holy Land,” in On
Collective Memory, 204.

%! Halbwachs, “Legendary Topography,” 224.

%2 Pierre Bourdieu, Outline of a Theory of Practice, trans. Richard Nice (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1977), 195.
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Like the alchemy that transforms worthless metal into gold, it is a work of the
imagination, creating a social collectivity out of a motley group of individuals.
Similarly, the exodus-conquest story tells how a “mixed multitude” (27 27y, Exod
12:38) was transformed into a new community, with lasting bonds of reciprocity
to Yahweh and each other. This memory of social alchemy entails multiple trans-
formations: from slavery to freedom, from Egypt to Israel, from Pharaoh’s law to
Yahweh’s, from chaos to order. Through the alchemy of memory, these stories
not only describe a transformation, but in a real sense also cause that transfor-
mation. The narrative memories of the exodus-conquest arguably functioned—
and still function—as a discursive catalyst of ethnoreligious identity, what An-
thony Smith calls an ethnic mythomoteur.> Along with other traits and practices,
including language, foodways, material culture, law, bodily behaviors, and ritual,
the stories articulate and sustain the collective identity of the people of Israel.

Although there are large gaps in the textual record, such that we cannot know
that the crystallization of the exodus and conquest stories was contemporary with
the emergence of Israel, we can say that it is one of the ways that ancient Israel
constituted its ethnic boundaries and fashioned itself as the people of Yahweh.
Israelites were those who remembered the exodus as the narrative par excellence
of their formation as a people and a polity. It is, in Clifford Geertz’s phrase, “a
story they tell themselves about themselves.”®* It is simultaneously a story and an
interpretation, a model of the past and a template for life in the present.

These stories, as we have seen, also include a critique of themselves, pointing
to the murmurings and rebellions, the resistance to freedom that characterizes the
people’s inconstant behavior from the time of Moses’s call throughout the period
of exodus, wanderings, and conquest. The prophetic critique of Israel’s faults is
already anticipated in the stories of their formative past, a stiff-necked people who
are at the same time Yahweh’s treasured possession. The social alchemy of the
stories includes the people’s mix of honor and shame—extending even to Moses’s
faults —and perhaps thereby yields a deeper resonance as a conflicted spiritual
autobiography.

A key aspect of the alchemy of memory is the capacity to forget. As Ernest
Renan observed, the formation of national identity depends on the ability to forget
and reinvent the past: “Forgetting, | would even go so far as to say historical error,
is a crucial factor in the creation of a nation.”® In the biblical memories of the
exodus and conquest, much has been forgotten and reinvented. There is no clear
memory of the Egyptian Empire in Canaan in any biblical text, even though the

5 Anthony D. Smith, The Ethnic Origins of Nations (Oxford: Blackwell, 1986), 57-68.

% Clifford Geertz, “Deep Play: Notes on the Balinese Cockfight,” in The Interpretation of Cul-
tures: Selected Essays (New York: Basic Books, 1973), 448.

% Ernest Renan, “What Is a Nation?,” in Nation and Narration, ed. Homi Bhabha (London:
Routledge, 1990), 11.
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last years of the empire were contemporaneous with the emergence of Israel (first
attested in the Merenptah stele in 1207 BCE). This is, I suggest, a strategic for-
getting, which opens the imaginative space for all of Israel’s forebears to be slaves
in Egypt.

Egypt was no longer a presence in Canaan after 1125 BCE; its hegemony was
limited to the land of Egypt. By positioning the Egyptian house of bondage in
Egypt, the story not only updates the memory, but it allows for Israel’s ethnic
boundaries to be in place before the conquest. Hence, when Israel is constituted
inside the land, its ethnic boundaries are already secure, creating strong bounda-
ries between Isracl and the other peoples of Canaan. By situating the
crystallization of Israel outside the land, the internal ethnic boundaries between
Israelite and Canaanite is made more thinkable and tangible. As Peter Machinist
suggests, “A story of outside entrance into Palestine ... would have served as an
important pole around which a collective identity could be segregated and con-
solidated.”®

In the cultural memories of exodus-conquest, the Israclites enter the land to-
gether, already a cohesive polity. The strategic forgetting and reconfiguration of
the past enables Israel’s cultural memory to compensate for its relatively unevent-
ful historical origins. By a mixture of forgetting and self-fashioning, the
representation of the past becomes an epic drama, filled with signs and wonders,
worthy of recounting to one’s children and children’s children.

A new people constituted mostly by local Canaanites could become Israel
more readily in the imagined space of the exodus-conquest than by remembering
that they were indigenous people. The narrative of a journey from Egypt to Israel
was fitting, since many of them emigrated from the lowlands, where the imperial
grip was greatest, to the highlands. Some may even have journeyed from Egypt,
former slaves returning home to Canaan as the empire collapsed. By the magic of
social alchemy, all of Israel had been slaves in Egypt, and from there, through the
wilderness, Sinai, and conquest, were constituted as a new people in the promised
land. The biblical memory of the exodus-conquest describes and effects a trans-
formation.

The ethnic boundary-marking and social transformation that these memories
entail were transmitted not only by narrative and commemorative rites, but also
by general habits and practices. The exodus memory was connected to legal prac-
tices, for instance, the law protecting the resident alien in the Covenant Code:
“You shall not mistreat or oppress the stranger (13), for you were strangers (20*)
in the land of Egypt” (Exod 22:20; cf. Exod 23:9). The divisions of time were
connected with the exodus memory, as in the Sabbath, which is first instituted in

% Peter Machinist, “Outsiders or Insiders: The Biblical View of Emergent Israel and Its Con-
texts,” in The Other in Jewish Thought and History: Constructions of Culture and Identity, ed.
Laurence J. Silberstein and Robert L. Cohn (New York: New York University Press, 1994), 152.
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the story of the manna following the exodus, when Moses says: “This is what
Yahweh spoke: Tomorrow is a day of rest, a holy Sabbath of Yahweh” (Exod
16:23; cf. Deut 5:15). The commemorative rites of the Passover ceremony are the
most obvious time when the exodus memories are brought to consciousness, en-
livened by special food, song, and even bodily posture: “This is how you shall eat
it: with your loins girded, your sandals on your feet, and your staffs in your hands,
and you shall eat it in a hurry” (Exod 12:11). Practices of the body, food, time,
law, and ethics are all enmeshed with the exodus memory. It is a set of collective
practices as well as a story told across the generations (Exod 10:1-2). As Bourdieu
observes, “social alchemy is, like magic, a collective undertaking.”®’ It works its
magic by daily habits as well as by ceremonies and story.

The transformation of identity effected by the memories of exodus and con-
quest can be described as a symbolic rite of passage. According to Arnold van
Gennep’s classic analysis, a rite of passage has three phases: separation from a
previous identity, initiation into a new identity, and reincorporation.®® The initia-
tory phase usually occurs in a liminal place or time that is “betwixt and between”
the old and the new orders. The transformative movements in the exodus-conquest
memories can be mapped as follows, moving temporally from left to right:

Egyptian Bondage —> Wilderness & Sinai —> Conquest & Settlement
Separation Liminal Period Reincorporation
Crossing the Sea Crossing the River

As we saw in the conceptual links between the exodus and conquest, the crossing
of the Red Sea is re-presented in the crossing of the Jordan River. The plot-struc-
ture of the exodus-conquest as a symbolic rite of passage is, in this respect,
essential to the story.®® The liminal transformation in the desert wanderings and
at Sinai (or Horeb) makes the escaped slaves into a new people, with all the legal
and ethnic boundaries of a new people and polity.”® Through this generation-long

7 Bourdieu, Outline, 195.

% Arnold Van Gennep, The Rites of Passage, trans. Monika B. Vizedom and Gabrielle L. Caffee
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960).

% On the symbolism of rites de passage in the Song of the Sea and Egyptian reliefs, see Ronald
Hendel, “The Exodus as Cultural Memory: Egyptian Bondage and the Song of the Sea,” in Israel's
Exodus in Transdisciplinary Perspective: Text, Archaeology, Culture, and Geoscience, ed. Thomas E.
Levy, Thomas Schneider, and William H. C. Propp (New York: Springer, 2015), 74-76.

7 The J source does not have a law-giving as such at Sinai, but in Exod 33:5-7 Yahweh reveals
to Moses his lawlike intentions, described as a dialectic of compassion and justice; see Ronald Hendel,
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rite of passage, the story describes the “transformation of arbitrary relations into
legitimate relations,” crystallizing a new collective identity as the people of Israel.
This symbolic plot also influences the selective work of cultural memory, drawing
some traditions into the foreground while relegating others to the margins and still
others to oblivion.

This structure as a symbolic rite of passage is a part of the work of the al-
chemy of memory. The story’s manifest content and internal logic transforms a
mixed multitude into the people of Yahweh. In the represented time of the narra-
tive, this transformation occurred in the punctual past. In its repetition in practice
and cognition, this transformation is re-presented and reactivated in the durative
present. In so doing, the ethnic group—the Israclites and their descendants—tell
a story that creates and sustains their identity. These memories have arguably been
working their social alchemy from the early Iron Age to the present day.

The concept of cultural memory, as Steven Weitzman has observed, offers “a
way to reformulate the relationship between texts and historical context.””! It al-
lows us to see how biblical memories respond “to real circumstances, places and
events, but through the prism of imagination and group identity.””* The biblical
representations of the exodus and conquest, if we make use of this prism, illumi-
nate the wandering paths of memory, the poetics of the epic past, and the
collective fashioning of ancient Israel. This approach offers a possibility, if we
wish, to resume a close engagement with the intersections of the biblical text,
archacology, and history—the dialectic between biblical representation and the
world—in a post-Albrightian age.
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The Etymology of Hebrew bahiir

John Huehnergard

In most dictionaries of Biblical Hebrew, the noun bahiir “young man” is listed as
a derivative of the verb bahar, “to choose,” that is, a passive participle, thus orig-
inally meaning “chosen.”! The plural of bahiir is bahiirim (construct bahiiré, with
1cs suffix bahiiray, etc.), in which the patah in the initial syllable indicates that
the h was originally doubled; the pattern gattil is rare in Hebrew,? but it is not a
passive participle, a fact that should already give us pause about the usual deriva-
tion as “chosen (one).”

The customary etymology is also suspect semantically, however. In many of
its occurrences, bahiir appears with batula, “young woman,” and with terms for
life stages such as zagen, “old” and tap, “child”’; some examples:

mi-hiis taSakkel-hereb ti-mé-hadarim 2éma gam-bahiir gam-batild yonéq {im-?2is
séba

“The sword will bereave from outside, and terror from inside, both young man
and young woman, suckling together with elder,” Deut 32:25

ki yibSal bahir batila
“as a young man marries a young woman,” Isa 62:5

2az tismah batiila ba-mahol u-bahiirim ii-zqgénim yahdaw
“then a young woman will rejoice in dancing, and young men and old men to-
gether,” Jer 31:13

It is an honor to dedicate this study to P. Kyle McCarter Jr., a good friend since we were bahiirim.
I wish to thank Jo Ann Hackett and Aaron Rubin for discussing various aspects of this paper with me;
they are not responsible for any errors or oversights.

"E.g., BDB, s.v. “n2”; HALOT, s.v. “wn1”; GMD 136a; KAHAL, s.v. “7n2.” Similarly, H.
Seebass, “na,” TDOT 2:74.

2 John Huehnergard, “Biblical Hebrew Nominal Patterns,” in Epigraphy, Philology, and the He-
brew Bible: Methodological Perspectives on Philological and Comparative Study of the Hebrew Bible
in Honor of Jo Ann Hackett, ed. Jeremy M. Hutton and Aaron D. Rubin, ANEM 12 (Atlanta: SBL
Press, 2015), 55.
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zagen bahir n-btila wa-tap wa-nasim tahargii
“you may kill an old man, a young man, a young woman, a child, and women,’
Ezek 9:6

s

bahiirim wa-gam-batillot zagénim {im-na§arim,
“young men and also young women, old and young people,” Ps 148:12

way-yaharog bahiiréhem ba-hereb ba-bét migdasam wa-16? hamal {al-bahir i-
batiila zagén wa-yases

“he killed their young men by the sword in their sanctuary, and spared no young
man, young woman, old or aged man,” 2 Chr 36:17

Thus, bahiir normally denotes a life stage,® namely, a sexually mature young
man,* and a semantic path to that meaning from “chosen” is quite unlikely.’

3 See P. Kyle McCarter Jr., I Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes, and Com-
mentary, AB 8 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980), 173. In 1 Sam 9:2, Saul is described as bahiir
wa-téb, which McCarter renders “a handsome young man,” commenting that the Hebrew suggests
“that Saul at the time was a young man about to enter upon adult life (bahir),” and that “Saul has
attained his majority and is ready to assume adult responsibilities.”

Note also the forms bahiirim and bahiirét, “adolescence” (always with suffixes: bohirayw in
Num 11:28 and bahiiréteyka in Eccl 11:9, 12:1), which parallel other plural abstracts denoting life
stages, such as na{urim ‘youth’ and zagiinim, “old age,” and which, unlike bahiirim “young men,”
show reduction of the first vowel; see Lazar Gulkowitsch, Die Bildung von Abstraktbegriffen in der
hebrdischen Sprachgeschichte (Leipzig: Eduard Pfeiffer, 1931), 27-29.

* Note wat-tasgab Sal-ma?ahdabeyha ... bahiiré hemed kullam, “she lusted after her lovers ..., all
of them handsome young men” in Ezek 23:6 (cf. also vv. 12, 23).

5 E.g., BDB’s explanation, “choice, in the prime of manhood” (BDB, s.v. “In2a”), is obviously
forced. Others have also doubted the connection between bahiir and “to choose.” For example, Gese-
nius suggested an alternative derivation, from b-k-r as in Arabic bikr, “virigin” (which is not
phonetically possible); Guilielmus Gesenius, Thesaurus philologicus criticus linguae hebraeae et
chaldaeae veteris testamenti, 3 vols. (Leipzig: Vogel, 1835-1853), s.v. “31n3.” Robinson preserved
this alternative etymology in his translation of Gesenius: Edward Robinson, Hebrew and English Lex-
icon of the Old Testament including the Chaldee: Translated from the Latin of William Gesenius
(Boston: Crocker and Brewster, 1836), s.v. “na.” Barth compared bdahiir instead to Akkadian
bahilatu, “soldiers,” which is, however, a late Neo-Assyrian neologism based on ba?ilatu, “subjects”
(see CAD 2, s.v. “ba?iilatu”); Jakob Barth, “Verschiebung der Liquidae im Assyrischen,” Z4 3 (1886):
59. Jotion wondered whether the primary sense of bahir was “tall,” noting that, uniquely at 1 Sam
9:2, the LXX translates the word with edueyébyg, “of good size, large”; Paul Joiion, “Notes de lexi-
cographie hébraique,” Biblica 6 (1925): 314. Jotion’s suggestion was adopted (“grandi statura”) in
Zorell, s.v. “na.”

The plural bahiirim occasionally denotes “troops, soldiers,” especially in poetic texts (e.g., Isa
31:8; Jer 49:26, 50:30, 51:3), and it might be suggested that this reflects a meaning “elite,” i.e., “cho-
sen,” as in the Akkadian phrase sabum be?rum/bérum, “clite troops”; see CAD 2, s.v. “b&ru”’; Michael
P. Streck, Die Amurriter, Die onomastische Forschung, Orthographie und Phonologie, Nominalmor-
phologie, vol. 1 of Das amurritische Onomastikon der altbabylonischen Zeit (Minster: Ugarit-Verlag,
2000), 86. But since there is no indication in the biblical texts that special troops are meant, it is much
more likely that bahiirim simply refers to “young men” as warriors (pace Hayim ben Yosef Tawil, An
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The form bahiir does also occur as the passive participle of bahar “to
choose,”® but its use is quite distinct from that of the substantive bahiir “young
man”’; for example,

way-yigqah sés-me?ot rekeb bahir
“he took six hundred choice chariots,” Exod 14:7

way-yigqah sa?ul saloset Palapim Pis bahir mik-kol-yisra?el
“Saul took three thousand men chosen from all Israel,” 1 Sam 24:37

Since it is semantically difficult to derive the meaning “young man” from “cho-
sen,” another etymology may be sought. The Hebrew root bir “to choose” reflects
earlier Semitic *bhr, with medial *i; but Hebrew /i may also reflect earlier Se-
mitic *}, and so perhaps bahiir derives from a root *bhr. In Ugaritic, there is
indeed a word bhr, which appears once, in the Kirta epic; the text is unfortunately
damaged:

$rb . Sps . lymg / krt . Kirta has indeed reached the sunset,
sbia . sps/ bSiny . Our lord, the sunrise.

wymlk / [y]sb {In So let Yassib rule over us;

wy[§ny’ / [kt 15 as noble Kirta would ...,

{In . bhr / [ymlk over us let the young man [rul]e.

KTU 1.15v.18-23

Most scholars, not unreasonably, leave the last line untranslated.® But the
meaning “young man” for bir fits the context nicely, where Kirta’s son Yassib is
encouraged to take over his father’s throne,’ and accordingly this is the gloss

Akkadian Lexical Companion for Biblical Hebrew. Etymological-Semantic and Idiomatic Equivalents
with Supplement on Biblical Aramaic [Jersey City, NJ: Ktav, 2009], 47-48); indeed, for “clite troops”
we find the phrase mibhar bahiirayw, “the choicest of his young men” in Jer 48:15.

® Note also the poetic passive form bahir, “elect, chosen (of God).”

"In a few instances the meaning of bahiir is ambiguous; e.g., way-yibhar mik-kol bahiiré ba-
yisra?el, which McCarter translates “[Joab] made a selection from all the elite troops in Israel”; P.
Kyle McCarter Jr., Il Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes, and Commentary, AB 9
(Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1984), 267. But it is possible that simply “chose from all the young
men” is intended.

8 B.g., Edward L. Greenstein, “Kirta,” in Ugaritic Narrative Poetry, ed. Simon Parker, WAW 9
(Atlanta: Scholars, 1997), 29; N. Wyatt, Religious Texts from Ugarit: The Words of llimilku and His
Colleagues (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1998), 218; Wyatt, “The Kirta Epic,” trans. Dennis
Pardee, COS 1.102: iv 14—vi; Michael D. Coogan and Mark S. Smith, Stories from Ancient Canaan,
2nd ed. (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2012), 86.

% So Anton Jirku, Kanaandische Mythen und Epen aus Ras Schamra—Ugarit (Gerd Mohn: Gii-
tersloh, 1962), 102 (“iiber uns ein Jiingling”); Jirku was followed by André Caquot, Maurice Sznycer,
and Andrée Herdner, Mythes et légendes, vol. 1 of Textes ougaritiques (Paris: Cerf, 1974), 547 (“Sur
nous un jeune homme”). In The Krt Text in the Literature of Ras Shamra: A Social Myth of Ancient
Canaan, 2nd ed. (Leiden: Brill, 1964), 21, John Gray rendered bAr “incense,” presumably on the basis
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assigned to bir in the standard Ugaritic dictionary.!? That such a word for “young
man” existed in Ugaritic is shown by a quadrilingual vocabulary text written in
syllabic cuneiform, in which Akkadian ef/u, “young man” is equated with Ugaritic
Tbal-ah-hu-ru."! If alphabetic bhr does indeed mean “young man,” then the syl-
labic writing represents /bahhuru/.!? The Ugaritic form has the pattern gattul, with
short u,'? versus the Hebrew singular gatit/ and plural gattil, with long i. But, as
will be argued below, these forms for “young man” were originally adjectival, and
the alternation of short and long vowels in adjectival patterns is well known, even
within a language, as in Hebrew yases/yasis, “old,” palet/palit, “fugitive.”'* The
Ugaritic form also has a doubled middle radical, like the ancestor of the Hebrew
plural, bahirim. It is likely that both *bahiir and *bahhiir originally existed as
variant forms."> Ugaritic preserved the longer form in the singular, whereas He-
brew preserved the shorter form in the singular and the longer form as a suppletive
plural.'®

The root bhr is not otherwise attested in Ugaritic, nor is there a verbal root in
Hebrew related to bahiir, “young man” (assuming that it does not derive from “to
choose”). But the root bhr is attested elsewhere in Semitic. In Akkadian, the ad-
jective bahru means “hot,” of liquids, and there is a factitive D verb bubhuru “to

of Arabic, for which see further below.

1Y DULAT, s.v. “bhr.” The biblical place name bahirim (in 2 Samuel and 1 Kings) is consistently
rendered Baoup(e)iw in the LXX, and the nonindication of / indicates an original *i rather than *} in
the name; see Joshua Blau, “On Polyphony in Biblical Hebrew,” Proceedings of the Israel Academy
of Sciences and Humanities 6.2 (1982): 105-83. If our proposal to derive bahiir from a root bhr is
correct, then presumably that place name would not mean “young men’s village,” as some have con-
jectured (e.g., BDB, s.v. “Ina”).

! There is no other certain evidence elsewhere in Semitic of a related form with the meaning
“young man.” A word bhrw, “youth” was listed by Michael Sokoloff in Sokoloff, s.v. “an3,” but he
deleted it in the addendum (p. 827), presumably considering it to be a Hebraism. There is an Amorite
personal name ba-hu-ra, which could mean either “chosen” or “young man”; Streck, Die Amurriter,
Die onomastische Forschung, 330, opts for the former.

12 See John Huehnergard, Ugaritic Vocabulary in Syllabic Transcription, rev. ed., HSS 32
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2008), 84, 113. The writing "ba'-ah-hu-ru can also represent
/bahhuru/.

13 Josef Tropper (Ugaritische Grammatik, 2nd ed. [Miinster: Ugarit, 2012], 174, 264) assumes
that the syllabic Ugaritic form is /bahhiiru/, with long i as in the Hebrew plural, but in Ugaritic that
would have become */buhhiiru/ by two different sound rules; see Huehnergard, Ugaritic Vocabulary,
270, 271.

14 See John Huehnergard, “gatil and gatil Nouns in Biblical Hebrew,” in Sha ‘arei Lashon: Stud-
ies in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Jewish Languages Presented to Moshe Bar-Asher, ed. Aharon Maman,
Steven E. Fassberg, and Yochanan Breuer, 3 vols. (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 2007), 1:¥10—*13.

15 In Hebrew, for example, note both 2abir and 2abbir, “mighty,” Pasir and ?assir, “captive”;
further, cf. pairs such as Hebrew yamin and Aramaic *yammin, “right.” See Joshua Fox, Semitic Noun
Patterns, HSS 52 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2003), 245-47.

16 Cf. the occasional use in Akkadian of parras forms as plurals of parVs singulars, e.g., arraku,
“long, tall”; see CAD 1.2, s.v. “arraku.”
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heat, keep hot,” also of liquids, as well as a number of other derivatives such as
adverbial bahra, buhra, “hot,” and several nouns denoting hot dishes; most of
these words appear in Standard Babylonian medical texts, in recipes for reme-
dies.!” Related to the Akkadian root is Classical Arabic bahara, “to emit vapor,
fumes,” as in baharat-i I-gidru, “the cooking-pot sent up fume, vapour, steam,”'3
and the derived noun buhar, “vapor, fume”; because of the association with
fumes, the Arabic root also has to do with fumigation, as in bahir, “fumigatory,
incense” and the D verb bahhara, “to fumigate, perfume with incense” (also “to
evaporate something”). Causative forms of 647 in the Modern South Arabian lan-
guages also mean “to fumigate”: Mehri habhdawr, Harstisi and Hobyot abhor, and
Jibbali 6har;' it is possible that these are borrowed from Arabic.?°

The Akkadian and Arabic meanings suggest the general sense “hot, steaming,
fuming” for Semitic bjr. It is at least conceivable that a noun denoting a sexually
mature young man might derive from such a root. In English, of course, /of has
for centuries included the sense “sexually aroused, sexually available.”?! In Se-
mitic, too, associations of “hot” or “burn,” youth, and sexuality are not hard to
find. In Akkadian, baslu, “cooked” may also mean “mature” of both plants and
(rarely) of animals.?? In Arabic, a verb galama, “to be(come) excited or overcome
by lust, vehemently affected with lust” is related to nouns such as gulam, “young

17CAD 2, s.v. “bahru,” “bahriitu,” and “buhru”; AHw, s.v. “bahru,” “buhru.”

3 Lane, s.v. “,&.”

19 See T. M. Johnstone, Mehri Lexicon and English—Mehri Word-List (London: School of Ori-
ental & African Studies, 1987), s.v. “bxr”; Johnstone, Harsiisi Lexicon and English—Harstisi Word-
List (London: Oxford University Press, 1977), s.v. “bxr”; Johnstone, Jibbali Lexicon (London: Oxford
University Press, 1981), s.v. “bxr”; Aki’o Nakano, Hobyot (Oman) Vocabulary: With Example Texts,
ed. Robert Ratcliffe (Tokyo: Research Institute for Languages and Cultures of Asia and Africa, 2013),
32. Note also Soqotri bohor, “incense,” in Vitaly Naumkin and Leonid Kogan, Corpus of Soqotri Oral
Literature, vol. 1, Studies in Semitic Languages and Linguistics 76 (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 512.

20 Note also probably Sabaic (Ancient South Arabian) bhr, “incense”; see Peter Stein, Die In-
schriften der mittel- und spdtsabdischen Periode, vol. 1 of Die altsiidarabischen Minuskelinschriften
auf Holzstibchen aus der Bayerischen Staatsbibliothek in Miinchen (Rahden: Marie Leidorf, 2010),
456 text 130.8, and p. 459.

2! Since the fourteenth century, according to Jonathon Green, Cassell’s Dictionary of Slang
(London: Cassell, 1998), s.v. “hot.” Note also phrases such as /ot and heavy, for “passionate, lustful,”
and in heat, of female mammals “in a state of sexual excitement just before ovulation” (from the
seventeenth century); see Christine Ammer, The American Heritage Dictionary of Idioms (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1997), s.v. “hot and heavy,” “in heat.” And cf. any number of popular song lyrics
(e.g., the song “Hot Blooded,” by Foreigner, 1978). Note also Latin cupere, “to desire, long for,” from
Indo-European *kwep, “to smoke, cook, move violently, be agitated emotionally” (e.g., Old Church
Slavonic kypéti, “to boil,” Latvian kiipét, “smoke, steam”); see Julius Pokorny, Indogermanisches et-
ymologisches Worterbuch, 4th ed., 2 vols. (Tiibingen: Francke, 2002), 1:596-97; Calvert Watkins,
The American Heritage Dictionary of Indo-European Roots, 2nd ed. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
2000), 45b.

