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PREFACE TO THE GERMAN EDITION

| am deeply indebted to my honored colleague Prof. Dr. C.
Westermann, Heidelberg, who has also given impetus to the project and
has established contact with the publisher, for the enlistment of a great
portion of the approximately forty contributors to this first volume of the
THAT. That the assembly of the contributors has resulted in two
geographical centers, one in Heidelberg and the other in Switzerland,
should be understood in terms of personal relationships, yet contributions
to the first volume originate from about ten different countries.

| have translated the manuscripts of non-German-speaking authors
and have subjected all articles to revision with a view to formalities and to
the creation of a degree of uniformity. Frequent use has been made of a
stipulated right to alter content as well (in the more significant cases,
following discussions with the author), less in deletions than in additions. A
number of revisions, if sufficiently distinctive thematically or the result of the
needs of the structure of the lexicon as a whole (e.g., the placement of
semantically related words) and consequently not to be taken as criticism
of an author’s contribution, are indicated by means of an asterisk (*) as the
addition of the editor (* beside section numbers or letters indicates the
entire section in question; * after a paragraph indicates only the paragraph
in question). The most substantive interventions were necessary in the first
two major sections; for the verification of statistical details, | alone bear
responsibility. Only the long articles have been submitted to the authors for
proofreading; hence | must bear more than usual responsibility for
oversights and typographical errors.

Particular thanks are due Prof. Dr. Theol. Thomas Willi (Eichberg, St.
Gallen), Prof. Dr. Theol. Gerhard Wehmeier (Dharwar, St. Mysore, India),
and Matthius Suter, who, as the editor’s assistants from the end of 1968
on, have undertaken the troublesome task of checking references and
citations, as well as finally of proofreading.

Basel, April 1971, Ernst Jenni



PREFACE TO THE ENGLISH EDITION

A. History of the Volumes

The Theologisches Handwdrterbuch zum Alten Testament, edited by
Ernst Jenni with assistance from Claus Westermann (Munich: Chr. Kaiser;
Zurich: Theologischer Verlag) has displayed the longevity of an
incomparable reference work. It was originally published as two volumes in
the 1970s (volume 1, “alep-mem, in 1971; volume 2, nun-taw, in 1976) and
was reissued in 1984. A Spanish translation by J. Antonio Mugica
appeared in 1978 (Diccionario teologico manual del Antiguo Testamento,
Madrid: Ediciones Cristiandad). This present three-volume translation
makes accessible for the first time in English a wealth of theological insight
that, as the introduction to the German edition promises, “intends to offer a
reliable aid for the academic study of the Old Testament but also for the
church’s teaching and preaching.”

B. Features of the Translation

The publisher has sought to make this an easily accessible and
valuable resource for students of any level. Toward this end, the entries
have been comprehensively updated to reflect new editions and English
translations of the bibliographic references. Furthermore, all Hebrew and
Aramaic words have been fully transliterated into English forms. For ready
reference, a new feature has been added: a resource list has been
included with each new entry. This list keys the terms in the main entries
(and all cross-referenced words) to the corresponding page locations in
The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon (BDB), the
Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament (TDOT), and the English
edition of Koehler and Baumgartner’'s Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the
Old Testament (HALOT), and to the word numbers in Strong’s Exhaustive
Concordance of the Bible (S), the Theological Wordbook of the Old
Testament (TWOT), and the New International Dictionary of Old
Testament Theology and Exegesis (NIDOTTE). The English translations of
TDOT and HALOT were not complete upon publication: in these cases,
where the English resources ended, we have cited the original German
volumes (ThWAT and HAL, respectively). Some of these lexical aids will
be useful to the scholar, some to the student and pastor, and some to the
layperson.

This English edition has modified the German Einleitung in four
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places. (1) Section D, “Explanation of the Hebrew Transliteration,”
represents the conventions we have adopted here, which are those
generally used among English-speaking scholars. (2) Section E,
“Concordance of Divergent Versification,” compares references in the
Hebrew text tradition (MT) and in standard English translations (e.g.,
NRSV). (3) Section F, which contained Jenni’s concluding remarks at the
publication of the first volume, has been removed from the introduction and
retitled “Preface to the German Edition.” (4) Because the English edition
comprises three volumes, we have relocated the original Vorwort to the
second volume to immediately following the foreword to the German edition
(p. xii).

The content of these volumes has been altered very little from the
German original. In general, the updating of the bibliographic entries
extends only to revised editions and English translations. Some exceptions
occur. For example, Ugaritic texts are cited according to Die
keilalphabetischen Texte aus Ugarit (KTU), which appeared too late to be
used by the authors of the original edition. In rare cases, the translator has
explained nuances and semantic ranges using English analogues rather
than strict translations of the original German examples. Direct quotations
have also been translated, even when no English-language edition exists.
References to Qumran literature have occasionally been modified to
indicate that the author worked only with material that was available at the
original publication, and some concordance additions have been added to
supplement K. G. Kuhn’'s Konkordanz zu den Qumrantexten. We have
differed from the German in not setting transliterated proper names with an
initial uppercase character.

The translator and the publisher of the English edition have not
updated the text to reflect recent discussion. This approach was intentional,
since the individual entries are, in effect, lexical essays. They represent
clear methodological approaches and interact with the bibliography cited.
To update the discussion, which the bibliography reflects, would be to
misrepresent the efforts and viewpoints of the contributing scholars. The
reader should pursue further inquiry with the tools cited in the resource key,
some of which contain subsequent scholarly discussion.

The statistical tables and indexes in the final volume closely
reproduce the German originals. The reader should note the following
changes. (1) The English edition includes a Scripture index. (2) The English
word index is based on the definitions used in the main headings. (3) In the
place of separate Hebrew and Aramaic indexes, we have provided one
index that alphabetizes the main entries and includes an alphabetical list of
the derivatives discussed under each main entry, and a second index that
fully alphabetizes all significant words discussed and keys these words to

Strong’s numbers.
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The publisher is confident that the individual studies in the
Theological Lexicon of the Old Testament remain fundamental to biblical
scholars, theologians, pastors, and laypersons. Their careful attention to
the history and context of the biblical text has not been superseded, and
their theological insights will remain significant to anyone interested in
either historical or constructive theology. The rigor of their search for
meaning within the historical and linguistic contexts of particular passages
stands as an example to another generation of scholars and students.



FOREWORD TO THE GERMAN EDITION

A. Volume 1

This is the first volume of a lexicon that intends to offer a reliable aid
for the academic study of the OT but also for the church’s teaching and
preaching. The contributor’s concern has been to set the treatment of the
meaning and usage of individual vocabulary entries on the broadest
possible methodological basis. In recent decades the consensus in OT
research has become to avoid all methodological limitations in questions
concerning the meaning of a word (particularly concerning the theological
meaning); only the determined application of as many different approaches
as possible can lead to a convincing result. These limitations include
attempts to explain a word on the basis of grammatical-philological
viewpoints alone, to derive the full richness of a word from a postulated
basic meaning in every case, and to reconstruct a linear history of a
concept that leaves no room for the parallel existence of differentiated
categories of usage. Finally, a mechanical differentiation between profane
and religious usages, wherein eo ipso the profane usage is frequently seen
as the older, should also be regarded as restrictive.

In contrast to all such linear explanations, this lexicon strives to
attribute absolute authority to no individual method of linguistic research.
Rather, in accordance with the current status of OT studies and of general
linguistics, it seeks to establish and maintain as broad an approach as
possible.

In contrast to previous OT lexicons, the results of a plethora of form-
critical and tradition-critical investigations in particular are incorporated
here. In many cases a substantial correction in the objective groupings as
well as in the temporal stratification of word usages is required. On the one
hand, it is now possible to assess with certainty the context against which a
given verb or noun should be exegeted by means of firm and unequivocal
categorization of a particular usage of a verb or a noun, perhaps to a
particular legal form, to a prophetic speech form, to a psalm genre, or to a
particular narrative or report tradition. On the other hand, one is much less
likely to speak of “early” and “late” usages of a particular word; and,
confronted with a strongly divergent word usage, one is as likely to think of
parallel as of subsequent developments.

An essential result of recent linguistics merits particular attention: that
the basic unit of speech communication is not the word but the sentence.
This result corresponds with those of form criticism and tradition criticism.
In contrast to literary-critical methods of research for which the usage of an
isolated word can be decisive for the determination of the temporal
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stratification, it has become ever more apparent in recent research that
only the sentence, or a construct of several sentences, characterizes a
tradition. This observation has one essential consequence for the treatment
of the content of a word: the categorization of the occurrences of a word
must result from the sentences in which they occur and from their function
in the larger context.

The work of the lexicon is affected by a further important correction
offered by so-called semantic-field research, whose usefulness for the
determination of the meanings of words that seem very closely related or
synonymous, as well as for the translation into other languages where the
semantic fields are often structured otherwise, can only be alluded to here.

In conclusion attention must be called to the fact that the powerful
expansion of the corpus of texts in Semitic languages, advances in
research in Hebrew grammar and syntax, the differentiation and refinement
of philological methods, and the many new efforts in general linguistics
have truly not made the preparation of an OT lexicon easier, even if they
have made possible many advances. One must admit that in many cases
uncertainties remain with regard to the determination of the general as well
as the theological usage of a Hebrew word. The main emphasis of this
lexicon lies in an awareness of continuing difficulties with regard to the
careful evaluation of the function of a Hebrew word in a given context. At
this point the work of the lexicon spills over into the work of the exegesis
that the lexicon seeks to serve.

Basel and Heidelberg, April 1971, E. Jenni and C. Westermann
B. Volume 2

Four years after the appearance of the first volume, work on THAT
can now be concluded. The preparation of the second volume followed the
same principles elucidated in the first volume. The number of contributors
has risen to a total of fifty. | thank them all, from those who submitted early
contributions to those who stepped into the breach at the end, for their
efforts and patience, and especially Prof. Dr. C. Westermann, who once
again willingly assisted through word and deed. The Rev. Mr. Matthias
Suter (Lauterbrunnen, Canton Bern) and the Rev. Mr. Thomas Hartmann
(Basel) deserve thanks for their assistance with the task of proofreading
and editing. Furthermore, Mr. Hartmann produced the index of German
words.

Because typesetting required more than two years, all articles were
not able to take account of the most recent literature. This delay did permit
me, however, to expand the statistical appendix to its current scope. We

were more concerned with the practical usefulness of the indices of
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Hebrew and German words than with concordancelike thoroughness. For
the same reason, we chose, after careful consideration, to forego additional
word, topic, and passage indices, which would have necessarily been
capricious in choice of material to be indexed or useful only for specialists.
In contrast, the index of authors, which includes all but the most common
reference works, will be helpful for bibliographical work.

Basel, November 1975, Ernst Jenni



INTRODUCTION

A. Goal of the Lexicon

Relatively good OT lexicons have been available to the Hebraist for
some time: GB, BDB, KBL, Zorrel, and more recently HAL and HALOT
merit mention as those used most often. Nevertheless, these lexicons, with
their conventional arrangement as lists of possible German and English
translations of a Hebrew word (some with thorough etymological
introductions, which are, however, useful only to the specialist) without
explication and discussion of the problems in complete sentences,
undeniably cannot provide information concerning the use and life of OT
words corresponding to the state of current knowledge, if only for reasons
of space. In addition, alongside traditional philological inquiry, semantics
and form- and tradition-critical methods have gained significance in recent
years; their results and approaches are rarely dealt with adequately in the
normal scope of a lexicon. It is increasingly difficult, particularly with respect
to theologically significant words, to take into account the work undertaken
by international OT studies in the area of linguistic research. Consequently,
the attempt to create a specialized lexicon certainly reflects a need, as
formulated in the guidelines for contributors to TLOT as a result of project
planning in the course of the year 1966, to “present, as a supplement to
extant Hebrew lexicons and on a strict linguistic basis with particular
attention to semantics and form- and tradition-critical methodology, the
theologically relevant words of the OT with a view to their usage, their
history, and their significance for OT theology in the most concise and
complete manner and with reference to the extant literature.”

That the result corresponds in every respect to the envisioned ideal
should certainly not be maintained. But it will serve the necessary clarity
when it will have been said from the outset what has not been the aim of
TLOT:

1. Although the index in the third volume indicates that a significant
portion of OT vocabulary has been treated, TLOT cannot replace the
extant lexicons, if only because of the selection of the words to be treated.
Rather it supplements these lexicons. Even with respect to the roots and
words treated, the rich lexical, grammatical, text-critical, and bibliographical
citations of, for example, HAL have been far from exhaustively treated.

2. With a complete openness for new developments in linguistics (cf.
e.g., the inclusive treatment in the Encyclopedie de la Pléiade: Le langage,
ed. A. Martinet [1968], or the more specialized introduction of O.
Reichmann, Deutsche Wortforschung [1969]) and in exegesis (cf. among
others K. Koch, The Growth of the Biblical Tradition: The Form-Ciritical
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Method [1969]), the task of such a community effort cannot be the uniform
application of a particular theory and method in order to create something
revolutionarily new. Most OT scholars are not linguists, nor is there to this
point a unified linguistic and exegetical method upon which one could
establish contributors from various backgrounds. The specialist will likely
also be able implicitly to translate into precise terminology many careless
expressions found here and there (“basic meaning,” “semantic field,” etc.).
To one person form criticism or some other viewpoint may seem
overemphasized; to another it may seem underemphasized. Here also the
editors could not, and would not, reduce everything to a common
denominator.

3. Although theological usages stand at the center of interest, TLOT
cannot be concerned with a presentation of OT theology arranged
according to lexical entries. Without considering that the contributors to this
lexicon may in no way be assigned to a particular theological school or
movement, and that the editors also have intruded least with respect to
theological issues, it is not possible on the basis of word study alone to
construct a theology (cf. J. Barr, Semantics of Biblical Language [1961]).
TLOT starts with words and their usage, which certainly can also lead to
explicitly theological concepts, but not with theological ideas and concepts
as such (“omnipotence,” “sin,” “monotheism,” etc.), which serve as the
building blocks of a system. Although the difference between word meaning
and intended referent is frequently effaced, especially with respect to
abstract concepts (cf. here also the remarks of H. H. Schmid, Gerechtigkeit
als Weltordnung [1968], 4ff., concerning the Hebrew language and the
Israelite understanding of reality), and semantics can also be rightly
supplemented by the onomasiological approach, TLOT remains, true to its
intention, a lexicon. It does not replace a theological encyclopedia, which
would treat “sin in the OT,” “OT anthropology,” “Israelite covenant ideas,”
etc., and certainly not a complete representation of OT theology, for which
it constitutes only an aid.

4. The envisioned readers and users of this specialized lexicon are
primarily theologians and pastors with a minimal knowledge of Hebrew and
OT studies. Nevertheless, the lexicon has still been made as accessible as
possible to non-Hebraists by means of regular translation of Hebrew words
and texts, by means of the transliteration of the Hebrew script, and by
means of the index. Indeed, TLOT has striven thereby to assemble an
overview of the knowledge offered by specialists in widely scattered
publications, and to make it more readily available to a larger audience,
and it is to be hoped that this work will bear fruit for understanding the OT
and for preaching it. At the same time one must recognize definite limits of
the lexicon: It ought not to relieve the pastor from the exegesis of the text,

nor, for that matter, its translation into today’s language. Instead, it remains
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here, too, simply an aid to exegesis.

B. Arrangement of the Lexicon

With respect to the selection of the “theologically relevant words,” one
may not entirely avoid subjective criteria. One cannot precisely distinguish
“theological usage” from a “general” or “profane usage.” On the whole, the
widest possible conception of *“theological usage” seemed to be
appropriate: an evaluation not only of texts with verbs having God as
subject or object, or with nouns that refer to God; instead, if possible, of
every case in which something of the interchange between God and his
people or between God and humans comes to expression. It is precisely
then, however, that it is impossible to avoid situations in which in one
person’s view all sorts of things have been overlooked while to another the
scope seems rather to be too widely conceived.

On the one hand, in order to document the distinction from Bible
dictionaries or handbooks, individual articles have also dealt with other
parts of speech in addition to the mass of nouns and verbs, such as
pronouns (»>ni “l,” > kol “all’), adverbs (» “ilay “perhaps,” > ‘ayyeh
“‘where?” > matay “when?”), prepositions (> 4m “with”), and even
interjections (» *hah “ah,” > hoy “woe,” > hinnéh “behold”).

On the other hand, a series of words that one would perhaps expect
here have not been treated in individual articles. The same is also true of a
few frequently occurring substantives (har “mountain,” mayim “water”) or
verbs (ysb “to sit, dwell,” ktb “to write”), as well as many institutions, in
particular many cultic institutions, concerning which one can refer to Bible
dictionaries. TLOT has consciously not been planned as a reference work
for comparative religion or archaeology, because the latter would shift the
major emphasis (similar to that of a theological dictionary) too heavily from
the semantic function of words to the description of the referent and its
history. Thus those who seek archaeological or religio-historical information
concerning the sanctuary, sacrifice, or the priesthood will not find this
information here in the guise of a word study of *ron “ark,” zbh *“to
slaughter, offer,” or kohén “priest.” Such words have been excluded here,
as have been words such as “2z6b *“hyssop,” “pod “ephod,” “%i’él
“sacrificial altar hearth,” bama *“high place,” etc., with a few exceptions,
because otherwise the scope of a concise theological lexicon would have
been too greatly expanded.

The same is true also for personal names, which, with the exception
of the designations of God, Yahweh, and Shaddai, and the names Zion and
Israel, which had become religious honorifics, have not been treated in
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their own articles. It is certainly true that Abraham and the Abraham
tradition, David and the David tradition, Jerusalem, and indeed also
Canaan and Babel are theologically relevant concepts; but they may not be
incorporated in the scope of a semantically oriented lexicon.

One should note that numerous words not treated individually are
discussed in the context of other words, as synonyms, antonyms, or as
words that belong in some other manner to the semantic field of the word
under scrutiny. Thus, for example, har “mountain” in theological contexts
may be treated under siyyon “Zion,” mayim “water” and yam “sea” in their
mythical meanings under ¢%hém “deep,” ysb “to sit, dwell” under skn “to
dwell.” In the case of a few frequently occurring words, a reference to the
corresponding article in which the word is treated has been set in the
alphabetical sequence of main entries; in many other cases the index at the
end of the second volume facilitates location.

One could conceive of various possibilities for the arrangement of the
words treated. First, it would have seemed appealing to proceed according
to a content-oriented ordering principle. Both theoretical and, above all,
practical grounds have influenced us to hold to a formal alphabetical
ordering principle and to treat the necessary content relationships in the
presentation itself and by means of cross references. Thus, as seems
appropriate for a Semitic language, words of the same root are treated
together in a single article, which naturally does not mean that the semantic
autonomy of the words must be sacrificed to a “root fallacy” (cf. Barr, op.
cit. 100ff.) or that their meaning must be subjugated to etymology. Such
distortions are admittedly not automatically excluded even from strictly
alphabetical arrangements of individual words; but the varied treatments of
nominal forms and the verb stems of the same root in the extant lexicons,
in which sedeq and s‘daga are considered distinct lemmata but siddég and
hisdig are not, are also not above criticism. Here again practical
considerations of presentation have been determinative over against purely
theoretical principles. Hence one must permit some freedom and elasticity
in the arrangement of the individual articles (cf. e.g., > ’bh, where ‘ebyon
would have been treated as an independent word, and > °mn, where the
most significant derivatives receive separate treatment in subarticles in the
major sections 3-4).

Finally, the scope that one allows the individual articles presents an
additional subjective format issue. As one might expect, the original division
into short, normal, long, and extralong articles has been disturbed in the
practical execution. Many terms could certainly have been treated more
concisely and others more extensively. Still, differences in diction do not
likely surpass that which can be expected in such a community effort. For
the most part, thanks to the discipline of the contributors, the danger known
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to every editor that the contributions may evolve into self-contained studies
has been successfully avoided.

C. Arrangement of the Articles

In distinction from normal lexicons, every article here is a summary of
the results of word studies and hence should offer, as much as possible,
statements in complete sentences, in concise and short lexicon style.
Instead of subheadings and a footnote apparatus, the enumeration of
sections and the division into normal and small print stand as the most
significant arrangement techniques; parentheses are used rather frequently
for secondary issues, citations, bibliographical references, and so forth.

The article heading offers a single Hebrew entry, most often a
(verbal) root or a primary substantive, in special cases even the most
significant representative of the word group in question (e.g., » 0rd ), in
addition to the primary meaning in English translation. Because the
heading functions at the same time as a column title, it must be kept short.
It serves only the practical goal of identifying the article and cannot
foreshadow its content. For the roots > 2%ar and > ’mn, which have no
representative gal usage and which have numerous equally plausible
though semantically divergent derivations, brief approximations of the roots’
meanings have been chosen (“after,” “firm, certain”). The article itself
normally exhibits five set sections, of which the third and the fourth are the
most expansive. The enumeration of the major sections occurs by means
of arabic numbers, and in some longer articles by means of roman
numerals. The hierarchy of the section symbols is as follows: I.Il. ... 1.2. ..
(@ ()...()(2)...;confusion concerning the arabic numbers that mark
both subsections of the five major sections (which are, as well, indicated by
roman numerals) and, normally, the five major sections of an article
certainly need not be feared.

With respect to the standard major sections one should note the
following:

1. Root and Derivation. The first major section is intended to
communicate essential information concerning the root. In addition, it lists
the derivatives that the article in question treats, often with information
concerning the type of derivation (function of the verb stem, noun-formation
class, etc.), if conclusions concerning the meaning can be drawn from this
information (cf. D. Michel, Archiv fir Begriffsgeschichte 12 [1968]: 32ff.).
This function of the first major section as a table of contents presenting the
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word groups to be treated—not as an overevaluation of etymology for the
determination of the contemporary meaning of the words in the OT—
motivates the placement at the beginning of the article (not at the end, as
modern lexicography often emphatically recommends) of materials
concerning occurrences of the root in other Semitic languages,
considerations of the common “basic meaning” (Grundbedeutung) of the
word groups, and any other information concerning etymology. Many cases
call attention, then, to the limitations of the etymological methods in vogue
especially among theologians and issue a warning against speculation.
Besides, OT specialists are indeed interested in the distribution of a word
group in the other Semitic languages, perhaps also their representation by
other roots in particular spheres. Understandably, one can give little weight
to the completeness of the information, in distinction from an etymological
lexicon. For the most part only the Semitic languages that, in relation to the
OT, are older or contemporary—Akkadian, Ugaritic, Phoenician-Punic, and
older Aramaic—could receive particular attention.

2. Statistics. A second, likewise relatively short, section gives
statistical details concerning the occurrences of a word in the OT and in its
individual portions, in some cases in the form of a table. In addition to the
pure inventory, particulars of the distribution can be emphasized here. In
recent linguistics, statistical analyses are also beginning slowly to achieve
their place; if—as is the case with all statistics—all sorts of misuse can also
be made of them, it seems nevertheless proper to prepare a reliable basis
for the statistical study of OT vocabulary, because, in contrast to the
situation in NT studies (R. Morgenthaler, Statistik des neutestamentlichen
Wortschatzes [1958]), little of substance is yet available.

As is the case with all statistics, the first commandment here, too, is
the careful description of the corpus to be counted. The figures in TLOT
are based on the Masoretic text of Biblia Hebraica 3 (without emendation)
and count every occurrence of a given word in its different grammatical
forms as a unit. For example, according to this principle, the infinitive
absolute with a finite verb counts as (a bipartite) two occurrences. The
different thought units or verses that contain the word (in each case in
multiples) are not counted, therefore, but each individual occurrence of the
word. Although small errors or approximations are practically meaningless
for the value of the conclusions that one may draw from the numbers,
attention has been paid to the greatest possible exactness in these figures.
Consequently, the two independent and differently arranged concordances
of Mandelkern (including the appendices by S. Herner) and Lisowsky were
individually tabulated according to biblical books and the results, when
different, evaluated by collation. Whenever the choice was to be made
between different grammatical interpretations and parsings, the choice, as

far as necessary, has been briefly noted, because a statistic is verifiable
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only for a precisely defined corpus. The corrections for Lisowsky’s
concordance that have resulted as by-products have arisen in this manner
and are certainly not intended as criticism of the great contribution that this
work represents. Wherever the literature offers divergent statistical
citations, the reason often lies in a different method of counting that can be
in itself as justified as the one used here, presuming that it is recognizable
and consistently carried out.

The value of the statistics would naturally be significantly greater for
the history of language if they could have been ordered not mechanically
according to biblical books but according to the time of the composition of
individual literary complexes. But because the literary analysis and dating
of many texts is disputed or impossible, this avenue for word statistics
could not be traveled except in a few cases. Even the regular special
treatment, say, of Deutero-Isaiah (and Trito-Isaiah?), could already have
greatly complicated the undertaking. For the individual case such
refinements may be acquired, indeed at any time, without too great
difficulty.

In order to be able to measure the relative frequency of a word in a
particular biblical book, whether statistically significant or not, a comparison
table of the total inventory of the individual biblical books is required. The
following table of the scope of the books of the OT in (approximated) parts-
per-thousand serves as a preliminary aid (based on the statistical material
in vol. 3):

Gen 68 Isa 55 Psa 64

Exod55 Jer 71 Job 27

Lev 39 Ezek61 Prov 23

Num 54 Hos 8 Ruth 4

Deut 47 Joel 3 Song Sol 4

Pentateuch263 Amos7 Eccl 10
Obad1l Lam 5

Josh 33 Jonah 2 Esth 10

Judg 32 Mic 5 Dan 20

1 Sam 43 Nah 2 Ezra 12

2 Sam 36 Hab 2 Neh 17

1 Kgs43 Zeph 3 1 Chron 35

2Kgs40 Hag 2 2 Chron 44

Josh-2 Kgs 227 Zech 10  Writings 275
Mal 3

Gen-2 Kgs490 Prophets 235 OT 1000

(Aram. 16: Dan 12 of 20, Ezra 4 of 12).
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3. Meaning and History of Meaning. In the third major section the
presentation follows the general usage of the word or word group in the
OT. The scope is limited to the books of the Hebrew canon; the portions of
the book of Sirach extant in Hebrew are also included occasionally,
although not regularly. Postbiblical Hebrew and the intertestamental
literature extant only in Greek translation have not been taken into account;
the concluding portion of the article may touch on the more significant
points.

Great freedom has been allowed the authors in presentation. The
arrangement can be undertaken according to semasiological (main
meaning, expansions, metaphorical usages, etc.), grammatical-syntactical
(sg./pl., various constructions of the verbs, etc.), or historical criteria. As a
rule, details— omitted for the most part from lexicons to conserve space—
concerning series, word fields, antonyms, distinctions with respect to near-
synonyms, reasons for changes in meaning, and meanings that do not
occur in the OT are also taken into account here. In contrast, sociological
or exegetical excurses that transcend word studies are avoided as much as
possible. If necessary, references to the literature (handbooks,
commentaries, monographs) suffice on these issues.

Because a regular bibliographical section seems to offer no
necessary advantage, references have been introduced at the appropriate
juncture, in some cases also in the form of a short overview of the history of
research. With respect to controversial theses, the contrary position should
be at least briefly mentioned; even though streamlined, the articles should
provide objective orientation concerning the current state of discussion.

4. Theological Usage. With the background of the more universal
third section, the more specific theological usage can then be presented. A
strict distinction between “profane” and “theological” is possible with
respect to the meaning of the word only in a few cases. But on the basis of
form-critical and tradition-critical investigation one can often clarify some
gradation in the use of various words—of unequal significance—in
theologically more-or-less relevant contexts. The appearance that sharp
boundaries may always be drawn everywhere is not intended: as a rule the
third section offers general overviews (with the exclusion of particular
theological usages). Special problems of a theological nature are treated in
the fourth section. Sections three and four may also be combined (e.g., >
tm’); a few articles simply treat two different words or word groups in
separate sections (» *bh, > “hr).

The arrangement of the fourth section has also been loosely
regulated. One finds here semasiological, historical, and theological criteria
according to the free discretion of the author.

Of the extrabiblical comparative material, application is naturally
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made almost exclusively only of the texts, older or contemporary to the OT,
in Akkadian, Northwest Semitic, and sometimes Egyptian; regular sections
dealing with the usage of equivalent words from Mesopotamia to Egypt or
religio-historical excurses have been omitted in order not to violate the
scope of the lexicon, but also considering the given possibilities.

5. Postbiblical Usage. The conclusion concisely treats whether and
where the history of the theological usage continues into early Judaism and
into the NT or early Christianity. Concise references to the literature must
usually suffice here. Citations of the most important Greek equivalents of
the Hebrew words in the Septuagint and the NT are generally correlated by
means of references to the corresponding articles in Theological Dictionary
of the New Testament (TDNT). On the whole, as is the case with other
marginal areas, exhaustive statements are not possible here either. No all-
encompassing biblical-theological summa is offered here; instead, only a
concise reference to the necessary point of connection to the neighboring
discipline is given for theologians.

D. Explanation of the Hebrew Transliteration

Except for article headings and in the few places where Masoretic
details are described, this lexicon does not use the Hebrew characters—to
the discomfort of many Hebraists, who miss the familiar script and who are
not accustomed to transliteration. A glance at contemporary academic
publications indicates that the use of transliteration is becoming
increasingly popular; although it fails to be sufficient in more precise
application for every justified requirement, it is better than the technical
compromise of using only the unvocalized Hebrew characters.

Consonants Vowels
N (Calep) ’ . (patah) a
ul (bet) b . (furtive patah) a
A (gimel) g . (qames) a
T (dalet) d n. (final gameshe) 4
i (he) h (segol) e
1 (waw)w (sére) é
7 (zayin) z v (seréyod) €
m (het) h . (short hireq) [
i (tet) t , (long Aireq) i
) (yvod) y >, (hireqyod) i
>, 7 (kap) k . (games hatip) o
5 (lamed) 1 ' (holem) o
B, 2 (mem) m i (full holem) 6
3,1 (nun) n . (short gibbis) u
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e (samek) s (long gibbiis) a
b (‘ayin) ¢ 1 (Sidreq) 7]

29 (e) p .  (hateppatah)*

5,7 (sade)s _ (hatép games) )
P (qop) q . (hateps<gol) e

7 (res) r . (vocal s'wa4) e
v ($in) §

v (sin) S

n (taw) t

The system of transliteration used here should be understood as a practical aid
for the realization of Masoretic Hebrew according to the common tradition of
pronunciation in modern universities. It is not meant to reproduce an exact
transliteration of all the details of Tiberian orthography; it serves neither purely
phonemic goals nor the attempt to reach behind the common grammatical traditions to
linguistically more adequate forms. The following explanation of details is primarily
for the nonspecialist; the necessary practical decisions encountered in the publication
of the lexicon, including printing possibilities, claim no absolute normativity.

Concerning the pronunciation of the consonants (for the details, cf. the
grammars, e.g., Meyer 1:41ff.) it should be noted that > and ¢ are conventionally
pronounced as firm pre-vocalics (as in the English theatre), z as a
vocalized sibilant (like French z ), 42 like German ch (as in ach ), s like
English ¢s, s like s, 5 like English sh. Transliteration does not reflect the
difference in the pronunciation of the so-called begadkephat letters, b, g, d,
k, p, and t, pronounced after vowels not as stops but as fricatives. The
widely practiced pronunciation of the b after vowels as v, of the k after
vowels as (German) ch, and of the p after vowels as f need not be
represented in transliteration.

The consonants he, waw, and yod, used to indicate long vowels
(vowel letters, matres lectionis ), are transliterated as a circumflex over the
vowel (i.e., 4, é 1, 6, 4 ); they are also taken into account when a
transliteration reproduces an unpointed text (extrabiblical inscriptions,
Qumran texts, Kethib, etc.) and for the purposes of alphabetization. It
should be noted that here the present edition has followed standard English
academic usage and so differs from the original German, which indicated
). The German system offered greater consistency, providing a single form
for words that exhibit variations or historical changes in spelling (e.g., “otot
and ‘otot, tobi and robad); but the present system provides a more exact
correspondence with the Hebrew of the MT, which the reader can easily
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reconstruct from the transliteration.

A final h represents (1) a consonantal he in a nominal form, (2) a
weak third radical (Il w/y ) in the standard dictionary form (3d masc. sg. pf.)
of a verb, or (3) the fem. sg. poss. ending (malkah, “her king”; compare the
fem. ending -4 in malka, “queen”).

Verb transliterations in article headings in this lexicon represent only
unvocalized root consonants (e.qg., ’bd, ’bh, ’bl, to be pronounced “abad,
’abah, “abal, with the accent on the second syllable; in other cases with a
long é instead of a in the second syllable [e.q., Aps = hapés, see also thr,
yr’, kbd, Ibs ]). An exception is that verbs with a long middle vowel are
vocalized (inf. cs. bo°, bin, giir ). The only case in these volumes in which h
as a weak third radical might be confused with h as a real root consonant
is gbh (= gabah ). The text itself, however, calls attention to the proper
pronunciation.

The present edition always transliterates quiescent “alep (using >;
e.g., 1o0°, “not,” ha’, “he,” ro’s, “head,” Aram. malka’, “the king”).

In Hebrew, stress falls regularly on the final syllable, but readers
should note that the present edition generally does not indicate accents,
even for exceptions to this rule, such as segholate nouns. However, if
stress is relevant to a particular linguistic point, the discussion may retain
the accent.

Proper names are not transliterated with capital letters.

For the transliteration of related Semitic languages, one should
consult the pertinent grammars and dictionaries; for example, the
transliteration of Akkadian follows von Soden (in GAG and AHw ) or CAD,
and that of Ugaritic follows Gordon (in UT; it should be noted here that a, i,
and u indicate not vowels but the variously vocalized consonantal °).
Egyptian transliteration follows A. Gardiner (Egyptian Grammar, 3d ed.
[London: Oxford University Press, 1957], p. 18).

Greek transliterations are according to the following table:

o = a & = X

B = b O = o0

Y = g no= Y

Yy = n(beforey, k., &%) p = r

6 = d p = th

€ = e 0,C = S

C =z T =t

n = e v = y

0 = th v = u (in diphthongs: au, eu, ou, ui)
! = i ¢ = ph
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I

E. Concordance of Divergent Versification

h (with vowel or diphthong)

TLOT follows the chapter and verse enumeration of the Hebrew Bible,
which does not always agree with that of the Septuagint, Vulgate, and other
translations. In order to facilitate the location of passages for users of the
popular New Revised Standard Version (1989), the differences are
compiled here in a table. (Other popular English translations, such as the
Catholic NAB and the Jewish JPSV, follow the versification of the Hebrew

Bible.)

Hebrew Bible
Gen 32:1 Gen
32:2-33
Exod 7:26-29
8:1-28
21:37
22:1-30
Lev 5:20-26
Num 17:1-15
17:16-28
25:19
30:1
Num 30:2-17
Deut 13:1 Deut
13:2-19
23:1
23:2-26
28:69
29:1-28
1 Sam 21:1
21:2-16
24:1
24:2-23
2 Sam 19:1
19:2-44

NRSV
31:55
32:1-32
Exod 8:1-4
8:5-32
22:1
22:2-31
Lev 6:1-7
Num 16:36-50
17:1-13
26:1 (first clause)
29:40
Num 30:1-16
12:32
13:1-18
22:30
23:1-25
29:1
29:2-29
1 Sam 20:42 (last clause)
21:1-15
23:29
24:1-22
2 Sam 18:33
19:1-43
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1Kgs5:1-14 1 Kgs4:21-34

5:15-32 5:1-18

18:34 (first half) 18:33 (last half)

20:3 (first half) 20:2 (last half)

22:21 (last clause) 22:22 (first clause)

22:44 22:43 (last half)

22:45-54 22:44-53
2 Kgsl2:1 2 Kgsll:21

12:2-22 12:1-21
Isa 8:23 Isa 9:1

9:1-20 9:2-21

63:19a 63:19

63:19b 64:1

64:1-11 64:2-12
Jer 8:23 Jer 91

9:1-25 9:2-26
Ezek 21:1-5 Ezek 20:45-49

21:6-37 21:1-32
Hos 2:1-2Hos 1:10-11

2:3-25 2:1-23

12:1 11:12

12:2-15 12:1-14

14:1 13:16

14:2-10 14:1-9
Joel 3:1-5Joel 2:28-32

4:1-21 3:1-21
Jonah 2:1 Jonah 1:17

2:2-11 2:1-10
Mic 4:14 Mic 5:1

5:1-14 5:2-15
Nah 2:1 Nah 1:15

2:2-14 2:1-13
Zech 2:1-4Zech 1:18-21

2:5-17 2:1-13

Mal 3:19-24 Mal 4:1-6
Psa 3:1 Psa 3:title
Psa 3:2-9Psa 3:1-8

4:1 4:title
4:2-9 4:1-8
5:1 5:title
5:2-13 5:1-12
6:1 6:title

6:2-11 6:1-10



71 7 title

7:2-18 7:1-17

8:1 8:title

8:2-10 8:1-9

9:1 O:title

9:2-21 9:1-20

11:1 (first clause) 11:title
12:1 12:title

12:2-9 12:1-8

13:1 13:title

13:2-6 13:1-5

13:6 (last half) 13:6
14:1 (first clause) 14:title
15:1 (first clause) 15:title
16:1 (first clause) 16:title

17:1 (first clause) 17:title
18:1-2 (first clause)  18:title

18:2-51 18:1-50
19:1 19:title

19:2-15 19:1-14
20:1 20:title

20:2-10 20:1-9

21:1 21:title

21:2-14 21:1-13
22:1 22:title

22:2-32 22:1-31
23:1 (first clause) 23:title
24-28:1 (first clause) 24-28:title
29:1 (first clause) 29:title
30:1 30:title

30:2-13 30:1-12
31:1 31:title

31:2-25 31:1-24
32:1 (first clause) 32:title
34:1 34:title

34:2-23 34:1-22
35:1 (first word) 35:title
36:1 36:title

36:2-13 36:1-12
37:1 (first word) 37:title
38:1 38:title

38:2-23 38:1-22

Psa 39:1 Psa 39:title

21



39:2-14 39:1-13
40:1 40:title
40:2-18 40:1-17
41:1 41:title
41:2-14 41:1-13
42:1 42:title
42:2-12 42:1-11
44:1 44:title
44:2-27 44:1-26
45:1 45:title
45:2-18 45:1-17
46:1 46:title
46:2-12 46:1-11
47:1 47:title
47:2-10 47:1-9
48:1 48:title
48:2-15 48:1-14
49:1 49:title
49:2-21 49:1-20
50:1 (first clause)

51:1-2 51:title
51:2-21 51:1-19
52:1-2 (first clause)
52:2-11 52:1-9
53:1 53:title
53:2-7 53:1-6
54:1-2 54:title
54:2-9 54:1-7
55:1 55:title
55:2-24 55:1-23
56:1 56:title
56:2-24 56:1-23
57:1 57:title
57:2-12 57:1-11
58:1 58:title
58:2-12 58:1-11
59:1 59:title
59:2-18 59:1-17
60:1-2 60:title
60:3-14 60:1-12
61:1 61:title
61:2-9 61:1-8
62:1 62:title

50:title

52:title
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62:2-13 62:1-12

63:1 63:title

63:2-12 63:1-11

64:1 64:title

64:2-11 64:1-10
Psa 65:1 Psa 65:title

65:2-14 65:1-13

66:1 (first clause) 66:title

67:1 67:title

67:2-8 67:1-7

68:1 68:title

68:2—-36 68:1-35

69:1 69:title

69:2-37 69:1-36

70:1 70:title

70:2-6 70:1-5

72:1 (first word) 72:title

73:1 (first clause) 73:title

74:1 (first clause) 74:title

74:2-11 74:1-10

76:1 76:title

76:2-13 76:1-12

771 77:title

77:2-21 77:1-20

78:1 (first clause) 78:title

79:1 (first clause) 79:title

80:1 80:title

80:2-20 80:1-19

81:1 81:title

81.2-17 81:1-16

82:1 (first clause) 82:title

83:1 83:title

83:2-19 83:1-18

84:1 84.title

84.2-13 84:1-12

85:1 85:title

85:2-14 85:1-13

86:1 (first clause) 86:title

87:1 (first clause) 87:title

88:1 88:title

88:2-19 88:1-18

89:1 89:title

89:2-53 89:1-52



90:1 (first clause) 90:title

92:1 92:title

92:2-16 92:1-15

98:1 (first word) 08:title

100:1 (first clause) 100:title
101:1 (first clause) 101:title
102:1 102:title

102:2-29 102:1-28

103:1 (first word) 103:title
108:1 108:title

108:2-14 108:1-13

Psa 109, 110, 120-134, Psa 109, 110, 120-134,
138, 139:1 (first clause) 138, 139:title
140:1 140:title

140:2-14 140:1-13
141:1 (first clause) 141 :title
142:1 142:title
142:2—7 142:1-6
143:1 (first clause) 143:title
144:1 (first word) 144:title
145:1 (first clause) 145:title
Job 40:25-32 Job 41:1-8
41:1-26 41:9-34
Song Sol 7:1 Song Sol 6:13
7:2-14 7:1-13
Eccl 4:17 Eccl 5:1
5:1-19 5:2-20
Dan 3:31-33 Dan 4:1-3
4:1-34 4:4-37
6:1 5:31
6:2-29 6:1-28
Neh 3:33-38 Neh 4:1-6
4:1-17 4:7-23
10:1 9:38
10:2-40 10:1-39
1 Chron 5:27-41 1Chron 6:1-15
6:1-66 6:16-81
12:4-5 12:4
12:6-41 12:5-40
2Chron 1:18 2Chron 2:1
2:1-17 2:2-18
13:23 14:1

14:1-14 14:2-15
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ABBREVIATIONS

A. Biblical Books
HEBREW BIBLE

Gen Genesis

Exod Exodus

Lev Leviticus
Num Numbers

Deut Deuteronomy
Josh Joshua

Judg Judges

1-2 Sam 1-2 Samuel
1-2 Kgs 1-2 Kings
Isa Isaiah

Jer Jeremiah
Ezek Ezekiel

Hos Hosea

Joel Joel
AmMosAmMos

Obad Obadiah
Jonah Jonah
Mic Micah

Nah Nahum

Hab Habakkuk
Zeph Zephaniah

Hag Haggai

Zech Zechariah

Mal Malachi

Psa Psalms

Job Job

Prov Proverbs

Ruth Ruth

Song Sol Song of Solomon
Eccl Ecclesiastes
Lam Lamentations
Esth Esther

Dan Daniel

Ezra Ezra

Neh Nehemiah

1-2 Chron 1-2 Chronicles



NEW TESTAMENT

Matt Matthew

Mark Mark

Luke Luke

John John

Acts Acts

Rom Romans

1-2 Cor 1-2 Corinthians
Gal Galatians

Eph Ephesians

Phil  Philippians

Col Colossians

1-2 Thess 1-2 Thessalonians
1-2 Tim 1-2 Timothy
Titus Titus

Phim Philemon

Heb Hebrews

Jas James

1-2 Pet 1-2 Peter
1-2-3 John 1-2-3 John
Jude Jude

Rev Revelation

APOCRYPHAL AND DEUTEROCANONICAL TITLES

1-2-3-4 Kgdms 1-2-3-4 Kingdoms
1-2 Esd  1-2 Esdras

Add Esth Additions to Esther

Bar Baruch

Jdt  Judith

Ep Jer Epistle of Jeremiah
1-2-3-4 Macc 1-2-3-4 Maccabees
Pr Azar Prayer of Azariah

Pr Man Prayer of Manasseh

Sir  Sirach

Sir Prol Prologue to Sirach

Sus Susanna

Tob Tobit

Wis Wisdom of Solomon

4 Ezra 4 Ezra

Bel Bel and the Dragon
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SgTYM  Song of Three Young Men
B. Old Testament Pseudepigrapha

Adam and Eve Books of Adam and Eve

2-3 Bar.  Syriac, Greek Apocalypse of Baruch
Apoc. Mos. Apocalypse of Moses

As. Mos. Assumption of Moses

1-2-3 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavic, Hebrew Enoch
Ep. Arist.  Epistle of Aristeas

Jub. Jubilees

Mart. Isa. Martyrdom of Isaiah

Odes Sol. Odes of Solomon

Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon

T. 12 Patr. Testament of Twelve Patriarchs

T. Levi Testament of Levi

C. Rabbinic Literature

TALMUDIC TEXTS

Abbreviations distinguish the versions of the Talmudic tractates: vy.

for

Jerusalem and b. for Babylonian. A prefixed t. denotes the tractates of the

Tosephta and an m. those of the Mishnah.