22 Note urisu la baslu which the editors of CAD translate ‘immature goat® (CAD 2, s.v. “baslu”;
20, s.v. “urisu”), although von Soden (AHw, s.v. “baslu”) listed this reference under the meaning
“cooked, simmered (of flesh).”
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man,” gulama, “young woman,” gaylam, “beautiful woman.”?* And Arabic
Sabb/sabb, “young man” may be derived from the verb Sabba “to burn, blaze,”**
a root also attested in Akkadian (Sababu, “to burn, roast”) and Jibbali (sab, “to
flare up,” of fire).2° Perhaps, therefore, bahiir, “young man” derives from bhr, “to
be(come) hot, to steam, to fume” via a similar association.?

Another etymology of bahiir is suggested by the Arabic quadriradical verb
(ta)bahtara, “to walk proudly, strut” and the associated adjective bahtart, “cle-
gant, beautiful in gait and in body.”*’ It is admittedly often difficult to connect a
given quadriradical root with a semantically related triradical root, but K.
Bocekkels points to several other examples of Arabic quadriradicals with third rad-
ical ¢ that may be related to triradical roots without the £.2% Boekkels connects

2 Lane, s.v. “a&.” Cf. *$alm(at), “young man/woman” elsewhere in Semitic; see DULAT®, s.v.
“glm.” See also Leonid Kogan, Genealogical Classification of Semitic: The Lexical Isoglosses (Boston:
de Gruyter, 2015), 186-87, who notes as well Jibbali gélom, “to run wild (after summer, of camels).”

2 Lane, s.v. “«”; Hans Wehr, 4 Dictionary of Modern Written Arabic (Arabic—English), 4th
ed., trans. J Milton Cowan (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1979), s.v. “«&.” Note also the Yemeni Arabic
word Sabba, which “refers to the maturing growth of a crop as the ears develop”; Daniel Martin Var-
isco, Medieval Agriculture and Islamic Science: The Almanac of a Yemeni Sultan (Seattle, WA:
University of Washington Press, 1994), 173. The rare Sabaic word s’hm may also refer to a type of
grain; see Stein, Die Inschriften der mittel- und spdtsabdischen Periode, 95.

% Jibbali also has the noun Seb, “youth”; Johnstone, Jibbali Lexicon, s.v., “$bb.” The Akkadian,
Arabic, and Jibbali forms point to a proto-Semitic root sbb, with §. Thus, Aramaic Sabiba, “spark”
must derive from an unrelated root (or be a loan of an unattested Akkadian word); Hebrew *$abib is
generally recognized to be a loan from Aramaic; see, e.g., Theodor Noldeke, review of Die Aramais-
men im Alten Testament, E. Kautzsch, ZDMG 57 (1903): 417.

Another relevant comparison may be GaSoz wareza, “young man” and warzawa, “to mature,
become a young man,” the etymology of which is uncertain, but cf. perhaps Amharic wdrdzza, “to
sweat, become damp, begin to ripen” and wdrdzdt, “steam, vapor, sweat,” for which see Thomas L.
Kane, Amharic—English Dictionary, 2 vols. (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1990), s.v. “@ZH,” “@ZH+.”

Finally, in this connection, Jo Ann Hackett reminds me (personal communication) that when
King David was very old, a beautiful young woman was brought, wa-Sakaba ba-héqeka wa-ham la-
2doni ham-melek, “that she might lie in your bosom, and my lord the king be warm” (1 Kgs 1:2).

26 In some of the Modern South Arabian languages, the root b also denotes wellness: Mehri Gt
bathar, “to become healthy and sleek” (of animals); Jibbali bahdar, G “to become fit, well,” Gt ebtehér,
“to become better on growing older” (Johnstone, Mehri Lexicon, s.v., “bxr”; Johnstone, Jibbali Lexi-
con, s.v., “bxr”). Similarly, in Yemeni Arabic, buhur and tabahar mean “to recuperate, be healthy,”
for which see Carlo Landberg, Glossaire Datinois, 3 vols. (Leiden: Brill, 1920—-1942), s.v. “_&7;
Moshe Piamenta, Dictionary of Post-Classical Yemeni Arabic, 2 vols. (Leiden: Brill, 1990), s.v.,
“,3.” As both Landberg and Piamenta note, these forms derive from the phrase bi-hayr, “well, in
good health,” and so that root bir is a secondary creation in those languages. My thanks to Aaron
Rubin for reminding me of Landberg’s Glossaire.

¥ Lane, s.v., “_i5"; Wehr, Dictionary of Modern Written Arabic, s.v., “ 553", Note also bahtara,
“a beautiful gait” (“incessus pulcher”), in Georg Wilhelm Freytag, Lexicon arabico-latinum, 4 vols.
(Halle: Schwetschke, 1830—1837), s.v. 553 Freytag (Lexicon arabico-latinum) also listed bihtir as a
synonym of bahtari.

28 Klaus Boekkels, Quadriradikalia in den semitischen Sprachen (Inaugural-Dissertation, Freie
Universitét Berlin, 1990), 160.
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bahtara with the verb fahara, “to be proud,”? to which Mehri aftahdwr and
Jibbali fthor, “to be proud” are clearly related.>? If Arabic bahtara, “to walk
proudly” and fahara, “to be proud” do indeed reflect the same root, we may sug-
gest that it is the former that preserves the original first radical, b, and that f'in
fahara is the result of assimilation to the unvoiced second radical (in prefix-con-
jugation forms such as yafhar). The same assimilation may be seen in the verbs
bagara, “to slit, split” and fagara, “to dig, pierce, cleave,” which reflect a single
original root, bgr.>' Thus, there may have been a Central Semitic root *b4r mean-
ing “to be proud, act proudly,” with a derived adjective *bahiir, “proud, boastful”
(the meaning, in fact, of Arabic fahir).

As a final possibility for the etymology of Hebrew bahiir, we may mention
GoSaz fahara, “to betroth, espouse” (where, again, we would have to assume f'<
b); note especially the adjective fohur < *pahir, “betrothed, fiancé.” But it seems
more likely that this Go%az root is cognate with *phr, “to gather” elsewhere in
Semitic (i.e., “to gather a spouse to oneself”).?

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Ammer, Christine. The American Heritage Dictionary of Idioms. Boston: Houghton Mif-
flin, 1997.

Barth, Jakob. “Verschiebung der Liquidae im Assyrischen.” Z4 3 (1886): 57-61.

Blau, Joshua. “On Polyphony in Biblical Hebrew.” Proceedings of the Israel Academy of
Sciences and Humanities 6 (1982): 105-83.

Boekkels, Klaus. Quadriradikalia in den semitischen Sprachen. Inaugural-Dissertation,
Freie Universitit Berlin, 1990.

Caquot, André, Maurice Sznycer, and Andrée Herdner. Mythes et légendes. Vol. 1 of
Textes ougaritiques. Paris: Cerf, 1974.

Coogan, Michael D., and Mark S. Smith. Stories from Ancient Canaan. 2nd ed. Louisville,
KY: Westminster John Knox, 2012.

Fox, Joshua. Semitic Noun Patterns. HSS 52. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2003.

Freytag, Georg Wilhelm. Lexicon arabico-latinum. 4 vols. Halle: Schwetschke, 1830-1837.

Gesenius, Guilielmus. Thesaurus philologicus criticus linguae hebraeae et chaldaeae
veteris testamenti. 3 vols. Leipzig: Vogel, 1835-1853.

2 As evidence of the difficulty of etymologizing quadriradicals, we may note that Murad Kamil
derives tabahtara not from fahara but from tahattara ‘to become languid, sluggish,” with a preform-
ative b-. Murad Kamil, Beitrdge zur Entstehung der vierradikaligen Verben in den gesprochenen
semitischen Sprachen (Cairo: Institut Frangais d’Archéologie Orientale, 1963), 41.

30 Johnstone, Mehri Lexicon, s.v. “fxr”’; Johnstone, Jibbali Lexicon, s.v. “fxr.” These Mehri and
Jibbali verbs may be loans from Arabic.

3! John Huehnergard, “The Semitic Background of Arabic fagir ‘poor,”” in No Tapping around
Philology: Festschrift in Honor of Wheeler McIntosh Thacskton's Seventieth Birthday, ed. Alireza
Korangy and Daniel J. Sheffield (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2014), 243—54. Note that there is a distinct
common Semitic root *phr, meaning “to gather,” which is found in Akkadian, Ancient South Arabian,
Modern South Arabian, Ugaritic, and Phoenician.

32 See the preceding note.



144 John Huehnergard

Gray, John. The Krt Text in the Literature of Ras Shamra: A Social Myth of Ancient Ca-
naan. 2nd ed. Leiden: Brill, 1964.

Green, Jonathon. Cassell’s Dictionary of Slang. London: Cassell, 1998.

Greenstein, Edward L. “Kirta.” Pages 9-48 in Ugaritic Narrative Poetry. Edited by Simon
Parker. WAW 9. Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1997.

Gulkowitsch, Lazar. Die Bildung von Abstraktbegriffen in der hebrdischen Sprachges-
chichte. Leipzig: Eduard Pfeiffer, 1931.

Huehnergard, John. “gatil and gatil Nouns in Biblical Hebrew.” Pages *3—*45 in vol. 1 of
Sha‘arei Lashon: Studies in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Jewish Languages Presented to
Moshe Bar-Asher. Edited by Aharon Maman, Steven E. Fassberg, and Yochanan
Breuer. 3 vols. Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 2007.

———— Ugaritic Vocabulary in Syllabic Transcription. Rev. ed. HSS 32. Winona Lake,
IN: Eisenbrauns, 2008.

———— “The Semitic Background of Arabic faqir ‘Poor.”” Pages 243—54 in No Tapping
around Philology: Festschrift in Honor of Wheeler McIntosh Thacskton’s Seventieth
Birthday. Edited by Alireza Korangy and Daniel J. Sheffield. Wiesbaden: Harrasso-
witz, 2014.

———— “Biblical Hebrew Nominal Patterns.” Pages 25-64 in Epigraphy, Philology,
and the Hebrew Bible: Methodological Perspectives on Philological and Compara-
tive Study of the Hebrew Bible in Honor of Jo Ann Hackett. Edited by Jeremy M.
Hutton and Aaron D. Rubin. ANEM 12. Atlanta: SBL Press, 2015.

Jirku, Anton. Kanaandische Mythen und Epen aus Ras Schamra—Ugarit. Gerd Mohn: Gii-
tersloh, 1962.

Johnstone, Thomas M. Harsiisi Lexicon and English—Harstisi Word-List. London: Oxford
University Press, 1977.

———. Jibbali Lexicon. London: Oxford University Press, 1981.

———— Mehri Lexicon and English—Mehri Word-List. London: School of Oriental &
African Studies, 1987.

Jotiion, Paul. “Notes de lexicographie hébraique.” Biblica 6 (1925): 311-21.

Kamil, Murad. Beitrige zur Entstehung der vierradikaligen Verben in den gesprochenen
semitischen Sprachen. Cairo: Institut Francais d’Archéologie Orientale, 1963.

Kane, Thomas L. Amharic—English Dictionary. 2 vols. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1990.

Kogan, Leonid. Genealogical Classification of Semitic: The Lexical Isoglosses. Boston: de
Gruyter, 2015.

Landberg, Carlo. Glossaire Datinois. 3 vols. Leiden: Brill, 1920-1942.

McCarter, P. Kyle, Jr. I Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes, and Com-
mentary. AB 8. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980.

. I Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes, and Commentary. AB
9. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1984.

Nakano, Aki’o. Hobyot (Oman) Vocabulary, with Example Texts. Edited by Robert
Ratcliffe. Tokyo: Research Institute for Languages and Cultures of Asia and Africa,
2013.

Naumkin, Vitaly, and Leonid Kogan. Corpus of Soqotri Oral Literature. Vol. 1. Studies in
Semitic Languages and Linguistics 76. Leiden: Brill, 2015.

Noldeke, Theodor. Review of Die Aramaismen im Alten Testament, E. Kautzsch. ZDMG
57 (1903): 412-20.



The Etymology of Hebrew bahir 145

Pardee, Dennis. “The Kirta Epic.” COS 1:333-43.

Piamenta, Moshe. Dictionary of Post-Classical Yemeni Arabic. 2 vols. Leiden: Brill, 1990.

Pokorny, Julius. Indogermanisches etymologisches Worterbuch. 4th ed. 2 vols. Tiibingen:
Francke, 2002.

Robinson, Edward. Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament including the Chal-
dee: Translated from the Latin of William Gesenius. Boston: Crocker & Brewster,
1836.

Seebass, Horst. “w1a bachar.” TDOT 2:73-87.

Stein, Peter. Die Inschrifien der mittel- und spdtsabdischen Periode. Vol. 1 of Die altsiid-
arabischen  Minuskelinschriften —auf Holzstibchen aus der Bayerischen
Staatsbibliothek in Miinchen. Rahden: Marie Leidorf, 2010.

Streck, Michael P. Die Amurriter, Die onomastische Forschung, Orthographie und Pho-
nologie, Nominalmorphologie. Vol. 1 of Das amurritische Onomastikon der
altbabylonischen Zeit. Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2000.

Tawil, Hayim ben Yosef. An Akkadian Lexical Companion for Biblical Hebrew: Etymo-
logical-Semantic and Idiomatic Equivalents with Supplement on Biblical Aramaic.
New York: Ktav, 2009.

Tropper, Josef. Ugaritische Grammatik. 2nd ed. Miinster: Ugarit, 2012.

Varisco, Daniel Martin. Medieval Agriculture and Islamic Science: The Almanac of a Yem-
eni Sultan. Seattle, WA: University of Washington Press, 1994.

Watkins, Calvert. The American Heritage Dictionary of Indo-European Roots. 2nd ed.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 2000.

Wehr, Hans. 4 Dictionary of Modern Written Arabic (Arabic—English). 4th ed. Translated
by J. Milton Cowan. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1979.

Whyatt, Nicolas. Religious Texts from Ugarit: The Words of Ilimilku and His Colleagues.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1998.

Zorell, Franciscus. Lexicon hebraicum et aramaicum Veteris Testamenti. Rome: Pon-
tificium Institutum Biblicum, 1967.






First-Person Reference by Name in Biblical Hebrew

Yoo-ki Kim

In Biblical Hebrew dialogue, the speaker refers to him-/herself using different
means of reference. The most frequently used elements are personal pronouns
(1R, "2IR), pronominal suffixes (*-, "1-), and verbal affixes ("n-, -R). In addition
to these first-person grammatical forms, nominal forms are also used. Some
nominal forms indicate the speaker’s deference toward the addressee. These are
deferential expressions such as 77ap, 70nR, and NaY (“your servant”).! In
addition, there are other forms of first-person reference whose sociolinguistic
status cannot easily be determined: the speaker’s own name.? Unlike deferential
expressions, personal names do not have any pronominal element referring to
the speaker or addressee. In natural languages, this type of reference is most
often attested in children’s talk. Against the tendency to associate it with the
children’s lack of self-awareness, Kasia M. Jaszczolt quotes the example below,
where the adult speaker uses his own name for first-person reference.’

Johnny to a friend: Johnny the car mechanic will fix it.

Here Johnny speaks to a friend whose car happened to break down. The speak-
er’s name “Johnny” is employed in apposition with the description “the car
mechanic” to emphasize the speaker’s capacity to fix the car. For what purposes

! The use of deferential expressions instead of pronouns or pronominal suffixes is a means of
marking the speaker’s subordinate status vis-a-vis the addressee as well as his/her intention to lower
him-/herself before the addressee in a particular discourse situation. See Yoo-ki Kim, “Deferential
Self-Reference in the Book of Samuel,” V'7T 65 (2015): 588—605.

2 In this article, I deal with only the speaker’s first-person reference by name, leaving aside the
cases where the speaker reports a third party’s mention of the speaker’s name, such as those in Gen
14:23 (where Abraham quotes a hypothetical statement which he wants not to be made in the future:
“so that you will not say ‘I have made Abraham rich’”’) and Gen 21:7 (where Sarah quotes an imagi-
nary prediction which she deems impossible to have been made in the past: “Who would have said
to Abraham that Sarah would nurse children?”).

3 Kasia M. Jaszczolt, “First-Person Reference in Discourse: Aims and Strategies,” Journal of
Pragmatics (2013): 60.
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does the speaker in the Hebrew Bible use his/her own name as first-person ref-
erence? What is the difference between referring to oneself as “your servant”
and as one’s own name? Irene Lande, citing only three cases in which the speak-
er refers to himself with his own name (2 Sam 3:9; 7:20; and 24:23), notes that
they are all related with solemn statements in that they are uttered in a promise
to the king, in a prayer, and in a self-cursing respectively.* She argues that, since
the name represents the existence of its bearer, “The use of the proper name ...
could be regarded as an expression of the full personal commitment.” E. J.
Revell relates first-person reference by name to “public aspects of a speaker.”
He considers a subordinate’s self-reference by name as “a reference more per-
sonal than that of a deferential term, but less intimate than that of a pronoun,”
while taking a nonsubordinate’s self-reference by name as providing “a weighti-
er, more impressive support for an important declaration” than pronominal
forms.® The validity of this dichotomy according to the social status of interloc-
utors should be put into question. While a title such as “king” may signify a high
status, a personal name by itself does not encode a specific social status. Since
first-person reference by name can be used either by a subordinate or a superior,
it can hardly be taken to denote a level of deference. Furthermore, even if it is
used as a marker of deference, the name would have different functions depend-
ing on the context in which it is used. Even deferential language can be used
derogatorily.’

This article will examine the cases of first-person reference by name in re-
ported speech of the Hebrew Bible to see how the name functions in each case.
It will limit itself to cases in which the speaker is a human being (including a
personified being) since they better reflect human interactions in real life. It will
first look at the examples where the speaker is in a nondeferential environment,
that is, neither in a lower status with respect to the addressee nor in a situation to
use deferential expressions. Then it will deal with other cases of first-person
reference by name in which the speaker expresses deference to the addressee.
This article will show that first-person reference by name places formal, official,
or public aspects of the speech in focus instead of expressing the level of defer-
ence of the utterance.

* Irene Lande, Formelhafte Wendungen der Umgangssprache im alten Testament (Leiden:
Brill, 1949), 73-74.

5 Lande, Formelhafte Wendungen, 74. Original German: “Die Nennung des Eigennamens ...
diirfte also als Ausdruck des vollen personlichen Einsatzes betrachtet werden.”

® E. J. Revell, The Designation of the Individual: Expressive Usage in Biblical Narrative
(Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1996), 350. Here, Revell’s argument includes first-person reference by title
as well as by name.

7 Cynthia L. Miller, The Representation of Speech in Biblical Hebrew Narrative: A Linguistic
Analysis, HSM 55 (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1996), 274.
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FIRST-PERSON REFERENCE BY NAME IN NONDEFERENTIAL CONTEXTS
1. Oath Formula

Let us consider the cases of first-person reference by name in oaths. An oath
consists of two elements: the part that guarantees the sincerity and authenticity
of the oath and the oath itself. In a recent study on oath formulas, B. Conklin
names the former an “authenticating element” and the latter the “content of the
oath.”® When the speaker’s name appears in an oath formula it is always in the
authenticating element.

(1) 1 Sam 20:13

Thus will Yahweh do to Jonathan and 90 121 ANH M WY
thus will he do more. (I swear) that if my TOV AYINTOR ARHR 2070
father deems it good to do the evil nabm onhwT TaARTOR YO0
against you I will uncover your ear and R WK TRy M nm owh
send you away. You will go in peace and MaR-oy

Yahweh will be with you as he has been
with my father.

This is a part of Jonathan’s speech to David recorded in 1 Sam 20:12—16. Jona-
than promises David that he will sound out his father Saul and inform him of the
result, whether good or bad. Jonathan in return requests from David future pro-
tection of his household and his descendants. Jonathan refers to himself as
“Jonathan” in the authenticating element of the oath in verse 13 quoted in (1)
above. According to David Toshio Tsumura, Jonathan uses the third-person ref-
erence “in order to distance himself psychologically” from the scene, placing
himself under a curse in his promise for protection of David from Saul’s plan to
harm him.’ In contrast, in the content of the oath Jonathan invariably refers to
himself using a pronominal suffix or a verbal affix: “my father [*aRr],” “I will
uncover ['r*Hx],” and “I will send you away [7nnow1].” Interestingly, Jonathan
occasionally refers to his friend by his personal name “David”: “if it is good for
David [[3m T7-58 210]” (v. 12), “when Yahweh cuts off the enemies of David
[ naana 77 2RIR]Y (v. 15), and “May Yahweh seek it from the hands of
David’s enemies [T17 "2'R® 1 M wpal]” (v. 16). In all these cases, “David”
appears in a clause in which the speaker is not present in any form. Jonathan
distances himself from Saul’s attitude (v. 12) and Yahweh’s actions (vv. 15 and
16) toward David. Likewise, Jonathan treats himself as if he were a third person

8 Blane Conklin, Oath Formulas in Biblical Hebrew, LSAWS 5 (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2011), 4.

° David Toshio Tsumura, The First Book of Samuel, NICOT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2007), 508.
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by using his own name in verse 13. The speaker is virtually absent from the oath,
which becomes a matter between Yahweh and Jonathan instead of Yahweh and
“me.” By presenting himself as a third party, Jonathan adds to the solemnity and
sacredness of the oath.

In a sense, the use of the name of the speaker “Jonathan” in (1) above
acknowledges Yahweh’s freedom to do what he wants by presenting the speaker
as being virtually absent at the scene of the oath. However, there is nothing that
indicates deferential connotations in the name. Moreover, Jonathan is not in a
situation to use deferential terms before David. Rather, David once employs the
expression “your servant” to refer to himself before Jonathan (1 Sam 20:8).!°

(2) 1 Sam 25:22

Thus will God do to the enemies of Da- 90 1191 71T RS DTOR Nwyeia
vid and thus will he do more. (I swear APATY WK PRUKRTDNR
that) if I leave alive one male (lit., a piss- P PIYn

er on the wall) of all who belong to him.

In 1 Sam 25:21-22, the narrator reports David’s monologue in which he reveals
his resentment against Nabal. David is furious because he feels that Nabal re-
turned evil for his favor.!! David’s attitude in this passage contrasts with his
unwillingness to take revenge on Saul for his evil in the previous chapter (1 Sam
24:7). The expression “a pisser on the wall,” which is always used in the context
of killing all of the male members of a group, also shows that he is out of con-
trol.!> David mentions his own name in the authenticating element. Here he
invokes a curse upon “the enemies of David,” of which the original wording
must have been “David.”!* However, in the oath itself he speaks with a first-
person imperfect verb ("RWK). The third-person reference in the authenticating
element transforms the speaker into a third party who would suffer the punish-
ment in case the oath is not carried out properly, thereby giving more credence
to the speaker’s commitment to the oath. It also contributes to describing the

19 For discussion about the use of deferential first-person reference here, see Kim, “Deferential
Self-Reference,” 599-600.

" According to Tsumura (First Book of Samuel, 585), David “seems to have lost control over
his feelings and behavior.”

12 The expression appears in 1 Kgs 14:10; 16:11; 21:21; and 2 Kgs 9:8. See Tsumura, First
Book of Samuel, 586.

13 Commentators generally agree that David is the target of the curse and the expression “ene-
mies” is a later addition. According to P. Kyle McCarter Jr. (/ Samuel: A New Translation with
Introduction, Notes and Commentary, AYB 8 [Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980], 394), “a scribe
has changed David’s words to protect him (or his descendants!) from the consequences of the oath.”
Ralph W. Klein (/ Samuel, WBC 10 [Dallas: Word, 1983], 245) thinks that the addition is “an
attempt to avoid having David invoke a curse on himself.” Tsumura (First Book of Samuel, 586) also
characterizes it as “the euphemistic addition by the author” (italics in the original), which is attested
in 2 Sam 12:14 as well as in various ancient Near Eastern documents.
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intensity of the speaker’s fury and resoluteness but has nothing to do with defer-
ence.

(3) 2 Sam 3:9-10

Thus will God do to Abner and thus will 0" 121 21aRY oNHR Ay
he do more to him. (I swear) that just as Y M paws wRd a H
Yahweh has sworn to David I will do for nabnnn aynh H-nvpx 19
him, to transfer the kingdom from the TIT ROITNR OPAY JIRY an
house of Saul to set up David’s throne o amTth vy
over Israel and Judah from Dan to Beer- PV IR
sheba.

Here Abner is furious with Ishbosheth, who charges him with having slept with
one of his father’s concubines. In the authenticating element, Abner invokes a
curse upon himself to show his resoluteness. In the content of the oath, he ex-
presses his determination to transfer Ishbosheth’s kingdom to David. The
context is very similar to (2) above: Abner is enraged because he feels that Ish-
bosheth has returned evil for his favor, that is, protection from the hand of David
(2 Sam 3:8). However, unlike the authenticating elements in (1) and (2) above,
the recipient of the punishment is referred to not only as a personal name (73aR)
but also as a pronominal suffix (3-) coreferential to the name.'* The third-person
suffix in reference to the speaker further removes the speaker from the scene,
thereby rendering the curse more official than personal. In the oath itself, how-
ever, the first-person imperfect verb (MwyR) is used.

First-person reference by name is found only in the authenticating element,
which consists of self-cursing, but not in the content of the oath. The speakers
volunteer to become the recipient of punishment in case they do not fulfill their
promise or carry out their plan. Revell argues that the names are used because
the three oaths “support highly unusual undertakings.”!> However, it is hard to
prove that other oaths are not dealing with “highly unusual undertakings.”

Use of names for first-person reference is an exception rather than a rule in
the authenticating element of the oath. In six cases, the first-person target of the
curse appears in the form of a pronominal suffix: Thus will Yahweh/God/gods
do to me and thus will he/they do more (Ruth 1:17; 2 Sam 3:35; 19:4; 1 Kgs
2:23;20:10; 2 Kgs 6:31).!¢ Only one (2 Sam 3:35) of these six cases is followed
by a first-person verb in the content of oaths, unlike the authenticating elements

14 According to Conklin (Oath Formulas in Biblical Hebrew, 22), this additional prepositional
phrase (19) occurs only here among the twelve instances of the formula “Thus Will X Do to Y™ in the
Hebrew Bible.

15 Revell, Designation of the Individual, 352.

1 In two other cases (1 Sam 14:44; 1 Kgs 19:2), the speaker even omits reference to him-
/herself “to me.”
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in (1)~(3) above, which are all followed by a first-person verb. The self-
reference by name as the recipient of the possible curse in the authenticating
element alongside the first-person verbs in the content of the oath indicates the
speaker’s strong sense of responsibility and commitment to his oath.

Since (1)—(3) above are not far from one another in the narrative, they may
reflect the author’s or the editor’s literary style. Timo Veijola sees the use of
names instead of pronominal forms in (1)—~(3) above as a peculiarity of the re-
dactor’s style, pointing out that it is attested only in DtrG.'” However, it should
be noted that in all three examples each speaker, taking responsibility as a public
figure, uses his own name as a reference to himself to express his determination
to take action, either out of a friend’s love in the case of Jonathan or out of fury
and resentment in the cases of David and Abner.

2. Other Cases in Nondeferential Contexts

In this section, we will examine the use of names for self-reference by a non-
subordinate speaker outside of the oath formula. The examples will show that in
various contexts the speaker’s public nature is put in focus through reference by
name.

(4) Judg 11:15

He said to him, “Thus says Jephthah, Is- npH-RY ONe AR 12 B NKRY
rael has not seized the land of Moab and PAIRTINY ORI PINTIR ORI
the land of the Ammonites.” Y 1A

Jephthah speaks through his messengers to the king of Ammonites in an answer
to the latter’s demand for a peaceful return of the land. The words quoted here
are the opening formula of a relatively long message (Judg 11:15-27). Therefore,
the name “Jephthah” is used to identify the person sending the message at its
beginning, as is common in the epistolary style used throughout the ancient Near
East.!® But here Jephthah’s name stands alone without modifying expressions
such as “your brother.”'® The lack of a kinship term is understandable since the
message is delivered in a hostile confrontation. While the first-person reference
by name follows a formal epistolary style, the omission of a conventional kin-

17 Timo Veijola, Die ewige Dynastie: David und die Entstehung seiner Dynastie nach der deu-
teronomistischen Darstellung (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1975), 84.

% For example, Mari letters open with the formula “Say to PNy, thus says PN»,” where PN;
and PN2 represent the personal names of the receiver and the sender respectively. Nele Ziegler,
“Correspondance,” in Dictionnaire de la civilisation Mésopotamienne, ed. Francis Joannés (Paris:
Robert Laffont, 2001), 203.

19 In ancient Near Eastern letters, the sender’s name is frequently followed by an epithet that

”

describes the sender’s relationship with the receiver, such as “your friend,” “your brother,” “your

2

son,” “your lord,” or “your servant.” See Ziegler, “Correspondance,” 203.
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ship term reflects the confrontational nature of the utterance. Furthermore, by
resorting to this “standard ambassadorial language,” Jephthah asserts his au-
thority over the Ammonite king, whom he treats as his inferior.2°

(5) Gen 4:23-24

Lamech said to his wives, “Adah and Zil- wnw o ATy Pwsh 7nd anKn
lah, hear my voice. Wives of Lamech, 0 mnR anra ph v Hp
listen to my word, for I have killed a man 2 man T vpeab mann wN
for wounding me and a boy for striking opay I pptop onpav
me. If Cain is avenged seven times, then vaws

Lamech seventy-seven times.”

Quoted in (5) above is a speech by Lamech to his wives.?! He begins by
calling his wives by name. Their names “Adah and Zillah” are paralleled in the
next line as “wives of Lamech,” of which an unmarked form would be “my
wives.” Then, stating that he has slain a man in a disproportionate act of revenge,
Lamech requests for himself more protection than what Cain was promised by
Yahweh. By using his own name and associating it with Cain’s, Lamech demon-
strates strong desire for protection. In this context, Lamech’s first-person
reference by name functions as a justification for his egoistic attitude.??

(6) 1 Kgs2:45

But king Solomon will be blessed, and Y TIT KDY TNA AROW THnm
David’s throne will be established before oY M eb 1101
Yahweh forever.

This is the last part of Solomon’s words condemning Shimei to death (1 Kgs
2:42-45). After pronouncing that Yahweh will repay Shimei what he has done to
David (1 Kgs 2:44), Solomon here blesses himself and wishes that the Davidic
line of kingship be firmly established. Through parallelism, he presents himself
as the legitimate successor to David’s throne. Solomon’s self-blessing contrasts
with his cursing of Shimei that immediately precedes it.>* The name “Solomon”
is preceded by the title “the king [79nn],” which is intended to assert his authori-

20 Barry G. Webb, The Book of Judges, NICOT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012), 318.

2l Gerhard von Rad (Genesis: A Commentary, trans. John H. Marks, rev. ed., OTL [London:
SCM, 1972], 111) sees in this poem “a very ancient song of revenge,” later incorporated into the
narrative. Though its poetic nature may have influenced the first-person references, we include the
passage in our discussion because in its final form it reports a speech in a specific situation to actual
addressees.

22 Gordon J. Wenham (Genesis 1-15, WBC 1 [Dallas: Word, 1987], 114) points out that many
words with the vowel 7 (“my, me”) in this passage emphasize “Lamek’s cruel egotism.”

2 According to Mordechai Cogan (I Kings: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary, AYB 10 [New Haven: Yale University Press, 2008], 179), this self-benediction aims
at averting the baleful effect of Shimei’s curse on David.
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ty. The first-person reference by name contributes to portraying Shimei’s pun-
ishment as official retribution by Yahweh rather than an act of personal revenge.

(7) 2Kgs 10:18

Jehu assembled all the people and said to PR AR OYITIITIR RN YR
them, “Ahab served Baal a little; Jehu 1727 X1 VYR DYANTNR TAV AROR
will serve him much.” Sl

Jehu’s proclamation that he will serve Baal more fervently contrasts with
his assertion that Ahab served Baal a little. Here Jehu speaks from the perspec-
tive of the audience “all the people.” By employing his own name as well as
Ahab’s, Jehu gives his audience a false impression that he will encourage the
worship of Baal in a manner that far exceeds that of the notorious worshiper of
Baal. In this context, Jehu’s first-person reference by name renders his speech
more persuasive to his audience.

(8) 1 Sam 12:11

Yahweh sent Jerubbaal, Bedan, Jephthah, 7NN SyarnR oM mhwm
and Samuel, and delivered you from the DONR H¥ DRIDWIING NNDTINY
hand of your enemies on every side; and 17V 1AW 27200 DR TN

you lived safely.

In his farewell address (1 Sam 12:1-25), Samuel refers to himself as “Sam-
uel” in a list of judges that Yahweh has sent to the Israelites in response to their
cry for deliverance from foreign powers. In the Lucianic recension of the Septu-
agint and Syriac, the name is replaced by “Samson.”** This reading must have
been triggered by the somewhat unexpected mention of the speaker’s own
name.”® Yet Samuel’s name is not totally out of the line, since Samuel could
have considered himself the last of the judges. According to Hans W. Hertzberg,
“The whole period of the judges including the time of Samuel is under review
here” (italics in the original).?® Samuel mentions his own name instead of the
unmarked first-person pronoun to underline his official status as one of the de-
liverers that Yahweh has sent to his people. In the following verse (v. 12),
Samuel recalls the time when people requested a king to rule over them. The use

% Klein, I Samuel, 111.

% Klein, I Samuel, 117. McCarter (I Samuel, 211) notes that many critics consider Samuel as
original, assuming that it was replaced by “Samson” in some versions to preserve Samuel’s modesty.
As Carl Friedrich Keil and Franz Delitzsch (Joshua, Judges, Ruth, I and II Samuel [repr., Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982], 118) argue, “there is no critical ground for rejecting Samuel, the more
especially as the objection raised to it, viz. that Samuel would not have mentioned himself, is far too
trivial to overthrow the reading supported by the most ancient versions.”

2% Hans W. Hertzberg, I and II Samuel, trans. John Bowden, OTL (London: SCM, 1964), 99.
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of his name justifies his official status as a traditional judge sent by Yahweh in
contrast to a king chosen and asked for by the people.?’

(9) Judg 9:15

The bramble said to the trees, “If indeed NARI OR DRPI-HR TORD RN
you are anointing me as king over you, 183 029y T9nb nx onwn onx
come and take refuge in my shade. If not, WR R¥N PRTONT Y3 ton
fire will come out of the bramble and 71357 TIRTIR DIRM TORATN

consume the cedars of Lebanon.”

This speech belongs to Jotham’s fable (Judg 9:8-15), in which the trees go
to the olive, fig, and vine in turn, asking each one of them to be king over them.
The olive, fig, and vine, however, reject their request one after another on differ-
ent grounds. In stating the reason for refusal, they refer to themselves with a
pronominal suffix or verbal affix. The trees then invite the bramble to reign over
them. The bramble’s answer (v. 15) is comprised of two sentences. In the first
sentence, the bramble refers to itself twice with a pronominal suffix ('nx, *5x2).
But in the second sentence, which is at the end of the whole fable, the bramble
refers to itself with the noun phrase “the bramble (TvK:),” which is a common
noun with an article but in this case can be construed as the speaker’s name.?
This first-person reference by name occurs in the context in which the bramble
threatens the trees. By using the name that gives the bramble’s threat an official
nuance, the narrator warns the readers against setting an unworthy king like the
bramble on a throne. In the bramble’s speech, there is no room for any deference
on the part of the speaker. Rather, the bramble boasts of its own power to de-
stroy even the cedars of Lebanon, “far to the northeast and far too extensive to
fear what little heat the bramble can generate.”” The first-person reference by
“the bramble” instead of the expected “I” explicitly puts the bramble, a repre-
sentative of the unworthy, in contrast with the cedars of Lebanon, a
representative of the worthy.

In (5)—(9) above, the name used for first-person reference is in comparison
or contrast with other names. Lamech gives himself the same standing as Cain in
(5), “King Solomon” is paralleled by “David” in (6), Jehu pronounces that he
will take over and expand Ahab’s religious policy in (7), Samuel places himself
in a list of figures whom Yahweh sent to deliver Israel from the enemies in (8),

27 McCarter (I Samuel, 217-19) finds here a contrast between the prophet, who rules in fair-
ness and intimate relation with Yahweh, and the king, who rules selfishly and cruelly.

2 The Septuagint has én’ éuo¥, “from me.” The first-person pronoun is a less difficult reading
than the noun phrase “the bramble.”

? Trent C. Butler, Judges, WBC 8 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2009), 241. Webb (Book of
Judges, 276), drawing on the symbolism in Isa 2:12—13, takes the expression “the cedars of
Lebanon” symbolically as referring to “the proud rulers of Shechem to whom Jotham is speaking.”
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and “the bramble” portrays itself as a source of fire that will consume “the ce-
dars of Lebanon” in (9). The speakers use names instead of pronominal forms to
express their intention to make a formal connection or comparison with other
well-known figures.

First-Person Reference by Name in Deferential Contexts

Now we will turn to the cases of self-reference by name in deferential contexts.
The examination of the cases will reveal that the deferential nuances do not de-
rive from the name but other sources such as deferential forms or contextual
information regarding the social status of the interlocutors. Here also, first-
person reference by name signals the public nature of the utterance.

(10) Gen 32:5

He commanded them, “Thus you shall TR PIARN 712 KRS ONR WM
say to my lord Esau, ‘Thus says your 135-0p apy? 7TaY AR 12 WwYS
servant Jacob. I have sojourned with La- NPTV MR NS

ban and stayed until now.’”

In a typical epistolary formula at the beginning of a message to his brother
Esau in (10) above, Jacob refers to himself as “your servant Jacob (77ap
apy).”% He employs obsequious languages in his dealing with his enraged
brother (Gen 32-33).3! Unlike (4) above, where Jephthah makes use of only his
name, Jacob refers to himself using the combination of a deferential expression
and his name. In a normal situation, Jacob would have added the kinship term
“your brother.” Thus, in an introductory formula of his message to his father
(Gen 45:9-11), Joseph supplements his name with a kinship term (“your son
Joseph”). Supplementary designations such as deferential or kinship terms that
accompany names mitigate the bluntness of the expression in the introductory
formula. The use of the name “Jacob” does not contribute to a deferential char-
acter of the utterance but signals the official aspect of what he is to say.*?

30 See notes 18 and 19 above. According to Robert Davidson (Genesis 12-50: A Commentary,
CBC [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979], 182), this passage is “an excellent example of
the typical ancient Near Eastern equivalent of a letter.”

31 Though Jacob is equal with Esau in social status, he creates a social identity of being
inferior to his twin brother to obtain what he wants from the meeting in ch. 33. See Edward J. Bridge,
“The ‘Slave’ Is the ‘Master’: Jacob’s Servile Language to Esau in Genesis 33.1-17,” JSOT 38
(2014): 263-78.

32 Revell (Designation of the Individual, 350) states that “self-reference by name or title pre-
sents the public aspect of a speaker.”
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(11) 2 Sam 7:20
What can David add to say to you? You TOR 73Ty TW T govhm
know your servant, Lord Yahweh. S NTR TTIAYTNR YT ANKRY

(12) 2 Sam 7:26

May your name be great forever, by say- M NRY oYY T ST
ing, “Yahweh of Hosts is God over o SRITHY  onbR miray
Israel”; and may the house of your serv- :7a8b 23 P T 7T

ant David be established before you.

Yahweh promises to establish an everlasting dynasty for David in response
to his plan to build a house for Yahweh (2 Sam 7:1-17). Responding to this un-
conditional promise, David expresses his gratitude and appeals for the
fulfillment of the promise (2 Sam 7:18-29). David, not only thankful for Yah-
weh’s promise but also worried about the future, presents “fervent appeals to
Yahweh” for the fulfillment of his promise.>®> Here David refers to himself as
“your servant” ten times, two of which are quoted as (11) and (12) above. In (11)
David uses the deferential expression and his own name in separate sentences,
while in (12) the two elements are in apposition in one sentence.

In (11) above, David employs his own name to refer to himself without any
title such as “the king.” He then lowers himself before Yahweh by referring to
himself as “your servant,” the expression already used in the previous verse (v.
19). It is unlikely that the name is meant for self-assertion. Rather, it endows the
prayer with an official character while the lack of the title and the use of a defer-
ential term can be attributed to the speaker’s humble attitude.

The passage in (12) above features the final request in David’s prayer (2
Sam 7:18-29): establishing a dynasty (lit., “house”) as a fulfillment of Yahweh’s
promise. The speaker’s name “David” is immediately preceded by the deferen-
tial term “your servant.” David’s request that his dynasty be established before
Yahweh would be an audacious move. The next verse (v. 27) explains how he
could have courage to say this: Yahweh has promised to build a “house” for him.
In (12) above, the use of a deferential expression demonstrates David’s humble-
ness before Yahweh while David’s personal name assigns an official nature to
his request based upon Yahweh’s promise.

(13) 2 Sam 24:23

“Everything, O king, Araunah gives to qnR1 7905 7SR aanR s 5on
the king.” And Araunah said to the king, TIOR M TORAtHR AnnR
“May Yahweh your God accept you.” ey

3 Arnold A. Anderson, 2 Samuel, WBC 11 (Dallas: Word, 1989), 126; Kim, “Deferential
Self-Reference,” 597-98.
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To stop a plague caused by the census, David goes to Araunah’s threshing
floor with his officials to buy it and build an altar to Yahweh there. David re-
veals his intention by talking to Araunah in 2 Sam 24:21. In response, Araunah
willingly offers whatever is needed for the sacrifice (v. 22). Then in verse 23
quoted in (13) above, Araunah makes his offer official by pronouncing that
“Araunah” gives to David all that is needed to offer sacrifices to Yahweh, using
his own name in reference to himself. He mentions “the king” twice, once as a
vocative and once as a complement to a preposition. Araunah’s mention of his
own name as well as the perfective form of the verb suggests that by uttering
this speech he is at the same time giving up his legal rights over his properties
mentioned in verse 22, that is, the oxen for the burnt offering and the threshing
sledges and the yokes.>* Since Araunah modifies the king’s suggestion to “buy”
his properties and offers to give them as a free gift, he then has to save David’s
face. He achieves this goal by using his name and thus rendering his speech an
official rather than personal statement. In verse 21, Araunah began his conversa-
tion with David: “Why has my lord the king come to his servant [17ap]?°
Therefore, the use of the name in verse 23 should also be understood in this def-
erential context. In the same verse, the double use of the title “the king,” once as
a form of address and once as a reference to the addressee, adds to this deferen-
tial strategy.’® However, the use of the name does not mean that Araunah “is
bargaining as an equal,” as Revell suggests.>’ It hardly affects the level of defer-
ence in Araunah’s utterance but contributes to the official nature of his proposal.

3% The speaker Araunah is not describing an action but doing it by pronouncing words. This
type of utterance has been called “performative” by John L. Austin, How to Do Things with Words,
ed. James O. Urmson and Marina Sbisa, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1962), 6. In
Biblical Hebrew, the performative is characteristically expressed by the first-person perfective verbal
conjugation. Delbert R. Hillers (“Some Performative Utterances in the Bible,” in Pomegranates and
Golden Bells: Studies in Biblical, Jewish, and Near Eastern Ritual, Law, and Literature in Honor of
Jacob Milgrom, ed. David P. Wright, David Noel Freedman, and Avi Hurvitz [Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 1995], 757-66) gives examples of the verbal forms in Hebrew that mark the utterance
as performative. One of them is *nn3 which occurs in Gen 9:13; 41:41; and Jer 1:9. Though in1 in
2 Sam 24:23 is morphologically in the third person instead of the first, it still marks the utterance as
performative.

3 The third-person suffix combined with “servant” (17ap) can be considered a more
deferential form than the usual form with a second-person suffix (772p) because it could
psychologically distance the speaker farther away from the dialogue. But the forms with a third-
person suffix are too small in number to confirm this hypothesis. This form appears in Gen 33:14;
Josh 5:14; 1 Sam 22:15; 25:39; 26:18, 19; 2 Sam 9:11; 14:22 (Ketiv); and 24:21. See Kim,
“Deferential Self Reference,” 599.

3¢ P. Kyle McCarter Jr. (Il Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes and
Commentary, AYB 9 [Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1984], 508) dismisses the possibility that T5nn
refers to Araunah himself and argues that from the single occurrence of T5mn in the primitive read-
ing “Imlk arose in correction of smlk.” In any case, we have at least one deferential expression here.

37 Revell, Designation of the Individual, 351.

<,
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(14) 1 Sam 25:8

Ask your young men and they will tell IR TH I TWITTIR DKWY
you. Let the young men find favor in 20 orHy=n Trya nooewan
your eyes, for we have come on a good T R¥AN WR DR RITIN 1A
day. Please give whatever your hand finds 7175 T3 v

to your servants and to your son David.

Dispatching his young men to Nabal to obtain provisions, David gives them
a message to convey to him (1 Sam 25:5-8). The request quoted in (14) above is
found at the end of the message and constitutes its main point. David refers to
his young men carrying the message as “your servants” and to himself as “your
son David.” David’s use of his name in this context not only reflects an episto-
lary style which we have seen in (4) and (10) above but also shows his strategy
to give his request an official nuance. The narrator then states that David’s
young men spoke to Nabal “in the name of David” (1 Sam 25:9), as they have
been ordered to greet him “in my name” (1 Sam 25:5).

David’s use of the kinship term is a strategy to elicit a favorable response
from Nabal. The phrase “my son” is frequently used by a superior to an inferior
between nonfamily members.>® Revell argues that the designation “your son
David” communicates an intermediate level of deference more intimate than
deferential forms but less assertive than the first-person pronoun.** However,
“your son” without the personal name is enough to show this. The name “Da-
vid” rather contributes to an official nature of the negotiation. Tsumura
characterizes the kinship term here as “the language of negotiation.”** Since
David has never met Nabal, “your son” signals that David officially invites
Nabal to a covenant relationship. Surprisingly, Nabal begins his response by
questioning David’s very identity: “Who is David?” (1 Sam 25:10), which trig-
gers David’s aggressive action against Nabal. The question is not a real inquiry
but an expression of contempt.*! It reveals Nabal’s displeasure at David’s use of
the kinship term as we realize by reading Nabal’s following comments: he de-
scribes David as “son of Jesse” and one of the many servants who break away
from their masters (1 Sam 25:10).*?

38 Miller, Representation of Speech, 270-71; H. Haag, “1a,” TDOT 2:152. Notably, David does
not use the more often used expression “your servant” (77ap). Keil and Delitzsch (Joshua, Judges,
Ruth, I and 1I Samuel, 240) state that here “David claims Nabal’s fatherly goodwill.”

3% Revell, Designation of the Individual, 351.

40 Tsumura, First Book of Samuel, 580.

41" According to Donald J. Wiseman (“‘Is It Peace?’: Covenant and Diplomacy,” V'T 32 [1982]:
318), the question is not a simple information-seeking question but “a formal rejection” of “an invi-
tation to Nabal to enter into a regulated covenant with David.”

42 The patronymic “son of Jesse” without the personal name “David” is often used by the
adversaries of David or his descendants in a pejorative sense (1 Sam 20:27, 30, 31; 22:7, 8, 9; 22:13;
2 Sam 20:1; 1 Kgs 12:16; 2 Chr 10:16).
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In (10)—(14) above, the deferential character of the utterance does not origi-
nate in first-person reference by name, but rather in deferential expressions.
First-person reference by name is accompanied by the deferential term “your
servant” in (10), (11), and (12). In Araunah’s proposal to offer his belongings for
the sacrifice in (13), the self-referring name co-occurs with deferential expres-
sions “O king” and “the king.” In David’s request for provisions in (14), the
name is in apposition with the deferential expression “your son.” The speaker’s
names that appear in these passages contribute to the official and public nature
of the utterance. But self-deferential terms are already there as a mitigating de-
vice in appeasing his brother in (10), in expressing thanksgiving in (11), in
offering a favor in (13), and in making a request in (12) and (14).** The exist-
ence of devices denoting deference or intimacy in these cases suggests that
first-person reference by name alone is not to be interpreted in terms of level of
deference.

CONCLUSION

The speaker’s use of their own name in a dialogue cannot be explained simply in
terms of difference in status between the interlocutors. The speaker’s first-
person reference by name does not communicate an intermediate level of defer-
ence between deferential expressions and pronominal forms. Examination of the
cases in their contexts reveals that we cannot construe first-person reference by
name in terms of deference. Speaker’s names as first-person reference are for-
mally neutral with respect to deference in that they contain no lexical marker of
social status. The deferential characteristics found in some cases originate from
other deferential devices such as the first-person deferential expression “your
servant” (77ay). Rather, a first-person reference by name signals formal, official,
or public characteristics of the speech by psychologically distancing the speaker
from the dialogue or by placing the speaker as a third party. In sum, first-person
reference by name shares the function of distancing but not that of deferential
nuances with first-person deferential expressions.

43 According to Penelope Brown and Stephen C. Levinson (Politeness: Some Universals in
Language Usage, Studies in Interactional Sociolinguistics 4 [Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1987], 66), both requests and offers threaten the face of the addressee, since in the former “S
indicates that he wants H to do, or refrain from doing, some act A,” while in the latter “S indicates
that he wants H to commit himself to whether or not he wants S to do some act for H, with H thereby
incurring a possible debt.”
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7230 717: The Political Theory behind David’s Rise

Andrew Knapp

EVALUATING THE HISTORICAL DAVID

There was things which he stretched, but mainly he told the truth. That is nothing.
I never seen anybody but lied one time or another. —Huckleberry Finn

While pursuing my master’s degree in Hebrew Bible at Notre Dame, I stumbled
across an article entitled “The Apology of David,” by a certain P. Kyle McCarter
Jr.' T would say that the article blew my mind, but I fear that the jubilarian would
be both embarrassed and disappointed in my use of such a cliché. So suffice it to
say that I was enthralled,? to the point that I shortly thereafter applied to study
under him at Johns Hopkins. Not until a few years later, however, did I realize
that this article would inspire my choice of not only where to study but also what
to study; “The Apology of David” served as a major impetus for my own disser-
tation, Royal Apologetic in the Ancient Near East.> While 1 do not share every
nuance of McCarter’s treatment of the biblical David narrative, I continue to sup-
port his fundamental understanding of the text as having developed in some way
from an original apology, issued to combat allegations of malfeasance during Da-
vid’s rise to the throne. In this minor contribution to his legacy, however, | want
to reexamine one point regarding the historical David in which I have come to see
things differently. I know that such a discussion would be more interesting to
McCarter than parroting his views on some subject, so I hope this piques his
interest.

!'P. Kyle McCarter Jr., “The Apology of David,” JBL 99 (1980): 489-504.

% The close reader may suspect a double entendre with the choice of this verb given my ensuing
position as a doctoral student of McCarter. *> 095! McCarter was the farthest thing from the dreaded
Doktorvater taskmaster, rather a generous advisor always conscientious not to overburden me with
auxiliary duties. For one particular instance of this I remain exceedingly grateful.

3 Andrew Knapp, Royal Apologetic in the Ancient Near East (PhD diss., Johns Hopkins 2012);
now published as a monograph of the same title in the WAWSup series of SBL Press (2015).
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Near the conclusion of McCarter’s seminal article, he assesses not just the
origins of the biblical narrative but also the character of David. He writes,

The modern historian, who must try to adjudicate in this ancient controversy, is
in a difficult position. He has only David’s side of the story. The circumstantial
evidence against David is extremely strong; yet the apology is an effective piece
of rhetoric, and most of its claims are credible. It seems unlikely that David set
out from the beginning to seize Saul’s kingship for himself. It is difficult to be-
lieve, however, that he did not at least close his eyes to the political assassinations
that in the end placed him on the throne.*

McCarter’s fairly generous evaluation of David contrasts with those of most other
scholars of the historical David who followed in his wake. Consider, for example,
these assessments:

Anthropologists have also noticed that the steps by which David gained power
according to the Bible were similar to the careers of other Middle Eastern des-
pots. One scholar has compared David’s ascent to power with that of Ibn Saud,
the founding king of Saudi Arabia. He could also be compared to other, more
recent and more infamous Middle Eastern dictators, like Saddam Hussein. Both
were clever politicians and military commanders. Both led outlaw bands that ri-
valed the ruling family. Both eventually replaced their rivals, leaving a trail of
dead bodies behind. Both gained and retained power through military force.’

The real David was not someone whom it would be wise to invite to dinner. And
you certainly would not be happy to discover he was marrying your daughter, or
even a casual acquaintance.... But the myth [of David’s legacy] was made nec-
essary, though not by his glory, by his gore.°

[David] was not kind or generous. He was not loving. He was not faithful or fair.
He was not honorable or trustworthy. He was not decent by almost any defini-
tion. What he was, was ambitious and willing to abandon all of these positive
qualities to achieve that ambition. David was a successful monarch, but he was
a vile human being.”

4 McCarter, “Apology of David,” 502 n. 24.

5 Steven L. McKenzie, King David: A Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 22.

¢ Baruch Halpern, David’s Secret Demons: Messiah, Murderer, Traitor, King (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2001), 479-80. Halpern, of course, does not refer to the entire person of David as a myth;
on the contrary, his entire book is an elaborate reconstruction of the historical David.

7 Joel Baden, The Historical David: The Real Life of an Invented Hero (New York: HarperCol-
lins, 2013), 259.
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In my own book on ancient Near Eastern apologetic, I mostly refrained from cast-
ing judgment on the historical David,® eschewing this controversial subject in
order to focus on the rhetorical aspects of 1-2 Samuel. Here, however, I will admit
that my view of David aligns more with those scholars who convict David as
guilty of numerous crimes, including serving the Philistines as a mercenary war-
lord and being the accessory to several murders, likely including that of Saul and
his offspring. Although this verdict is entirely inferential, the preponderance of
circumstantial evidence suffices to quench any doubts I consider reasonable.