’Abot ’Abot

Arak. Arakin
Abod. Zar. ‘AbodaZara
B. Bat. Baba Bathra
Bek. Bekorot

Ber. Berakot
Besa Besa(=Yom Tob)

Bik. Bikkurim

B.Mesia BabaMesi‘a
B. Qam. Baba Qamma
Demai Demai

Erub. Erubin

Ed. Eduyyot

Git.  Gittin

Hag. Hagigah

Hal. Hallah

Hor. Horayot
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Hul. Hullin

Kelim Kelim
Ker. Kerithot
Ketub. Ketubot

Kil.  Kilayim

Ma‘as. Ma‘aserot
Maas.S.  Ma<aserSeni
Mak. Makkot

Maks. Maksirin
Meg. Megillah

Medl. MeGlah
Menah. Menahot
Mid. Middot

Migw. Migwa’ot

Mo’ed Mo’ed
Mo’ed Qat. Mo’ed Qatan
Nas. Nasim

Naz. Nazir

Ned. Nedarim

Neg. Negaim

Nez. Nezigin

Nid. Niddah

Ohol. Oholot

Or. Orla

Para Para

Pe’a Pe’a

Pesah. Pesahim
Qinnim Qinnim
Qidd. Qiddusin
Qod. Qodasin

Ros Has. Ros Hassana

Sanh. Sanhedrin
Sabb. Sabbat

Seb.  SebiGt
Sebu. Sebu‘ot

Seqal. Segalim
Soha Soha

Sukka Sukka
Ta‘an. Ta‘anit

Tamid Tamid
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Tem. Temura
Ter. Terumot

Tohar. Toharot

T. Yom Tebul Yom

Ug. Ugsin

Yad. Yadayim

Yebam. Yebamot

Yoma Yoma (= Kippurim)

Zabim Zabim
Zebah. Zebahim

Zera. Zeraim

TARGUMIC TEXTS

Tg. Ong. Targum Ongelos

Tg. Neb. Targum of the Prophets
Tg. Ket.  Targum of the Writings
Frg. Tg. Fragmentary Targum
Sam. Tg. Samaritan Targum

Tg. Isa. Targum Isaiah

Tg. Neof. Targum Neofiti |

Tg. Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan
Tg. Yer.  Targum Yerusalmi

Yem. Tg. Yemenite Targum

Tg. Esth. I, I First or Second Targum of Esther

OTHER JEWISH TEXTS

’AbotR. Nat. ’Abot de Rabbi Nathan
’Ag. Ber.  °Aggadat Beresit

Bab. Babylonian (used alone)

Bar. Baraita

Der. Er. Rab. Derek Eres Rabba
Der. Er. Zut. Derek Eres Zuta

Gem. Gemara

Kalla Kalla

Mek. Mekilta

Midr. Midrash (+ biblical book)

Pal. Palestinian (used alone)

Pesig. Rab. Pesiqta Rabbati
Pesig. Rab Kah. Pesigta de Rab Kahana
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Pirge R. El. Pirge Rabbi Eliezer
Rab. Rabbah (+ biblical book)

Sem. Semahot

Sipra Sipra

Sipre Sipre

Sop. Soperim

S. ‘olam. Rab. Seder ‘olam Rabbah
Yal. Yalqut

D. Qumran Texts

Qumran citations are according to J. A. Fitzmyer, S. J., The Dead Sea
Scrolls: Major Publications and Tools for Study (rev. ed. 1990). The
following list of abbreviations is selective.

1QapGen Genesis Apocryphon from Cave 1

1QH Hodayot (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Cave 1

1QM Milhamah (War Scroll) from Cave 1

1QpHab  Pesher on Habakkuk from Cave 1

1QS Serek Hayyahad (Rule of the Community, Manual of Discipline) from
Cave 1

1QSaAppendix A (Rule of the Congregation) to 1QS from Cave 1
1QSbAppendix B (Blessings) to 1QS from Cave 1

4QFlor Florilegium (or Eschatological Mid- rashim) from Cave 4
CD Cairo Geniza text of the Damascus Document

p pesher

Q Number preceding Q indicates cave

E. Ugaritic Texts

Citations of Qumran texts follow M. Dietrich, O. Loretz, and J. Sanmartin,
Die keilalphabetischen Texte aus Ugarit (AOAT 24, 1976). Abbreviation =
KTU.

F. Symbols

> = see (referring to another entry)

* (before an isolated lexical form) = conjectural, not a documented form
* (before or after a paragraph) = written by the editor (see above p. vii)
> = develops into

< = formed from
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G. Common and Reference Abbreviations

AANLR Atti della Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei. Rendiconti

Ah. Ahiqar text

AbB Altbabylonische Briefe in Umschrift und Ubersetzung. Ed. by F. R.
Kraus. Books 1ff., 1964ff.

ABC Anchor Bible Commentary. Ed. by D. N. Freedman

ABR Australian Bible Review

abs. absolute, absolutely

acc. accusative

AcOr Acta Orientalia

act. active
adj. adjective, adjectival
adv. adverb

AfO Archiv fur Orientforschung

ag. éagyptisch

AHw W. von Soden, Akkadisches Handworterbuch. Vols. 1-3, 1965-81
AION Annali dell’Istituto Universitario Orientale de Napoli

AIPHOS Annuaire de l'Institut de Philologie et d’Histoire Orientales et
Slaves

AJSL American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures
Akk. Akkadian
ALBO Analecta Lovaniensia Biblica et Orientalia

altaram.  altaramaisch

altbab. altbabylonisch

Alt, EOTHR A. Alt, Essays on Old Testament History and Religion.
Transl. R. A. Wilson. 1967

Alt, KS A. Alt, Kleine Schriften. Vol. 1, 19633; vol. 2, 19643; vol. 3,
1959

ALUOS  Annual of the Leeds University Oriental Society

Amor. Amorite

ANEP The Ancient Near East in Pictures Relating to the Old
Testament. Ed. by J. B. Pritchard. 1954

ANET Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament. Ed.
by J. B. Pritchard. 19693

AnOr Analecta orientalia

AO Der Alte Orient

AOAT Alter Orient und Altes Testament

AOB Altorientalische Bilder zum Alten Testament. Ed. by H. Gressmann.
19272

AOT Altorientalische Texte zum Alten Testament. Ed. by H. Gressmann.
19262
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ap. ap‘el

Arab. Arabic

Aram. Aramaic

ARM Archives royales de Mari
ArOr Archiv Orient-Ini

ARW Archiv fur Religionswissenschaft
art. article
Assyr. Assyrian

ASTI Annual of the Swedish Theological Institute

AT Altes Testament; Ancien Testament

ATD Das Alte Testament Deutsch. Ed. by V. Herntrich and A. Weiser

atl. alttestamentlich

ATR Anglican Theological Review

AV  Authorized Version

BA Biblical Archaeologist

bab. babylonisch

Bab. Babylonian

BAGD W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. Danker,
Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament. 19792

Barth J. Barth, Die Nominalbildung in den semitischen Sprachen. 18942
BASOR  Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research

Bd. Band

BDB F. Brown, S. R. Driver, and C. A. Briggs, A Hebrew and English
Lexicon of the Old Testament. 1907

BCE Before the Common Era

Begrich, GS J. Begrich, Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament.
1964

Ben-Yehuda E. Ben-Yehuda, Thesaurus totius Hebraitatis et veteris et
recentioris. Vols. 1-16, 1908-59

Benz F. L. Benz, Personal Names in the Phoenician and Punic Inscriptions.
1972

BeO Bibbia e Oriente

Berg. HG G. Bergstrasser, Hebrdische Grammatik. Vol. 1, 1918; vol. 2,
1929

Berg. Intro. G. Bergstrasser, Introduction to the Semitic Languages.
Transl. with notes and bibliog. and an appendix on the scripts by P. T.
Daniels. 1983

BETL Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium

BFCT Beitrage zur Forderung christlicher Theologie

BFPS C. Westermann, Basic Forms of Prophetic Speech. Transl. by
H. C. White. 1967

BH3 Biblia Hebraica. Ed. by R. Kittel, P. Kahle, A. Alt, and O. Eissfeldt.
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19373

BHH Biblisch-Historisches Handworterbuch. Ed. by B. Reicke and L. Rost.
Vols. 1-3, 1962-66

BHS Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia. Ed. by K. Elliger and W. Rudolph.
1968-1977

Bib Biblica

bibl. biblical

Bibl. Aram. Biblical Aramaic

bibliog. bibliography

BlLex2 Bibel-Lexikon. Ed. by H. Haag. 19682

BO Bibliotheca Orientalis

bis 2 occurrences

BJRL Bulletin of the John Rylands Library

BK Biblischer Kommentar. Altes Testament. Ed. by M. Noth and H. W.
Wolff

BL H. Bauer and P. Leander, Historische Grammatik der hebréischen
Sprache. 1, 1922

BLA H. Bauer and P. Leander, Grammatik des Biblisch-Aramaischen.
1927

BM G. Beer, and R. Meyer, Hebraische Grammatik. Vol. 1, 19522; vol. 2,
19552; vol. 3, 19602 (see also Meyer)

BMAP E. G. Kraeling, The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri. 1953
Bohl F. M. Th. de Liagre Bohl, Opera Minora. 1953

Bousset-Gressmann W. Bousset and H. Gressmann, Die Religion des
Judentums im spéathellenistischen Zeitalter. 19263

Bresciani-Kamil see Hermop.

BRL K. Galling, Biblisches Reallexikon. HAT 1, 1937

Brgnno E. Bregnno, Studien dber hebrédische Morphologie und
Vokalismus. 1943

BrSynt C. Brockelmann, Hebraische Syntax. 1956

BS See Noldeke, BS

BSOAS  Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies

Buccellati G. Buccellati, The Amorites of the Ur Ill Period. 1966
Burchardt M. Burchardt, Die altkanaandischen Fremdworte und
Eigennamen im Agyptischen. Vols. 1-2, 1909-10

BWAT Beitrage zum Wissenschaft vom Alten Testament

BWL W. G. Lambert, Babylonian Wisdom Literature. 1960

BZ Biblische Zeitschrift

BZAW Beiheft zur Zeitschrift fir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft
BZNW Beiheft zur Zeitschrift fur die neutestamentliche Wissenschatft
ca. circa

CAD The Assyrian Dictionary of the Oriental Institute of the University of

Chicago. 1956ff.
34



Calice F. Calice, Grundlagen der agyptisch-semitischen
Wortvergleichung. 1936

Can. Canaanite

CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly

CC Continental Commentaries

CE Common Era

cent. century

cf.  confer, compare

ch(s).chapter(s)

Chr Chronicler

Christ.-Pal. Christian-Palestinian, a late Aramaic dialect

CIS Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum. 1881ff.

cj. conjecture (regarding an uncertain reading)

CML1, CML2 G. R. Driver, Canaanite Myths and Legends. 1956;
19782

cod. codex

col. column

comm(s). commentary, commentaries

cons. consecutive

Conti Rossini K. Conti Rossini, Chrestomathia Arabica Meridionalis
Epigraphica. 1931

Cooke G. A. Cooke, A Text-Book of North-Semitic Inscriptions. 1903
Copt. Coptic

Cowley  A. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. 1923

CPT J. Barr, Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old Testament.
1968

CRAIBL Comptes Rendus de I'Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-
Lettres

Cs. construct

CV Communio Viatorum

D D (doubling)-stem in Akkadian

DAFA R. Blachere, M. Chouémi, C. Denizeau, Dictionnaire arabe-
franAais-anglais (langue classique et moderne). 1963ff.

Dalman G. Dalman, Aramaisch-Neuhebrdisches Handworterbuch.
19383

Dalman, AuS G. Dalman, Arbeit und Sitte in Palastina. Vols. 1-7, 1928-
42

Delitzsch F. Delitzsch, Die Lese- und Schreibfehler im Alten Testament.
1920

Deutero-Isa Deutero-lsaiah or Second-Isaiah

Dhorme E. Dhorme, L’emploi métaphorique des noms de parties du
corps en hébreu et en akkadien. 1923

Dillmann  A. Dillmann, Lexicon Linguae Aethiopicae. 1865
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Diringer  D. Diringer, Le iscrizioni antico-ebraiche Palestinesi. 1934
DISO Ch. F. Jean and J. Hoftijzer, Dictionnaire des inscriptions
sémitiques de I'ouest. 1965

diss. dissertation

DJD Discoveries in the Judaean Desert. Vol. 1ff., 1955ff.

DNTT The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology.
Ed. by C. Brown. Vol. 1, 1975; vol. 2, 1976; vol. 3, 1978

DOTT D. W. Thomas, Documents from Old Testament Times. 1958
Drower-Macuch E. S. Drower and R. Macuch, A Mandaic Dictionary.
1963

Driver, AD G. R. Driver, Aramaic Documents of the Fifth Century B.C.
1957

Driver-Miles G. R. Driver and J. C. Miles, Babylonian Laws. Vols. 1-2,
1952-55

dt. deutsch

Dtn Deuteronomic (history, writer)

Dtr Deuteronomistic (history; writer); Deuteronomist

Duden, Etymologie K. Duden, Etymologie. Herkunftswdorterbuch der
deutschen Sprache. Bearbeitet von der Dudenredaktion unter Leitung von
P. Grebe. Der Grosse Duden Bd. 7, 1963

Dupont-Sommer A. Dupont-Sommer, Les Araméens. L’'Orient ancien
illustré 2. 1949

Dyn. Dynasty

E Elohist source (of the Pentateuch)

EA El-Amarna tablets. According to the edition of J. A. Knudtzon, Die el-
Amarna-Tafeln. 1915. Continued in A. F. Rainey, EI Amarna Tablets 359-
379. 1970

ed. edited; edition; editor

EEA S. Moscati, L'epigrafia ebraica antica. Biblica et Orientalia 15, 1951
e.g. exempli gratia, for example

Eg. Egyptian

Eichrodt W. Eichrodt, Theology of the Old Testament. Vol. 1, 1961; vol.
2, 1967

Eissfeldt, Intro. O. Eissfeldt, The Old Testament. An Introduction. Transl.
by P. R. Ackroyd. 1965

Eissfeldt, KS O. Eissfeldt, Kleine Schriften. Vols. 1ff., 1962ff.

EKL Evangelisches Kirchenlexikon. Ed. by H. Brunotte and O. Weber. 3
Vols. 19622

Ellenbogen M. Ellenbogen, Foreign Words in the Old Testament. 1962

ELKZ Evangelisch-Lutherische Kirchenzeitung
emph. emphatic
Eng. English

Erman-Grapow A. Erman and H. Grapow, Worterbuch der agyptischen
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Sprache. Vols. 1-7, 1926-63

ESem. East Semitic (language group)

esp. especially

ET Expository Times

etc. et cetera

Eth. Ethiopic

ETL Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses

etpa. etpa‘al

etpe. etpe‘el

excl. excluding

extrabibl. extrabiblical

EvT Evangelische Theologie

f(f). following page(s)

FF  Forschungen und Fortschritte

fem. feminine

FGH Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker. Ed. by F. Jacoby. 1923ff.
fig. figurative, figuratively

Fitzmyer, Gen.Ap. J. A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran
Cave I. A Commentary. Biblical et Orientalia 18A, 19712

Fitzmyer, Sef.  J. A. Fitzmyer, The Aramaic Inscriptions of Sefire. Biblica et
Orientalia 19, 1967

Fr. French

Fraenkel S. Fraenkel, Die araméaischen Fremdwoérter im Arabischen.
1886

frg. fragment

Friedrich  J. Friedrich, Phdnizisch-punische Grammatik. 1951
Friedrich-R0ollig J. Friedrich and W. Rdllig, Phonizisch-Punische
Grammatik. 19702

FS Festschrift

FS Albright (1961) The Bible and the Ancient Near East: Essays in
Honor of W. F. Albright. 1961

FS Albright (1971) Near Eastern Studies in Honor of W. F. Albright.
1971

FS Alleman Biblical Studies in Memory of H. C. Alleman. 1960

FS Alt Geschichte und Altes Testament. 1953

FS Baetke Festschrift W. Baetke. Dargebracht zu seinem 80. Geburtstag
am 28. Marz 1964. Ed. by K. Rudolph, R. Heller, and E. Walter. 1966

FS Bardtke Bibel und Qumran. 1968

FS Barth (1936) Theologische Aufsatze, Karl Barth zum 50. Geburtstag.
1936

FS Barth (1956) Antwort. Festschrift zum 70. Geburtstag von Karl Barth.
1956
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FS Basset Mémorial H. Basset. 1928

FS Baudissin Abhandlungen zur semitischen Religionskunde und
Sprachwissenschaft. 1918

FS Baumgartel Festschrift F. Baumgartel zum 70. Geburtstag. 1959

FS Baumgartner Hebraische = Wortforschung.  Festschrift zum  80.
Geburtstag von W. Baumgartner. SVT 16, 1967

FS Beer  Festschrift fir G. Beer zum 70. Geburtstag. 1933

FS Bertholet Festschrift fir A. Bertholet. 1950

FS Browne Oriental Studies. 1922

FS Christian Vorderasiatische Studien. Festschrift fur V. Christian.
1956

FS Coppens De Mari Qumran. Hommage J. Coppens. 1969

FS Davies Proclamation and Presence. Old Testament Essays in Honour
of G. H. Davies. 1970

FS Delekat Libertas Christiana. F. Delekat zum 65. Geburtstag. 1957

FS Driver Hebrew and Semitic Studies Presented to G. R. Driver. 1963
FS Dupont-Sommer Hommages André Dupont-Sommer. 1971

FS Dussaud Mélanges syriens offerts R. Dussaud. 1939

FS Eichrodt Wort-Gebot-Glaube. W. Eichrodt zum 80. Geburtstag.
1970

FS Eilers Festschrift fir W. Eilers. 1967

FS Eissfeldt (1947) Festschrift O. Eissfeldt zum 60. Geburtstag. 1947
FS Eissfeldt (1958)  Von Ugarit nach Qumran. Beitrage . . . O. Eissfeldt
zum 1. September 1957 dargebracht. 1958