My purpose here is to illustrate why I have come to this conclusion. But I do
not wish to provide yet another litany of misdeeds David likely committed or to
recount the convenience and farfetchedness of his alibis; for that I refer the reader
to any of the aforequoted monographs. I will approach the subject from a different
angle. In the last assessment of David provided above, Joel Baden contends that
David’s most salient characteristic was ambition—David was willing to forsake
any upstanding, ethical impulses he had in order to gain power. Encountering such
a description, today’s reader immediately thinks of the paragon of amoral political
theory, Niccold Machiavelli, and his famous treatise, 7he Prince. Unsurprisingly,
much of the secondary literature explicitly labels David a Machiavellian figure.
In the following I will explore this connection, showing that the reconstructions
of David’s rise do in fact cohere remarkably well with Machiavelli’s strategizing.
Viewed through this lens, David’s rise does seem calculated and carefully or-
chestrated from the outset. Contra McCarter, then, I do not find it “unlikely that
David set out from the beginning to seize Saul’s kingship for himself”—no, it
seems quite likely indeed. So let us turn to take a careful look at Machiavelli and
his work.

MACHIAVELLI AND THE PRINCE

But you must play your part, for God does not want to do everything, in order
not to deprive us of our freedom and the glory that belong to us. —Niccolo
Machiavelli®

The Prince is a straightforward work, and one familiar with Machiavelli’s repu-
tation will encounter few surprises in its twenty-six short chapters. Machiavelli
describes different types of “principalities”—by this he seems to mean any polity

8 One exception comes in my analysis of the allegation that David was responsible for the death
of Ish-Baal: “As another notch is added to the count of David’s enemies who shed their mortal coil at
times extremely convenient for David, one cannot help but wonder at the convenience of it all”
(Knapp, Royal Apologetic, 236).

% All quotations follow the edition in Cambridge Texts in the History of Political Thought, ed.
Quentin Skinner and Russell Price, trans. Russell Price (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988).
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ruled by a single individual, as opposed to “republics”—and advises how to ex-
pand one’s territory, achieve and maintain power, and perform other aspects of
ruling. What stands out in The Prince is its sheer utilitarianism—Machiavelli ig-
nores ethical considerations almost entirely. It is not that he raises moral concerns
but then rationalizes that political stability overrides them; rather it is as if no issue
beyond keeping power even exists. Thus the axiom most commonly associated
with Machiavelli—"“the end justifies the means”—is actually somewhat mislead-
ing. In The Prince, we see no indication that the means require justification. One
simply behaves how one will. A brief detour to examine Machiavelli the man, to
see what sort of life led up to him composing this treatise, will help explain his
work before we turn to the matter of seeing how it relates to David’s rise.
Niccold Machiavelli was born in Florence in 1469 in an educated family.'°
We know little about his upbringing, but he would have experienced much polit-
ical turmoil during his first few decades. Lorenzo the Magnificent, of the Medici
family, ruled Florence in the late fifteenth century. Although his rule was mostly
stable, a conspiracy hatched in April 1478 and resulted in the assassination of
Giuliano de’ Medici, Lorenzo’s brother, and Lorenzo’s own narrow escape. Many
conspirators were publicly mutilated and hanged, an event that must have made
an impression on the young Machiavelli. Fourteen years later, a few months be-
fore Columbus sailed the ocean blue, Lorenzo passed away. After two more years
of various parties jockeying for power, in 1494 a Dominican priest, Girolamo
Savonarola, ushered in an era of religious revolution. Savonarola’s ascendancy
over Florence involved apocalyptic preaching, public burnings of scandalous
books and works of art, and general zealotry. Eventually a number of voices rose
up against Savonarola, however, and in 1498 he was defrocked and hanged. After
this a member of Florence’s traditional elite, Piero Soderini, took power as the
head of a burgeoning republic. It was during Soderini’s tenure that Machiavelli
emerged onto the scene as a remarkably able diplomat and political and military
advisor. The first decade of the sixteenth century saw a Machiavelli whose advice
was regularly sought and generally followed, and he helped Soderini navigate the
troubled waters of Florentine politics for almost fifteen years. The tides turned,
however, in 1512, and a Medici-led group overthrew Soderini’s government and
installed a new aristocratic regime. The new group stripped Machiavelli of his
offices. A few months later Machiavelli was accused of conspiring against the
Medici—whether there was any truth to this charge is impossible to tell—and he
was arrested, jailed for three weeks, and tortured with “the strappado, where one’s
hands are tied behind the back, one is raised by rope to the ceiling and then
dropped, with the rope held just before one hits the ground so that the arms are

19 For this brief biography I consulted Christopher S. Celenza, Machiavelli: A Portrait (Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 2015).
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jerked up, sometimes out of their sockets.”!! He was eventually allowed to remove
himself to a family farm, where he spent the next several years spending his morn-
ings visiting the workers and walking in the woods before retiring to his study in
the evening. There, to quote his own description, “I step into the ancient courts of
ancient men.... There I am unashamed to talk with them and ask them the reasons
for their actions, and they, with their humanity, answer me.”!? He spent four hours
each evening reading and writing, and in this setting he composed The Prince.
Machiavelli created The Prince as an attempt to demonstrate his political prowess
to the new rulers of Florence and thereby regain a position at court. He dedicated
the work to the younger Lorenzo de” Medici (grandson of Lorenzo the Magnifi-
cent), concluding in an obsequious fashion: “And if Your Magnificence, from the
heights of your exalted position, should sometimes deign to glance down towards
these lowly places, you will see how much I am unjustly oppressed by great and
cruel misfortune.”!3

One can see from this biography that Machiavelli’s work is well informed.
When he composed it he had already lived through four different governments,
witnessed both successful and unsuccessful conspiracies, witnessed an extremist
religious revolution, advised a ruler, and been persecuted for political ties. To this
personal experience he adds a wealth of vicarious experience as well, being an
avid student of the classics—alongside writing The Prince he authored an exten-
sive treatment of Livy’s History (the Discourses on Livy), and The Prince is
peppered throughout with examples of his thinking from various episodes in
world history. Given this background, one can easily grasp Machiavelli’s ap-
proach to politics. He is not a conscienceless psychopath, nor does he lack all
compassion. He is simply a pragmatist. For Machiavelli, stability matters more
than integrity, and realism always trumps idealism. As his biographer Christopher
Celenza notes, “Machiavelli reveals a tendency that runs through all of his work:
the propensity to observe human beings and their behavior like an anthropologist
avant la lettre. He is much less concerned with observing what should be the case.
He concentrates rather on what is the case.”'* This focus on the reality behind the

' Celenza, Machiavelli, 54.

12 This letter is quoted in Celenza, Machiavelli, 59.

13 Machiavelli, The Prince, dedicatory letter, 4.

14 Celenza, Machiavelli, 48. For this reason, I disagree with those who read The Prince as satire.
Machiavelli’s reasoning throughout the treatise is purely utilitarian. Although he advocates some
things that most readers find immoral, such as removing political dissidents and breaking promises
when convenient, these are always situational and, from the standpoint of political expediency, defen-
sible: “He was addressing himself to people who wanted and needed nothing more than an analysis of
how to rule based on concrete examples and stripped of all idealism” (Celenza, Machiavelli, 74). There
is an enormous difference in tone between reading The Prince and something like Candide. On reading
The Prince as satire, see Garrett Mattingly, “The Prince: Political Science or Political Satire?,” The
American Scholar 27 (1958): 482-91.
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idealism makes Machiavelli’s work a fascinating lens through which to view Da-
vid. David’s biographers argue that one need only penetrate the textual veil (to
borrow a phrase from Baruch Halpern) to understand David the man. The biblical
text, being the residue of Davidic propaganda, shows what he presented to be the
case, but historians work to remove this residue to get at what really was the case
historically.

Before highlighting David’s numerous points of contact with The Prince,
however, I want to provide a caveat concerning one area in which I do not pre-
sume similarity between the reasoning of David and Machiavelli: religion. The
popes of Machiavelli’s day regularly sought to expand their power in blatantly
self-serving ways, something which was not at all lost on him. He includes a chap-
ter in The Prince on “ecclesiastical principalities,” a thinly veiled cipher for the
papacy. One can detect more than a little cynicism when he writes that “since they
are controlled by a higher power, which the human mind cannot comprehend, I
shall refrain from discussing them; since they are raised up and maintained by
God, only a presumptuous and rash man would examine them.”'> But he follows
this up with a “nevertheless” and then discusses “ecclesiastical principalities”
much like any other sort. In sum, the “political role [of the papacy] can be dis-
cussed and understood in purely human terms.”!® Consequently, to Machiavelli,
“religion is one thing, primarily: instrumental. It points toward no greater truths,
though it makes people believe there are such truths, and it possesses utility only
in so far as it contributes to political order. It is especially important to use religion
when proposing something new politically—a new political order, a change in
government, and so on.”!7 Many biographers of David would see a significant
parallel here, claiming that he brought the ark to Jerusalem and established it as a
cult center as a calculated, expedient move. Others see his regular invocation of
Yahweh as insincere and manipulative. Allan Massie has his David say, “I hate to
say this, but like Samuel, most of my life, I have had no difficulty in persuading
myself that my will is, by a stroke of great good fortune, the Almighty’s. And it
may have been. I can’t be sure it wasn’t. The successes I’ve had, my recoveries
from the depths, they make me believe, at the right moment, that I am indeed the

15 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XI, 40.

16 Celenza, Machiavelli, 79.

17 Celenza, Machiavelli, 125. Incidentally, although Machiavelli illustrates nearly every point in
The Prince with one or more examples, he draws nearly all from western civilization and rarely utilizes
the Bible. One exception to this, however, involves David. His point is somewhat random but given
the nature of this essay, I will include his one mention of David here. In his discussion of auxiliary
troops he includes this aside: “I want also to recall a relevant example from the Old Testament. When
David offered to Saul to go and fight Goliath, the Philistine champion, Saul gave him his own weapons
and armour in order to imbue him with courage. But after David had put them on he rejected them,
saying that he could not fight well with them, and he therefore wanted to confront the enemy with his
own sling and knife. In short, weapons and armour belonging to others fall off you or weigh you down
or constrict your movements” (Machiavelli, The Prince, §XIII, 50).
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Chosen of the Lord, here to enact His will. Which I can only interpret as my
own.”'® Although cleverly put, I find this too cynical. David’s world is simply too
different from ours, and our sources too laden with propaganda, to make any con-
fident judgments about his personal religious feeling. It is entirely possible that
he was a cynic who, like Machiavelli, viewed religion only for its political use,
but it may well be that he was an ardent Yahwist who sought to obey the deity’s
will. There are occasional instances when Yahweh’s alleged will was remarkably
convenient and one cannot help but question David’s motives (see #9 in the sec-
tion “Machiavelli and David” below), but I hesitate to extrapolate from this to
judge David’s entire theology.

PRINCIPE, T'31, W3

And I the LORD will be their God, and my servant David a prince among them; [
the LORD have spoken it. —Ezekiel 34:24 (KJV)

A brief aside on the terminology in The Prince and in the Hebrew Bible. Although
when contemporary western readers see the word prince we typically think of a
son of a king, this is in fact a secondary definition. Prince derives ultimately from
the Latin princeps; the English word historically and etymologically signifies an
autocrat more generally, specifically one who rules on the basis of hereditary right
rather than by election. The Italian title of Machiavelli’s treatise, /I Principe, bears
this meaning.!® The opening sentence of The Prince reads, “All the states, all the
dominions that have held sway over men, have been either republics or principal-
ities.”?® Thus Machiavelli’s work is written not to a future king, but to a present
ruler.

Conveniently for this comparison, the Hebrew Bible—which lacks any single
word to refer to a king’s son—contains a few words that could reasonably be
translated “prince” in certain contexts, with this understanding of the term. The
most common is T9n, virtually always translated “king.” This Hebrew term is un-
derstood well enough and does not require much discussion here. A king is,
essentially, a prince who rules a kingdom, which is a certain type of autocracy.
Two other candidates for prince are of interest, though. First is 71, often trans-
lated “ruler.” During the monarchic period, 7°33 means something like “exalted
one” and embodies “[divine] election, appointment, exaltation, and anointing.”?!

1% Allan Massie, King David (London: Sceptre, 1995), 57.

19 Machiavelli’s own manuscript of The Prince has not survived. The earliest extant manuscripts
contain the Latin title De principatibus, “On Principalities,” which is also how Machiavelli referred
toitin a 1513 letter to his friend Francesco Vettori.

20 Machiavelli, The Prince, §1, 5.

' G. F. Hasel, “133,” TDOT 9:199. Jeong Bong Kim and D. J. Human argue that although nagid
came to be more or less synonymous with melek, it originally carried the nuance of divine appointment
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David is referred to as 7°33 seven times in the Hebrew Bible.?? The second, X3,
is often translated “prince” or “ruler” but again literally means something like
“exalted one” as it derives from the root Xwi, “lift up, raise.” Interestingly, this
term appears frequently in the Hebrew Bible but in two main groups of texts, first,
preexilic (for example, it appears in the Covenant Code in Exod 22:27[28]) and
second, the P traditions and Ezekiel. The &'w1 appears to be a tribal leader in the
preexilic period, and although the term fell out of use in the monarchic period and
does not refer to David in Samuel or Kings, the term was appropriated in later
traditions to refer to the Davidic messiah (including, for example, Ezek 34:24
quoted above).?* Although the sacral aspects of 741 and 8" (at least in its later
contexts) differentiate them both somewhat from Machiavelli’s principe, the co-
incidence is interesting. Moreover, the religious and political spheres were
inseparable in the ancient world (and to a large extent in Machiavelli’s Italy as
well), so I do not mean to overstate this difference. In any event, David did indeed
qualify as a prince. But was he an effective prince by Machiavelli’s standards? To
answer that we turn to compare the biblical story of his life to Machiavelli’s treatise.

MACHIAVELLI AND DAVID

But foxiness should be well concealed: one must be a great feigner and dissem-
bler. And men are so naive, and so much dominated by immediate needs, that a
skilful deceiver always finds plenty of people who will let themselves be deceived.
—Niccolo Machiavelli

It is now time to return to our original question about the character of the historical
David. Did he care more about power than righteousness? More about pragmatism
than piety? Was he a scheming upstart rather than a passive vessel yielding to
Yahweh’s will? Was he willing to orchestrate odious crimes to satisfy his ambi-
tion? In sum, was the historical David truly “Machiavellian™? I suspect that the
answer to all of these is yes.

The clearest way to illustrate David’s Machiavellian nature is to demonstrate
how many scenes from David’s life align not just with the general principles of
The Prince, but with explicit advice given therein. In the following I will discuss
his interactions with nine different parties both en route to becoming king and

as mediated through the prophets: “Thus, the term designated the combination of political and religious
ideologies in kingship” (“Nagid: A Re-examination in the Light of the Royal Ideology in the Ancient
Near East,” HTS 64 [2009]: 1493).

221 Sam 13:14; 25:30; 2 Sam 5:2; 6:21; 7:8; 1 Chr 11:2; 17:7.

2 “The relationship between the two textual complexes is such that the 8’3 as a leadership
figure within the tribal system served as a literary model for the 81 in Ezk. 40-48” (H. Niehr, “X3,”
in TDOT 10:47). Sunwoo Hwang provides an excellent discussion of the trajectory of this term in
“x1 in Ezekiel 40-48,” SJOT 23 (2009): 183-94.
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after he had gained power. In each case, David deals with the interlocutor(s) pre-
cisely how Machiavelli would have encouraged him to. After working through
these, in the final section I will examine the ramifications of this for evaluating
the historical David.

1. Anyone who enables another to become powerful, brings about his own ruin.**
[the Philistines]

Moving chronologically through the Samuel narrative, the first party we encoun-
ter who fit neatly into Machiavelli’s strategy is the Philistines. Unlike the
following episodes, in this case the advice we are examining is illustrative less of
how David acted than of how his enemy failed to act—that is, if the Philistines
had been more attuned to Machiavellian thinking, they might have avoided erring
so badly in their handling of David.

The nature of David’s relationship with the Philistines remains one of the
most intriguing questions surrounding the historical David. That David had some
early connection with them is admitted in the biblical text, and the amount of
space in 1 Samuel devoted to denying or explaining the charge that David served
the Philistines demonstrates its significance.?’ McCarter summarizes, “The public
knowledge that David had served in the army of a king of the Philistines, Israel’s
most hated foe, would certainly have provoked objections. Again, this must have
been too widely known to be denied.”*® One explanation given for this in the bib-
lical text (1 Sam 27-29) is that although David served Achish, the king of Gath,
and even mustered with the Philistines for battle against Isracl—the very battle in
which Saul was killed—he was faithful to Israel all along. He tricked Achish into
thinking that he was raiding in Israel and Judah, but he never did, and he planned
all along to turn against the Philistines at the appropriate moment (1 Sam 28:2).
So far as I am aware, with the potential exception of McCarter, no scholar who
accepts the basic thesis of the David narratives being in some way apologetic ac-
cepts this explanation, and the skepticism seems well justified. The implausibility
of anyone pulling off such a stunt of duplicity, combined with the convenience of
the explanation, and the fact that the biblical writers cannot even agree on a re-
sponse to the accusation in the first place, militates against taking the narrative at
face value.

24 Machiavelli, The Prince, §111, 14.

25 I write “denying or explaining” because the present biblical text contains two entirely different,
indeed contradictory, responses to the charge of David’s service to the Philistines. I describe the longer
and better-known explanation (in 1 Sam 27-29) below; in 1 Sam 21, on the other hand, David is
reported to have fled to the Philistines but been turned away immediately, denying that he ever fought
for them at all. For more on this, see Knapp, Royal Apologetic, 230-31.

26 McCarter, “Apology of David,” 500.
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There is uncertainty on what happened between David and the Philistines af-
ter David became king of Israel. David is reported to have conquered the
Philistines in 2 Sam 5:17-25, and 2 Sam 8:1 also records that he “smote Philis-
tines.” Halpern provides an ingenious—I would say too ingenious—reading of
these texts that somehow manages to argue that David never actually fought
against the Philistines but also to uphold the author’s technical accuracy.?’ I am
more inclined to follow those scholars who accept that while David grew in stature
during his time as a Philistine vassal, after developing his own power base he
threw off these shackles and did indeed skirmish against his former masters. Ba-
den writes, “[The Philistines] recognized David’s enthronement over Israel as an
act of aggression. It is one thing for a vassal to rule over a backwater region. It is
equally fine for that vassal to cause trouble for the longtime enemy to the north.
But when David became king over Judah and Israel, he crossed the line from use-
ful mercenary to potential threat, and the Philistines were less than pleased.”?® It
is difficult to say the extent to which David truly did defeat the Philistines**—and
it would certainly go too far to say that David brought about their “ruin”—but the
Philistines did give the young David too much rope, to their detriment. Of course,
David nearly fell victim to the same miscalculation when he allowed Absalom to
build a power base—but he was (barely) saved by having prudently spread the
military power in the land to people with differing loyalties.*°

2. Either you are already an established ruler or you are trying to become a ruler.
In the first case, open-handedness is harmful; in the second, it is certainly neces-
sary to be thought open-handed.?' [the Judahite elders]

This straightforward advice from Machiavelli requires no particular insight on his
part, neither does one require special genius to connect it to David’s rise. While
conducting raids with his Philistine-backed posse, David “shared some of the

" Halpern, David’s Secret Demons, 144-59.

28 Baden, The Historical David, 141.

2 McKenzie is probably correct when he writes that “David’s victories were likely over individ-
ual city-states or settlements or even raiding parties rather than a nation” (King David, 147).

3% Machiavelli dedicates §§XII-XIII to discussing what sort of troops a ruler should use. But
these chapters are not very applicable to the David narrative because he focuses primarily on defending
a state from external powers, while the main problems described in the Davidic state were endemic. If
biblical scholars correctly use terms such as “mercenaries” to describe David’s guard of Cherethites
and Pelethites, then he sagely ignored one bit of advice from Machiavelli: “Mercenaries and auxiliaries
are useless and dangerous; and anyone who relies upon mercenaries to defend his territories will never
have a stable or secure rule. For they are disunited, ambitious, undisciplined and treacherous; they are
powerful when among those who are not hostile, but weak and cowardly when confronted by deter-
mined enemies; they have no fear of God, and do not maintain commitments with men. One’s ruin is
only postponed until the time comes when they are required to fight” (The Prince, §XII, 43).

31 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XV1, 57.
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plunder with the elders of Judah (and) with his friends, saying, ‘This is a gift for
you from the plunder of the enemies of Yahweh’” (1 Sam 30:26). The episode
illustrates well why so many modern historians view David as a Machiavellian
figure. While the narrator depicts this generous bestowal of plunder as driven en-
tirely by David’s love of Judah, this is the classic maneuver of an upstart: lavish
wealth on potential allies to suggest what benefits await if they help you over-
throw the existing power.?? It is far likelier that David was attempting to purchase
allegiance through these “gifts” than that he was overcome by altruism.** David
knew that the goodwill of the elders of Judah might someday prove useful, so he
laid the groundwork by showing them what benefits he could provide.

This applies to David’s treatment of his own troops as well. Shortly after the
previous remark, Machiavelli prescribes generosity with those who follow to bat-
tle: “A ruler who accompanies his army, supporting it by looting, sacking and
extortions, disposes of what belongs to others; he must be open-handed, for if he
is not, his soldiers will desert.”** Reading between the lines of the David narrative
reveals an exceedingly ambitious individual, whose ambition led him to commit
some heinous deeds. But it also uncovers a tremendous bravery and shrewdness.
David understood how to lead by example and command men. His liberality with
plunder, remembered especially in the episode after the Ziklag skirmish when he
shared with those who did not accompany him as well as with those who did (if
the story is not entirely etiological; 1 Sam 30:21-25), was prudent business prac-
tice for a mercenary leader developing a base of support. Much later in his career
David anticipated yet another of Machiavelli’s recommendations regarding gen-
erosity, which we will examine shortly.

3. Everyone knows how praiseworthy it is for a ruler to keep his promises, and
live uprightly and not by trickery. Nevertheless, experience shows that in our
times the rulers who have done great things are those who have set little store by

32 There are numerous examples of this from various historical periods. Of course, the problem
with such a method of gaining support is that it tends to lead to the decentralization of power and
general instability. To cite just one example, during succession struggles, the Marathas of India in the
sixteenth to nineteenth centuries notoriously divided and distributed property and titles to purchase
support, with deleterious long-term consequences: “In gaining support, the hopeful monarch had to
offer rewards. Quite naturally, when given a choice, chiefs would support whoever offered the most
in return. The king might be able to divide the land and wealth of defeated rivals or enemies among
his own supporters, but these most desirable of rewards were always in limited supply.... With each
successive reign, the pieces from which the kingdom was built tended to become a bit less tightly
joined together” (Robbins Burling, The Passage of Power: Studies in Political Succession, Studies in
Anthropology [New York: Academic, 1974], 71).

33 History has witnessed few bona fide Robin Hoods but countless Jayne Cobbs. Sorry, mudders.

34 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XV1, 57.
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keeping their word, being skilful rather in cunningly deceiving men; they have got
the better of those who have relied on being trustworthy.> [ Abner]

One can be forgiven if one’s mind immediately leaps to contemporary politics
when encountering Machiavelli’s exhortation to value calculated duplicity over
ineffective integrity. But the skeptical reader of the David narrative will recall the
Abner episode in 2 Sam 3. Here the narrator asserts that Saul’s general parleyed
with David and agreed to deliver Israel to him; he then left in peace only to be
murdered by David’s general, Joab, on account of an obscure and unrelated per-
sonal vendetta. Questioning this account, Halpern writes, “It is very easy to
imagine ... that a crafty and unctuous David lured Abner to Hebron for a peace
conference. Offering Abner traditional hospitality, safe conduct, promises of ac-
commodation, or even submission, David turned on him and killed him. This is
the technique later employed by Absalom against Amnon—the forgive-and-forget
banquet followed by homicide.”*® Indeed, Halpern’s alternative explanation of
events seems far more plausible than the narrator’s, especially in light of both the
bizarre explanation for Abner’s murder and its consistency with the pattern of
David’s rise to power being smoothed by the convenient demise of so many ene-
mies. (One might also point out that Joab’s punishment for the alleged treachery
was a stern rebuke by David; I suspect Joab’s feelings were not too hurt.)
Machiavelli’s blithe disregard for honesty in this chapter, entitled “How Rul-
ers Should Keep Their Promises,” is characteristic of his overarching view that
the leader of a stable state is unlikely to be impugned, even if circumstances look
suspicious. Thus, the titular prince should keep his promise only when he lacks a
good reason not to; expedient governance trumps any ethical consideration every
time. This general point has another interesting echo in the biblical description of
the aftermath of the Abner incident. After David lamented Abner, the narrator
reports that “all the people noticed and it pleased them, for everything that the
king did pleased all the people” (2 Sam 3:36). This could, of course, be nothing
more than a rhetorical flourish in a text that clearly developed as Davidic propa-
ganda. But consider Machiavelli’s insightful words: “Everyone can see what you
appear to be, whereas few have direct experience of what you really are; and those
few will not dare to challenge the popular view, sustained as it is by the majesty
of the ruler’s position.”3” David likely intuited early on that especially when things
are going well, subjects are unlikely to question their sovereign’s character. Thus,

35 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XVIII, 61. He expresses similar sentiments elsewhere, for example:
“A ruler who wishes to maintain his power must be prepared to act immorally when this becomes
necessary” (The Prince, §XV, 55).

3¢ Halpern, David’s Secret Demons, 83-84.

37 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XVIII, 63.
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if any narrative is provided that reinforces the unimpeachable conduct of the ruler,
it is likely to gain traction, however implausible it may seem.

4. To hold [conquered territories] securely, it is enough to wipe out the family of
the ruler who held sway over them, because as far as other things are concerned,
the inhabitants will continue to live quietly, provided their old way of life is not
disturbed and there is no difference in customs.*® [Ish-Baal]

As discussed in “Machiavelli and The Prince” above, Machiavelli dedicated The
Prince to the younger Lorenzo de’ Medici. Despite some turbulent patches in the
late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries, the Medici was the most powerful
house in Italy at this time; Lorenzo’s uncle was elected Pope Leo X around the
same time that Lorenzo took control of Florence (though Leo’s tenure as pope—
which included catalyzing Luther’s 95 Theses—was not particularly impressive).
Because of the addressee’s background and firm control of Florence, in The
Prince Machiavelli focuses more on holding power than gaining power. Machia-
velli thus shows little concern for advising a would-be usurper, as many regard
David in his early career. Some of his remarks on how to handle conquered terri-
tories readily apply to David’s actions after gaining control of Israel, however,
specifically regarding David’s treatment of Saul’s progeny. For Machiavelli’s
comments on wiping out the family of the former ruler, we turn to the events
recounted in 2 Sam 4. There we read of the death of Ish-Baal, Saul’s son and
successor. The narrator tells us that after Abner’s murder, with the downfall of the
House of Saul all but assured, two assassins murdered Ish-Baal while he lay down
in the afternoon. They delivered his head to David in an attempt to curry favor,
but he promptly executed them because they “slew a righteous man in his house”
(2 Sam 4:11). David, as usual, was unaware of the incident until the miscalculat-
ing assassins arrived at his doorstep.