FS Elliger Wort und Geschichte. Festschrift fur Karl Elliger zum 70.
Geburtstag. 1973

FS Faulhaber  Festschrift fir Kardinal Faulhaber. 1949

FS Friedrich Festschrift fur J. Friedrich. 1959

FS Frings Festgabe J. Kardinal Frings. 1960

FS Galling Archaologie und Altes Testament. Festschrift fur K. Galling.
1970

FS Gaster M. Gaster Anniversary Volume. 1936

FS Gelin  Alarencontre de Dieu. Mémorial A. Gelin. 1961

FS Gispen Schrift en uitleg. Studies . . . W. H. Gispen. 1970

FS Glueck Near Eastern Archaeology in the Twentieth Century. Essays in
Honor of Nelson Glueck. 1970

FS GrapowAgyptologische Studien H. Grapow. 1955

FS Haupt Oriental Studies, Published in Commemoration . . . of P. Haupt.
1926

FS Heim Theologie als Glaubenswagnis. 1954

FS Hermann Solange es Heute heisst. Festgabe fir Rudolf Hermann.
1957

FS Herrmann Hommage L. Herrmann. Collection Latomus 44, 1960
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FS Hertzberg Gottes Wort und Gottes Land. 1965

FS Herwegen Heilige Uberlieferung. 1. Herwegen zum silbernen
Abtsjubilaum dargebracht. 1938

FS Irwin A Stubborn Faith. Papers . . . Presented to Honor W. A. Irwin.
Ed. by E. C. Hobbs. 1956

FS Jacob Festchrift G. Jacob. 1932

FS Jepsen Schalom. Studien zu Glaube und Geschichte Israels. Alfred
Jepsen zum 70. Geburtstag. 1971

FS Junker Lex tua veritas. Festschrift fir H. Junker. 1961

FS Kahle In memoriam P. Kahle. BZAW 103, 1968

FS Kittel  Alttestamentliche Studien, R. Kittel dargebracht. BWAT 13,
1913

FS Kohut Semitic Studies in Memory of A. Kohut. 1897

FS Kopp Charisteria I. Kopp octogenario oblata. 1954

FS Koschaker Symbolae P. Koschaker dedicatae. Studia et documenta
ad iura Orientis Antiqui pertinentia 2, 1939

FS Kruger Imago Dei. Festschrift Gustav Krtiger. 1932

FS Landsberger Studies in Honor of B. Landsberger on His Seventy-Fifth
Birthday. 1965

FS Lévy Mélanges |. Lévy. 1955

FS de Liagre Bonhl Symbolae Biblicae et Mesopotamicae Francisco
Mario Theodoro de Liagre Bohl dedicatae. 1973

FS MansonNew Testament Essays. Studies in Memory of T. W. Manson.
1959

FS Marti  Vom Alten Testament. Marti-Festschrift. 1925

FS May Translating and Understanding the Old Testament. Essays in
Honor of H. G. May. 1970

FS Meiser Viva Vox Evangelii, Festschrift Bischof Meiser. 1951

FS Michel Abraham unser Vater. Festschrift fir Otto Michel zum 60.
Geburtstag. 1963

FS Mowinckel Interpretationes ad Vetus Testamentum pertinentes S.
Mowinckel septuagenario missae. 1955

FS Muilenburg Israel’'s Prophetic Heritage. Essays in Honor of James
Muilenburg. 1962

FS Neuman Studies and Essays in Honor of A. A. Neuman. 1962

FS Notscher Alttestamentliche Studien. F. Notscher zum 60.
Geburtstag gewidmet. 1950

FS Pedersen Studia Orientalia J. Pedersen dicata. 1953

FS Procksch Festschrift O. Procksch. 1934

FS von Rad (1961) Studien zur Theologie der alttestamentlichen
Uberlieferungen. 1961

FS von Rad (1971) Probleme biblischer Theologie. Gerhard von Rad

zum 70. Geburtstag. 1971
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FS Rinaldi Studi sull’ Oriente e la Bibbia, offerti al P. G. Rinaldi. 1967

FS Robert Mélanges bibliques. Rédigés en I'honneur de A. Robert. 1957
FS Robinson Studies in Old Testament Prophecy. Presented to Th. H.
Robinson. 1950

FSRost Das ferne und das nahe Wort. Festschrift L. Rost zur
Vollendung seines 70. Lebensjahres am 30 November 1966 gewidmet.
BZAW 105, 1967

FS Rudolph Verbannung und Heimkehr. 1961

FS Sachau Festschrift W. Sachau zum siebzigsten Geburtstage gewidmet.
1915

FS Schmaus Wahrheit und Verkiindigung. M. Schmaus zum 70.
Geburtstag. 1967

FS Schmidt Festschrift Eberhardt Schmidt. Ed. by P. Brockelmann et
al. 1961

FS Sellin  Beitrage zur Religionsgeschichte und Arch&ologie Palastinas.
1927

FS van Selms De fructu oris sui. Essays in Honour of Adrianus van
Selms. 1971

FS S6hngen Einsicht und Glaube. G. S6hngen zum 70. Geburtstag.
1962

FS Thomas Words and Meanings. Essays Presented to D. W.
Thomas. 1968

FS Thomsen Festschrift V. Thomsen zur Vollendung des 70.
Lebensjahres. 1912

FS Vischer Hommage W. Vischer. 1960

FS Vogel Vom Herrengeheimnis der Wahrheit. 1962

FS Vriezen Studia biblica et semitica. Th. C. Vriezen . . . dedicata. 1966
FS Wedemeyer Sino-Japonica. Festschrift A. Wedemeyer zum 80.
Geburtstag. 1956

FS Weiser Tradition und Situation. A. Weiser zum 70. Geburtstag. 1963
FS Wellhausen Studien . .. J. Wellhausen gewidmet. BZAW 27, 1914

G Grundstamm, Akkadian basic stem

GAG W. von Soden, Grundriss der akkadischen Grammatik samt
Erganzungsheft. AnOr 33/47, 1969

GB W. Gesenius and F. Buhl, Hebrdisches und aramaisches
Handworterbuch tber das Alte Testament. 191517

GCDS J. H. Charlesworth et al., Graphic Concordance to the Dead
Sea Scrolls. 1991

gen. genitive, genitival

Ger. German

Gesenius, Thesaurus W. Gesenius, Thesaurus . . . Linguae Hebraicae et
Chaldaicae. Vols. 1-3, 1835-58

Gilg. Gilgamesh Epic (see also Schott)
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Gk. Greek, referring to lexical forms, not translation

Grapow H. Grapow, Wie die alten Agypter sich anredeten, wie sie sich
grussten und wie sie miteinander sprachen. 19602

GKC Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar. Ed. by E. Kautzsch. Transl. A. E.
Cowley. 19102

Gray, Legacy  J. Gray, The Legacy of Canaan. 19652

Grondahl F. Grondahl, Die Personennamen der Texte aus Ugarit. 1967
GS Gesammelte Studien

Gt, Gtn G-stem in Akkadian, with -ta- and -tan- infix, respectively

GTT Gereformeerd Theologisch Tijdschrift

Gulkowitsch L. Gulkowitsch, Die Bildung von Abstraktbegriffen in der
hebraischen Sprachgeschichte. 1931

Gunkel, Gen H. Gunkel, Genesis. HKAT I/1, 19667

Gunkel-Begrich H. Gunkel and J. Begrich, Einleitung in die Psalmen.
1933

GVG C. Brockelmann, Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der
semitischen Sprachen. Vols. 1-2, 1908-13

H Holiness Code (Lev 17-26)

ha. hap‘el

HAL L. Koehler, W. Baumgartner, and J. J. Stamm, Hebraisches und
aramaisches Lexikon zum Alten Testament. Fascicles 1-5, 1967-1995 (=
KBL3). Eng. transl. HALOT

HALOT L. Koehler, W. Baumgartner, and J. J. Stamm, The Hebrew and
Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament. Transl. and ed. under the
supervision of M. E. J. Richardson, Vols. 1-4, 1994-1997

Harris Z. S. Harris, A Grammar of the Phoenician Language. 1936
HAT Handbuch zum Alten Testament. Ed. by O. Eissfeldt

Haussig  Wéorterbuch der Mythologie. Ed. by H. W. Haussig. Part 1,
1961

hebr. hebraisch

Hebr. Hebrew

Herdner, CTA A. Herdner, Corpus des tablettes en cunéiformes
alphabétiques découvertes Ras Shamra-Ugarit de 1929 1939. Mission de
Ras Shamra X, 1963

Herm Hermeneia

Hermop. Hermopolis Papyri. According to the edition of E. Besciani and
M. Kamil, Atti della Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei. Memorie, ser. VI,
vol. 12, 1966

hi.  hip<il

hiSt. hiStap<al

hitp. hitpa‘el

hitpa. hitpa‘al (Aramaic stem)
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hitpe. hitpe‘el

hitpo. hitpo‘lel

Hitt. Hittite

HKAT Handkommentar zum Alten Testament

HO Handbuch der Orientalistik. Ed. by B. Spuler

ho. hop¢al

HP E. Jenni, Dashebrische Pi‘el. 1968

HSAT Die Heilige Schrift des Alten Testaments. Ed. by E. Kautzsch
and A. Bertholet. 1922/234

HTR Harvard Theological Review

HUCA Hebrew Union College Annual

Huffmon H. B. Huffmon, Amorite Personal Names in the Mari Texts.
1965

ibid. ibidem, in the same place

id. idem, the same

IDB The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible. Ed. by G. Buttrick. 4 vols,
1962. Supplementary Volume. Ed. by K. Crim. 1976

IEJ Israel Exploration Journal

ICC International Critical Commentary

ILC J. Pedersen, Israel, Its Life and Culture. Vols. 1-2, 1926; vols. 3-4,
1934

Imp. Aram. Imperial Aramaic

imper. impersonal

impf. imperfect, imperfective

impf. cons. imperfectum consecutivum

impv. imperative

incl. including

inf.  infinitive

inscr. inscription

Int  Interpretation

intrans. intransitive

IP M. Noth, Die israelitischen Personennamen im Rahmen der
gemeinsemitischen Namengebung. 1928

isr. israelitisch

Isr. Israelite

iSt.  iStap<al

itp.  itpe‘el

itpa. itpa‘al

J Jahwist source (of the Pentateuch)

Jacob E. Jacob, Théologie de I'’Ancien Testament. 1955

Jahnow J. Jahnow, Das hebraische Leichenlied im Rahmen der
Volkerdichtung. 1923
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JANES The Journal of the Ancient Near East Society of Columbia
University

JAOS Journal of the American Oriental Society

Jastrow M. Jastrow, A Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli
and Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Literature. 19502

JBL Journal of Biblical Literature

JCS Journal of Cuneiform Studies

JE The Jewish Encyclopedia. Ed. by J. Singer. Vols. 1-12, 1901-6

JEOL Jaarbericht van het Vooraziatisch-Egyptisch Gezelschap
(Genootschap) Ex Oriente Lux

Jew. Jewish

JJS Journal of Jewish Studies

JNES Journal of Near Eastern Studies

Joiion P. Joluon, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew. 2 vols. Transl. and

revised by T. Muraoka. Subsidia Biblica 14/1-2, 1991
JPSVJewish Publication Society Version

JSS Journal of Semitic Studies

JTS Journal of Theological Studies

Juss. jussive

K Kethib

KAl H. Donner and W. Ro0llig, Kanaanaische und araméische Inschriften.
Vol. I, Texte, 19662; vol. Il, Kommentar, 19682; vol. lll, Glossare etc.,
19692

Kaiser, Intro. O. Kaiser, Introduction to the Old Testament. Transl. by

J. Sturdy. 1975

KAT Kommentar zum Alten Testament. Ed. by W. Rudolph, K. Elliger, and

F. Hesse

KBL L. Koehler and W. Baumgartner, Lexicon in Veteris Testamenti libros.

19582

KD C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Biblical Commentary on the Old

Testament. 1866-91

KerD Kerygma and Dogma

KHC Kurzer Hand-Commentar zum Alten Testament

Kl M. Lidzbarski, Kanaanaische Inschriften. 1907

KlugeF. Kluge and W. Mitzka, Etymologisches Wérterbuch der deutschen

Sprache. 196311

Kohler, Theol. L. Kohler, Old Testament Theology. Transl. by A. S.

Todd. 1957

KonigE. Konig, Hebréisches und aramdaisches Worterbuch zum Alten

Testament. 19366,7

Konig, Syntax E. Konig, Historisch-kritisches Lehrgebaude der

hebrdischen Sprache mit steter Beziehung auf Qimchi und dei anderen

Auctoritaten. Bd. 11/2: Historisch-comparative Syntax der hebréaischen
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Sprache. 1897

KS Kleine Schriften

KTU M. Dietrich, O. Loretz, and J. Sanmartin, Die keilalphabetischen
Texte aus Ugarit. 1976

Kuhn, Konk. K. G. Kuhn, Konkordanz au den Qumrantexten. 1960

L “lay source” of the Pentateuch

I(1).  line(s)

Lande I. Lande, Formelhafte Wendungen der Umgangssprache im

Alten Testament. 1949

Lane E. W. Lane, A/-Qamisu, an Arabic-English Lexicon. Vols. 1-8, 1863-93
Lat. Latin

van der Leeuw G. van der Leeuw, Religion in Essence and Manifestation.
Transl. by J. E. Turner, with appendices incorporating the additions of the
2d German ed. by Hans H. Penner. 2 vols, 1967

Leander P. Leander, Laut- und Formenlehre des Agyptisch-
Aramaischen. 1928

Leslau W. Leslau, Ethiopic and South Arabic Contributions to the
Hebrew Lexicon. 1958

Levy M. A. Levy, Siegel und Gemmen mit aramdaischen, phoenizischen,
althebraischen . . . Inschriften. 1869

de Liagre Bohl see Bohl

Lis. G. Lisowsky, Konkordanz zum hebréaischen Alten Testament. 1958
lit. literally

Littmann-Hofner E. Littmann and M. Ho6fner, Woérterbuch der Tigre-
Sprache. 1962

LS C. Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum. 1928

LXX Septuagint

LXXA etc. Cod. Alexandrinus etc.

Mand. Mandean

Mandl. S. Mandelkern, Veteris Testamenti concordantiae hebraicae
atque chaldaicae. 19262

MAOG Mitteilungen der Altorientalischen Gesellschaft

masc. masculine

MDAI Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archaologischen Instituts

Meyer R. Meyer, Hebraische Grammatik. Vol. 1, 19663; vol. 2, 19693
Mid. Assyr. Middle Assyrian

Mid. Hebr. Middle Hebrew

Midr. Midrash

Min. Pr.  Twelve Minor Prophets (Hos, Joel, Amos, Obad, Jonah, Mic,
Nah, Hab, Zeph, Hag, Zech, Mal)

MIO Mitteilungen des Instituts flr Orientforschung.

Moab. Moabite



Montgomery, Dan J. A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Book of Daniel. International Critical Commentary,
19502

Moscati, Intro.  An Introduction to the Comparative Grammar of Semitic
Languages. Ed. by S. Moscati. 1964

Muséon Le Muséon. Revue d’Etudes Orientales

MS(S) Manuscript(s)

MT Mas(s)oretic Text (textus receptus)

MUSJ Mélanges de I'Université Saint-Joseph

N Northern (source)

n.  note

NAB New American Bible

Nab. Nabatean

NASB New American Standard Bible

NAWG Nachrichten (von) der Akademie der Wissenschaften in
Gottingen

NB see Noldeke, NB

NCBC New Century Bible Commentary

NE M. Lidzbarski, Handbuch der nordsemitischen Epigraphik. 1898

NEB New English Bible

NedGTT Nederduitse Gereformeerde Teologiese Tydskrif

NedTT Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift

ni. nip{al

NIDOTTE New International Dictionary of Old Testament Theology and
Exegesis. Ed. by W. A. VanGemeren. 5 vols., 1997

nitp. nitpa{el

NIV New International Version

NKZ Neue Kirchliche Zeitschrift

No6ldeke, BS T. No6ldeke, Beitrage zur semitischen
Sprachwissenschaft. 1904

No6ldeke, NB T. Noldeke, Neue Beitrdge zur semitischen
Sprachwissenschaft. 1910

nom. nominal, nominative

no(s).number(s)

Noth, GS M. Noth, Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament. Vol. 1,
19663; vol. 2, 1969

NRSV New Revised Standard Version

NRT La nouvelle revue théologique

NS new series

NT New Testament

NTS Nieuwe Theologische Studién

NTT Norsk Teologisk Tidsskrift

NWSem. Northwest Semitic (language group)
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Nyberg H. S. Nyberg, Hebreisk Grammatik. 1952

obj. object

OLZ Orientalistische Literaturzeitung

op. Cit. opere citato, in the work cited

Or  Orientalia (NS)

OrAnt Oriens Antiquus

OT Old Testament

OTL Old Testament Library

OTS Oudtestamentische Studién

OuTWP Die Ou Testamentiese Werkgemeenskap in Suid-Afrika
Pretoria

P Priestly source (of the Pentateuch)

p(p). page(s)

Ps seeH

pa. pafel

Pal. Palestinian

Palm.Palmyrene

pap. papyrus

par. parallel

pass. passive

Payne-Smith R. Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus. Vols. 1-2, 1868-97
pe. Aramaic stem pe‘al (= Heb. gqal in German edition)

PEQ Palestine Exploration Quarterly

per. person, persons, personal

Pers. Persia, Persian

pf.  perfect, perfective

PHOE G. von Rad, The Problem of the Hexateuch and Other Essays.
Transl. by E. W. Trueman Dicken. 1966

Phoen. Phoenician
pi.  piel
pil. pilpel

PJB Paléastinajahrbuch

PLP C. Westermann, The Praise of God in the Psalms. Transl. K. R. Crim
and R. N. Soulen. 1981

pl.  plural

PN personal name

PNSP M. Dahood, Proverbs and Northwest Semitic Philology. 1963
po. po‘lel

Poen. Plautus, Poenulus (see also Sznycer)

pOSS. possessive

postbibl.  postbiblical

POT De Prediking van het Oude Testament
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prep. preposition, prepositional

pron. pronoun

PRU Le Palais Royal d’'Ugarit. Vols. 2-6, 1955-70
ptcp. participle

pu. pucal
Pun. Punic
Q Qere

R Redactor

RA Revue d’Assyriologie et d’Archéologie Orientale

RAC Reallexikon fur Antike und Christentum. 1950ff.

von Rad, Gottesvolk G. von Rad, Das Gottesvolk im Deuteronomium.
1929

von Rad, GS G. von Rad, Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament.
19653

von Rad, Theol. G. von Rad, Old Testament Theology. Transl. by D. M.
G. Stalker. Vol. 1, 1963; vol. 2, 1965

RB Revue Biblique

re regarding

reg. register

REJ Revue des Etudes Juives

RES Répertoire d’épigraphie sémitique

resp. respectively

rev. reverse

RGG Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart. Ed. by K. Galling. Vols. 1-6,
19573-62

RHPR Revue d’Histoire et de Philosophie religieuses

RHR Revue de I'Histoire des Religions

RivB Rivista Biblica Italiana

Rost, KC L. Rost, Das kleine Credo und andere Studien zum Alten
Testament. 1965

RQ Revuede Qumrin

RS Ras Shamra. Texts given according to the excavation numbers; see
also PRU

RSO Rivista degli Studi Orientali

RSP Ras Shamra Parallels

RSPT Revue des Sciences Philosphiques et Théologiques

RSV Revised Standard Version

RTP Revue de Théologie et de Philosophie

S J. Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, 1890

S S-stemin Akkadian

Sap. Sap‘el

SAHG A. Falkenstein and W. von Soden, Sumerische und akkadische

47



Hymnen und Gebete. 1953

Sam. Samaritan

SArab. South Arabic (language group)

SBL J. Barr, Semantics of Biblical Language. 1961

SCanSouth Canaanite (language group)

Schott Das Gilgamesch-Epos. Neu Ubersetzt und mit Anmerkungen
versehen von A. Schott. Dursch- gesehen und ergénzt von W. von Soden.
1958

SDAW Sitzungsberichte der Deutschen Akademie der Wissenschaften
zu Berlin

Sef. Sefire stelae (see Fitzmyer, Sef.)