David’s accusers—definitely modern and presumably ancient as well—see
this as yet another cover-up. Again, the pattern of convenient demise outside Da-
vid’s purview is too great to ignore, and the fact that the story reveals that David
ended up in possession of Ish-Baal’s head adds to the suspiciousness. Moreover,
ordering such an assassination would have required no special aptitude on David’s

38 1 recall one conversation with McCarter as I struggled with Darius’s apology. I pointed out
that Darius’s account of the death of Gaumata was so ludicrous that none of his followers would have
believed it. He responded, “Maybe the story didn’t need to be believable. Maybe they just needed
some party line to repeat.” Machiavelli himself addressed a similar issue: “Consequently, all armed
prophets succeed whereas unarmed ones fail. This happens because, apart from the factors already
mentioned, the people are fickle; it is easy to persuade them about something, but difficult to keep
them persuaded. Hence, when they no longer believe in you and your schemes, you must be able to
force them to believe” (The Prince, §VI, 21).

3 Machiavelli, The Prince, §111, 8.
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part. Usurpers throughout world history have resorted to exterminating their pre-
decessor’s seed in order to secure their rule. As McKenzie notes, “Even though
[Ish-Baal] wielded no power and posed no real threat, he was Saul’s heir and
therefore would always be a source of concern for the usurper, David.”*’ David
need not have consulted The Prince for this advice; The Idiot’s Guide to Usurpa-
tion would serve just fine. Yet however strategic such a move might be, it remains
immoral by almost any standard and as such typifies the thinking for which Mach-
iavelli’s work is famous. Of course, the selection from The Prince here dedicated
to Ish-Baal could serve just as well for David’s extermination of the rest of the
Saulides, but another passage will serve there, as we will see below.

5. When a ruler is with his army, and commands a large force, he must not worry
about being considered harsh, because armies are never kept united and prepared
for military action unless their leader is thought to be harsh.*' [the Moabites]

Machiavelli encourages harshness throughout The Prince; the chapter in which
this passage appears is entitled “Cruelty and Mercifulness; and Whether It Is Bet-
ter to Be Loved or Feared.” (Answer: Feared. Although Machiavelli does cagily
insist that the ruler should strive “to avoid incurring hatred” as well.*? It should
be noted, though, that the chapter titles were later additions to the book.) Here
again David anticipated the medieval strategist, his traditional reputation as a
meek, ruddy boy playing his harp beside the still waters notwithstanding. To
demonstrate this, we need not read between the lines and attempt to uncover guilt
beneath a dubious alibi. Rather we can turn to the plain meaning of the text, albeit
one that is often overlooked. David’s military prowess is recounted in 2 Samuel
8. Many conquests are related, but one stands out: David “smote Moab. And he
measured them with a line, having them lie down on the ground. And he measured
two lines to kill and one full line to let live. And the Moabites became servants
for David, bearers of tribute” (2 Sam 8:2).

Many readers who focus on 1-2 Samuel as literature conclude that David was
a flawed individual, but one whose sins were lapses of judgment in which his
desire to serve Yahweh succumbed to human frailty. For example, the rabbi David
Wolpe admiringly cites Dietrich Bonhoeffer, who posited that Yahweh removed
Saul but forgave David because “God more readily forgives sins of weakness than
sins of strength.”* But such a view is entirely at odds with the calculating, ambi-
tious usurper reconstructed by many recent historians. Interestingly, Machiavelli

40 McKenzie, King David, 125.

41 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XVII, 60.

42 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XVII, 61.

43 David Wolpe, David: The Divided Heart, Jewish Lives (New Haven: Yale University Press,
2014), 138.
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follows the preceding passage with an anecdote about Hannibal, noting that he
never faced any dissension despite having a diverse army which faced tremendous
adversity. “This could be accounted for,” Machiavelli explains, “only by his in-
human cruelty which, together with his many good qualities, made him always
respected and greatly feared by his troops. And if he had not been so cruel, his
other qualities would not have been sufficient to achieve that effect. Thoughtless
writers admire this achievement of his, yet condemn the main reason for it.”**
David did eventually face rebellion as king, but as a war leader he seems always
to have commanded the respect of his troops, and while readers tend to assume
that he was a charismatic leader—which he may well have been—his brutality
doubtless contributed. When he marauded the southern Levant under the auspices
of Achish, “neither man nor woman would David leave alive” (1 Sam 27:11). Yet
again, we see tremendous consistency with the teachings of Machiavelli.

6. Giving away what belongs to others in no way damages your reputation, rather,
it enhances it. It is only giving away what belongs to yourself that harms you.®
[Merib-Baal and Ziba]

One of David’s savviest moves regarding the House of Saul lay in his treatment
of Merib-Baal, a son or grandson of Saul.*® The canonical text of Samuel presents
the following: First, in 2 Sam 9, David seeks out a descendant of Saul to honor
because of his earlier promise to Jonathan. Merib-Baal is found and graciously
invited to reside with David; the former’s estate remains his possession but is en-
trusted to a certain Ziba to steward. Then, in 2 Sam 16:1—4 and 19:25-31[24-30],
Ziba follows David when he flees Absalom but Merib-Baal does not, a move that
could signal disloyalty. In response, David strips Merib-Baal of half of his estate
and gives it to Ziba. Merib-Baal, however, voluntarily forswears even the half that
remains to him, on account of his gratitude at how mercifully David treated him
and his elation at the latter’s safe return after the Absalom revolt.

4 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XVII, 60.

4 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XVI, 57.

46 For my use of the name Merib-Baal for the traditionally monikered Mephibosheth, see Knapp,
Royal Apologetic, 165 n. 16. In sum, there are many open questions about this character: what his
name was, who his father was (Saul? Jonathan?), what texts in Samuel belonged to the same original
literary stratum (the episodes about Merib-Baal and Ziba from 2 Sam 16 and 19 undoubtedly belong
together, but their relationship to 2 Sam 9 and the mention of him in 2 Sam 21:7 is less obvious), and
even whether only one historical figure lies behind these stories or whether multiple similarly named
figures were conflated in Samuel (the latter is suggested in P. Kyle McCarter Jr., II Samuel: A New
Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 9 [New York: Doubleday, 1984], 124-25). While
certain answers to these questions could help sharpen the analysis here, the inconsistent stories still
provide enough information to reconstruct a basic plan of how David acted with regard to the Saulide
estate.
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These passages beg to be questioned by the suspicious reader. With David’s
mercy and respect for the House of Saul praised at every turn, the final known
Saulide scion loses his entire estate and is brought into David’s palace where he
can be constantly surveilled. It is all but certain that David in fact dispossessed
Merib-Baal, awarded the estate as a gift to a supporter, and somehow manipulated
the story to reflect his magnanimity. Machiavelli must weep with joy at how Da-
vid pulled off this master stroke. David indeed enhanced his reputation by giving
away what belonged to others—and not the belongings of just anyone else, but
those of the descendant of his archnemesis.

7. A wise ruler will follow another way, and choose shrewd men for his service,
permitting them alone to speak freely. ... Apart from those he has chosen, he
should refuse to listen to anyone, but pursue his aims steadfastly and not waver
about decisions he has taken. Any ruler who does not act in this way either comes
to grief among flatterers or changes his decisions often because of conflicting
advice he receives.*’ [ Absalom]

This guidance is not acutely “Machiavellian” in that it is not particularly amoral,
trading ethics for efficacy; moreover, the parallel involves parts of the David nar-
rative for which the historical kernel may be covered by a particularly thick veneer
of literary blandishments. But the admonition finds a startling analog in the Ab-
salom revolt narrative in 2 Sam 15-19. As David flees, he commands Hushai, his
“friend” (7yn; 2 Sam 15:37) and adviser, to return to the city and provide poor
advice for Absalom. He does so, and 2 Sam 17 relays a fascinating story in which
Absalom, unsure how to proceed in the war against his father, wavers between the
wise counsel offered by Ahithophel and the deliberately subversive counsel of-
fered by Hushai, David’s loyal servant. Although Ahithophel’s “word pleased
Absalom, and all the elders of Israel” (17:4), Absalom ultimately followed the
latter’s strategy and led his men away from the city in an attempt to quickly de-
stroy David’s forces.** Absalom indeed changed his decisions because of
conflicting advice and, as Machiavelli predicted, his lack of steadfastness doomed
his coup attempt.

47 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XXIII, 81-82.

48 Here another bit of Machiavelli’s advice plays in: The ruler should “always be concerned with
military matters.... With regard to exercises, besides keeping his troops well disciplined and trained,
he should very frequently engage in hunting, thus hardening his body and, at the same time, becoming
familiar with the terrain: how mountains rise, how valleys open out and plains spread out, as well as
with the characteristics of rivers and swamps; he should concern himself very much with all these
matters” (The Prince, §XIV, 52-53). The narrator makes clear that David, having himself emerged as
a war leader in the wilderness, understood the landscape better than his foes, enabling him to fend off
Absalom’s superior numbers. “And the forest consumed many of the people; it consumed more than
the sword that day” (2 Sam 18:8).
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This vacillation is immediately contrasted with David’s resolve to weep over
the death of his wayward son (2 Sam 19:1), but a resolve that is open to direction
from his closest advisers. David was not easily swayed by others—for example,
he censured his men who encouraged him to murder Saul in the cave (1 Sam 24:3—
7) and he ignored Michal’s chastisement of his dancing (2 Sam 6:20-22). But the
trusty Joab had undoubtedly gained David’s confidence, to the point that he could
approach the king and rebuke him for his behavior. Joab did so in this case, point-
ing out that David’s failure to respond appropriately to the victory was
demoralizing those men who had just risked everything to support him (2 Sam
19:6-8). David heeded the sage advice and acted accordingly, returning to Jeru-
salem and reclaiming his throne.

8. [Severus] decided to ... trick Albinus. Accordingly, he wrote to Albinus, saying
that the senate had chosen him emperor, and that he wanted to share the office.
And he sent Albinus the title of Caesar, saying that by decision of the senate Al-
binus should join him as co-emperor. Albinus thought all of this was true. But
when Severus had defeated and killed Nigrinus, and the eastern part of the Empire
was calm, he ... attacked Albinus in France, where he deprived him at once of his
position and his life.*’ [Amasa]

Reading Machiavelli’s account of the crafty exploits of Lucius Septimius Severus
on his way to becoming emperor of Rome, one is reminded of the briefly contested
commandership of Joab and Amasa for David’s troops. The analogy is far from
perfect—Severus tricked Albinus into thinking he had been chosen as coemperor,
on the same level of himself, while David appointed Amasa over the army. Of
course, the biblical narrator does not attribute any duplicity to David here. Rather,
David magnanimously appointed Amasa—Absalom’s general and David’s erst-
while foe—to be “commander of the army before me henceforth, in place of Joab”
(2 Sam 19:14[13]). Shortly thereafter Joab met Amasa on the road and murdered
him, entirely on his own initiative of course (2 Sam 20:7—10). The cynical reader
notes several dubious details of this account. First, Joab has already taken the in-
itiative, against David’s orders, to dispatch two parties whose deaths proved
convenient for David (Abner and Absalom). So the Amasa incident conforms to
an established pattern. Second, just as Joab escaped punishment in both previous
cases even as David professed horror at both of the crimes, here, too, Joab avoids
any disciplinary action despite assassinating David’s newly established righthand
man—indeed, Joab steps in and resumes his old duties. Third, although David
appointed Amasa commander of the “army” (X2%, 2 Sam 19:14[13]), Joab ap-
proached him accompanied by “the Cherethites, the Pelethites, and all the mighty
men” (0™2371 531 'n5M 1127, 2 Sam 20:7). So Joab retained a faithful cohort

4 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XIX, 69.
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and remained in a position to attend to Amasa when the opportunity arose. In light
of all this, it seems most likely that David pretended to offer Amasa an olive
branch in order to pacify the pro-Absalom contingent, all the while intending to
remove him and reinstall Joab over the army after the immediate threat had
passed. Such is what happened, in any event.

Machiavelli presents the similar example of Severus’s wiliness as something
to emulate. Severus also forestalled open conflict with an opponent by feigning a
truce of sorts and pretending to join forces, then disposing of the opponent at a
more opportune time. “If Severus’s deeds are examined closely,” Machiavelli ex-
plains, “it must be concluded that he was a very fierce lion and a very cunning
fox.”® The eponymous prince would be wise to follow suit. David, meanwhile,
had already anticipated Severus’s strategy by over a millennium.

9. If it is necessary to execute anyone, this should be done only if there is a proper
Jjustification and obvious reason.”' [the Saulide Seven|

When Machiavelli advocates the time-honored maneuver of wiping out one’s pre-
decessor’s offspring early in his treatise, he is mostly unconcerned with the
political ramifications—it must be done, so one must deal with the fallout as best
one can. Rather, he only encourages “those who become rulers through wicked
means”*? to get all of the nasty business out of the way swiftly: “I believe that this
[whether a ruler maintains power] depends upon whether cruel deeds are commit-
ted well or badly. They may be called well committed (if one may use the word
‘well” of that which is evil) when they are all committed at once, because they are
necessary for establishing one’s power, and are not afterwards persisted in.”>>
Elsewhere, however, Machiavelli discusses disposing of one’s enemies later, after
one has secured power, and he advises to refrain from execution unless there is
“proper justification.” This coheres well with the account of the execution of the
Saulide Seven, a septet of Saul’s sons and grandsons sacrificed “on the mountain
before Yahweh” (2 Sam 21:9).5* The biblical story appears in 2 Sam 21, wherein
David inquires of Yahweh why the people had suffered through three years of
famine. The source of the famine, Yahweh responds, is that Saul had tried to an-
nihilate the Gibeonites, a people whom the Israelites had sworn to spare. (The

30 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XIX, 69.

1 Machiavelli, The Prince, §XVII, 59.

52 The title of §VIII in The Prince.

53 Machiavelli, The Prince, §VIII, 33. Of course, when reading Machiavelli in the context of
biblical apologies, here one thinks of the commencement of Solomon’s rule and the accompanying
murders of Adonijah, Benaiah, and Shimei, as well as the exile of Abiathar (1 Kgs 2).

4 I borrow the handy phrase “Saulide Seven” from Cephas T. A. Tushima, The Fate of Saul’s
Progeny in the Reign of David (Eugene: Pickwick, 2011), 18 and passim. On this execution as human
sacrifice, see Tushima, Fate of Saul’s Progeny, 215.



AT TIT 181

backstory of the Gibeonites gaining safe haven in Israel appears in Joshua 9; no
account of Saul attempting to exterminate them is preserved in the biblical text.)
David then asks the Gibeonites how he can remedy this wrong and they respond
to his solicitousness by requesting that seven of Saul’s descendants be executed.
David promptly complies.

The reason that this incident fits so well with Machiavelli’s admonishment is
that it is the only murder of a threat to David’s rule to which David is explicitly
linked. In each other case the apologist employs a reformative rhetorical strategy,
as opposed to the transformative strategy here. That is, whereas in the other inci-
dents the apologist attempts to persuade the audience that they have the facts
wrong—David did not murder Nabal, Saul, Abner, Ish-Baal, et cetera—here he
acknowledges David’s hand in the deed but provides “proper justification.” But
recent historians of David are not at all convinced that all this happened on the
level, because everything works out with the utmost convenience.® David not
only manages to transfer culpability for the present dilemma to Saul but also to
eliminate seven potential threats to his reign through Yahweh’s demand for expi-
ation.>® David’s actions here seem cavalier, like a preening blue jay—he would
sooner shed the crimson blood of the Saulide Seven than afford them a chance to
rebel. Cephas Tushima aptly summarizes, “The tragedies that befell the Saulides
were not pure happenstance, neither is there any warrant to attribute them to di-
vine retribution. On the contrary, there is ample evidence to suggest that they were
the victims of the combined forces of such human vices as unfettered political
ambition, crass opportunism, and barefaced avarice.”™’

55 As discussed above (“Machiavelli and The Prince”), a young Machiavelli would, coinci-
dentally, have witnessed a similar event in Florence. In 1478, when he was eight or nine, a group of
dissenters launched an unsuccessful coup against the ruling Medici family. Supporters of the Medici
quelled the coup and those responsible were savagely and publicly murdered. “Soon after the event
Florence was troubled by what seemed like unseasonable rains. People wound up blaming it on the
fact that Jacopo Pazzi, another conspirator and member of the notorious family [responsible for the
coup], was buried within the walls. The Florentines dug him up and buried him outside the walls”
(Celenza, Machiavelli, 21). Here, too, a disenfranchised opponent of the ruling party is scapegoated
for a damaging climatic event. In this and many other ways, Machiavelli’s Florence was closer to
David’s Israel than to today’s society.

5 David’s skill in blaming present societal ills on the previous administration here suggests that
he would be an excellent American politician as well.

57 Tushima, Fate of Saul’s Progeny, 322. Strangely, though, while I concur with Tushima about
the underlying historical event here—namely that David fabricated an excuse to exterminate the Sau-
lide Seven by blaming Saul for the famine—1I read 2 Sam 21 far differently from a literary perspective.
Whereas I read the received text as coming from an apologetic tradition in which David justified the
execution of the Saulide Seven on the basis of atoning for Saul’s famine-bringing sin, Tushima con-
tends that the author of the account deliberately narrated in a way to make David look guilty (Fate of
Saul’s Progeny, 205-21). If the purpose were to indict David, however, why provide any justification
at all, however unlikely?



182 Andrew Knapp

DAVID, THE PRINCE
Se non é vero, e ben trovato

The parallels adduced above should demonstrate that a certain reconstruction of
David’s career resonates closely with the political theory put forward in Machia-
velli’s The Prince. This, of course, proves absolutely nothing. Although a few of
the parallels drawn above result from surface readings of the biblical text, most
result from a critical, against-the-grain (to borrow a phrase from Steven McKen-
zie) reading, one which trades on the idea that the Samuel narrative stems from
Davidic propaganda. Others may not accept this theory about the text’s develop-
ment and therefore read the text less skeptically; still others may consider the
whole enterprise of historical reconstruction so fraught with peril that it should be
avoided completely. I argue, though, that the sources do allow for historical re-
construction—David is no King Arthur or Loch Ness monster whose origins are
so shrouded in mystery that the reality behind them is forever lost—and that the
reconstruction on which these parallels lie is the most persuasive way of piecing
together David’s life. But it is not my objective in this essay to convince anyone
of this reading (for that I would direct the reader to any of the sources discussed
in “Evaluating the Historical David” above). Rather, taking such a reading as a
premise, I have attempted to illustrate why such a reading almost inevitably leads
to viewing David as an ambitious, calculating, Machiavellian figure—David, the
prince.

One might respond that David’s legacy and place in the canon militate against
this understanding.® Coincidentally, one of Machiavelli’s comments in The
Prince addresses this as well. When discussing the problems attendant to making
changes within a principality, Machiavelli writes, “The length and continuity of
[the prince’s] family’s rule extinguishes the memories of the causes of innova-
tions.”*® The length and continuity of the house of David is nearly unsurpassed in
world history, providing ample time to extinguish any unpleasantness. The He-
brew Bible traces David’s dynasty through many generations, spanning four
centuries of rule.®’ By the end of this period David had become a founding father

8 My conclusions about the historical David notwithstanding, I do not wish to cast aspersions
on his place in the canon or in any way diminish the value of the David traditions in Jewish and
Christian thought. Instead, I think that work on the historical David is further evidence of the incapac-
ity of historical-critical readings of Scripture to contribute in confessional settings—at least not on
their own. I hope to explore the consequences of historical David research for theology in a future
study.

39 Machiavelli, The Prince, §11, 6.

% The critical historian might question whether this single line really did continue unbroken—
*cough* Joash *cough*—but whatever interruptions may have occurred were apparently not signifi-
cant enough to derail the tradition.
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of hazy memory, inspiring legendary retellings of battles with giants and a move-
ment waiting for a messiah to come from his line.

May Kyle McCarter’s academic legacy—founded not on Machiavellian hun-
ger for power but on an incomparable intellect—prove to be so perdurable and
generative. May his house and his scholarship endure.
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The Priority of the MT Chronology in Kings

Steven L. McKenzie

In the first volume of the Harvard Semitic Monographs, published in 1968, James
Donald Shenkel advanced an argument for the priority of the Old Greek chrono-
logical data for the period of the Omri dynasty in the book of Kings.! After
describing the separate chronological systems in the Masoretic Text (MT) and Old
Greek (OG) witnesses and meticulously detailing the differences between them,?
Shenkel located the reason for their variation in their respective identifications of
the king of Judah in the story of the Moabite war in 2 Kgs 3.3 The kings in pro-
phetic stories like the one in 2 Kgs 3 were originally anonymous. Despite his
anonymity, the king of Israel in 2 Kgs 3 had to be Joram, son of Ahab. The identity
of the king of Judah, however, was not so obvious and occasioned different iden-
tifications in the MT and OG. The MT identified him as Jehoshaphat because of
his purported righteousness and his similarity with the king of Judah in 1 Kgs 22.
The OG, in contrast, identified him as Ahaziah, who accompanied Joram on the
campaign in 2 Kgs 8:28. The identification with Jehoshaphat was at odds with
other biblical data that precluded an overlap between him and other figures who
play arole in 2 Kgs 3. Shenkel privileged those data and assumed the MT’s chro-
nology to be secondary. He concluded that the introduction of Jehoshaphat into 2

I am pleased to be able to offer this brief, but I hope important, study of a text-critical nature in
tribute to P. Kyle McCarter Jr., who first taught me textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible. In my first
semester in the ThD program in Old Testament at Harvard Divinity School in the fall of 1978, I took
a course on the textual criticism of Samuel taught by Kyle, who was the sabbatical replacement for
Frank Cross. I therefore claim the distinction of being one of his first doctoral students.

! James Donald Shenkel, Chronology and Recensional Development in the Greek Text of Kings,
HSM 1 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968).

2 Shenkel, Chronology, 1-86.

3 Shenkel, Chronology, 87-108.

* Specifically, (1) 2 Chr 21:12—15 assumes that Elijah, rather than Elisha as in 2 Kgs 3, was still
the leading prophet in Israel during the time that Jehoshaphat was on the throne in Judah and (2) the
elements in the regnal formulae of Jehoshaphat (1 Kgs 22:48 // LXX 16:28¢) and Jehoram (2 Kgs 8:20
/12 Chr 21:8) indicate the absence of a king in Edom during Jehoshaphat’s reign.

185
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Kgs 3 induced a gradual process of scribal adjustment of the chronology in the
MT so as to accommodate it.

Shenkel’s thesis was revolutionary. It offered an equally complex but less
arbitrary solution to the chronological difficulties in Kings than the harmonistic
reconstructions by Edwin Thiele of coregencies and the like.’ It also exploited the
new value attributed to the LXX as a witness to the text of the HB in the wake of
the discoveries at Qumran. For these reasons, the theory became instantly popular
and its influence has continued for decades, especially among scholars trained,
like Shenkel, in the Harvard stream.® Thus, when Ron Hendel in a recent article
reaches a conclusion opposed to Shenkel’s—namely, that the MT chronology rep-
resents the older of the two and the OG’s is derivative—he writes of doing so
wistfully, though compelled by the text-critical evidence.” I share Hendel’s wist-
fulness, for I find myself compelled by the evidence—and after considerable
resistance—to share his conclusion.

Hendel criticizes previous treatments of the chronological problem in Kings,
including Shenkel’s, for relying primarily on redactional and historical recon-
struction, and he advances a solution that is, in contrast, based on text-critical
considerations. Hendel argues that the OG chronology arose from a misconstrual
of the (admittedly idiosyncratic) statement in 1 Kgs 16:23 MT about the beginning
point of Omri’s reign. In the MT Omri’s regnal clock started with the civil war
between him and Tibni, while the OG construed his reign to begin with Tibni’s
death, as is clear from the OG plus affer Tibni at the end of 16:22. This led to
(hyper)correction by a Second Temple scribe of the chronology in the OG from
Omri to Jehu. Jehu’s assassination of the kings of both Israel and Judah reset the
tabulation. In addition to providing a text-critical solution, Hendel’s explanation
is much more economical than Shenkel’s in that adjustment of the chronology is

5 Edwin R. Thiele, The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings: A Reconstruction of the Chro-
nology of the Kingdoms of Israel and Judah, rev. ed. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1965).

® This is not to say that the thesis has not been criticized. See especially D. W. Gooding, “Review
of Chronology and Recensional Development in the Greek Text of Kings” by J. D. Shenkel, JTS 21
(1970): 118-31 and the competing chronology of Gershon Galil, The Chronology of the Kings of Israel
and Judah (Leiden; Boston: 1996). For other bibliography see Ronald S. Hendel, “The Two Editions
of the Royal Chronology in Kings,” in Textual Criticism and Dead Sea Scrolls: Studies in Honour of
Julio Trebolle Barrera, ed. Andrés Piquer Otero and Pablo A. Torijano Morales (Leiden: Brill, 2012):
100 n. 3. To the works Hendel cites add William H. Barnes, Studies in the Chronology of the Divided
Monarchy of Israel, HSM 48 (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1991). Shenkel’s conclusion was antici-
pated by J. Maxwell Miller, “The Omride Dynasty in the Light of Recent Literary and Archaeological
Research” (PhD diss., Emory University, 1964). See also J. Maxwell Miller, “The Elisha Cycle and
the Accounts of the Omride Wars,” JBL 85 (1966): 441-54; Miller, “Another Look at the Chronology
of the Early Divided Monarchy,” JBL 86 (1967): 276-88. Miller’s work focused on history and ar-
chaeology and did not analyze the textual witnesses with the same detail as Shenkel’s.

7 Hendel, “The Two Editions,” 99—114.



The Priority of the MT Chronology in Kings 187

reconstructed as a systematic endeavor by a single scribe rather than a gradual
process involving many hands over time.