Sellin-Fohrer Introduction to the Old Testament. Initiated by E. Sellin.
Completely revised by G. Fohrer. 1968

Semit Semitica

Sem. Semitic

ser. series

Seux M.-J. Seux, Epithétes royales akkadiennes et sumériennes. 1967

sg. singular

SNHL J. L. Palache, Semantic Notes on the Hebrew Lexicon, 1959
SSem. South Semitic (language group)

st. state

ST Studia Theologica

Stamm, AN J. J. Stamm, Die akkadische Namengebung. 1968
Stamm, HEN J. J. Stamm, Hebréische Ersatznamen, FS Landsberger,
413-424

Stark J. K. Stark, Personal Names in Palmyrene Inscriptions. 1971

SThU Schweizerische Theologische Umschau

SThZz Schweizerische theologische Zeitschrift

StrB H. L. Strack and P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament
aus Talmud und Midrasch. Vols. 1-6, 1922-61

StudOr Studia Orientalia

subj. subject

subst. substantive, substantival

suf. suffix

Sum. Sumerian

suppl. supplement

S.v. subvoce

SVT Supplements to Vetus Testamentum

SWSem. Southwest Semitic (language group)

Syr. Syriac

Sznycer M. Sznycer, Les passages punigues en transcription latine
dans le “Poenulus” de Plaute. 1967

Tallgvist K. Tallgvist, Akkadische Gotterepitheta. 1938
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TBl Theologische Blatter
TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament. Ed. by G. Kittel
and G. Friedrich. Transl. by G. W. Bromiley. Vols. 1-10, 1964-76
TDOT Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament. Ed. by G. J.
Botterweck, H. Ringgren, and H. J. Fabry. Transl. by J. T. Willis, G. W.
Bromiley, and D. E. Green. Vols. 1ff., 1974ff.
Tg(s). Targum(s); Targumic
TGI 1, TGI 2 Textbook zur Geschichte Israels. Ed. by K. Galling.
19501; 19682
TGUOS  Transactions of the Glasgow University Oriental Society
THAT Theologisches Handworterbuch zum Alten Testament. Ed. by
E. Jenni, with assistance from C. Westermann. 2 vols., 1971-76. Eng.
transl. TLOT
theol. theology; Theologie, theologisch
ThStud Theological Studies
ThT Theologisch Tijdschrift
ThWAT  Theologisches Worterbuch zum Alten Testament. Ed. by G. J.
Botterweck, H. Ringgren, and H. J. Fabry. Vols. 1ff., 1970ff. Eng. transl.
TDOT
TLOT Theological Lexicon of the Old Testament. Ed. by E. Jenni,
with assistance from C. Westermann. Transl. by M. E. Biddle. 3 vols., 1997
TLZ Theologische Literaturzeitung
TQ Theologische Quartalschrift
trans.transitive
transl. translated (by); translation
Trip. Tripolitana. Enumeration according to G. Levi della Vida, see DISO
XXVIII
TRu Theologische Rundschau
TS Theologische Studien
TSK Theologische Studien und Kritiken
TWOT Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament. Ed. by R. L.
Harris, G. L. Archer, Jr., and B. K. Waltke. 2 vols., 1980
txt? problematic or corrupted text
txt em textual emendation
TZ Theologische Zeitschrift
UF Ugarit-Forschungen
Ug. Ugaritic
Ugaritica 5J. Nougayrol, E. Laroche, C. Virolleaud, C. F. A. Schaeffer,
Ugaritica V. 1968
UHP M. Dahood, Ugaritic-Hebrew Philology. 1965
UJE The Universal Jewish Encylopedia. Ed. by L. Landman. 1948
UT C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Textbook. AnOr 38, 1965. Number indicates
entries in the glossary. Text indicates the texts in transliteration
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v(v) verse(s)

VAB Vorderasiatische Bibliothek

de Vaux R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel: Its Life and Institutions. Transl. by J
McHugh. 2 vols., 1961

VD Verbum Domini

Vers. version(s)

Vg. Vulgate

Vriezen, Theol. T. C. Vriezen, An Outline of Old Testament Theology.
19702

VT Vetus Testamentum

Wagner M. Wagner, Die lexikalischen und grammatikalischen
Aramaismen im alttestamentlichen Hebréisch. 1966

WD Wort und Dienst (Jahrbuch der Theologischen Schule Bethel)

Wehr H. Wehr, Dictionary of Modern Written Arabic. 1961

Westermann, PLP See PLP

WKAS Worterbuch der klassischen arabischen Sprache. Ed. by M.
Ullmann. 1957ff.

WO Welt des Orients

Wolff, GS H. W. Wolff, Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament. 1964
WSem. West Semitic

WTM J. Levy, Worterbuch Uber die Talmudim und Midraschim.
19242
WUS J. Aistleitner, Worterbuch der ugaritischen Sprache. Ed. by O.

Eissfeldt. 19673

WZ Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift

WZKM Wiener Zeitschrift fir die Kunde des Morgenlandes

X no. of times a form occurs

YadinY. Yadin, The Scroll of the War. 1962

yi. yip{il

ZA  Zeitschrift fur Assyriologie

ZAS Zeitschrift fur Agyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde

ZAW Zeitschrift fir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft

ZB  Zircher Bibel

ZBK Zurcher Bibelkommentare

ZDMG Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlandischen Gesellschaft
ZDPV Zeitschrift des Deutschen Palastina-Vereins

ZEE Zeitschrift fir evangelische Ethik

Zimmerli, GO  W. Zimmerli, Gottes Offenbarung. Gessamelte Aufsatze
zum Alten Testament. 1963

Zimmern H. Zimmern, Akkadische Fremdworter. 19172

ZKG Zeitschrift fur Kirchengeschichte

ZNW Zeitschrift fur neutestamentliche Wissenschaft

ZorellF. Zorell, Lexicon Hebraicum et Aramaicum Veteris Testamenti.
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1968
ZRGG Zeitschrift fur Religions- und Geistesgeschichte

ZS  Zeitschrift fir Semitistik
ZTK Zeitschrift fur Theologie und Kirche
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2R “ab father

S 1, BDB 3a; HALOT 1:1b; TDOT 1:1-19; TWOT 4; NIDOTTE 3

|. The biradical *°ab- “father” is common Sem. (GVG 1:331; BL 450,
524), like the other significant kinship terms (» “ém “mother,” > bén “son,” >
2ah  “brother”). Like ’em “mother” and pars. in numerous languages, it
derives from infant babbling (L. Kohler, ZAW 55 [1937]: 169-72; id., JSS 1
[1956]: 12f.); derivation from a verbal root (e.g., » °bh “to wish”) is therefore
unsuccessful.

Derivatives from the root form (abstract and adj. forms, diminutives, esp.
vocatives) are lacking in OT Hebr.; in contrast, cf. Akk. abbiaru “fatherhood” (AHwW 6a;
CAD A/1:50f.), mostly in a fig. sense (“fatherly attitude”; abbita epésu/sabatu/ahazu “to
intercede”), which also occurs in family law documents, e.g., at Nuzi, of the transfer of
the family leadership to the wife following the death of the adopter (P. Koschaker, OLZ
35 [1932]: 400).

The abstract form is also attested in Phoen.: Karatepe inscription 1.12f. (KAl no.
26), “Indeed, every king chose me for fatherhood (6°btp9n), my justice and my wisdom
and the goodness of my heart” (Friedrich 91, 130; KAI 2:40; DISO 3; cf. ANET 654a);
contra, although uncertain, M. Dahood, Bib 44 [1963]: 70, 291; HAL 2a: “abot as a pl.

excellentiae is also to be understood as a sg. in Isa 14:21 and Psa 109:14.

In Syr. (C. Brockelmann, ZA 17 [1903]: 251f.; LS 1la) °hd ’bwt’> appears
borrowed from AKk. abbiita ahazu “to intercede” (CAD A/1:178), and as a “celque” from
Aram. in the Hebr. of Qumran: 1QS 2:9: %0h‘z€ “abot “intercessor” (P. Wernberg-Mgller,
VT 3 [1953]: 196f.; id., Manual of Discipline [1957], 53f.; E. Y. Kutscher, Tarbiz 33
[1963/64]: 125f.).

Il. With over 1,200 occurrences “zb stands after dabar and before Gr
in eleventh place among the substs. ordered according to frequency.

The following statistics do not include b7 as an interjection (1 Sam 24:12; 2 Kgs
5:13; Job 34:6) and the addition of Bombergiana in 2 Chron 10:14; “abi(w) in
conjunction with the PN Adram (2 Chron 2:12; 4:16) is included; Lis. overlooks Gen
46:34.

sg. pl total
Hebr.
Gen 198 10 208
Exod 10 14 24
Lev 22 3 25
Num 28 57 85

52



Deut 20 51 71
Josh 17 18 35
Judg 44 10 54
1 Sam48 5 53
2 Sam27 1 28
1 Kgs 64 31 95
2 Kgs 31 38 69
Isa 16 5 21
Jer 15 48 63
Ezek 13 14 27
Hos — 1 1
Jonah — 1 1
Amos 1 1 2
sg. pl total
Mic 1 1 2
Zech 2 5 7
Mal 3 4 7
Psa 5 14 19
Job 6 3 9
Prov 23 3 26
Ruth 3 - 3
Lam 1 1 2
Esth 3 - 3
Dan - 8 8
Ezra - 14 14

Neh 1 19 20

1 Chron 60 46 106
2 Chron 58 65 123
Aram.

Dan 4 1
Ezra - 2
total

Hebr. 720 491 1,211
Aram. 4 3 7

N O1

lll. 1. The correlation to son/daughter/child or their pls. is already established in
the basic meaning “(natural) father (of his children)”; the word is never used in the OT,
then, without this implicit or explicit juxtaposition except in some fig. usages (honorifics,
“founder,” etc.). A devaluation to a simple correlative term, as occurs to a degree with
Arab. kunja (e.g., “father of the desert” = ostrich), does not occur in the OT (for *bi‘ad
Isa 9:5, see 3).

As a term of interfamilial relationship, the sg. is used in the vast majority of cases
(14/15) with a gen. or poss. suf.; consequently it stands only 3x with a (definite) art.

Denoting the male parent, “father” stands in a complementary
relationship to “mother,” a relationship that constitutes a second, less
pronounced semantic dichotomy. Consequently, the two terms will often be

53



bound together in nom. series; the sequence father-mother is determined
by the primary position of the father in the patriarchal family (G. Quell,
TDNT 5:961ff.).

“Father” and “mother” stand in parallelism (parallelismus membrorum) in Psa
109:14; Job 17:14; 31:18; Prov 1:8; 4:3; 6:20; 19:26; 23:22; 30:11, 17; Mic 7:6; cf.
further, without strict formal congruity and with rearrangement of the elements
determined partly by content, Jer 16:3; 20:14f.; Ezek 16:3, 45.

Of 52 nom. series (lists in B. Hartmann, Die nominalen Aufreihungen im AT
[1953], 7, with them add Lev 20:9b; Judg 14:6; 1 Kgs 22:53; 2 Kgs 3:13; delete Jer
6:21), three exhibit the sequence mother-father (Lev 19:3; 20:19; 21:2; for the reasons,
see Elliger, HAT 4, 256n.5).

In some of these texts one could paraphrase “father and mother” accurately with
“parents” (Gen 2:24; 28:7; Deut 21:13; Judg 14:2ff.; 1 Sam 22:3; 2 Sam 19:38; Zech
13:3[bis] with yo/‘dayw “who begot him”; Ruth 2:11; Esth 2:7[bis]; cf. LXX and GNB for
Esth 2:7). The usage of the pl. “abor for “parents” first occurs postbibl.; cf. also Akk.
abbu (AHw 7b, infrequent), Syr. “abahé, and Arab. dual “abawani.

In its basic meaning, 26 has no synonymes.

Alongside the more common ab, Ug. also has ad, adn, and Atk as designations
for father. In this regard, ad (in KTU 1.23.32ff. ad ad par. um um; and mt mt
respectively) appears to be a term of endearment (cf. CML 1 123a, 135a; CML 2 125,
141: “dad[dy]*; UT no. 71; WUS no. 73; see further Huffmon 130, 156), which
represents the normal vocative expression within the family unit. In contrast, adn *“lord,
master” replaces the designation “father” in polite address (KTU 1.16.1.44, 57, 60;
1.24.33; A. van Selms, Marriage and Family Life in Ug. Literature [1954], 62, 113). The
simple equation of > “adon with “father” does not follow, however (contra M. Dahood,
CBQ 23 [1961]: 463f. on Jer 22:18; 34:5; Prov 27:18; cf. e.g., Gen 31:35, “then she
said to her father: ‘My lord’ “). With respect to Atk (ptcp. or action noun) the basic verbal
meaning (UT no. 911; WUS no. 985; Arab. pataka “to cut off”) is no longer clearly
discernible (cf. E. Ullendorff, JSS 7 [1962]: 341: “circumciser”; Gray, Legacy 71n.2).
The root is probably not represented in Psa 52:7 (A. F. Scharf, VD 38 [1960]: 213-22;
UHP 58: pi. privative “to unfather”).

In contrast to “2m (Exod 22:29, a mother animal of cattle and sheep;
Deut 22:6, mother bird), °2b is not applied to animals.

2. Extended usage of the word is common Sem. and is apparent (a)
on the one hand, in the extension of the concept to the ancestors, and (b)
on the other, in the inclusion of nonbiological paternity through adoption or
other means.

(@) As in Indo-Germanic, Hebr. has no individual word for
“grandfather,” which may be connected with sociological circumstances: in
the extended family the patriarch rules not only over the sons but also over
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the grandchildren and great-grandchildren (E. Risch, Museum Helveticum
1[1944]: 115-22).

For the paternal grandfather, a simple °azb suffices in the OT (Gen 28:13, Jacob-
Abraham; 2 Sam 9:7 and 16:3, Meribaal-Saul); the maternal grandfather is called *bi-
mm%a “father of your mother” (Gen 28:2, Jacob-Bethuel).

In Akk. abi-abi or with sandhi ababi also occurs (CAD A/1:70; AHw 7b), as a
(substitute) PN (Stamm, AN 302; id., HEN 422); cf. in addition the PN ababouis at
Dura (F. Rosenthal, Die aramaistische Forschung [1939], 99n.1) and Syr. *bbwy (J. B.
Segal, BSOAS 16 [1954]: 23).

The LXX uses pappos “grandfather” (Sir Prol 7) and propappos “(great-
)grandfather” once each (Exod 10:6, where, however, according to the context, *bot
*boteyka signifies “your ancestors”).

Modern Hebr. makes use of b zagén *“old father” (cf. Gen 43:27 and 44:20,
“aged father”).

The extension of the concept to the ancestors takes place first in the
pl. “abot, which includes the father proper, the grandfather (Gen 48:15f.,
Isaac and Abraham as the “fathers” of Jacob), and the great-grandfather (2
Kgs 12:19, Jehoshaphat, Joram, and Ahaziah as “fathers” of Joash), or an
undetermined number of generations.

In this extended meaning “ancestors” (cf. *potam hari’Sonim, Jer
11:10), the word also acquires synonyms: ri*$onim (Lev 26:45; Deut 19:14,
LXX pateres, LXXa proteroi; Isa 61:4; Psa 79:8) and haggadmoni (1 Sam
24:14, collectively, provided that one does not read the suf. -nim ), also
ammim in the expression ’sp ni. ‘el-ammeyka/ammayw “to be gathered to
your/his people” (Gen 25:8, 17; 35:29; 49:29 txt em, 33; Num 20:24; 27:13;
31:2; Deut 32:50; » am).

The pl. of the basic meaning (“fathers of various families”) also occurs in the OT
(Judg 21:22, the fathers or brothers of the stolen daughters of Shiloh; Jer 16:3, “your
fathers who begot you”; in addition to perhaps two dozen other texts with a general
juxtaposition of the older and the younger generations), but is significantly rarer than the
meaning “ancestors,” which is the only possible meaning of the word with a sg. suf. (“my
fathers”) on biological grounds.

Whether the fem. pl. form with -6¢ results from the fact that 25 is essentially a
sg. tantum (L. Kohler, ZAW 55 [1937]: 172) is uncertain. NOldeke (BS 69) postulated a
formation analogous to the polar concept ’immot “mothers” (so also GVG 1:449; BL
515, 615; Meyer 2:45; G. Rinaldi, BeO 10 [1968]: 24).

DISO 1 and CAD A/1:72 give references for the pl. “ancestors” in NWSem.
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inscriptions and in Akk. (alongside abbiz in regions of WSem. influence, also abbitu).

The potent expression, “neither your fathers nor your fathers’ fathers” (Exod 10:6
of Pharaoh; Dan 11:24 of Antiochus IV), in a negative clause, signifies nothing less than
the total series of ancestors.

The sg. can also assume the meaning “ancestor” (80x), but in these
cases it always indicates ancestors par excellence (cf. Ilsa 43:27 ‘abika
hari’son ), namely the patriarchs of a clan (Rechabites, Jer 35:6-18), a tribe
(Dan, Josh 19:47 and Judg 18:29; Levi, Num 18:2), an occupational group
(Gen 4:21f. txt em; Aaronites, 1 Chron 24:19), a dynasty (David, 1 Kgs
15:3b, 11, 24, etc., 14x), or a people (Israel: Abraham, Josh 24:3 and Isa
51:2; Jacob, Deut 26:5 and Isa 58:14; all three patriarchs, 1 Chron 29:18).
Although the eponymous hero can still be called “father” in accordance with
this function (Ham-Canaan, Gen 9:18, 22; Kemuel-Aram, Gen 22:21;
Hamor-Shechem, Gen 33:19; 34:6; Josh 24:32; Judg 9:28; Arba-Anak,
Josh 15:13; 21:11; Machir-Gilead, Josh 17:1; 1 Chron 2:21, 23; 7:14; cf.
also the metaphor of the personified Jerusalem, Ezek 16:3, 45), it would be
better to translate references to peoples with “ancestor” (the sons of Heber,
Gen 10:21; Moabites and Ammonites, Gen 19:37f.; Edomites, Gen 36:9,
43).

In 1 Chron 2:24, 42-55; 4:3-21; 7:31; 8:29; 9:35 (31x) the formula “X, father of
Y” (M. Noth, ZDPV 55 [1932]: 100; Rudolph, HAT 21, 13f.) contains not only the name
of a family but a place-name.

In Gen 17:41., “ab(-)h‘mon goyim “father of many nations,” the unusual cs. form is
influenced by the play on words with Abraham.

(b) The expansion of meaning in the direction of adoptive paternity is
facilitated by the fact that the relationship between child and father is by
nature less direct than that between child and mother. Bab. law does not
distinguish between the legitimation of a father’s own child born to a slave
mother and outright adoption (Driver-Miles 1:351, 384). Nevertheless,
except for the purely fig. usage, 226 is seldom used with respect to
nonbiological paternity, due in part to the fact that adoption in the precise
sense, i.e., outside the family, is scarcely attested in the OT (de Vaux
1:51f.; H. Donner, “Adoption oder Legitimation?” OrAnt 8 [1969]: 87-119).
With respect to Yahweh as “father” of the Davidic kings, see IV/3b.

Akk. distinguishes between abum murabbisu “stepfather” and abum walidum
“biological father” (CAD A/1:68b).

In Israel, as in Babylonia (Driver-Miles 1:392-94), apprentices and
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journeymen could also stand in a sort of adoptive relationship to their
masters; yet the usage of the terms of relationship “sons” and “father” for
the membership and leadership of a guild is determined primarily by the
fact that sons normally assumed the occupation of the father. 2 as
founder or leader of a guild may be attested in 1 Chron 4:14 (cf. 4:12, 23; 1.
Mendelsohn, BASOR 80 [1940]: 19).

The leader of a prophetic guild, who was at the same time the
“spiritual” father, may have also been called °2» (L. Durr, “Heilige
Vaterschaft im antiken Orient,” FS Herwegen 9ff.; J. Lindblom, Prophecy in
Ancient Israel [1962], 69f.; J. G. Williams, “Prophetic ‘Father,” JBL 85
[1966]: 344-48); at the least one finds the address “zbi “my father” for
Elijah and Elisha (2 Kgs 2:12; 13:14; also used by those outside the »%
hannbi’im. 2 Kgs 6:21; cf. 8:9 “your son”). Yet the transition to ’2p as an
honorific (see 3) is underway here (Lande 21f.; K. Galling, ZTK 53 [1956]:
130f.; A. Phillips, FS Thomas 183-94).

Occurrences in 1 Sam 24:12 and 2 Kgs 5:13 should probably be
regarded as interjections (GVG 2:644; Jouon 88105f.; contra TDNT
5:971n.141; otherwise one must assume an honorific or address form
directed to the father-in-law in 1 Sam 24:12 and a fixed address formula
with a sg. suf. on the lips of a group in 2 Kgs 5:13; cf. L. Kéhler, ZAW 40
[1922]: 39).

Corresponding to the address of a youth as »%7/ “my son,” esp. in
wisdom literature (» bén ), one would expect that °z5 would also be applied
to the wisdom teacher as the spiritual father (cf. for Eg.: Dirr, op. cit. 6ff.;
H. Brunner, Altag. Erziehung [1957], 10; for Mesopotamia: BWL, 95, 102,
106). No clear distinction from the normal usage is possible in the OT,
however (but cf. Prov 4:1; 13:1).