I wish to add another argument for the priority of MT’s chronology—one that
complements Hendel’s by also drawing on textual criticism alone. The passage in
consideration is 2 Kgs 8:16-24, which recounts the reign of King Jehoram of Ju-
dah. The MT version of Jehoram’s reign dates his accession to the fifth year of
Joram of Israel and credits Jehoram with a reign of eight years.® These data accord
with the MT chronology. The OG figures are not extant here. Shenkel reconstructs
them for Jehoram based on the previous figures in its chronology.® According to
his reconstruction, the OG had Jehoram of Judah take the throne in the second
year of Ahaziah of Israel and reign for eleven years. But there is a bigger problem.
In the OG the reign of Ahaziah of Israel, brief though it is (two years), overlaps
with the reigns of two kings of Judah, spanning the end of Jehoshaphat’s reign
and the beginning of Jehoram’s. Thus, the opening formulae for Jehoram accord-
ing to the OG chronology should have been located immediately before the
beginning of the account of Joram of Israel, specifically after 1:18, as Shenkel
acknowledges.! However, there is no evidence in the entire Greek tradition for
the account of Jehoram ever having been present here.!! Shenkel does not place
the OG account of Jehoram’s opening formulae at 1:18 in his reconstruction be-
cause of the occurrence of the historical present—a distinguishing feature of the
OG—in the account of his reign in 8:22, 24.!% In essence, this means that the OG
numbers for Jehoram are at odds with the OG placement of his regnal account.
The numbers for Jehoram’s accession fit with the OG chronology; but the OG
account of Jehoram’s reign is in the wrong place according to the compositional
conventions exhibited elsewhere in Kings.

8 Joram and Jehoram are shorter and longer variants of the same name. For convenience, in this
article I will use Joram for the king of Israel and Jehoram for the king of Judah.

% Shenkel, Chronology, 37-38, 68—82.

19 Shenkel, Chronology, 69.

" The OG supplies the opening formulae for Joram of Israel in 1:18a—d (// MT 3:1-3), but the
only reference to Jehoram of Judah in the context is in a plus in the MT at 1:17. The plus unexpectedly
dates the accession of Joram of Israel to the second year of Jehoram of Judah in accord with the OG
chronology. It is likely a late, hexaplaric addition, as Shenkel (Chronology, 74) points out. Shenkel
considers this indirect evidence of the original location of the OG formulae for Jehoram. However,
the plus in v. 17 precedes the source citation for Ahaziah of Israel in v. 18 and therefore is still not in
its proper location.

12 Shenkel, Chronlogy, 76-77.
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Ahaziah (17th of
Jehoshaphat;
reigned 2 yrs)

1 Kgs 22:52-54

Ahaziah (24th of Je-
hoshaphat; reigned 2
yrIs)

1 Kgs 22:52-54

MT oG
Israel Judah Israel Judah
Jehoshaphat (25 yrs) Jehoshaphat (25
1 Kgs 22:41-44 yrs)

1 Kgs 16:28a-b

Jehoram (2nd of
Ahaziah; reigned

Joram (18th of Je- Joram (2nd of Je- 11 yrs)
hosha-phat; reigned horam; reigned 12
12 yrs) Jehoram (5th of Joram; yrs)
2 Kgs 3:1-3 reigned 8 yrs) 2 Kgs 1:18a—d
2 Kgs 8:16-18
2 Kgs 8:16-18

Ahaziah (12th of Joram;

reigned 1 yr) Ahaziah (11th of
2 Kgs 8:25-27 Joram; 1 yr)
2 Kgs 8:25-27

Jehu (2 Kgs 9-10) Jehu (2 Kgs 9-10) Jehu (2 Kgs 9-10) Jehu (2 Kgs 9-10)

Shenkel argues that the location of Jehoram’s opening formulae after those
of Joram is explained by analogy to the chronological data for Jehu and Athaliah.'3
While Jehu and Athaliah began their reigns at essentially the same time, the OG
synchronism at 10:36+ dates the beginning of Jehu’s reign to Athaliah’s second
year by the antedating method of calculation. Similarly, Joram and Jehoram must
have begun their reigns at about the same time, yet Joram came to be dated to
Jehoram’s second year using antedating. Furthermore, the accounts of Joram’s
and Jehu’s reigns are given essentially in full before Jehoram and Athaliah, re-
spectively, are mentioned.

The analogy, though, is imperfect. Jehu and Athaliah begin their reigns at the
same time because of Jehu’s assassination of both of their predecessors. That is
not the case for Joram and Jehoram. The text nowhere indicates that their prede-
cessors, Ahaziah of Israel and Jehoshaphat of Judah, died at the same time. To the
contrary, the OG is explicit in continuing the uneven alternation of synchronisms
when it states that Ahaziah acceded to power the year before Jehoshaphat died
and continued his reign into that of Jehoshaphat’s successor Jehoram (1 Kgs
22:52, ET 51). The OG placement of Jehoram’s regnal formulae after those of
Joram remains anomalous in its chronological system. The MT’s placement, on
the other hand, is internally consistent. It has the account of Jehoram in 8:16-24
because according to its chronology Jehoram’s reign took place entirely within

13 Shenkel, Chronlogy, 77-80.



The Priority of the MT Chronology in Kings 189

that of Joram of Isracl. The historical presents in this pericope indicate that the
OG account of Jehoram was also here, which in turn means that the OG was fol-
lowing the MT order before the revision that differentiated their chronologies.
This must mean that the MT chronology was the older of the two. The figures
were revised in the OG, but Jehoram’s account was not moved to accommodate
the change. This further explains why the OG chronology is not extant in any
Greek witnesses. In short, the only reason for the OG to have the opening regnal
formulae for Jehoram where it does is that this is where the MT had them. The
MT’s chronology, therefore, is primary; the OG’s is derivative.
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The Hebrew Bible: A Critical Edition
and a Sample Edition of Daniel 1

Eugene Ulrich

The Dead Sea Scrolls have now provided the crucial factor whose absence has
been preventing the production of a critical edition of the Hebrew Bible. Most
other widely used ancient texts, such as the Greek and Latin classics, the Greek
Old Testament (LXX), and the New Testament have long enjoyed a critical edi-
tion produced to offer the best possible text. Now for the Hebrew Bible, utilizing
the scrolls and our enriched understanding of the LXX, Ronald Hendel is propos-
ing to offer the same possibility with The Hebrew Bible: A Critical Edition
(HBCE).!

The classics, the LXX, and the New Testament have the benefit of a large
number of manuscripts, every one of which has errors and other complicating
problems. But a critical text is able, word-by-word, to select from the array of
manuscripts the reading most likely to have been the original or preferred reading
and thus present a pure, error-free, readable text. The term original text is prob-
lematic and means, not the ipsissima verba of the original author, but usually the
earliest form that a critical, comparative analysis of the variant readings in the
available manuscripts can offer.

In contrast to those critically edited texts, the situation of the Hebrew Bible
had been quite different; there was a lack of manuscript evidence available on
which to base a critical text. There was only one complete text in Hebrew: the
Masoretic Text (MT). Though there were a number of Hebrew manuscripts
known, they were all medieval, all close family members of the MT, often sharing
the same errors and distinctive features. The Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) and LXX

It is a pleasure to dedicate this study in honor of P. Kyle McCarter Jr., whose breadth and depth
in biblical and ancient Near Eastern scholarship—inscriptions, philology, textual criticism, literary
criticism, and the Dead Sea Scrolls—make him truly worthy of the William Foxwell Albright chair.

! Ronald Hendel, Steps to a New Edition of the Hebrew Bible, TCS 10 (Atlanta: Society of Bib-
lical Literature, 2016).
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were available, but the SP contained only the first five books, and its text was
generally considered secondarily developed from the MT. The LXX and the other
versions were considered important, but their texts often varied from the MT and
their retroversion into Hebrew was viewed with varying degrees of skepticism.
Thus, there was insufficient reliable evidence beyond the MT to warrant a critical
edition.

Thanks, however, to the more than two hundred biblical manuscripts discov-
ered near the Dead Sea and published in the twentieth century, that situation has
changed. The scrolls were copied between ca. 250 BCE and 135 CE, roughly a
millennium closer to the original than the medieval MT, and they supply an enor-
mous quantity and a very reliable source of manuscript evidence from which to
produce a critical edition.?

Before proceeding, we should be aware of some well-established major con-
clusions concerning the MT, the SP, and the LXX by which the scrolls have
revolutionized our knowledge of the biblical text:

- The MT is not the Hebrew Bible text; it is one of the witnesses to the Hebrew
Bible text.?

- Therefore, to get closer to the Hebrew Bible text, all available witnesses must
be examined.*

- There was no specifically Samaritan Pentateuch; rather, there was a joint Ju-
dean-Samarian Pentateuch, used by southern as well as northern Yahwists, with
a few debatable variants.’

- The Old Greek (OG) is generally a faithful translation of its Hebrew Vorlage,
which frequently was not the MT but was simply an alternate Hebrew manu-
script. Thus, the OG is a valuable witness to an otherwise-lost Hebrew tradition,
of considerable use for a critical edition.®

2 See Eugene Ulrich, “The Text of the Hebrew Scriptures at the Time of Hillel and Jesus,” in
Congress Volume Basel 2001, ed. André Lemaire, VTSup 92 (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 85-108.

3 Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 3rd ed. (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012), 365.

4 Emanuel Tov: “MT is no more reliable than LXX or certain Qumran texts,” and “all ancient
readings have an equal status, without relation to the text or translation in which they are found,” in
Tov and Eugene Ulrich, “1.1.1 Introduction: Textual History of the Hebrew Bible,” in The Hebrew
Bible: Overview Articles, vol. 1A of Textual History of the Bible, ed. Armin Lange and Emanuel Tov
(Leiden: Brill, 2016), 3-35, esp. 33.

5 There are three major SP variants against MT, concerning Mount Gerizim: the “Samaritan”
tenth commandment; the repeated past “has chosen” [Mount Gerizim] vs. future “will choose” [Jeru-
salem]; and the first altar on Mount Gerizim vs. Mount Ebal. But there are strong reasons to argue that
the three are not sectarian variants; see Eugene Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Developmental
Composition of the Bible, VTSup 169 (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 215-27. There were, to be sure, variant
editions of some books (e.g., 4QpaleoExod™, 4QNum®), but they were used in the north as well as the
south.

¢ Emanuel Tov, “1.3.1.1 Septuagint,” in Textual History of the Bible, 1A:201; Ulrich, Develop-
mental Composition, 152.
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- The subsequent recensional history of the LXX has been clarified as successive
Jewish attempts at revising the OG (which had been a translation of an alternate,
variant Hebrew Vorlage) to conform lexically and syntactically to the ascendant
rabbinic Hebrew text.”

Thus, with these widely-accepted clarifications of our understanding of the
Hebrew and faithfully translated sources, we are able to produce a critical edition.
Several factors argue in favor of attempting such an edition. First, most textual
critics, though they may deem it impractical, agree at least theoretically that a
critically established text is the proper desideratum.® Second, all serious study of
the Hebrew Bible requires a sound textual basis, and diplomatic editions pose a
problem, insofar as they contain errors and additions.” So, scholars either simply
use the diplomatic MT with its errors or form their own corrected text.

But, third, who should produce that corrected, sound text? Bible translators
and authors of commentaries in fact make their own virtual critical text, probably
verse-by-verse as they progress, even though they may have little experience in
textual criticism.!? Bible translators are often chosen because of their theological
or confessional affiliation, and commentary authors are often chosen because of
their expertise in areas such as ancient Near Eastern literature or history, linguistic
specialization, literary prowess, or other competencies. Would it not be better for
an experienced text critic to produce a comprehensively studied text that the Bible
translator or the commentary author could then confidently use? Finally, a number
of books have two (or more) editions; a diplomatic edition prints only the edition
found in its manuscript, whereas a critical edition can present and explain both (or
all) of the editions.

In order to design a critical edition it is necessary to determine the goal of
text criticism. Is the goal of text criticism, as customarily viewed, a corrected MT?
I suggest that the object of textual criticism is not the static MT, that is, the col-
lection of books inherited by rabbinic Judaism, but the original and its
developments. The general project labeled “textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible”

must focus on the text of the ancient Hebrew Bible as it was, namely, diachronic
and pluriform.... The purpose or function of textual criticism is to reconstruct

7 Emanuel Tov, The Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal Hever (8HevXIIgr), DID 8 (Clar-
endon: Oxford, 1990), and Ulrich, Developmental Composition, 157-58.

8 E.g., Rudolph Kittel, discussed in Hendel, Steps, 28; see also Alan England Brooke and Norman
McLean, eds., The Old Testament in Greek: According to the Text of Codex Vaticanus, vol. 1.1 (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1906), i. The theoretical dream of Brooke and McLean has been
convincingly realized in the Gottingen critical Greek series.

? It is well known that the MT contains errors (e.g., Isa 53:11; Amos 6:12), additions (Lev 20:10;
2 Sam 6:3-4), losses (Gen 4:8; 1 Sam 14:41), and revisions (Deut 32:43; 1 Sam 1:23).

10 A welcome exception to this is the textual expertise displayed by P. Kyle McCarter Jr., I Sam-
uel and I Samuel, AB 8, 9 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980, 1984).
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the history of the texts that eventually became the biblical collection in both its
[documentable] literary growth and its scribal transmission; it is not just to judge
individual variants in order to determine which were “superior” or “original.”...
Late layers or additions often have as much claim to being important tesserae in
the biblical mosaic as do “original” or “early” elements of the developed text,
since this cumulative aspect characterizes the nature of the biblical text from its
very beginnings.'!

To be sure, the various books in the MT collection were copied over the cen-
turies with a high degree of accuracy. But they attest to only one of the pluriform
texts that existed in antiquity. That is, the Qumran scriptural manuscripts exhibit
not only many individual textual variants from the MT as well as from each other,
but also variant editions of entire books. The MT collection of books comprises a
variety of text-forms—sometimes an older edition, closer to the original of the
book, and sometimes a later edition, more developed than other preserved edi-
tions. In the turmoil following the destruction of the Second Temple and the
Revolts, the Rabbis kept one form of each of their sacred books and continued to
copy only that form from then on. They did not compare and critically select those
texts to ensure the best form, but they simply inherited one form of each book.!?

Thus, focusing simply on the rabbinic collection excludes many other valua-
ble witnesses to the Hebrew Bible text. In contrast, a critical edition makes use of
all witnesses. But, since all witnesses are removed by several centuries from their
true original and are the products of their transmission processes, they are all “lay-
ered”—that is, the result of the accumulation of errors and additions. Therefore,
the task is to differentiate the layers: the original layer and the various accretions
or changes, with an explanation of the nature of each change.

In light of the cornucopia of biblical manuscripts discovered at Qumran and
nearby sites, Ronald Hendel has envisioned the possibility of a critical edition of
the Hebrew Bible and described in detail its rationale, its practical goals, and its

" Bugene Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible, Studies in the Dead Sea
Scrolls and Related Literature (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 114-15. For a some-
what different view see Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism, 1-2, 263—65; for a composite view, see Tov
and Ulrich, “1.1.1 Introduction: Textual History,” 1A:3-35, esp. 3.

12 That is the conclusion of Shemaryahu Talmon, “Aspects of the Textual Transmission of the
Bible in the Light of Qumran Manuscripts,” in Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text, ed. Frank
Moore Cross and Shemaryahu Talmon (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1975), 263;
Talmon, “The Old Testament Text,” in Qumran and the History, 21; Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism,
179; Talmon, “The Coincidental Textual Nature of the Collections of Ancient Scriptures,” in Congress
Volume Ljubljana 2007, ed. André Lemaire, VTSup 133 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 153—69; and Ulrich,
Developmental Composition, 24-25.
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methods of achieving it.!3 The goal of each volume of the HBCE is to produce a
corrected archetype of a given book, that is, “the latest common ancestor of the
extant manuscripts.”'* Some clarifications are immediately required. The goal is
not to construct the original text of that book as produced by its author; that is a
non-attainable chimera. Rather, it is to construct an error-free text that presents
the earliest recoverable form of each word. The process involves comparing all
divergent readings in the scrolls, the MT, the SP, the LXX, and the versions word-
by-word, and selecting what is judged to be the earliest reading that gave rise to
the other variants, whether errors or subsequent developments.

Due to the fragmentary nature of the scrolls, the only Hebrew available for a
large portion of most books is the MT. So, the MT is used as a “copy-text,” that
is, a default text when no other variants appear preferable.!® But it will be a cor-
rected archetype,!® that is, if the reading in MT is erroneous or secondary, then
the critical edition will supply the reading of another manuscript which has the
correct reading. In the case where no reading in any manuscript is convincing, a
conjectural emendation may be supplied, based on the form most likely to have
given rise to the different variants preserved in the manuscripts and on the text-
critical experience of the editor. For books that have two or more variant editions,
the editions will be presented side by side.

The critical text will be vocalized. The editorial team decided to include the
vocalization and cantillation according to the MT, despite the anachronistic aspect
of an ancient consonantal text with a medieval system of vocalization.'” Students
and most users of the editions will profit from the vocalization while scholars can
ignore it.

Supplementing the critical text, an apparatus will list the variants in each wit-
ness and add a label specifying each secondary development, explaining why the
variant arose—by error, clarification, theological revision, and so forth. Thus, the
critical text will present the earliest documentable form of the book, and the ap-
paratus will show the history of how and why the text developed. The apparatus
thus presents a dynamic picture of the text history of the book. Following the
apparatus, a brief textual commentary will discuss the more salient variants, ex-
plaining both the rationale for choosing the reading in the archetype and the causes

13 Hendel, Steps. The first volume has been published and may be examined for methodology
and practical result: Michael V. Fox, Proverbs: An Eclectic Edition with Introduction and Textual
Commentary, HBCE (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2015).

14 Hendel, Steps, 21-23.

S W. W. Greg, “The Rationale of Copy-Text,” Studies in Bibliography 3 (1950-1951): 19-36.
Greg distinguishes between “substantive readings” (words or readings important for using in the copy-
text) and “accidentals” (e.g., spelling, which can be ignored); see Hendel, Steps, 29.

16 T.e., “the earliest inferable textual state,” Hendel, Steps, 28.

17 Of course, the MT shares this anachronism of an ancient consonantal text with medieval vo-
calization.
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or motivations of the secondary readings. Because all manuscripts have accumu-
lated errors and additions from diverse times, places, and scribes, the critical
edition reverses that “eclectic agglomeration.”'®

A detailed introduction will discuss an overview of the book and describe the
character of the major witnesses, especially the LXX, the history of the develop-
ment of the text, and other major learnings.

Several scholars have seen problems with the proposal of a critical edition.'
A fundamental objection posits that there never was an original text but rather
several pristine texts; thus, the idea of a critical edition should simply be aban-
doned. Shemaryahu Talmon proposed this view, and George Brooke has recently
argued it again.?® While that view could possibly be correct, and whereas there
may well have been different versions of a text in oral performances, the manu-
script evidence proves otherwise. The two hundred biblical scrolls show that all
manuscript variants for each book are genetically related. No matter how large the
variation, they are not simply “different pristine texts”; rather, the variants can be
explained as developments of a single tradition, usually classifiable as variant edi-
tions, isolated scribal insertions, or well-known types of individual variants. The
SP can serve as a clear illustration: it is clearly a substantially expanded edition
derived from a text like the MT, expanded by adding biblical text to biblical text;
virtually every major addition or variant in the SP is from text already in the MT
or another biblical scroll.?! Again, the wide diversion between the MT and the OG
of Dan 4-6 could be argued as so wide as to exhibit pristine variant texts, but they
can be demonstrated to be two separate parallel editions developing an earlier
single story, each amplified in characteristic ways but genealogically related.??

Hugh Williamson offers a thoughtful critique, including that the HBCE pre-
sents “a purported critical text which cannot have ever been in existence.”?* To a
certain extent that is true, but that claim is probably true for every critical edition
of the classics, the OG, and the New Testament; yet it is generally agreed that the

1% Ronald Hendel, “The Oxford Hebrew Bible: Prologue to a New Critical Edition,” VT 58
(2008): 324-51, esp. 335. The project was originally planned to be published by Oxford Press but now
will be published both in print and electronically by SBL.

1 For full discussion of the problems, see Hendel, Steps, 41-63.

20 Shemaryahu Talmon, “Textual Criticism: The Ancient Versions,” in Text and Canon of the
Hebrew Bible: Collected Studies (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2010), 392-97; George J. Brooke,
“The Qumran Scrolls and the Demise of the Distinction between Higher and Lower Criticism,” in
Reading the Dead Sea Scrolls: Essays in Method, EJL 39 (Atlanta: SBL, 2013), 1-17, esp. 13—14.

21 Ulrich, Developmental Composition, 30—40.

22 Ulrich, Developmental Composition, 236—48.

2 Hugh G. M. Williamson, “Do We Need a New Bible? Reflections on the Proposed Oxford
Hebrew Bible,” Biblica 90 (2009): 15375, esp. 169. The argument that a critical text never existed,
however, philosophically betrays a nomilist view (i.e., the view that only particulars, such as manu-
scripts, exist) vs. a realist view (i.e., the view that not only particulars but also general abstractions
exist, thus legitimizing the idea of an archetype for a critical edition); see Hendel, Steps, 182-83.
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critical editions are preferable to any particular manuscript. What the critical edi-
tion attempts to present is the earliest non-erroneous text word-by-word of the
book, thus the best possible text. No diplomatic edition presents an error free text.
A further advantage of the HBCE is that its apparatus also presents a dynamic
portrayal of the history of the book’s development. In sum, since diplomatic edi-
tions contain both errors and later accretions, a critical text is noticeably closer to
the intended “original.”

Another problem raised by both Emanuel Tov and Williamson is the shaki-
ness of retroversion into Hebrew of an LXX edition.?* This is, of course, a
problem in varying degrees. Some Hebrew retroversions, however, that were ear-
lier conjectured as the Hebrew underlying LXX readings have now been solidly
documented in the newly discovered Hebrew scrolls.?® Toward the other end of
the spectrum, the LXX of Proverbs does present a serious challenge, but such
challenges and limitations can be explored and judiciously described.?® The past
century has seen a great deal of detailed study of LXX translation technique, and
the possibilities and limitations are now fairly well controlled.?’ For example, the
LXX of Jeremiah has provided a substantial amount of data, since its Hebrew
Vorlage is mostly matched in the non-expanded parts of the MT.?® Moreover,
Brandon Bruning has produced a persuasive solution to the problem of the earlier
OG and the later, expanded and reorganized MT of Exod 35-40.%

In sum, though there are questions about the validity of the HBCE, and
though earlier the dream of a critical edition of the Hebrew Bible was judged im-
practical, the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls brings that dream possibly within
our grasp. But “the dream of a perfect text is simply that, a dream. None of our
texts are perfect, and textual criticism is not an inquiry that yields perfect re-
sults.”®® The editors have no illusion that the HBCE will be a final, perfect

24 Emanuel Tov, “Hebrew Scripture Editions: Philosophy and Praxis,” in idem, Hebrew Bible,
Greek Bible, and Qumran: Collected Essays, ed. Emanuel Tov, TSAJ 121 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2008), 247-70, esp. 266; Williamson, “Do We Need a New Bible?,” 167.

23 Eugene Ulrich, “Empirical Evidence for Scribal and Editorial Transmission of Second Temple
Religious Literature,” in Insights into Editing in the Hebrew Bible and the Ancient Near East, ed.
Reinhard Miiller and Juha Pakkala, CBET 84 (Leuven: Peeters, 2017), 41-57, esp. 54.

26As Michael Fox has done in his Proverbs, 3, 38-61.

27 See especially Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 3rd
ed. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2015).

28 Sidnie White Crawford, Jan Joosten, and Eugene Ulrich, “Sample Editions of the Oxford He-
brew Bible: Deut 32:1-9, 1 Kings 11:1-8, and Jeremiah 27:1-10 (34 G),” VT 58 (2008): 352—-66;
Emanuel Tov, “Exegetical Notes on the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint of Jeremiah 27 (34),” in
The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the Septuagint, VTSup 72 (Leiden: Brill, 1999),
315-31.

? Brandon Bruning, “The Making of the Mishkan: The Old Greek Text of Exodus 35-40 and
the Literary History of the Pentateuch” (PhD diss, University of Notre Dame, 2015).

30 Hendel, Steps, 294.
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product, but it hopes to be a serious basis that future scholars can build on and
improve. Critical editions of classical texts and the New Testament had tortuous
paths toward their present well-used editions.?! The classicist Robert Browning
admits that regarding the limits of knowledge in classics: “our ignorance of the
history of most Greek texts, in particular prose texts, is still abysmal.”3? And the
very first textual note in the Loeb Classical Library of Homer’s /liad reveals that
there were three totally different forms of the poem’s first line in various manu-
scripts.® Even though “a perfect text” will never be achieved, the much-
appreciated critical editions of the classics, the LXX, and the New Testament au-
gur well for the HBCE.

The volumes of the HBCE will take somewhat different forms, depending on
the nature of a given book’s textual character. To illustrate one of the forms, I
offer the following preliminary edition of Dan 1. The critical edition is followed
by the apparatus and a selection from the commentary on the readings.

3! For the New Testament, see Ernest C. Colwell, What Is the Best New Testament? (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1952); and Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Trans-
mission, Corruption, and Restoration, 2nd ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1968), 95-146.

32 Robert Browning, “Recentiores non deteriores,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 7T
(1960): 11; quoted in Hendel, Steps, 59.

3 Homer, lliad, trans. A. T. Murray, rev. William F. Wyatt, LCL (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1924), 1:12—13.
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(nan*) G (gram; see vv. 3, 16)

1:12 guay 1 M™ ] o1 MY (norm; see HALOT 283, BHS n. 122, v. 16)
114075 6" 1+ 1279 M 1QDan? G 6™ (explic)

:15 210 M 1QDan® G (xpeloowy) ] &Y, ... Liaxe S (add)

1507191 G (tév dAAwv veavioxwv) 8 (Té mauddpia) | +pre 53 M 6™ S (add)
:16 (5 cxna S; Auedoad 67) 7¥9nn M 1QDan® 6™ ] ABiesdpt G (cf. vv. 3, 11)
:16 ™M M ] [ 081 4QDan® (gram)

;16 oyt M ] 01 1QDan?; + e\ o Jatn\ S (rep v. 12)

17 758N G V ]+ onpanr M S (explic)

:17 7nam M ] xal év mdoy godle post omnbm G (transp)

18 7x17223 M ] tpre v Baciréa G; + =alss S (add)

1:19 0521 M S ] év 10is godols G (explic)

1:20 N1 nnan* G (xal cuvésel xal maidein); 8 (codiag xal émotiuns); S
(aamia henasn); V (sapientiae et intellectus) | 132 nnan M; [A1]2 n[non]
4QDan* (cf. BHS n. 20°%)

1:20 5y ... oRYIM M ] + codwtépous ... dmepdépovtag G ; + s ... widu S (expan)
1:20 oawrm M™ G (xal dthoddywy) S (~aaira) ] DaWRA ME (+ conj)

1:20 1Ma502* S (mhaal=s) ] 1250 522 M G (add)

1:20f M S 1+ ... iabn[ ... ] 4QDan™ ; + xai éd6Eagev adtobs 6 Bagthebs xal
amédeifey &v mpdypaoty &v mdoy T fadtod Pacilele G (add? or M haplog?)

G G G U Y
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Commentary on Readings

120 nR ... i M 6V ] xal mapédwxey admy ... xal loaxy G S (exeg).

M simply says that the king was handed over, but apparently the Vorlage of G and S
considered that the loss of Jerusalem (adtv) should also be mentioned.

1:11 13n WwR (5 e\ S; Apedoad 6) xonn M 67 ™ ] ABiecdpt 16 dmoderybévtt
(Mn*) G.

The chief eunuch was the person assigned in charge of the students’ food (1:5); so G,
apparently not understanding 1¥5n7, identified him with the chief eunuch and interpreted
the unvocalized nin as pu‘al (cf. pu‘al in 1 Chr 9:29 and especially in Job 7:3, where G
interprets 13N as passive against the active in M).

1:200" M ST+ [ ... hmabn[ ... ] 4QDan ; + xai d6Eaaev adTovs 6 Pagiieds xal
amédebey &v mpdypaoty &v mdoy i Eadtod Pacidela G.

4QDan® shows that there was a longer Hebrew text. G is quite likely translating from
a Hebrew manuscript which had a reading such as 11251 521 01272 Danm 7500 D720

DJD 16:242-43 explains that the exact placement of the small fragment with this
reading, though generally close, cannot be exactly determined. But it had a longer reading
which included or concluded with J1rma%n[ = tfj éadtod Bacidelq. Thus, there was a longer
Hebrew variant here. It is difficult to judge, however, whether the reading is a secondary
insertion or the original conclusion similar to 3:30 celebrating the youths’ promotion.
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Early Developments in Levi Traditions: Malachi and
Jubilees

James C. VanderKam

Levi traditions or points along their trajectories in early Judaism have attracted
considerable scholarly attention. If one reads the references to the third son of
Jacob and Leah in Genesis and compares them with the status he attains in Second
Temple period texts such as the Aramaic Levi Document, Jubilees, and the Tes-
tament of Levi, the development is dramatic. The Levi of Genesis and his brother
Simeon slaughtered the men of Shechem (Gen 34) and thereby incurred the wrath
of their father Jacob who cursed them (Gen 49:5-7). Levi, a figure who in Genesis
is a minor, even a negative character, becomes not only the ancestor of the priestly
tribe but also himself an active priest who experiences heavenly visions and com-
munes with angels.!

LEVI AND LEVITES IN THE HEBREW BIBLE

As experts have noticed, a series of passages in the Hebrew Bible itself in some
way prepares for the elevated position Levi occupies in later texts. The ones usu-
ally mentioned are, in their canonical order, Exod 32:25-29; Num 18:21-32;
25:1-13; Deut 10:8-9; 33:8—11; Jer 33:21-22; and Mal 2:4-9. A quick glance at
these texts will uncover their contributions to a developing portrait of Levi and
especially of his descendants.

! Surveys of Levi in these and other sources may be found in, e.g., James Kugel, “Levi’s Eleva-
tion to the Priesthood in Second Temple Writings,” HTR 86 (1993): 1-64; Robert A. Kugler, From
Patriarch to Priest: The Levi-Priestly Tradition from Aramaic Levi fo Testament of Levi, EJL 9 (At-
lanta: Scholars, 1996); and Matthijs de Jonge and Johannes Tromp, “Jacob’s Son Levi in the Old
Testament Pseudepigrapha and Related Literature,” in Biblical Figures Outside the Bible, ed. Michael
Stone and Theodore Bergren (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 1998), 203-36. For a dif-
ferent focus, see Anders Hultgard, “The Ideal ‘Levite’, the Davidic Messiah, and the Saviour Priest in
the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,” in Ideal Figures in Ancient Judaism: Profiles and Para-
digms, ed. John J. Collins and George W. E. Nickelsburg, SCS 12 (Chico, CA: Scholars, 1980), 93—-110.
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Texts Mentioning Levites and/or Priests

Levi himself may appear in none of the following sections of the Hebrew Bible,
but each of them is instructive regarding one or more aspects of the Levites and
priests.

Exodus 32:25-29. The sons of Levi, responding to Moses’s invitation to stand
with him on the Lord’s side against those who worshiped the golden calf, followed
his orders to execute their idolatrous kin. As a reward for killing some 3000 fellow
Israclites, the sons of Levi gained ordination to the service of the Lord. The pas-
sage clearly deals with a time after the life of the third son of Jacob and Leah, but
his offspring display a level of violent zeal (this time officially sanctioned) that
could recall the actions of their ancestor as described in Gen 34.

Numbers 18:21-32. The chapter in a way denigrates the Levites because it subor-
dinates them to the priests, the sons of Aaron, to whom it assigns various
categories of gifts from the Israelites (vv. 1-20). Nevertheless, Numbers grants
Israel’s tithes to the Levites: “To the Levites I have given every tithe in Israel for
a possession in return for the service that they perform, the service in the tent of
meeting” (v. 21; see all of vv. 21-32).2 The priests, despite their status, receive
only a tenth of the Levitical tithe. Again, the passage relates to the descendants of
Levi, not Levi himself, but it does provide them with a special form of income.

Numbers 25:1—13. The unit deals with the social mingling of Israelites and Midi-
anites and the idolatrous consequences it had for Israel. Phinehas, the grandson of
Aaron and the leading priest at the time, executed an Israelite man and a Midianite
woman, apparently as they were having sex. His violent deed gained him strong
commendation: the Lord declared that Phinehas “has turned back my wrath from
the Israelites by manifesting such zeal® among them on my behalf that in my jeal-
ousy I did not consume the Israelites. Therefore say, ‘I hereby grant him my
covenant of peace. It shall be for him and for his descendants after him a covenant
of perpetual priesthood, because he was zealous for his God, and made atonement
for the Israelites’” (vv. 11-13). There is no mention of Levi here or even of his
tribe, but an act of zealous violence won for Phinehas and his progeny an eternal
covenant. This is the first mention of a priestly covenant in the Hebrew Bible.

Deuteronomy 10:8-9 (cf. 18:1-8). Not long after Aaron’s death, “the LORD set
apart the tribe of Levi to carry the ark of the covenant of the LORD, to stand before
the LORD to minister to him, and to bless in his name, to this day. Therefore, Levi
has no allotment or inheritance with his kindred; the LORD is his inheritance, as

% English translations of biblical passages are from the NRSV.
3 This is the first time the term “zeal” (nX3p) is employed in reference to priestly violence.
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the LORD your God promised him.” The tribe of Levi is under consideration, and
their special place is emphasized along with their role of blessing Israel. In the
second occurrence of Levi in the passage, the name clearly stands for the tribe, not
the individual.

Deuteronomy 33:8—11. In Moses’s blessing of the Israelites, the third name he
treats is Levi. A number of intriguing lines populate the section. For instance, in
verse 8 “your loyal one” (77°on w'R) parallels Levi in the previous line; it implies
that the poetic section begins as if it were addressing one person. In the sequel,
however, plural forms are used, suggesting that the tribe is under consideration
(e.g., v. 9 where “they observed your word and kept your covenant’). Among the
tasks that the tribe performs is giving instruction—"“They teach Jacob your ordi-
nances, and Israel your law” (v. 10)—and offering sacrifice. There are puzzling
features in the short section such as testing him/them at Massah and Meribah (v.
8), since Levites are not mentioned in the stories involving these place names
(Exod 17:1-7; Num 20:1-13).* The first lines of verse 9 (e.g., “he ignored his
kin”) could be read as an echo of the story in Exod 32:25-29.

Jeremiah 33:21-22. The larger unit, verses 14-26, deals at some length with a
future ruler and an eternal covenant with David, but in verses 21-22 there is an
implied mention of “(my covenant)® with my ministers the Levites” that, like the
agreement with David, will not come to an end. The word “Levites” is plural here,
and they are joined to the Lord by a lasting pact.®

All of these texts speak about Levites or priests—who are also from the tribe
of Levi—and refer to matters such as their zeal for the Lord, their special minis-
tries and perquisites, and a covenant. But if one were looking for evidence in them
of a growing appreciation for the man Levi, one would be disappointed. None of
the passages refers to him specifically, with only Deut 33:8 being a possible ex-
ception. For that reason, the remaining Hebrew Bible passage listed at the
beginning of the essay, Mal 2:4-9, is of special interest.

4 For those who have suggested that Moses is “your loyal one” and the problem raised by the
mention of Massah and Meribah, see Samuel R. Driver, An Exegetical and Critical Commentary on
Deuteronomy, ICC (Edinburgh: Clark, 1902), 399-401.

5 The words “my covenant” are not actually in the text, though the NRSV supplies them; they
are clearly implied in the context. The NRSV translator has left out “the priests” where the text
speaks of “the Levites, the priests.”

¢ The covenant is often related to the one in Num 25:11-13 (e.g., Jack R. Lundbom, Jeremiah
21-36: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 21B [New York: Doubleday,
2004], 544-46). See also Neh 13:29 (“the covenant of the priests [literally, the priesthood] and the
Levites™).
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A Text Mentioning Levi?

Following upon a few exchanges between the deity and the clergy that are highly
critical of the priests, the Lord proclaims these words to them in Mal 2:4-9:

Know [pl.], then, that I have sent this commandment to you [pl.], that my cove-
nant with Levi [%5] may hold, says the LORD of hosts. My covenant with him
was a covenant of life and well-being, which I gave him; this called for rever-
ence, and he revered me and stood in awe of my name. True instruction was in
his mouth, and no wrong was found on his lips. He walked with me in integrity
and uprightness, and he turned many from iniquity. For the lips of a priest should
guard knowledge, and people should seek instruction from his mouth, for he is
the messenger of the LORD of hosts. But you [pl.]” have turned aside from the
way; you have caused many to stumble by your instruction; you have corrupted
the covenant of Levi ["5n], says the Lord of hosts, and so I make you despised
and abased before all the people, inasmuch as you have not kept my ways but
have shown partiality in your instruction.

The first (v. 2:4a) and last (vv. 89) statements are directed to the priests as a
group, but in the verses between these envelope lines (4b—7) the deity seems to
reference a single person Levi and offers a laudatory description of him.®

The paragraph in Mal 2:4-9 provides an opportunity to contrast more recent
ways of reading the text with ancient ones. Modern commentators regularly un-
derstand the entire unit to be dealing with the Levites, the priests or, more broadly,
both the Levites and the priests, and they have good reasons for doing so. For one,
the priests have been the center of attention in almost every verse of the book to
this point, and for another the Lord speaks to them at the beginning and end of
2:4-9. Moreover, there is no reference to a covenant with Levi elsewhere in the
Hebrew Bible nor does anything said about Levi here match with material in Gen-
esis. Finally, the name Levi alone can designate the collective Levites (as, for
example, in Deut 10:9 cited above; cf. “the sons of Levi” in Mal 3:3).° As a result,
it seems sensible to interpret Levi and the singular pronouns in Mal 2:4b—7 as
referring to a group, not an individual, and to explain the covenant language as
somehow related to the passages studied above, particularly Num 25:1-13 and Jer
33:21-22.1°

7 Plural forms continue to the end of the cited passage.

8 For the two parts of the section, see, for example, Julia M. O’Brien, Priest and Levite in Mal-
achi, SBLDS 121 (Atlanta: Scholars, 1990), 39-44.

% See BDB, s.v. “1%” where Mal 2:4 is listed as an example of this usage.

10 This is the approach followed in commentaries such as David L. Petersen, Zechariah 914 and
Malachi, OTL (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1995), 189-93; and Andrew E. Hill, Malachi: A
New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 25D (New York: Doubleday, 1998), 203—
18, 220-21. It is also the case in studies of the passage itself, of covenant in Malachi, or of the priests
and Levites in the book, e.g., Elie Assis, “The Reproach of the Priests (Malachi 1:6-2:9) within
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The Second Temple authors who wrote about Levi saw the matter differently.
They interpreted Levi in 2:4b as designating the character known from Genesis
and believed that the singular forms that follow in verses 5-7 referred to him as
well. An assumption of theirs may have been: if nothing in Mal 2:4b—7 agrees
with what Genesis seems to be saying about Levi, one should look more carefully
at Genesis for clues that might have been overlooked. The verses in Malachi so
read proved to be most suggestive to early readers who were concerned about the
rather negative picture of Levi in Genesis. Those who have studied the Levi of
texts outside the Hebrew Bible have regularly noted the influence of the Malachi
pericope on his improved reputation and behavior as depicted in these works. Here
are some examples of how parts of the passage appear to have influenced them.

1. “That my covenant with Levi may hold, says the LORD of hosts. My covenant
with him was a covenant of life and well-being, which I gave him.”

These lines speak of a personal covenant with Levi, not of one with his descend-
ants, and in this way imply that he became a priest already in his lifetime.!! Also,
the words “which I gave him” could point to an occasion when God made this
arrangement with him. James Kugel explains what might have been the exegetical
thinking of an ancient commentator (or commentators) dealing with the passage:

perhaps, in particular, the words “and I gave them to him” refer to a specific
event, the time when God granted Levi this special covenant and its benefits, life
and peace (compare Num 25:12). If so, then it was a momentous happening, ac-
cording to this passage: Levi was filled with fear, “he feared me; he stood in awe
of my name.” “True instruction,” the text continues, “was in his mouth”; again,
this might mean that at the time of the making of this covenant God filled Levi’s
mouth with true instruction. Might not this whole section therefore seem to refer
to some kind of great revelation, a particular occasion on which Levi actually
entered into God’s presence and received divine instruction? Moreover, “he
walked with me in peace and uprightness” might, by the same logic, refer to this

Malachi’s Conception of Covenant,” in Covenant in the Persian Period: From Genesis to Chronicles,
ed. Richard J. Bautch and Gary N. Knoppers (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2015), 271-90, espe-
cially 281-82. See also Beth Glazier-McDonald, Malachi: The Divine Messenger, SBLDS 98
(Atlanta: Scholars, 1987), 77-80; and O’Brien, Priest and Levite in Malachi, 104—6. Compare as well
the studies of Alwin Renker, Die Tora bei Maleachi: Ein Beitrag zur Bedeutungsgeschichte von tora
im Alten Testament, Freiburger theologische Studien 112 (Freiburg: Herder, 1979), 101-22; and The-
odor Lescow, Das Buch Maleachi: Texttheorie-Auslegung-Kanontheorie mit einem Exkurs iiber
Jeremia 8, 8-9, AzTh 75 (Stuttgart: Kalwer, 1993), 35-38, 70-96. This is in no way meant as a criti-
cism of such studies, since the concerns of their authors are historical-critical in nature, not the ancient
reuses of the passage.

! The word priest in its context in Mal 2:7 could have led to the inference that Levi was meant
and that therefore he had served as a priest.
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same incident, a time when Levi actually walked with God and stood in God’s
presence.'?

In dealing with the sentence “He walked with me in integrity and uprightness” it
is worth noting (perhaps Kugel was implying this) that “walking” with the deity
could have reminded readers of Enoch’s walk with God (Gen 5:22, 24), a phrase
widely understood in antiquity to mean that he spent time in angelic company. If
the “walk” in Mal 2:6 was understood in this fashion (a different form of 5 is
used), it could have given rise to the reports about Levi’s visions in which he was
with angels (see Aramaic Levi Document 4; T. Levi 2-5 and 8).!* The book of
Jubilees associates Levi with angels in a different way: the priestly service offered
by him and his sons is likened to that performed in heaven by the highest ranking
angels (30.18; 31.14).1

2. “And he turned many from iniquity”

R. Kugler argues that the line could have been interpreted with reference to Levi’s
actions at Shechem. It would therefore express God’s approval of what he had
done on that occasion. According to Gen 34, the prince Shechem, after violating
Jacob’s daughter Dinah, wanted to marry her, and he and his father Hamor pro-
posed—and Jacob and his sons may have considered—more marriages between
the people of Shechem and Jacob’s clan (34:8-17). By killing the residents of
Shechem, Levi (and Simeon) prevented intermarriage—that is, he turned them
away from evil.!>

Most of these connections between the developing Levi traditions and Mal
2:4-9 have been documented before, but in the remainder of this paper I would
like to reflect on how the author of the book of Jubilees employed the passage
because there may be more to it than the earlier studies suggest.

MALACHI AND JUBILEES
The short prophecy of Malachi may have seemed almost too good to be true for

the author of Jubilees. In it he found not only several characters from Genesis but
also some of his favorite subjects.

12 Kugel, “Levi’s Elevation,” 31-32 (he is here speaking about what he calls the Levi Apoca-
lypse, a source that he thinks was incorporated into the Aramaic Levi Document). Kugel also suggests
(“Levi’s Elevation,” 33) that the verb nni in Mal 2:5 (“stood in awe [of my name]”) may have been
read as the verb “go down” and "nw (“my name”) as “my heavens,” so that the phrase pointed to his
descent from the divine presence.

13 First Samuel 2:35 speaks about a future faithful priest (unlike Eli’s sons) for whom the Lord
will build a sure house “and he shall go in and out [79nnm] before my anointed one forever.”

!4 The nearest Levi comes to having a vision in Jubilees is in 32.1 where he has a dream about
being appointed priest, but there is no mention of angels.

15 Kugler, From Patriarch to Priest, 20-21.
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Appealing Topics in Malachi

(1) The pictures of Esau and Jacob: After the superscription to Malachi (1:1), the
Lord makes exceptionally strong statements about the brothers. “Is not Esau Ja-
cob’s brother? says the LORD. Yet I have loved Jacob but I have hated Esau” (1:2—
3a). The writer of Jubilees would have appreciated those words, and he certainly
echoed their sentiments. In his book Esau has a difficult time doing anything right,
while Jacob does nothing wrong.'® There are many examples, but the point comes
to very clear expression in chapter 35 where Rebekah (on the last day of her life)
and Isaac speak about their two sons (35.9—17). His own mother says of Esau “he
has been malicious since his youth and ... is devoid of virtue” (v. 9);!” Isaac sec-
onds her verdict. In contrast, Jacob is their “perfect and true son” (v. 12). By this
time, both parents, not just Rebekah, love him much more than Esau (35.13).

Malachi next quotes the Lord as saying: “I have made his [Esau’s] hill coun-
try a desolation and his heritage a desert for jackals” (v. 3b). If Edom decided to
rebuild, the Lord declares, he “will tear down, until they are called the wicked
country, the people with whom the LORD is angry forever” (v. 4). In Jubilees,
Isaac predicts that Esau and his descendants would be eradicated from the earth
(35.14). Jacob and his sons eventually kill Esau and his sons when the latter at-
tack; they then subjugate Edom (chs. 37-38).

(2) In Mal 1, just after the Esau-Jacob lines, the Lord reminds the priests that
a son honors his father and a servant his master; they, however, have not honored
their heavenly Father and Master (1:6). For the author of Jubilees, Esau and Jacob
paradigmatically illustrated disobedience and obedience to the basic law in family
life. One of the issues raised by Rebekah and Isaac in Jub. 35 is the contrasting
behavior of their two sons towards them. Esau stole his parents’ possessions and
abandoned them (35.11), while Jacob of course honored them spectacularly (v.
12—13; see 29.15-20 for how the two brothers treated their parents).

(3) After the continuation of the disputation between the Lord and the priests
in Malachi, the Lord refers to Levi as a model priest and documents how far his
current descendants have fallen short of the standards he set (2:4-9). This is the
section that, as noted above, is recognized as being an important source for the
Levi traditions in later texts, including Jubilees. In Jubilees he and his sons gain
the priesthood eternally because of his zeal at Shechem (ch. 30), he and his sons
are blessed with the eternal priesthood by his grandfather Isaac (31.13-17), he
dreams that he and his sons were appointed and ordained to the eternal priesthood

16 John C. Endres entitles his lengthy analysis of Jub 26.1-29.20 “Jacob: The Model Patriarch”
(Biblical Interpretation in the Book of Jubilees, CBQMS 18 [Washington, DC: The Catholic Biblical
Association of America, 1987], 85-119). The same could be said about the presentation of Jacob
throughout the book.

'7 Translations taken from James C. VanderKam, Jubilees 2: A Commentary on the Book of
Jubilees Chapters 22—50, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2018).
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(32.1), and he is ordained priest by his father Jacob who gives a tithe to him
(32.2-10).

(4) Immediately after the Levi section, the writer of Malachi takes up mar-
riage issues (2:10—16). Verse 11 reads: “Judah has been faithless, and abomination
has been committed in Israel and in Jerusalem; for Judah has profaned the sanc-
tuary of the LORD, which he loves, and has married the daughter of a foreign god.”
Scholars have debated what marriage to the daughter of a foreign god might
mean,'® but Targum Jonathan articulates an early reading of the passage by ren-
dering the latter part of it as “for the people of the house of Judah have profaned
their soul which was holy before the Lord, and they have chosen to marry wives
from the daughters of the nations.”"® A central teaching in Jubilees is that one is
not to marry women from the nations (see, for example, 20.3-5; 25.1-10; 27.8—
10; and especially ch. 30). In 30.15 the writer says that marriage with a foreigner
defiles the sanctuary, just as Mal 2:11 claims.

(5) At a later point in the prophecy of Malachi the Lord indicts the people for
robbing God by not bringing their tithes and offerings (3.8-9). “Bring the full tithe
into the storechouse, so that there may be food in my house” (v. 10). Jubilees places
teachings about tithes in the places where Genesis locates them—the Abram-Mel-
chizedek encounter (Gen 14:20; Jub. 13.25-27) and Jacob’s vow at Bethel (Gen
28:18-22; Jub. 27.27; 32.5-15). In each case Jubilees expands the section beyond
the brief mentions in Genesis (see below).

The Sequence of the Appealing Topics

It is hardly surprising, therefore, that the writer of Jubilees would turn to the
prophecy of Malachi as one resource for his views as he retold Genesis.?° But he
did more: one can make a case that he not only used Malachi but drew exegetical
conclusions from the sequence in which the topics listed in section A above figure.
That is, one reason he felt justified in understanding Mal 2:4b—7 as referring to
the man Levi was the contextual order in which it appears in Malachi. He may
have considered Mal 1-3 as a kind of guide to or a reflection on Gen 31-35, the
material he reworks in chapters 29-32, since Mal 1-3 treats topics in the same
order as in Genesis (and Jubilees). The evidence is as follows.

18 For the cultic view—worship of Asherah that involved taking part in sexual rituals—see Pe-
tersen, Zechariah 9—14 and Malachi, 198-200; for the theory that intermarriage with non-Judeans is
meant, see Hill, Malachi, 224-33.

1 The translation is by Kevin J. Cathcart and Robert P. Gordon, The Targum of the Minor Proph-
ets, ArBib 14 (Wilmington, DE: Michael Glazier, 1989), 233 (see n. 17 for other references). In the
Aramaic Bible series words not in MT are printed in italics.

20 For some of the uses of Malachi made by the author of Jubilees in chaps. 30-32, see James C.
VanderKam, “Jubilees and the Priestly Messiah of Qumran,” RevQ 13 (1988): 360—62.
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(1) Malachi sections about Jacob/Esau and honoring one’s father (Mal 1:2—-6)

Jubilees speaks about Jacob’s return to Canaan from Laban’s house in chapter 29
(compare Gen 31-33). In that chapter the writer devotes a part of a single verse
to the meeting between Jacob and Esau (29.13) that is described at such length
and with so much drama in Gen 32:3-33:17. At the end of chapter 29, he depicts
the ways in which the brothers treated their parents, a subject not addressed in
Genesis at this point.2! He claims that Esau stole their property, including their
flocks, and then moved far away from them to Edom. They had to beg for anything
they got from him, and in the end they relocated so as to put more distance be-
tween themselves and their son (vv. 17-19; cf. 35:10-11).2 Jacob, however,
honored them by happily sending them abundant supplies every season (29.15—
16, 20; cf. 35:12; he would soon visit them [ch. 31; 33:1] and finally move next
door to them [33:21]).

(2) Malachi sections about Levi and marriage with foreign women (Mal 2:4—16)

The next passage in Jubilees, as it follows the order in Genesis, is its retelling of
the story of Dinah (Gen 34 // Jub 30) in which Levi is a major actor. In Jubilees,
because of his zeal in slaughtering the Shechemites, he and his descendants are
awarded the priesthood forever. As noted above, it is possible that the writer in-
terpreted the phrase from Mal 2:6 “he turned many from iniquity” as referring to
the results of Levi’s zeal at Shechem—by killing the Shechemites he prevented
the possibility of intermarriage between them and the family of Jacob and was
commended for it, as in Malachi.

(3) Tithing (Mal 3:8-12)

The subject of tithing proved crucial in this very section of Genesis as it was re-
read by early expositors, including the author of Jubilees. At the beginning of Gen
35 Jacob returns to Bethel where he had made a vow to God on his initial visit to
that place: “If God will be with me, and will keep me in this way that I go, and
will give me bread to eat and clothing to wear, so that I come again to my father’s
house in peace, then the LORD shall be my God, and this stone which I have set
up for a pillar, shall be God’s house; and of all that you give me I will surely give
one-tenth to you” (28:20-22). By the time the story reaches Gen 35 the conditions

21 It would not be a difficult inference, however, from Gen 33:17—18 that Jacob, who settled in
Succoth, was in a better position to assist his parents than Esau who returned to Seir after their en-
counter.

22 Genesis 36:6-8 presents the situation differently: the flocks owned by Esau and Jacob were so
large that they, like Abram and Lot, were unable to live in the same place. Therefore, Esau and his
family moved away to Edom.
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seem ripe for Jacob to make good on his vow. He had returned to the land and,
one would think, he certainly could have returned to his father’s house though he
seems not to have done so. At any rate, in Gen 35:1 God orders Jacob to settle in
Bethel and to construct an altar there “to the God who appeared to you when you
fled from your brother Esau” (v. 1). When Jacob passes the command to his house-
hold he says, ”let us go up to Bethel, that I may make an altar there to the God
who answered me in the day of my distress and has been with me wherever I have
gone” (v. 3). Genesis reports nothing, either here or in any other place, about Ja-
cob’s paying what he had pledged to give, though he admits that the Lord had
been with him (note that he at last returns to his father’s house in 35:27).

Jacob’s failure to fulfill his vow by tithing his possessions did not go unno-
ticed by early interpreters, including the writer of Jubilees, and they used various
means to rectify the omission.?* In Jub. 31.1, where his return to Bethel is under
consideration, Jacob refers to the vow he had made, and in chapter 32, after a visit
to his parents (31.5-30), he carries it out in ways that involved Levi. Once he was
back at Bethel, “Jacob got up early in the morning on the fourteenth day of this
[the seventh] month and gave a tithe of all that had come with him—from people
to animals, from money to all utensils and clothing. He gave a tithe of all” (32.2).
In addition to that payment of what he had vowed, Jacob, as it were, tithed his
sons. “At that time Rachel was pregnant with her son Benjamin. Jacob counted
his sons from him. He went up (the list), and it came down on Levi in the Lord’s
share. His father put priestly clothes on him and ordained him” (32.3). He then
presented tithes to Levi (vv. 4-5; see also vv. 8—10). The writer of Jubilees sup-
plements Jacob’s actions with a short section regarding the law of the second tithe
(vv. 10-15).