3. The fig. usage of the word (simile and metaphor) accentuates one
aspect of the image in particular. In addition to being held in respect, the
father is seen esp. as the protective care giver (also in the related
languages).

For the Akk. cf. CAD A/1:51f., 68a, 71-73, 76; AHw 8a; Phoen.: Kilamuwa
inscription (KAl no. 24) 1.10: “l, however, to some | was a father. To some | was a
mother. To some | was a brother” (ANET 654b); Karatepe inscription (KAl no. 26) 1.3:
“Ba’l made me a father and a mother to the Danunites” (ANET 653b; cf. 1.12; see |
above); J. Zobel, Der bildliche Gebrauch der Verwandtschaftsnamen im Hebr. mit
Beriicksichtigung der Ubrigen sem. Sprachen [1932], 7ff. (also deals with rabbinic
materials).

Apart from the usage in reference to God (see IV/3), the occasional
fig. usages in the OT occur only in Job (originator of rain, Job 38:28; care
for the poor, Job 29:16; 31:18; cf. BrSynt 897a; close affiliation, Job 17:14,
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with the child’s formula “you are my father”; cf. Fohrer, KAT 16, 295).
Honorifics for priests and political officeholders attested in the various
arenas and times develop into fixed usages: Judg 17:10 and 18:19, “father
and priest” (cf. Quell, TDNT 5:961-63; following Bertholet 256); Isa 22:21,
“father of the inhabitants of Jerusalem and of the house of Judah” (of the
governor of the palace; cf. de Vaux 1:129-31); probably also the throne
name of the Messiah in Isa 9:5, “eternal father” (cf. H. Wildberger, TZ 16
[1960]: 317f.); outside Israel, Ah. 55, “father of all Asher” (Cowley 213,

221); Esth LXX 3:13f. deuterospatér, 8:12; 1 Macc 11:32.

One may assume Gen 45:8 “as a father to Pharaoh” is a borrowing of the Eg. title
yt-ntr in order to mitigate the offensiveness of the divine designation for the king (J.
Vergote, Joséphe en Egypte [1959], 114f.). For the history of the Eg. titles for vizier and
priest, probably originally used for the attendant of the crown prince, cf. A. H. Gardiner,
Ancient Eg. Onomastica (1947), 1:47*-53*; H. Brunner, ZAS 86 (1961): 90-100; Kees,
ibid. 115-25.

According to Rudolph (HAT 21, 200, 208), °abi or “abiw (in 2 Chron 2:12 and
4:16) should not be understood as an element in a name, but should be translated as a
title, “my/your master” (so also Stamm, HEN 422; cf. also CAD A/1:73a).

The address “abi for Elijah and Elisha has already been mentioned (see 2b).
Akk. abu as honorific address is attested in letters (cf. CAD A/1:71).

4. As a nomen rectum, “zb relates closely to bayit “house.” bét->ab
“paternal house, family” signified “originally the larger family living together
in a common house, headed by the patriarch. It comprised, beside the wife
or the wives of the patriarch, the sons, whether they are unmarried or have
already themselves founded a family, the daughters, so long as they are
unmarried or widowed or have left the houses of their husbands, and the
wives and children of the married sons” (L. Rost, Die Vorstufen von Kirche
und Synagoge im AT [1938, 19672], 44).

In pre-exilic times the “paternal house” has relevance only for family
and inheritance law, but after the catastrophe of 587, which brought with it
the collapse of the tribal organization, it replaces the mispahi (> ‘m ) as
the basic unit in the structure of society. In (the secondary portions of) P
and in Chr, the ©di (» ed) “community” (or > gahal ) is divisible into mattor
“tribes” and bér-"abor “paternal houses,” headed by a nasi® “prince” or a ros
“chief” (Rost, op. cit. 5676, 84).

Of 83 texts with the sg. (for the most part pre-exilic: Gen 18x; Judg 12x; 1 Sam
13x), eleven exhibit the post-exilic technical usage (texts in Rost, op. cit. 56).

The pl. bér->abot (68x, of which 30x are in Num 1-4, 10x in 1 Chron 4—7; texts in
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Rost, op. cit. 56, to which add 1 Chron 7:40; the oldest text is probably Exod 12:3) is
formed by means of the peculiar pluralization of the second element (GKC 8§124p;
Joiion 8136n), which suggests a tightly bound word pair (TDNT 5:961 is unclear). The
abbreviated r2%¢ ot also occurs (e.g., Exod 6:25) without 5 (43x; texts in Rost, op.

cit. 56; Ezra 8:1 should be included; see also nsi>¢ha’abot 1 Kgs 8:1; 2 Chron 5:2; saré(-
)ha’abot Ezra 8:29; 1 Chron 29:6) in the place of doubled cs. relationships such as rasé
bér-""botam (e.g., Exod 6:14), primarily when followed not only by the 3d pl. suf. but also
by other qualifiers (this distinction persists in P; in Chr ra’s¢ ha’abot can occur without
qualifier and even “2bot alone [Neh 11:13; 1 Chron 24:31]). Constructions with *huzza
“property” (Lev 25:41), nah‘i “inheritance” (Num 36:3, 8), and martteh “tribe” (Num
33:54; 36:3, 8) may simply be translated “fathers” (contra Rost, op. cit. 56f.).

A total of 201 texts with 2z in the meaning “paternal house” result, of which 129
have the later terminological sense.

5. PNs formed with 22 occur throughout ancient Sem. nomenclature.

Bibliog.: Akk.: Stamm, AN; Mari and ECan.: Huffmon; Ug.: Gréndahl; Phoen.:
Harris; SArab.: G. Ryckmans, Les noms propres sud-sémitiques (1934); Hebr.: IP; an
older summary of the material by M. Noth, “Gemeinsemitische Erscheinungen in der isr.
Namengebung,” ZDMG 81 (1927): 1-45, with a statistical overview, 14-17; with regard
to Aram., see A. Caquot, “Sur I'onomastique religieuse de Palmyre,” Syria 39 (1962):
236, 240f.

Approximately 40 name-forms in the OT have “zb as an element,
primarily in first position, almost always as subj., and never as cs. Before
one can evaluate this material in terms of religiohistorical significance, one
should attempt to distinguish between theophoric and profane usages of
this term of relationship. Although the older investigations of W. W.
Baudissin (Kyrios als Gottesname im Judentum [1929], 3:309-79) and M.
Noth (see above) reckon almost exclusively with theophoric usages of the
terms of relationship as descriptions of the tribal god, Stamm (HEN 413-
24) considers it likely that more than one-fourth of the forms are profane
usages, so-called substitutionary names, i.e., “names that indicate the
supplementary reincarnation of a deceased family member in the newborn”
(Stamm, RGG 4:1301).

Examples of sentence names are “yob “Job” (a lament formed with the
interrogative particle, “where is the father?”), *“bisay “Abishai” (“the father exists again,”
according to H. Bauer, ZAW 48 [1930]: 77); a descriptive name is “ah’azb “Ahab”
(“father’s brother”). In cases such as *bi’e, °7i°ab, *biyd, yo°ab, or *bimelek (cf.
Mlimelek ), *bidan (cf. daniyé’l ), among others, the theophoric significance of the
element 2 is still certain.

A religiohistorical assessment must remember, on the one hand, that
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such names continue to be preserved even when the contemporary
situation with respect to name formation has long since evolved (cf. IP
141, concerning confessional names such as Joab: originally an equation
of the old tribal god with the new covenant god, but still widely used in post-
exilic times); and on the other hand, that grammatical-syntactical and
metaphorical reinterpretations could take place (H. Bauer, OLZ 33 [1930]:
593ff.). Particularly with respect to etymologies of names that trace back to
a divinity considered to be a blood relation of the clan, it is “certain that in
Israel’s historical era the significance of indigenous names was altered by
the equation of the divinity identified as father, brother, or uncle with
Yahweh” (Stamm, HEN 418). According to W. Marchel (Abba, Pére
[1963], 13, 27ff.), the claim to relationship with the deity made in PNs is to
be understood as purely fig. from the outset.

V. 1. Starting from divine designations in the patriarchal and Moses
narratives that contain a PN (“the God of Abraham,” etc.) as the second
element of a gen. construction, and in comparison to Nabatean analogies,
A. Alt (“God of the Fathers,” EOTHR 1-77) has argued for the existence of
a “god of the fathers” religion in the early period of Israel’s history (so also
W. F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity [19572], 248f.; von Rad,
Theol. 1:6-8; J. Bright, History of Israel [19813], 96-103; V. Maag, SThU
28 [1958]: 2-28; H. Ringgren, Israelite Religion [1963], 17f.; contra J.
Hoftijzer, Die Verheissungen an die drei Erzvéter [1956], 85ff.; cf. M. Noth,
VT 7 [1957]: 430-33). The individual X, after whom the divinity “god of X”
iIs named, functions then as the recipient of revelation and founder of the
cult: in the tribe of X the divinity continues to be worshiped as the
“patriarchal god” (theos patroos). The association of these divinities not with
a place but with a group of people and their changing fortunes influences
its movement toward social and historical functions and its abandonment of
naturalism (W. Eichrodt, Religionsgeschichte Israels [1969], 7-11). With a
view to the interfusion of the various gods of the fathers with each other
and with Yahweh, a process that took place in the early history of Israel, Alt
remarks (EOTHR 62): “The gods of the Fathers were the Todoywyot
leading to the greater God, who later replaced them completely.”

In the pertinent J and E texts in Gen, “2b in the sg. (26:24; 28:13;
31:5, 29, 42, 53|bis]; 32:10[bis]; 43:23; 46:1, 3; 49:25; 50:17, each with per.
suf.) reflects the presumed genealogical interrelationships of the patriarchs
and refers to Abraham as Isaac’s father (26:24), to Isaac as Jacob’s (e.g.,
46:1), or to Abraham and Isaac (32:10; also a double formula with only a
single occurrence of “2b in 28:13; 31:42; cf. 48:15), to Jacob as the father
of the sons of Jacob (50:17), even if, as in the last text, the PN is not
stated. With respect to the sg. texts in Exod (Exod 3:6; alongside “the God
of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,” the Sam. text assimilates to the pl.; 15:2
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par. to “my God”; 18:4), one may ask whether the expression “the God of
my/your father” intends the God of the patriarchs specifically or (in a
virtually synonymous sense) more generally the God already worshiped by
the family of Moses (concerning 3:6 cf. EOTHR 15n.33; contra P. Hyatt,
VT 5 [1955]: 130-36); the later texts, which refer to the God of the
ancestor, David (2 Kgs 20:5 = Isa 38:5; 1 Chron 28:9; 2 Chron 17:4; 21:12;
34:3), simply describe the continuity of the worship of God within the family
or dynasty. “The God of our father, Israel” in 1 Chron 29:10 (cf. 29:18, 20)
IS unique.

The pl. formulation “the God of your fathers” occurs in the equation of
Yahweh with the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in Exod 3:13, 15f.; 4:5
(EOTHR 10-14). The remaining texts with the “God of the fathers” (Deut
1:11, 21; 4:1; 6:3; 12:1; 26:7; 27:3; 29:24; Josh 18:3; Judg 2:12; 2 Kgs
21:22, and a further 30x in Dan, Ezra, and Chron) depend upon the Dtn
usage of the expression “fathers” (see 2b). Dan 11:37 concerns the gods
(pl.) of the fathers of the heathen princes (cf. also Ezek 20:24 gillilé

“potam “the idols of your fathers”).
2. The pl. “abot “fathers” occurs in a series of more-or-less fixed

usages of differing theological weights.

(a) First, euphemisms for “to die,” such as “to be laid with his fathers,”
which B. Alfrink (OTS 2 [1943]: 106-18; 5 (1948): 118-31) has
investigated, are theologically neutral (cf. also O. Schilling, Der
Jenseitsgedanke im AT [1951], 11-15; M. D. Goldman, ABR 1 [1951]:
64f.; 3 [1953]: 51; G. R. Driver, FS Neuman 128-43).

Verbs used are: (1) skb “to lie down,” Gen 47:30; Deut 31:16; 2 Sam 7:12; 26X in
1 and 2 Kgs; 11x in 2 Chron; total 40x; in 2 Sam 7:12 with the prep. ‘et-, otherwise
always with 9m -. The expression refers to death, not to burial; as Alfrink has shown, it
is used only of peaceful death (for 9 of 18 kings of Israel and 13 of 19 kings of Judah;
concerning the problem with respect to Ahab [2 Kgs 22:40], see C. F. Whitley, VT 2
[1952]: 148f.); (2) gbr “to bury,” Gen 49:29 (with “/-); 1 Kgs 14:31 and a further 13x in
Kgs and 2 Chron (with 9m-); (3) ’sp “to gather,” Judg 2:10 (with “e/-); 2 Kgs 22:20 = 2
Chron 34:28 (with /- ); the formula in Judg 2:10 appears to be a confusion of the
expression sp ni. ‘el-’ammayw “to be gathered to his people” (Gen 25:8 and a further
9x in the Pentateuch; cf. Alfrink, OTS 5 [1948]: 118f.) with formula (1); (4) b5’ “to
enter,” Gen 15:15 (with “e/-); Psa 49:20 (with %d-); (5) hlk “to go,” 1 Chron 17:11 (with
9m-; cf. Rudolph, HAT 21, 131).

Subst. constructions with “2bé¢ in reference to grave and burial occur in 1 Kgs
13:22; Jer 34:5; Neh 2:3, 5; 2 Chron 21:19; burial in the grave of the father (sg.) is
mentioned in Judg 8:32; 16:31; 2 Sam 2:32; 17:23; 21:14. No religious significance in
terms of an ancestor cult can be attributed here to the “fathers” (contra G. Hoélscher,
Geschichte der isr. und jud. Religion [1922], 30f.).
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(b) From ca. the 7th cent. onward, the pl. “the fathers” becomes
significant theologically; it communicates the salvation-historical dimension
in expressions concerning the people Israel as an organic unity of fathers
and sons, whether viewed collectively or individually.

In connection with the patriarchal traditions, the promises to the
fathers play a particularly significant role in Dtn theology. Then, language
dependent upon Deut repeatedly names the fathers as recipients of various
salvation gifts (on Deut see O. Bachli, Israel und die Volker [1962], 119—
21).

“Fathers” already occurs once in Hos, although not in the patriarchal
tradition but in a poetical depiction of the discovery in the desert (9:10 “your
fathers” par. to “Israel”’). The dominant formula in Dtn allusions to the
patriarchal promises is “the land that Yahweh swore to give the fathers” or
the like. Texts with $6¢ ni. “to swear” in Dtn/Dtr literature include Exod 13:5,
11; Num 11:12; 14:23; Deut 1:8, 35; 4:31; 6:10, 18, 23; 7:8, 12f.; 8:1, 18;
9:5; 10:11; 11:9, 21; 13:18; 19:8; 26:3, 15; 28:11; 29:12; 30:20; 31:7, 20f.
(secondarily); Josh 1:6; 5:6; 21:43f.; Judg 2:1; Jer 11:5; 32:22; Mic 7:20;
with dbr pi. “to promise,” Deut 19:8; cf. °mr Neh 9:23. On Yahweh's oath to
the patriarchs, cf. von Rad, Gottesvolk 5; N. Lohfink, Das Hauptgebot
[1963], 86—89 with tables on 307f. In addition to the promise of the land,
other subjs. are mentioned as gifts to the fathers, e.g., the multiplication of
descendants and, derivative of the fathers tradition, election, grace, and
covenant (cf. also Deut 4:37; 5:3 with a parenetic application of the
covenant to the current generation; 10:15; 30:5, 9). The discussion of the
“God of the fathers” in Dtn theology and later is to be understood in the
context of these formulas as well (see 1V/1). Often Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob are listed by name as patriarchs (Deut 1:8; 6:10; 9:5; 29:12; 30:20;
also 1 Chron 29:18); Deut 10:22 speaks of the fathers as 70 souls who
descended into Egypt.

Of the multitude of post-Dtn texts that treat the fathers as recipients of
salvation gifts, the first to be mentioned are those with the formulaic
expression “land that Yahweh gave the fathers,” which has affinities with
the Dtn oath formula (verb ntn ): 1 Kgs 8:34, 40, 48 (= 2 Chron 6:25, 31,
38); 14:15; 2 Kgs 21:8 (= 2 Chron 33:8 txt em); Jer 7:7, 14; 16:15; 23:39;
24:10 (authentic Jer?); 25:5; 30:3; 35:15; Ezek 20:42; 36:28; 47:14; Neh
9:36; with nA/ hi. Jer 3:18.

Furthermore, mention should be made of the Dtr overviews of history
in Josh 24 (the fathers of the Exodus generation, vw 6 and 17, are
distinguished from the heathen fathers beyond the river, vv 2, 14f.); Judg
2:17, 19f., 22; 3:4; 1 Sam 12:6-8; 1 Kgs 8:21, 53, 57f.; 9:9; 2 Kgs 17:13,
15; 21:15; other Dtr texts, e.g., Jer 7:22, 25; 11:4, 7, 10; 17:22; 34:13;
44:10; and Psa 78:12, as well as a few scattered texts: Isa 64:10; Ezek
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37:25; Mal 2:10; Psa 22:5; 39:13; 1 Chron 29:15. Negative statements
(e.g., Deut 9:15), references to particular ancestors (e.g., Num 20:15; 1
Kgs 21:3f.), and other theologically unproductive references to the fathers
(e.g., Dan 9:6, 8) will not be treated.

Texts such as Josh 4:21; Judg 6:13; Psa 44:2; 78:3, 5 (cf. without b
Exod 10:1f.; 12:26f.; Deut 6:20ff.) depict the transmission of salvation
history from the fathers to the sons; as a Bab. par. cf. the epilogue of
Enuma Elish (VII1:147).

The fathers are not only the recipients of the promise and the
blessing; their sin also encumbers later generations’ relationship with God,
a problem addressed in various expression of the solidarity of the sons with
the fathers; on this issue see J. Scharbert, Solidaritat in Segen und Fluch
im AT und in seiner Umwelt, I: Vaterfluch und Vatersegen (1958).

Jer is the first to speak of the fall of the fathers (the distinction
between authentic and secondary texts is not always clear), in whose wake
the later generations also sin (Jer 2:5; 3:25; 7:26; 9:13; 11:10; 14:20;
16:11f.,; 23:27; 31:32; 34:14; 44:9, 17, 21, 50:7).

The following post-Jer texts deserve treatment: Lev 26:39f.; 2 Kgs
17:14, 41; 22:13 (= 2 Chron 34:21); Isa 65:7; Ezek 2:3; 20:4, 18, 24, 27, 30,
36; Amos 2:4; Zech 1:2, 4-6; 8:14; Mal 3:7; Psa 78:8, 57 (cf. 79:8 “wonot
ri’sonim “the sins of the ancestors”); 95:9; 106:6f.; Lam 5:7; Dan 9:16; Ezra
5:12; 9:7; Neh 9:2, 16; 2 Chron 29:6, 9; 30:7f. J. Scharbert (“Unsere
Sunden und die Sinden unserer Vater,” BZ 2 [1958]: 14-26) outlines the
history of the genre of the confession of individual sin and that of the
fathers from Jer (Jer 3:25; 14:20) on into the postbibl. era (Tob 3:3, 5; Jdt
7:28; Bar 1:15-3:8; 1QS 1:25f.; CD 20:29; 1QH 4:34).

The principal statements concerning the communal responsibility of
children and fathers or concerning the removal of this responsibility use the
pl. “fathers,” not in the sense “ancestors of Israel” treated to this point, but
as a more general contrast of fathers-sons. On the old confessional formula
“Yahweh . . . , who visits the guilt of the fathers on the children and
grandchildren to the third and fourth generation” (Exod 20:5; 34.7; Num
14:18; Deut 5:9; Jer 32:18), cf. J. Scharbert, “Formgeschichte und Exegese
von Exod 34, 6f. und seiner Parallelen,” Bib 38 (1957): 130-50; L. Rost,
“Die Schuld der Vater,” FS Hermann 229-33; R. Knierim, Die Hauptbegriffe
fur Sinde im AT (1965), 204-7. With respect to the prohibition of
community punishment in Deut 24:16; 2 Kgs 14:6; 2 Chron 25:4 cf.
Scharbert, Solidaritat, 114f., 124f., 251; and von Rad, Deut, OTL, 152.
Regarding proverbs concerning the fathers who have eaten sour grapes
and the sons whose teeth are thereby set on edge (Jer 31:29; Ezek 18:2),
cf. comms. and Scharbert, Solidaritat, 218-26.

3. Although “invocation of deity under the name of father is one of the
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basic phenomena of religious history” (G. Schrenk, TDNT 5:951; see G.
Mensching, RGG 6:1232f.), the OT is very restrained in the application of
the father designation for Yahweh (Quell, TDNT 5:965-74; H.-J. Kraus,
RGG 6:1233f.). This restraint is true to the greatest degree (a) of
expressions concerning God’s physical paternity that are completely absent
from the OT, but also (b) of the adoption idea, and (c) of the metaphorical
usage of the word as well.

(a) Mythical concepts of deities as begetters and creators of the gods
and people are easily traced in the surroundings of the OT in the Ug. texts
(on Eg. and Bab. » yld ), where the high god of the pantheon is given the

epithet “father” in a series of stereotypical formulae.

El appears as ab bn il “father of the gods” in an atonement liturgy (KTU
1.40.[16], 25, 33; O. Eissfeldt, El im ug. Pantheon [1951], 62—66). The disputed mik ab
snm (KTU 1.1.111.24; 1.2.1I1.5 [reconstructed]; 1.3.V.8 [reconstructed]; 1.4.1V.24; 1.6.36;
1.17.V1.49) appears to have a similar meaning, if one does not translate ab snm with
Driver (CML 1 109) and others (CML 2 75) as “father of years” or with Eissfeldt (op. cit.
30f.) as “father of the mortals,” but with M. H. Pope (El in the Ug. Texts [1955], 32f.) as
“Father of Exalted Ones” (= the gods) (so also Gray, Legacy 114, 155f.; W. Schmidt,
Konigtum Gottes in Ugarit und Israel [19662], 59n.3). Also occurring are il abh “El,
his/her father” (e.g., KTU 1.13.20f. of Anat) and il abn “El, our father” (1.12.1.9, in a
fragmentary context; cf. Eissfeldt, op. cit. 34). The formula tr il aby/abk/abh “Bull, El,
my/your/his father” is the most frequent (KTU 1.2.111.16f., 19, 21; 1.3.[IV.54], V.10, 35
supplemented in 1.1.111.26 and V.22; 1.4.IV.47; 1.6.1V.10, VI.26f.; 1.17.1.23), or in an
alternate sequence trabk/abhil “Bull, your/his father, EI” (1.2.11.16, 33, 36; 1.14.11.6, 23f.,
IV.6; 1.92.15; in 1.14.1.41 rabh omits il because of the preceding gimil); the per. suf.
refers in each case to the gods or goddesses who appear or have been named (also to
Krt). Finally one also finds ab adm *“father of humanity” in the Krt epic (KTU 1.14.1.37,
43, 111.32, 47, V1.13, 32).

The observation that the formula # i/ abh “Bull El his (i.e., Baal's)
father” is accompanied in a few texts by a par. element, il mlk dyknnh “El,
the king, who established him (kdn po.),” is significant to some degree for
the interpretation of Deut 32:6b, “Is he not your father who created you (i.e.,
the people), is it not he who made and established you (4zn po.).” Seen in
conjunction with Deut 32:18, a trace of Can. mythology may be detected in
v 6b, at least in the poetical language strongly avoided elsewhere in the
prophetic critique of the vegetation and fertility cult: Jer 2:27, they will
become ashamed “who say then to the tree: ‘“You are my father,” and to the
stone: ‘You bore me™ (cf. Quell, TDNT 5:968; P. Humbert, “Yahvé Dieu
Geéniteur?” Asiatische Studien 18/19 [1965]: 247-51).

On Isa 1:2 LXX engennésa, cf. J. Hempel, Gott und Mensch im AT (19362),
170n.6; Wildberger, Isa 1-12, CC, 9.
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(b) Statements concerning the father-son relationship between
Yahweh and the Davidic king involve adoption concepts (2 Sam 7:14, “I will
be his father and he will be my son”; Psa 89:27; 1 Chron 17:13; 22:10;
28:6; cf. also the adoption formula in Psa 2:7, “You are my son, today have
| begotten you”). The influence of Eg. royal ideology on the Jerusalemite
enthronement ceremony is apparent (S. Morenz, Ag. Religion [1960], 35—
43, 154f,; id., RGG 6:118), as is the distinction in the notion of divine
sonship that is understood in Egypt as directly physical, but in the OT as
adoptive, the result of a prophetic promise of election (Hempel, op. cit.
173ff.; Alt, EOTHR 235; id., KS [19643], 2:218; von Rad, PHOE 226f.; K.-
H. Bernhardt, Das Problem der altorientalischen Konigsideologie im AT
[1961], 74—76, 84—86).

The son concept already appears in reference to the relationship
between Yahweh and his people in Exod 4:22 (Noth, Exod, OTL, 34f., 47:
a secondary accretion to J or JE); Hos 11:1 (here in the sense of adoption
with an emphasis on the love and rearing ideas; cf. Wolff, Hos, Herm,
197-99); Isa 1:2 (protective paternal goodwill for the sons [pl.], perhaps to
be understood against the background of spiritual sonship in the sphere of
wisdom [see IlI/2b]; cf. Wildberger, Isa 1-12, CC, 12-14) and 30:9 (> bén;
on Deut cf. D. J. McCarthy, CBQ 27 [1965]: 144-47). The word -ab,
however, first surfaces in Jer clearly in reference to adoption and in the
sense of loving attention: Jer 3:4 (to be seen with Duhm and others as a
gloss derived from v 19; cf. Rudolph, HAT 12, 22); 3:19 “my father!” as an
address that acknowledges inclusion among the sons (cf. also S. H. Blank,
HUCA 32 [1961]: 79-82); 31:9 “for | have become lIsrael’s father.”

Psa 27:10 features the adoption motif in reference to an individual, without,
however, indicating Yahweh directly as father.

(c) Only a few texts remain in which Yahweh is either compared to a
father or metaphorically called “father.” If they do not deal with a simple
comparison to family life (Psa 103:13; Prov 3:12) or common ancient Near
Eastern ideals (Psa 68:6), these (post-exilic) statements stand for the most
part in the wake of descriptions of Yahweh as the creator of the people in
Deutero-lsa (Isa 43:6f., 15, 21; 44:2, 21, 24; 45:10f.).

On the one hand, seen from the son’s perspective, the emphasis of
the metaphorical depiction lies on the authority of the pater familias and on
the obedience due him. In this manner, Yahweh appears, albeit only
indirectly, as father in Isa 45:10 (cf. v 11) par. to the picture of the
sovereign potter, an image also taken up in Isa 64:7 together with the direct
address “you are our father” (twice also in 63:16 in a formulaic manner). In
Mal 1:6a “a son honors his father” parallels “a servant fears his master”; in
v 6b the demand for respect derives from the concept of God as father,
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which is also presupposed in 2:10 on the basis of God’s status as creator,
but in 2:10 the notion of brotherhood among the sons of one father (= God;
cf. comms. and Quell, TDNT 5:973; contra Horst, HAT 14, 269, who
prefers Jacob) is decisive (» 22 4c). The father concept does not evolve
into a universalistic notion because the statements concerning creation
within this tradition relate to the people (contra R. Gyllenberg, “Gott der
Vater im AT und in der Predigt Jesu,” StOr 1 [1925]: 53f.).

On the other hand, if the viewpoint is that of the father toward the
child, solidarity and concern receive the greater emphasis. Thus the appeal
in Isa 63:16 (cf. v 15 “look down”) is directed to the father and redeemer of
old (go”lenid, > g’) who is far superior to earthly fathers. Finally, loving
attention forms the tertium comparationis similarly in the relatively few
comparisons of Yahweh with a father (comparable to the copious Bab.
material; see CAD A/1:69b): Psa 103:13, “As a father shows mercy to his
children, so the Lord shows mercy to those who fear him” (cf. Deut 1:31
without 26 ) and Prov 3:12, “For whomever Yahweh loves he punishes, as
a father the son in whom he delights” (so MT; according to the LXX,
however, dk®ab should be emended to weak’b, regarding content, cf.
Deut 8:5 without “ab).

The motif of the “father of the fatherless” in Psa 68:6 is widely
attested, although less pointedly, in the OT and in its environment (cf. Deut
10:18; Psa 10:14, 18; 82:3f.; 146:9; also Job 29:16; 31:18; Sir 4:10; and the
ancient Near Eastern materials in Wildberger, Isa 1-12, CC, 50f.). It is
hardly necessary to posit a specifically Eg. origin (so Quell, TDNT
5:966n.118).

The OT does not yet describe God as the father of the individual
believer (for the first time in Sir 50:10 [Hebr.] in allusion to Psa 89:27); with
respect to intertestamental Jewish literature see Bousset-Gressmann 377
and esp. J. Jeremias, Prayers of Jesus (1967), 15-29.

V. NT studies concerning abba and patér usually treat the
backgrounds of the concepts in the OT, as well as in Palestinian and
Hellenistic Judaism. See e.g., G. Kittel, “apP&,” TDNT 1:5-6; G. Schrenk,
“Tatnp,” TDNT 5:974-1022; D. Marin, “Abba, Pater,” FS Herrmann 503—
8; W. Marchel, Abba, Pére! La priere du Christ et des Chrétiens (1963); J.
Jeremias, “Vatername Gottes, Ill,” RGG 6:1234f.; id., Prayers of Jesus
(1967), 11-65, 108-12.

E. Jenni

2K ’bd to perish
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S 6; BDB 1a; HALOT 1:2a; TDOT 1:19-23; TWOT 2; NIDOTTE 6

1. °bd is common Sem. (Berg., Intro. 220-21), in the meaning “to
lose, be lost, perish,” but is active only in NWSem.

AKk. abaru (with a dissimilation of d > t; cf. GAG 8* §51d; otherwise GVG

1:512; Berg., HG 1:109) is trans., “to destroy”; Old Assyr., however, also has intrans.,
“to run away” (J. Lewy, Or 29 [1960]: 22-47; CAD A/1:45).

Besides qal, pi. “to destroy,” and hi. “to cause to be destroyed” (Aram.
pe., ha., and ho.), only the verbal nouns *bédi “a lost thing” and *baddon
“destruction” are formed on the root in the OT (in addition to “abdan and

’obdan “destruction” as Aram. loanwords; see Wagner no. 1).

“dé “obéd “forever” in Num 24:20, 24 may be derived from a second root °bd “to
last” (D. Kunstlinger, OLZ 34 [1931]: 609-11), which occurs in Arab. and is also
suspected in Ug. (J. Gray, ZAW 64 [1952]: 51, 55; UT no. 17; WUS no. 15; contra M.
Dietrich and O. Loretz, WO 3 [1966]: 221); suggestions regarding Prov 11:7 remain
conjectural (J. Reider, VT 2[1952]: 124) and Job 30:2 (G. Rinaldi, BeO 5 [1963]: 142).

2. Statistics: qal 117x (Psa 21x, Jer 16x, Deut 13x, Job 13x), Aram.
pe. 1x; pi. 41x (Esth 10x); hi. 26x, Aram. ha. 5x, ho. 1x; the verb occurs in
Hebr. a total of 184x, in Aram. 7x; »béda 4x, *baddon 6X, ‘abdan 1X, ‘obdan
1x. The root is absent from Gen and Chron-Ezra-Neh (cf. 2 Kgs 11:1; 21:3
with 2 Chron 22:10; 33:3; and 2 Kgs 9:8 with 2 Chron 22:7).

Harmonization with the LXX may be assumed in 1 Sam 12:15; Isa 46:12; and
Prov 17:5 (cf. BHS).

3. Depending upon the subj. (individual things, collective entities,
living things) and the usage of preps. (be, min), Eng. has various
translation options for the relatively unified basic meaning of the gal “to be
destroyed” (“to be lost, die, be snatched away,” etc.; cf. HAL 2b). The
meanings of the root in the related Sem. languages (cf. Akk., Arab., and
Eth.) may suggest that the original meaning lies in the more specific
meanings “to be lost, to wander about, run away” (Deut 26:5; 1 Sam 9:3,
20; Jer 50:6; Ezek 34:4, 16; Psa 2:12; 119:176; cf. Th. Noldeke, ZDMG 40
[1886]: 726).

Because of its unspecific, negative meaning, the verb has no regular
antonym; possible opposites are > md “to remain” (Psa 102:27; cf.
112:9f.), > hyh “to be” (Jonah 4:10), and “rk hi. yamim *“to live long” (Deut
4:26; 30:18).
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The meaning of °bd coincides quite precisely with Akk. palagu (AHw 310f. “to
disappear, be destroyed, flee”; also Ug. and Eth.); cf. EA 288:52 (from Jerusalem): “all
of the lands of the king are lost (hal-ga-at)’ with a Can. gloss a-ba-da-at. This root A/g I
is also suspected in Psa 17:14; 73:18; Job 21:17; Lam 4:16 (M. Dahood, Bib 44 [1963]:
548; 45 [1964]: 408; 47 [1966]: 405; on Isa 57:6 see W. H. Irwin, CBQ 29 [1967]: 31—
40); on account of its nearness in meaning to Alg | (h%agot, Psa 73:18 “slippery places”)
and Il (pi. “to destroy,” Gen 49:7 and Psa 17:14; cf. G. R. Driver, JTS 15 [1964]: 342),
however, it has not been identified with certainty.

In the pi. and hi. “to destroy,” ’od competes primarily with > krt and >
Smd.

On the difference in meaning between pi. “to destroy, eliminate” and hi. “to
destroy” (the latter used mostly of persons and with respect to the future), see E. Jenni,
“Faktitiv und Kausativ von *»d ‘zugrunde gehen,” FS Baumgartner 143-57.

On “baddon “destruction, ruin” > §°61.

4. In over two-thirds of the texts with gal and hi. (pi. 1/3) Yahweh is
the direct or indirect agent of destruction. °6d here is hardly neutral (cf. Psa
102:27; 146:4); instead it signifies the destruction meted out by God to his
enemy. No formulaic usage may be identified, probably because of the very
common meaning of the word; it has not stabilized as a theological term.

’bd appears only once, in the extirpation formula in Lev 23:30, in the place of the
usual and more concrete krt (Elliger, HAT 4, 310, 319n.24). The cry of terror (Num
17:27; cf. Num 21:29 par. Jer 48:46, and Matt 8:25 par. Luke 8:24) is also unconnected
with °bd (cf. I1sa 6:5; Jer 4:13; G. Wanke, ZAW 78 [1966]: 216f.).

’bd is pertinent in the following spheres:

(a) Statements concerning the deed-consequence relationship (cf. H.
Gese, Lehre und Wirklichkeit in der alten Weisheit [1958], 42ff.) in wisdom
literature (Psa 1:6; 37:20; 49:11; 73:27; 112:10; Job 4:7, 9; 8:13; 11:20;
18:17; 20:7; Prov 10:28; 11:7[bis], 10; 19:9; 21.28; 28:28); here Yahweh
always implicitly or explicitly sees to the destruction of the fool, the fool’s
name, the fool's hope, etc.

(b) Conditional curse-threats in the blessing/curse formulae that
conclude H and the Dtn code (Lev 26:38; Deut 28:20, 22; on cultic-sacral
origins, see Elliger, HAT 4, 372) and in the Dtr sermon (Deut 4:26; 8:19, 20;
11:17; 30:18; Josh 23:13, 16; cf. also 1Q22 1:10); they bear some
resemblance to curse formulae in NWSem. inscriptions and ancient Near
Eastern treaty texts (bibliog. in D. R. Hillers, Treaty-Curses and the OT
Prophets [1964]). Cf. a 9th-cent. Phoen. burial inscription from Cyprus:
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“and may thi[s curse(?)] bring [those m]en to destruction (wy°bd yi.)* (KAl
no. 30.3; cf. Friedrich 127, contra DISO 1f.); in 7th-cent. Aram. burial
inscriptions from Nerab near Aleppo: “and may his posterity perish (#°bd
pe.)* (ANET 661b; KAl no. 226.10); “may SHR, Samas, Nikkal, and Nusku .
.. annihilate (yA°bdw ha.) your name” (KAl no. 225.9-11); on jpalagu (see
3) in Akk. curse formulae, see F. C. Fensham, ZAW 74 (1962): 5f.; 75
(1963): 159.

(c) ’pd occurs relatively infrequently in 8th-cent. prophetic threats of
judgment related to (b) (gal in Isa 29:14; Amos 1:8; 2:14; 3:15); pi. and hi.
with Yahweh as subj. are used sporadically beginning with the time of Jer
(oldest text Mic 5:9, if authentic; pi.: Isa 26:14; Jer 12:17; 15:7; 51.:55; Ezek
6:3; 28:16; Zeph 2:13; hi.: Jer 1:10; 18:7; 25:10; 31:28; 49:38; Ezek 25:7,
16; 30:13; 32:13; Obad 8; Mic 5:9; Zeph 2:5).

5. °bd and *baddén are not yet used in the OT (or in the available
texts from Qumran) for an otherworldly, eternal destruction, even when
accompanied by expressions for “eternal” (/anesah Job 4:20; 20:7; cf. also
the Mesha inscription wysr’l °bd °bd Iim “while Israel hath perished for ever,”
ANET 320b; KAI no. 181.7).

On the NT cf. A. Oepke, “GmOAlvut,” TDNT 1:394-97; J. Jeremias,
“ABoddwv,” TDNT 1:4.

E. Jenni

12X ’bh to want

S 14; BDB 2b; HALOT 1:3b; TDOT 1:24-26; TWOT 3; NIDOTTE
14

11" ‘ebyon POOr

S 34; BDB 2b; HALOT 1:5a; TDOT 1:27-41; TWOT 3a; NIDOTTE
36

1. ’bh (°by) occurs outside Hebr. chiefly in SSem.; there, however, it

has a distinctive semantic development (Class. Arab., Eth. “not to want”;
Dial. Arab. “to want”).

Some relationship to Eg. by “to wish” is possible (cf., however, Calice no. 462).

Regarding supposed Akk. pars., see HAL 3a.
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The root is uncommon in Aram., if one excludes the targumic Hebraism *»3 (BS
66n.7). Atm’bw in the Old Aram. Barrakib inscription, KAl no. 216.14, is disputed
(hittanaphal of *bA or y°b, KAl 2:233f.; cf. G. Garbini, “L’aramaico antico,” AANLR 8/7
[1956]: 274; cf., however, id., “Note semitiche,” Ricerche Linguistiche 5 (1962):
181n.28).

Aram. has the verb y°» “to yearn, desire” (DISO 103; LS 293a), which may be
related to °bh (°by) and which also occurs once in Hebr. as an Aramaism (Psa 119:131;
Wagner no. 119; Garbini, Ricerche Linguistiche 180).

A further Hebr. by-form #» “to require” (Psa 119:40, 174) may be explained not
as an Aramaism but as a secondary back-formation from ta>b4 “requirement” (Psa
119:20), a nom. form of b4 with t -preformative (A. M. Honeyman, JAOS 64 [1944]: 81,
Garbini, Ricerche Linguistiche, 180f.).

Contrary semantic development in Arab. (Eth.) may be regarded as an internal
SSem. phenomenon, wherein several different basic meanings, both positive and
negative, may be posited, e.g., “to be decided” (F. Delitzsch, Prolegomena eines neuen
hebr.-aram. Worterbuchs zum AT [1886], 111), “to be stubborn” (W. M. Miiller,
following GB 3a), “psychological movement of the will” (C. Landberg, Glossaire Datinois
[1920], 1:21ff.), “se flecti sivit” (Zorell 3a), “to be in need” (Honeyman, op. cit. 81f.).
Arab. and Eth. should not be adduced (contra BS 66: particle of negation simply as a
strengthening of the original negative meaning; followed by L. Kdhler, ZS 4 [1926]:
196f.; contra GVG 2:186; BrSynt 53, 158; Honeyman, op. cit. 81) in order to explain the
fact that *bA# regularly occurs negated in Hebr. (see 3a).*

The ad|. ’ebyon “needy, poor” is also usually derived from the root “bA

(in the accepted meaning “to want to have, be in need” (e.g., GB 4a; BL
500: actually “begging[?]“; A. Kuschke, ZAW 57 [1959]: 53; Honeyman, op.
cit. 82; P. Humbert, RHPR 32 [1952]. 1ff. = Opuscules d’un hbraHsant

[1958], 187ff.; HAL 5a); the degree to which this etymological origin
remains determinative for the meaning of ‘ebyon is uncertain (E. Bammel,
TDNT 6:888-89). Cf. also W. von Soden, “Zur Herkunft von hebr. ‘ebjon
‘arm,” MIO 15 (1969). 322-26 (from *°bi/ “to be poor, needy,” which
derives from an “old Amor.” adj. and which appears as a loanword in Ug.,
Hebr., and in the Akk. of Mari [abiyanum “poor, troubled, destitute”]).
Consequently, b2 and ‘ebyon will receive special treatment below in 3 and
4-5.

Copt. EBIHN may be a loanword from Sem. (cf. W. A. Ward, JNES 20 [1961]:
31f.; contra T. O. Lambdin, “Eg. Loan Words in the OT,” JAOS 73 [1953]: 145f.).

The Ug. abynm (KTU 4.70.6) and abynt (1.17.1.16) are not fruitful (cf. WUS
nos. 18, 20; UT nos. 23f.).
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The derivation of oy “woe” (Prov 23:29) from °bh is questionable (cf. HAL 4a
with bibliog.), as is that of 2267 “O that” (Job 34:36; cf. 1 Sam 24:12; 2 Kgs 5:13; > “ab
[1l/2b; cf. Honeyman, op. cit. 82; HAL 4a).