All of these topics surface in Malachi in the same order as they do in Jubilees.
An implication of the sequence is that the section about Levi in Mal 2:4b—7 would
correspond to the material Jubilees covers in chs. 30-32 (Gen 34-35)—the pas-
sages about Levi becoming a priest and receiving the full tithe from his father.
This could have provided the author with confirmation that the prophetic section
was dealing with the time when Levi (with Simeon) avenged the rape of their full
sister Dinah and when he became priest. In that context Jubilees presents a picture
rather different from the one in Genesis. According to Gen 34:30, Jacob was dis-
pleased with his sons and worried about the consequences of their actions for the
welfare of the clan. Simeon and Levi then responded to their father in a rather
testy way (v. 35). In Jubilees Levi receives an amazing reward for his zeal in
dispatching the aching men of Shechem and thus making intermarriage impossi-
ble: he and his sons receive the priesthood forever—something that is confirmed
three times in chapters 31-32.24

2 For the sources and a discussion, see Kugel, “Levi’s Elevation,” 2—5, 13—17.
24 This is not to suggest that the writer of Jubilees used only the book of Malachi in fashioning
his image of Levi, as he clearly used additional resources, including several of the passages treated in



Early Developments in Levi Traditions 215

The author of Jubilees, then, made ample use of the content and sequence of
material in Mal 1-3, but a comparison of the two works shows that he did not
borrow all that the prophet wrote about Levi. Most prominent among the items
he—with the writers of the Aramaic Levi Document and the Testament of Levi—
passed over is a covenant between the Lord and Levi (Mal 2:4-5). In his view
there was just one covenant that bound God and Israel in an eternal relationship
(see Jub. 6); that covenant was renewed annually and supplemented from time to
time. Levi and his descendants played a large part in the covenantal relationship
between God and his people, but they did not have a separate agreement with him.

The ways in which the author of Jubilees employed material from the proph-
ecy of Malachi serves as an excellent illustration of how someone who composed
a parade example of Rewritten Bible/Scripture focused not only on the text he was
re-presenting (Genesis in this case) but also on the wider context of sacred writ-
ings. For him all of them potentially contributed to the elucidation of a text and
all of them gave voice to a harmonious meaning.?
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Biblical Qin’d as a Social Phenomenon: A Case Study of
Genesis 26 and Ezekiel

Erin Guinn-Villareal

In the Hebrew Bible, the noun gin'd and its related verbal and adjectival forms
are used as expressions for both divine and nondivine subjects.! Etymological in-
vestigations of this term have proven difficult as there exists limited unambiguous
evidence to clarify its origins and linguistic and semantic development.? Numer-
ous translations and interpretations have been proposed for the term based on
contextual considerations, though most of these renderings are dominated by emo-
tion language related to expressions of jealousy, including envy and zeal.> Adding

I am honored to have the opportunity to present this manuscript to my dissertation adviser and
friend, P. Kyle McCarter Jr., who met with me over coffee and empanadas to unravel the complexities
of the gin 'd expression. I feel it is only appropriate to submit this piece in acknowledgment of his life’s
work as both a teacher and scholar. If it were not for him, my fundamental understanding of Biblical
Hebrew gin’d would have remained unformulated. Through our discussions, I have learned to com-
municate with purpose and clarity, even if we did get sidetracked by the occasional conversation about
the linguistics of emojis, the superiority of German roadsters, and our mutual appreciation of Mark
Twain. His impact on my personal and professional development has been profound and invaluable.

This article is based on a presentation I gave at the 2015 Annual Meeting of the Society of Bib-
lical Literature in Atlanta. I would like to thank Isabel Cranz, Rosanne Liebermann, Theodore J. Lewis,
and John Tracy Thames for their insightful comments.

! In the Hebrew Bible, the root gn” occurs a total of eighty-five times. Among these attestations,
it is explicitly attributed to Yahweh forty-one times, while the remainder are attributed to non-divine
and human subjects. The verb gn’ occurs twenty-eight times in the D-stem and four times in the C-
stem. The noun gin d is attested forty-three times, while the adjective ganna’/qanné’ is attested eight
times only as a divine attribute commonly translated “Yahweh, a jealous God.” See below, n. 23 for
bibliography. In this paper, I will refer to gn’ in its nominal form gin’d based on the assumption that
the verbal forms are denominative (following BDB, 888).

2 E. Reuter asserts that “Die Etymolomolgie der Wurzel gn’ist unergiebig” (“QN’,” TWAT 7:51).
So also, Friedrich Kiichler, “Der Gedanke des Eifers Jahwes im Alten Testament,” Z4AW 28 (1908):
42-43.

* In many modern readings of gin 'd, jealousy and envy are casually used as synonyms while zeal
is treated separately. See, for e.g., BDB, s.v. “nip”; and HALOT, s.v. “nx3p.” For a fuller treatment
on the various translations of gin’d in the Hebrew bible, see Richard H. Bell, Provoked to Jealousy:
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to the complexity are questions surrounding the relationship between religious
and secular expressions of gin ‘d. Many interpretive treatments of the word avoid
understanding divine expressions of gin ‘4 through the lens of human jealousy.* In
these investigations, nondivine expressions of gin’'d are understood as internal
psychological states that largely correspond to our modern notions of jealousy or
related feelings. These nondivine expressions are considered incongruent with di-
vine or religious expressions of gin 'd as they reflect internal states that are thought
to be inappropriate as divine attributes.® There is, however, one characteristic unit-
ing these various attestations. The gin 'd expression is often used in situations that
reflect social conflict between groups or individuals, whether it be between sisters
(Gen 30:1), brothers (Gen 37:11), a husband and wife (Num 5:11-31; cf. Prov
6:32-35), rival countries (Isa 11:13), or a religious community and their god (e.g.,
Deut 32:16, 21).

What this study proposes is a view that gives close attention to the social
significance of the emotion concept gin ‘a that will be informed by the social con-
structionist approach, which proposes that emotions play a meaningful cultural
role. This analysis will raise the possibility that the aims and motivations of both
the divine and nondivine expressions of gin ‘d are not as incongruent as was once
believed. By demonstrating a sensitivity to the social implications of the term, we
will discover how the gin 'd expression served as a kind of discourse to communi-
cate ancient Israelite views concerning beliefs, values, and social expectations.
Instead of being entirely a private experience on the part of individuals, gin'd is
an expression used to contribute to the maintenance of a society and the ordering
of social relationships, a process which may at times involve individual concerns
but also has ramifications for the welfare of society as a whole. What this suggests
is that giving primary attention to gin 'd as an internal or private state risks over-
looking and misrepresenting important characteristics and consequences of the
expression. By exploring a few case studies in which expressions of gin’a are
attested and by placing its use in its social context, a more complete interpretation
of the term emerges that deepens our understanding of ancient Israelite social or-
ganization and its impact on the construction of fundamental religious concepts.

The Origin and Purpose of the Jealousy Motif in Romans 9—1 (Tiibingen: Mohr—Siebeck, 1994), 8—
20. For a critique on the inconsistences in the translations of gin ’d in biblical scholarship and the laxity
of usage of envy and jealousy in American English, see John H. Elliot, “God—Zealous or Jealous but
Never Envious: The Theological Consequences of the Linguistic and Social Distinctions,” in The So-
cial Sciences and Biblical Translation, ed. Dietmar Neufeld (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 79-96.

4 See, for example, Bernard Renaud, Je suis un Dieu jaloux (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1963),
17, 25. For a summary of the history of scholarship on this issue, see Nissim Amzallag, “Furnace
Remelting as the Expression of YHWH’s Holiness: Evidence from the Meaning of ganna’ [gn ] in the
Divine Context,” JBL 134 (2015): 233-37.

5 E.g., Amzallag, “Furnace Remelting as the Expression of YHWH’s Holiness,” 234.
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THE SOoCIAL WORLD OF EMOTIONS

The methodological framework that will structure my discussion is based on the
work of scholars whose ethnographic studies on emotion vocabularies demon-
strate that emotions are part of a culture’s social, legal, and economic world. This
approach, identified as “social constructionism,” reevaluates the popular Euro-
American understanding of emotions as universal personal states in opposition to
thought and rationality.® In her ethnopsychological study on the Micronesian Ifa-
luk, Catherine Lutz cautions against privileging the private nature of emotions.’
While emotions may be experienced within the boundary of our bodies, emotions
also involve evaluative and behavioral processes embedded in our social world.
She states, “emotion can be viewed as a cultural and interpersonal process of nam-
ing, justifying, and persuading by people in relationship to each other ... serving
complex communicative, moral, and cultural purposes rather than simply as labels
for internal states whose nature or essence is presumed to be universal.”® The way
emotion is viewed and understood is structured by people, and the meaning as-
cribed to an emotion is dependent upon the cultural system of which it is a part.’

Understanding the social significance of emotion is particularly relevant
when translating emotion concepts. Lutz notes that rather than translate what we
assume the other “feels,” we should “translate emotional communications from
one idiom, context, language, or sociohistorical mode of understanding into an-
other.”!® For example, while the Ifaluk emotion song may have broad similarities
with “anger,” among the Ifaluk song evokes a “more vivid and unambiguous
scene of moral transgression on the part of one person and of moral condemnation
of that violation by the person who is song.”!! Song is expressed in a specific
social context in order to negotiate aspects of a social reality by identifying po-
tentially harmful behavior that threatens moral order.'> While translating song as
“anger” may be useful and appropriate in providing the target audience with a

¢ Ethnopsychological approaches to emotion concepts have led to the development of the social
constructionist approach to emotion and emotion behavior, which holds that emotions are determined
to a large extent by cultural factors. For a review of social constructionism, see Claire Armon-Jones,
“The Thesis of Constructionism,” in The Social Construction of Emotions, ed. Rom Harré (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1986), 32—56 and Charles Lindholm, “An Anthropology of Emotion,” in 4 Companion to
Psychological Anthropology: Modernity and Psychocultural Change, ed. Conerly Casey and Robert
Edgerton (Malden: Blackwell, 2005), 30-47.

7 Catherine Lutz, Unnatural Emotions: Everyday Sentiments on a Micronesian Atoll and Their
Challenge Challenges to Western Theory (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988).

8 Lutz, Unnatural Emotions, 5.

% For the cognitive and behavioral aspects of emotions, see also Martha C. Nussbaum, Upheavals
of Thought: The Intelligence of Emotions (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001).

9L utz, Unnatural Emotions, 8.

""" Lutz, Unnatural Emotions, 8.

12 Lutz, Unnatural Emotions, 156-57.
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means of relating to a foreign emotion concept, concluding all interpretive work
here risks oversimplifying and overlooking important social and cultural aspects
of the Ifaluk.

Relevant for our examination of gin 'd is the influence this sociological ap-
proach to emotion has had on examinations of jealousy type emotions and
behaviors. Research conducted by Ralph Hupka on cross-cultural expressions of
jealousy demonstrates that social, economic, and legal values determine the extent
to which a jealousy situation is identified as well as the character and severity of
the jealousy response.'* According to his findings, in its most basic sense jealousy
is some kind of response (emotional, behavioral, cognitive, etc.) triggered by an
event that potentially threatens culturally determined values maintained by a re-
lationship or community; the expression of jealousy in these situations aims to
protect those values.!* Hupka notes, “Although the capacity to experience jeal-
ousy is [genetically] inherited, that capacity is actualized through social
structures.”!® Historical data on the synchronic development of jealousy concepts
support this statement. Peter Stearns traces the changing perceptions of Euro-
American jealousy in the seventeenth to nineteenth centuries, noting that as atti-
tudes towards sex, marriage, and property relationships changed the
understanding of jealousy as being a potentially beneficial expression for rela-
tional unity was abandoned.!® Increasing its reputation as an offensive emotion
was the relatively recent phenomena of using jealousy as a synonym for envy.!”
Meanwhile, jealousy and zeal, despite sharing the same etymological background,

13 Ralph Hupka, “Cultural Determinants of Jealousy,” Alternative Lifestyles 4 (1981): 311. For
example, the cultural values that determine expressions of romantic jealousy involve attitudes towards
pair bonding, property, personal descendants, and sex.

14 Ralph Hupka, “The Motive for the Arousal of Romantic Jealousy,” in The Psychology of Jeal-
ousy, ed. Peter Salovey (New York: Guilford, 1992), 263—-65. However, unlike Hupka, who focuses
solely on romantic jealousy, I would apply this definition to both romantic (e.g., marriage) and non-
romantic (e.g., sibling) relationship scenarios, which we see more clearly with Classical Greek zelos,
Arabic gayrah, and as we will soon discover Biblical Hebrew gin’d. For similar sociological ap-
proaches to jealousy, see Gordon Clanton, “Jealousy and Envy,” in Handbook of the Sociology of
Emotions, ed. Jan E. Stets and Jonathan H. Turner (New York: Springer, 2006), 410—42.

15 Hupka, Motive for the Arousal of Romantic Jealous, 255.

16 Peter Stearns, Jealousy: The Evolution of an Emotion in American History (New York: New
York University Press, 1989), 192.

17 Stearns, Jealousy, 12—13. More precise definitions of envy and jealousy acknowledge that the
two expressions involve responses to different social situations. Envy is experienced when one desires
something another person possesses and may involve feelings of resentment. The motivation of envy
is not to protect a valued relationship or to assert a personal right; it is a negative emotion that aims to
malign. For the distinction between envy and jealousy, see Clanton, Jealousy and Envy, 411,421 and
George M. Foster, “The Anatomy of Envy: A Study in Symbolic Behavior,” Current Anthropology
13 (1972): 167-68; Martin P. East and Fraser N. Watts, “Jealousy and Envy,” in Handbook of Cogni-
tion and Emotion, ed. Tim Dalgleish and Mick J. Power (Chichester: Jon Wily & Son, 1999), 569-88.



Biblical Qin’d as a Social Phenomenon 221

were differentiated. Until the eighteenth century, the two were used interchange-
ably but as attitudes towards jealousy changed, zeal was understood as a more
productive and legitimate emotion concept than jealousy.'® Based on this re-
search, we may conclude that whether or not the emotion concept of jealousy is
perceived as an appropriate or sanctioned expression is dependent upon social and
behavioral norms of a given society.'

If emotions are culturally dependent social phenomena, then it is important
to be aware of the numerous cultural assumptions that are embedded in our un-
derstanding of emotions. There has been a great amount of progress made in
biblical studies concerning the social and behavioral aspects of emotion concepts,
but a comprehensive evaluation of the emotion concept of gin 'd in Biblical He-
brew has yet to be done.?° The understanding of emotions as preeminently cultural
will inform and structure my interpretation of the gin 'd expression in Biblical He-
brew. The point of this approach is not to ignore the internal implications of
emotions, but to avoid prioritizing them. The benefits of this approach are two-
fold. Contextualizing the use of gin 'd in Biblical Hebrew will greatly improve our
current interpretation of this emotion concept, and once a comprehensive under-
standing of the larger social context is obtained, we will also improve our
interpretation of the passages in which this expression is attested.

THE EXPRESSION OF NONDIVINE QIN’4: THE CASE OF GENESIS 26

Considerable attention has been paid to the use of gin'd as a divine or religious
expression that is incited by apostasy, idolatry, or foreign usurpation.?' Clarifying

18 Stearns, Jealousy, 1, 15.

! In many European and American courts in the eighteenth century, jealousy received “institu-
tional legitimization™ for its expression as a legal outlet, implying that jealousy, in certain forms, was
seen as a legitimate response to interlopers (Stearns, Jealously, 16—17). Similarly, sociologist George
Clanton argues that “the recent history of jealousy in the United States reveals that jealousy changes
as society changes” (Clanton, George, “A Sociology of Jealousy,” International Journal of Sociology
and Social Policy 16 [1996]: 172).

20 Studies exploring the social world of biblical emotions include Gary A. Anderson, 4 Time to
Mourn, a Time to Dance: The Expression of Grief and Joy in Israelite Religion (University Park:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1991); Yochanan Muffs, Love and Joy: Law, Language, and
Religion in Ancient Israel (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1992); Robert D. Branson, “The
polyvalent SN’: An Emotional, Performative, and Covenantal Term,” Biblical Research 52 (2007): 5—
15; Ellen von Wolde, “Sentiments as Socially Constructed Emotions: Anger and Love in the Hebrew
Bible,” BibInt 16 (2008): 1-24; Thomas Kazen, Issues of Impurity in Early Judaism (Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 2010); Ari Mermelstein, “Love and Hate at Qumran: The Social Construction of Sec-
tarian Emotion,” DSD 20 (2013): 237-63; T. M. Lemos, “The Apotheosis of Rage: Divine Anger and
the Psychology of Israelite Trauma,” Bibint 23 (2015): 101-21.

21 E.g., Exod 20:5; 34:14; Deut 4:24; 5:9; 6:15; Josh 24:19; Nah 1:2; cf. Num 25:13; 1 Kgs
19:10, 14.
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what it means to be an ‘el ganna’, a god who embodies gin 'd, has occupied bibli-
cal scholarship for more than a hundred years.?? It is through Yahweh’s expression
of gin’d that many understand the obligation of exclusivity in the divine—human
relationship; this religious exclusivity is traditionally viewed as one of the main,
unique features of ancient Israelite religion.?® Due to its significance as a funda-
mental divine attribute, the focus on gin @ in religious contexts is warranted. At
the same time, the paucity of literature on its use in nondivine contexts reveals
that our understanding of the term is incomplete. Studies have demonstrated that
religious knowledge and terminology often derives its meaning from social and/or
legal concepts.?* The tendency to omit discussions of the nondivine use of gin’d
and isolate it from its religious counterparts prevents us from constructing an au-
thentic representation of the expression.

While there are numerous examples of gin 'd as a human expression, one ex-
ample in particular serves as a constructive case study: The expression of gin’d
by the Philistines of Gerar towards Isaac in Gen 26:14. This passage contains fea-
tures that make it exceptionally suitable for analyzing the social context of this
emotion concept and its articulation. These features include information on the
origins of the conflict between two social groups, the motivations of the aggrieved

22 E.g., Kiichler, Der Gedanke des Eifers Jahwes im Alten Testament; Renaud, Je Suis un Dieu
Jaloux; Elliot; Amzallag, “Furnace Remelting as the Expression of YHWH’s Holiness”; Karl H. Bern-
hardt, Gott und Bild: ein Beitrag zur Begriindung und Deutung des Bilderverbotes im Alten Testament
(Berlin: Evang. Verlag—Anst., 1956), 86-96; H. A. Brongers, “Der Eifer des Herrn Zebaoth,” V'T 13
(1963): 269-84; Christoph Dohmen, “‘Eifersiichtiger ist sein Name’ (Ex 34, 14): Ursprung und
Bedeutung der alttestamentlichen Rede von Gottes Eifersucht,” 7Z 46 (1990): 289-304; Brittany Kim,
“Yhwh as Jealous Husband: Abusive Authoritarian or Passionate Protector? A Reexamination of a
Prophetic Image,” in Daughter Zion: Her Portrait, Her Response, ed. Mark Boda, Carol Dempsey,
and LeAnn Snow Flesher (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012), 127-47.

2 See Gerhard von Rad, Theology of the Old Testament, trans. D.M.G. Stalker, 2 vols. (Louis-
ville: John Knox, 2001), 1:208.

24 For example, the studies on expressions of love in Deuteronomy by William Moran, “The
Ancient Near Eastern Background of Love of God in Deuteronomy,” CBQ 25 (1963): 77-87; the
divine marriage metaphor in Hosea by Ehud Ben Zvi, “Observations on the Marital Metaphor of
YHWH and Israel in Its Ancient Israclite Context: General Considerations and Particular Images in
Hosea 1.2,” JSOT 28 (2004): 363—84; the use of sexual and relational metaphors in prophetic works
by Sharon Moughtin-Mumby, Sexual and Marital Metaphors in Hosea, Jeremiah, Isaiah, and Ezekiel
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008); the relationship between treaties and religious covenant by
Dennis J. McCarthy, Treaty and Covenant: A Study in Form in the Ancient Oriental Documents and
in the Old Testament (Rome: Biblical Institute, 1981); and the use of juridical terminology to convey
religious concepts by George E. Wright, “The Lawsuit of God: A Form-Critical Study of Deuteronomy
32,” in Israel’s Prophetic Heritage, ed. Bernhard W. Anderson and Walter Harrelson (New York:
Harper, 1962), 26-67. See also Yitzhaq Feder’s approach to concepts of impurity in ancient Near
Eastern thought in “Defilement, Disgust, and Disease: The Experiential Basis of Hittite and Akkadian
Terms for Impurity,” J40S (2016): 99-116.
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party, the social roles of those involved, and the actions required to resolve the
dispute.?

In the narrative, Isaac comes into conflict with the Philistines three different
times while residing in Gerar as a resident alien (gér). The first involves Isaac
deliberately misrepresenting his wife as his sister to the Philistines. After discov-
ering the truth, Abimelech, king of Gerar, orders the Philistines to refrain from
molesting (ng ‘) the patriarch under pain of death (vv. 10—11). The second conflict
arises after Isaac accumulates more wealth and prosperity than anyone else in the
land. Isaac’s immense success arouses gin '@ among the Philistines, which subse-
quently provokes them to sabotage his wells (vv. 14, 15). The third disagreement
happens shortly after Isaac’s expulsion from Gerar proper. On the fringes of the
royal domain, the shepherds of Gerar enter into a dispute (#7b) with him concern-
ing the proper ownership of the wells he is currently using (vv. 20-22).

The Philistine’s perspective of Isaac and the nature of their relationship is
determined by the patriarch’s social and legal status as a gér in Philistine terri-
tory.2® In the Hebrew Bible, the gér are often portrayed as destitute and poor due
to their lack of kinship relations, and provisions such as tithe and charity are made
to ensure their survival.?’” With these considerations in mind, it would be most
unusual for a gér to become more successful than his neighbors.?® Confirming this
point is a curse in Deut 28:43—44 threatening to privilege the gér with wealth and
prestige over the native residents. The passage claborates on this reversal by stat-
ing, “(The gér) will become the head, while you (the Israelites) will become the
tail” (hii’ yihyeh loro’s wa atta tihyeh lozanab). This suggests that the situation
depicted in Gen 26 would not only have been undesirable for the native residents,
but perhaps even disruptive to their social order. Since the context of the narrative
is set during a period of severe famine (v. 1), Isaac, being legally vulnerable, could

25 This passage has a long history of interpretation with regard to corresponding accounts within
Genesis (12:10-20; 20:1-18 and 21:22-34). For a history of scholarship on the relationship between
these passages, see James K. Hoffmeier, “The Wives’ Tale of Genesis 12, 20 and 26 and the Covenants
at Beer-Sheba,” TynB 43 (1992): 83-87. For whatever reason, gin’d does not occur in the parallel
passage describing Abraham’s conflict with the Philistines (Gen 20:1-18). It is not the intention of
this paper to stake a claim in this debate nor to resolve it, but merely to provide some interpretive
comments on the Gen 26 passage as a whole.

26 For studies focusing on the legal and social aspects of this term, see Christiana van Houten,
The Alien in Israelite Law, JSOTSup 107 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1991); José E. Ramirez
Kidd, Alterity and Identity in Israel: The Gér in the Old Testament, BZAW 283 (New York: de Gruy-
ter, 1999).

2 E.g., Lev 19:10, 33; 23:22; Deut 1:16; 14:29; 24:14, 19-21; 26:12; 27:19.

28 It matters little about whether the historical Philistines had the concept of gér with its social
parameters. Rather, in his literary creation, our Judean author addresses the social context such that
readers expect the Philistines to have a gér—sensitive social understanding. For a similar situation in
which ger laws are applied to an Israelite living in a foreign country, see the narrative of Elimelech’s
sojourn to Moab in the book of Ruth (1:1-3).
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have easily provoked suspicions of wrongdoing with his rapid and disproportion-
ate accumulation of wealth.

The passage implies that the Philistines’ behavior towards Isaac is motivated
by their gin’d against the patriarch (v. 14). It may be tempting to understand the
qin’a expressed here according to notions of petty envy/jealousy and assume that
it primarily represents the malicious, personal sentiments of the Philistines who
resent Isaac’s wealth.?’ However, in light of the previous discussion underscoring
the economic and juridical implications of the passage I would argue that such an
interpretation would misrepresent the broader concerns depicted in the narrative.
The Philistines’ actions against the patriarch are not motivated by simple feelings
of malice, but by the concern that the balance in their community has been dis-
rupted by the rapid accumulation of wealth by a resident alien. In fact, the text
implies by Abimelech’s official expulsion of Isaac after the second dispute (v. 16)
that the Philistine king was similarly concerned. The Philistine reaction is not
considered the kind of harassment against Isaac that would warrant punishment
in the form of execution (v. 11); rather, it is a legitimate reaction to a perceived
threat that requires immediate intervention.

Consider, for example, the use of sané’ by Isaac to characterize the Philistine
behavior towards him during his time as a sojourner in Gerar (v. 27). Rather than
solely viewing this “hatred” as an internal state or sentiment, we should consider
the widely acknowledged social and juridical undertones of the term.>* The ex-
pression represents Isaac’s expectation that the Philistines, by their previous
actions, were actively severing all relational obligations and associations towards
him, thus no longer recognizing him as a legitimate gér in their lands. The con-
tentious nature of this dispute is further emphasized by the use of the root ryb, a
term known to have juridical connotations, to characterize Philistine hostility to-
wards Isaac (vv. 20-21).3! After placing the passage in its proper context and
clarifying the broader concerns of the Philistines, [ would argue that the traditional
interpretation of gin’'d in this passage as envy undermines our understanding of
the motivation of the Philistines in the narrative. The primary concern is not about
Isaac’s wealth provoking feelings of animosity or resentment, but how this seem-
ingly disproportionate share in prosperity by a resident alien impacts the Philistine
community.

I am not suggesting that there is a complete absence of negative feelings to-
wards Isaac. On the contrary, personal reactions like anger or feelings of hostility
are a natural accompaniment when rights or values are threatened. This personal

2 For “envy,” see NASB, NIV, NKJV, NRSV. For “jealousy,” see NET and NLT.

30 The polyvalent character of §ané’ has long been recognized. Although the term may reflect a
personal sentiment, it is also found in contexts where its meaning is primarily juridical in character,
expressing the termination of a social arrangement and of any obligations expected from one party to
another (Branson, “Polyvalent SN’,” 13).

31 E.g., Exod 23:2; Isa 3:13; 50:8; 57:16; Hos 4:4; Prov 25:8; Jer 2:9.
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