2. The verb ’bh is attested 54x in gal forms, with the majority in
narrative literature (2 Sam 10x, Deut 7x, Isa 5x, and 4x each in Judg, 1
Sam, 1 Chron, and Prov).

’ebyon (61x) is found primarily in cultic texts (Psa 23, in addition to 1 Sam
2:8; Isa 25:4; Jer 20:13), but is also represented in the prophetic, legal, and
wisdom literatures (Deut 7x, Job 6x, 5x each in Isa and Amos).

3. (a) Remarkably, the verb “bA is almost always negated and means
“to refuse, decline, not want”; it falls therefore within the semantic field of
the expression m’n pi. “to refuse” (46x; once in Num 22:13 with Yahweh as
subj., although no theological usage is recognizable; par. to ’bA2 in Deut
25:7; 2 Sam 2:21, 23; Isa 1:19f.; Prov 1.24f.), mn< “to withhold, refuse,” »
m’s “to reject,” etc. The only two sentences in which °bh4 has a
grammatically positive usage are not entirely positive in terms of meaning
(Isa 1:19, in a conditional sentence, par. to > sm¢ “to obey”; Job 39:9, in a
rhetorical question, practically equal to a negation).

The explanation for this meaning should not proceed from etymological or
linguistic-historical inferences, but from considerations of the contemporary word field
(cf. E. Jenni, “Wollen’ und ‘Nichtwollen’ im Hebr.,” FS Dupont-Sommer 201-7). The
positive “to be willing, want” is expressed in Hebr. by means of the verb y7 hi. “to
decide, touch, begin” (18x), which is never negated. On the one hand, as a so-called
inner-causative, inwardly trans., or internal hi. (“to cause oneself to take something,
begin something,” etc.), this verb, which always expresses an intentional process, can
never be negated (cf. HP 95ff., 250ff., 256); on the other hand, it is precisely the inner-
causative hi. that is more conducive to the expression of the intentional activity of the
subj. than a neutral ’»4 in the meaning “to be (de facto, perchance) willing.” Thus a

positive y’/ hi. and a negated or conditional 62 qal complement each other (cf. Judg
19:6-10, where the two verbs coincide).*

(b) The verb exhibits full verbal force (“to want, be willing,” etc.) in

only a few cases: Prov 1:30, “They would have none of my counsel”; 1:25,
“You would have none of my reproof”; Deut 13:9, “You would not yield to
him.” These cases refer to a specific act of the will in contrast to an
expectation or a demand exerted from without, a—thoroughly neutral—
unwillingness. Nom. objs. are introduced then either with le (Deut 13:9;
Prov 1:30; cf. Psa 81:12) or stand in the acc. (Prov 1:25). ’bh occurs
formulaically in the bipolar expression “not to hear and to be unwilling”
(Deut 13:9; 1 Kgs 20:8; Psa 81:12; cf. Isa 1:19; 42:24). In reality, however,
any apparently abs. usage of the word is an elliptical idiom. Cf. e.g., Judg
11:17 (LXX); 1 Sam 31:4 = 1 Chron 10:4; 2 Sam 12:17; 1 Kgs 22:50; Isa
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30:15; cf. also Prov 1:10; 6:35.

(c) In the majority of cases an action verb accompanies b4 that
forces it into an auxiliary role (e.g., Gen 24:5, 8, “If you do not want to
accompany”). Perhaps as an extension of the formula mentioned above,
the expression “not to want to hear” established itself in common usage
(Lev 26:21; Deut 23:6; Josh 24:10; Judg 19:25; 20:13; 2 Sam 13:14, 16; Isa
28:12; 30:9; Ezek 3:7[bis]; 20:8).

All sorts of other activities could also be unwanted, avoided, refused (Deut 1:26;
Judg 19:10; 1 Sam 22:17; 26:23; 2 Sam 2:21; 6:10; 13:25; 14:29[bis]; 23:16f. = 1 Chron
11:18f.; 2 Kgs 8:19 = 2 Chron 21:7; 2 Kgs 24:4; 1 Chron 19:19); the main verb stands
for the most part in the inf. with le (exceptions, Deut 2:30; 10:10; 25:7; 29:19; 1 Sam
15:9; 2 Kgs 13:23; Isa 28:12; 30:9; 42:24; Job 39:9).

(d) Texts in which the lack of desire results from an inner hardening
or stubbornness may indicate traces of a technical theological usage of “bA
(Exod 10:27, “Yahweh hardened Pharaoh’s heart, therefore he did not want
to let them go”; cf. Deut 2:30), which may have led to a formulaic usage in
the prophetic judgment or indictment language: “You were not willing!” (Isa
30:15; cf. Matt 23:37 with the verb thelein, which translates °bA in the LXX
in approximately half the cases; see G. Schrenk, “BovAoucit,” TDNT
1:629-37; id., “O¢A®,” TDNT 3:44-62). The hardening can also be viewed
in an entirely inward, almost clinical, manner (2 Sam 13:2, 14, 16; see K. L.
and M. A. Schmidt, “ToryVvve,” TDNT 5:1022ff.; F. Hesse, RGG 6:1383).

4. (a) ’ebyon belongs to a series of OT words describing the socially
weak (dal, miskén, <Gni, ras, etc.;> @ah ll; cf. A. Kuschke, “Arm und reich
im AT,” ZAW 57 [1939]: 31-57; J. van der Ploeg, “Les pauvres d’'Israél et
leur piété,” OTS 7 [1950]: 236-70; P. Humbert, “Le mot biblique “byon,”
RHPR 32 [1952]: 1-6 = Opuscules d'un hébraisant [1958], 187-92; F.
Hauck, “mévng,” TDNT 6:37-40; F. Hauck and E. Bammel, “TTo)0g,”
TDNT 6:885-915, with bibliog.). The specific meaning of the word, “to
have want” (Kuschke, op. cit. 53), “the poor who beg” (Humbert, op. cit.
188), is no longer clearly discernible (Bammel, TDNT 6:889n.24). In legal
and prophetic texts the ‘ebyon is the exploited (Exod 23:6, 11; Deut 15:1—
11; 24:14; Amos 2:6; 4:1; 5:12; 8:4, 6; Jer 2:34; 5:28; 22:16; Ezek 16:49;
18:12; 22:29). Wisdom passages often simply have material suffering in

—\V

mind in contrast to wealth (Psa 49:3; 112:9; Prov 31:20; cf. ras “poor,” > «h

).
(b) Everywhere in the ancient Near East the socially weak have a
particular relationship to the divinity.

Cf. BWL 18n.1 (“the poor of this world, rich in faith,” to whom the gods pay
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particular attention, so that even Nabopolassar recognizes himself as belonging to their
number), with a listing of the expressions for “poor” in Akk. (textual citations in AHw;
see aki, dunnami, ensu, katd, lapnu, muskénu, etc.). Cf. W. Schwer, RAC 1:689ff.; G.
Mensching, E. Kutsch, and E. L. Dietrich, RGG 1:616ff.; also the hymns to Shamash
(BWL 121ff.) and Psa 82:3 as a reflection of ancient Near Eastern concepts.

Against this background it is understandable that ‘ebyon acquires a
religious nuance in the OT. In genres rooted in the cult (above all in
laments and thanksgivings), the worshiper appears before Yahweh as poor
and needy. One must admit one’s inferiority to the mighty and just God; cf.
Job 42:2ff. With such an admission, however, the poor simultaneously lay a
particular claim to justice: the duties of the powerful, and therefore of God
(the covenant idea need not even contribute in this respect), include pity for
the suffering (cf. Deut 14:28f.; Isa 58:7; Ezek 18:7; Psa 72:2, 4, 12f.; 82:3;
112:9; Prov 3:27f.; 31:20). Wealth is always a loaned gift. A person is
normally poor and unprotected (cf. Gen 3:21; Ezek 16:4ff.; Hos 2:10; Psa
104:14f., 27ff.; etc.); the OT reflects the awareness that Yahweh esp.
desires the good of the sufferer. The belief that Yahweh allots privilege and
poverty and elevates the poor, reversing the human order, found classical
expression in 1 Sam 2:1ff.

(c) The manner in which cultic texts, in particular, use ‘ebyén
confirms this general impression. The nuances of the various expressions
for “poor, needy” are entirely lost; their social significance has faded.

The following count as symptoms of “being poor before God” unfortunate
circumstances (Psa 40:13), contempt (69:9, 11ff.), persecution (35:1ff.; 109:2ff.),
sickness (109:22ff.), near death (88:4ff.), etc. (cf. S. Mowinckel, Psalms in Israel’s
Worship [1962], 2:91f.). The enemies of the poor are less profiled; there are many
accomplices and executors of anti-Yahweh schemes (cf. Mowinckel, op. cit. 5ff.).

The formulaic usage “I am destitute and poor” (Psa 40:18; 70:6; 86:1;
109:22; cf. also Psa 25:16; 69:30; 88:16; 1 Sam 18:23) describes the
situation of the worshiper; it is a confession (of guilt), at once a recognition
of the towering might of Yahweh and a foundation for prayer. Yahweh is,
however, one who “delivers the weak from the one who is too strong and
the weak and needy from the one who despoils” (Psa 35:10; cf. similar
hymnic predications in Job 5:15; 1 Sam 2:8; Psa 113:7; etc.). The regular
use of two or more synonyms for “poor” (mostly @aniw®ebyon “destitute and
poor,” Psa 35:10; 37:14; 40:18; 70:6; 74:21; 86:1; 109:16, 22; cf. Deut
24:14; Jer 22:16; Ezek 16:49; 18:12; 22:29; Job 24:14; Prov 31:9) may
indicate firm roots in a diction shaped by parallelism. Hymns of
thanksgiving (cf. Psa 107:41) and prophetic or priestly promises of
salvation (cf. Isa 14:30; 29:19; 41:17; Psa 132:15) attest to the
accomplished or guaranteed salvation of the poor.
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5. In many intertestamental religious texts, the poor achieve an even
greater significance, likely as a result of a more extensive stratification of
society. The Qumran community was particularly suspicious of private
property and considered poverty and humility preconditions for the spiritual
life. This positive conception of poverty continues in the NT (Sermon on the
Mount, Luke, Paul), and the Ebionites were neither the only nor the last
Christians to give humility before God programmatical significance. Cf. E.
Bammel, “TT@X0G,” TDNT 6:894ff.; RGG s.v. “Armenpflege,” “Armut,”
“Ebioniten”; L. E. Keck, “The Poor Among the Saints in Jewish Christianity
and Qumran,” ZNW 57 (1964). 54-78; A. Gelin, The Poor of Yahweh
(1964).

E. Gerstenberger

12N ‘ebydn poor > AR bh

°2aR ‘abbir strong

S 47; BDB 7b; HALOT 1:6a; TDOT 1:42-44; TWOT 13c; NIDOTTE
52

1. It is clear that “abbir “strong, powerful” and “abir (with basically the
same meaning; see 4) are related; it is unclear whether *éber and ‘ebri
“pinion, wing” (» kanap ) as well as the related denominative verb “br hi. “to

soar” (Job 39:26) belong to the same root (so GB 4f., 7; contra HAL 6a, 9;
cf. AHw 7a).

Occurrences of the root in other Sem. languages are similarly opaque in many
respects.

ber “wing” is related to Akk. abru “wing,” Ug. “br “to fly(?)* (WUS no. 33;
contra UT no. 39), Syr. ’ebra “feather”; this word family lies too far afield with respect to
meaning and will not be taken into account here.

’abbir is related to Ug. ibr “bull” (WUS no. 34; UT no. 39; oni or e in the first
syllable as mutated vowels, see W. Vycichl, AfO 17 [1954/56]: 357a; on Ug. PNs
formed with ibr, see Gréndahl 88, 133), and as a Can. loanword, see Eg. ybr “stallion”
(Burchardt 2:2; W. F. Albright, BASOR 62 [1936]: 30).

Of the postulated Akk. words in AHw 4b, 7a, abru “strong, mighty(?),” abaru
“embrace, might,” and abaru “to span,” CAD A/1:38, 63 recognizes only abaru
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“strength” as valid.

NWSem. forms yet to be mentioned are: a Pun. PN 59 (CIS 1:1886; W. W.
Baudissin, Kyrios [1929], 3:85, “Baal is strong”; Harris 73: an error for *drb7?) and Old
Aram. “brw “greatness, mightiness” (DISO 3; KAl no. 214.15, 21; cf. 2:219).

According to E. Y. Kutscher (FS Baumgartner 165) the Middle Hebr. °br pi. “to
make strong” should be viewed as a secondary formation.

Associations of the root with Gothic abrs “strong” and other Old Nordic,
Cheremis, and perhaps Celtic pars., as well as with Sum. % “cow,” which are thought to
point back to a common prehistorical cultural situation (see H. Wagner, Zeitschrift fur
vergl. Sprachforschung 75 [1958]: 62—75) are quite unlikely.

2. “abbir occurs 17x, distributed across the entire OT from the Song
of Deborah to the discourse of Elihu in the poetry of the book of Job. “abir
Is attested 6x, without exception as part of a divine name, once each in the
promise to Joseph in the blessing of Jacob, in Isa, in Deutero-Isa, in Trito-
Isa, and twice in Psa 132.

3. “abbir is used consistently as a subst. and has meanings in the
realm of “strong, powerful” (cf. ischyros and dynatos, the LXX translations
in Judg 5:22; Lam 1:15; and Job 24:22). It indicates:

(a) with reference to humans—"those in power, tyrants, heroes,
leaders” (1 Sam 21:8; Isa 10:13 K; Job 24:22; 34:20; Lam 1:15; likely also
Jer 46:15: Pharaoh, contra LXX Apis), in the construction “abbiré¢ > Iéb, the
“brave” (Psa 76:6 par. “heroes of war”; cf. Isa 46:12);

(b) with reference to animals—"horse” (Judg 5:22; Jer 8:16 par. sis
“horse,” LXX hippos; Jer 47:3 alongside rekeb *“chariot”; 50:11 and 8:16
alongside sa/ “to neigh”) and “bull” (Isa 34:7; Psa 22:13; 50:13 par. ttiid
“ram”; LXX in each case tauros ); Psa 68:31 plays upon the double
meaning “strong” and “bull”;

(c) Psa 78:25 is on the way to a theological meaning with the
expression lehem ‘abbirim “bread of angels” (manna; LXX arfon angelon;
par. dcan-samayim “the grain of heaven” in v 24; cf. Psa 105:40; Wis 16:20;
John 6:31).

The thesis of K. Budde (ZAW 39 [1921]: 38f.) that gpod may frequently be a late
replacement for “abbir “bull image” is unconvincing. H. Torczyner’s rebuttal (ZAW 39
[1921]: 296-300) overreaches the mark, however, by entirely denying the root any
application to “horse” or to “bull” (cf. also W. Caspari, “Hebr. abir als dynamistischer
Ausdruck,” ZS 6 [1928]: 71-75).

The LXX translations of “abbir in Job 24:22 and 34:20 with adynatos “powerless”
(in Job an additional 4x for the orthographically similar “ebyon “poor”), as well as in Psa
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76:6 with asynetos “without understanding” (cf. Isa 46:12), in each case in the context
of divine intervention, are noteworthy. Does the LXX attempt a theological correction
which argues that before God even the mighty are weak?

4. The divine name *bir ya“gob (Gen 49:24; Isa 49:26; 60:16; Psa
132:2, 5) or *biryisra’el (Isa 1:24; cf. Wildberger, Isa 1-12, CC, 68) “the
strength of Jacob/lsrael,” which used to be commonly translated “bull of
Jacob/lsrael,” was recognized by A. Alt (“God of the Fathers,” EOTHR 1-
77, esp. 25ff.) as an epithet for the God of the fathers. In Gen 49:24 it
parallels “shepherd of Israel” and “God of your father” (cf. V. Maag, “Der
Hirte Israels,” SThU 28 [1958]. 2-28, with a thorough presentation of the
God-of-the-fathers concepts; an altogether different approach, J. Hoftijzer,
Die Verheissungen an die drei Erzvater [1956], esp. 95f.). It is generally
supposed that the differentiation in the nom. paradigm (“abir in contrast to
’abbir) may have transpired secondarily. But according to Meyer 2:30, the
distinction could simply be a grammatical phenomenon (qgattil occasionally
evolves into gatil in the cs. st.; 1 Sam 21:8 txt?; cf. LXX and BH 3). The
unusual distribution of occurrences has not yet been thoroughly explained.

5. The psalm inserted at Sir 51:12 (Hebr.) mentions the “strength of
Jacob” once more (cf. A. A. Di Lella, Hebrew Text of Sirach [1966], 101f.);
corresponding formulations do not occur in the texts available from Qumran
and in the NT.

H. H. Schmid

52N °p/ to mourn

S 56; BDB 5a; HALOT 1:6b; TDOT 1:44-48; TWOT 6; NIDOTTE
61

1. The root ’»/ occurs in NWSem. and in AKkk., although only

NWSem. has the meaning “to mourn”; Akk. does not apply the physical
aspect (abalu “to wither”) to the psychological one, as Hebr. seems to do.

Since G. R. Driver (FS Gaster 73-82), the meaning “wither” is also increasingly
recognized for the Hebr. (HAL 7a lists eight texts in contrast to three in KBL 6b); a
division of the root into %/ | “to mourn” and %/ Il “to wither” is certainly unnecessary (J.

Scharbert, Der Schmerz im AT [1955], 47-58; E. Kutsch, ThStud 78 [1965]: 35f.); see
3a.

A relationship to Arab. “abbana (so according to Th. Noldeke, ZDMG 40 [1886]:
724; the lexicons) is hardly likely; this word has a rather different sphere of meaning (cf.
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Scharbert, op. cit. 48n.95; Wehr 2a: “to celebrate, praise, eulogize [a deceased
person]).

Another root ’»/ (a by-form of ybl ) occurs in some place-names formed with
’abél “watercourse” (HAL 7; explained in a folk etymology in Gen 50:11 by means of b/

“to mourn”). It is uncertain to which root grt ablm, the city of the moon god, belongs
(KTU 1.18.1.30, IV.8; 1.19.1V.1, 3).

It is unnecessary to assume a further root ’»/ “to shut” (GB 5b: a denominative
from the Akk. abullu > Aram. “abiila’ “gate”; HAL 7a) for Ezek 31:15 (see 3a).

In addition to the (intrans.) verb, derivatives include the verbal adj.
’abél “sad” and the subst. ébe/ “mourning,” as well as rebé/ “terra firma,”
which is to be understood against the basic meaning “wither” (perhaps a
loanword from AkK. tabalu “[dry] land,” GAG 856k; cf. Zimmern 43; Driver,
op. cit. 73).

2. Statistics: gal 18x (apart from Job 14:22 only in prophetic texts),
hitp. 19x (primarily in narrative texts), hi. 2x; ‘abél 8x, ‘eébel 24X, tébél 36X
(only in poetical texts, often par. to > ‘eres “land”).

3. (&) The meaning of 5/ in the gal cannot be reduced to a single
Eng. equivalent but ranges from “to be dry” and “to be ruined, lie
disconsolate,” etc., to “to mourn” (Kutsch, op. cit. 36, construed “to be
diminished” as the governing concept).

Subjs. include earth/land, field, meadowland, vineyard, Judah (Isa
24:4; 33:9; Jer 4:28; 12:4, 11, 14:2; 23:10; Hos 4:3; Joel 1:10; Amos 1:2),
wine (Isa 24:7; here and in the preceding texts, the translation “to dry, dry
up, lay waste” seems appropriate, if one does not take them as
metaphors), gates (Isa 3:26), souls (Job 14:22), and persons (Isa 19:8; Hos
10:5; Joel 1:9; Amos 8:8; 9:5; in these passages it should likely be
translated “to mourn”).

Par. terms are: “umlial (pulal of ’m/) “to wilt, dry up, wither away” (Isa
19:8; 24:4, 7; 33:9; Jer 14:2; Hos 4:3; Joel 1:10), yabés “to dry up” (Jer
12:4; 23:10; Joel 1:10; Amos 1:2), nabél *“to wither, fall apart” (Isa 24:4),
Samam “to devastate” (Jer 12:11; cf. Lam 1:4), qdr “to become dark,
gloomy; to mourn” (Jer 4:28; 14:2), ’nh “to lament” (Isa 3:26; 19:8), nh “to
sigh, moan” (Isa 24:7). °bl with verbs describing dryness need not be
limited to nature, nor with verbs of moaning is it limited to people (cf. Isa
19:8 with b/, °nh, and umlal with per. subjs.).

On Job 14:22 cf. Scharbert, op. cit. 56-58; Horst, BK 16, 214.

The two hi. usages (Ezek 31:15; Lam 2:8) should be translated “cause to mourn”
(on Ezek 31:15, see Zimmerli, Ezek, Herm, 2:145, 152).
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For verbs of complaint, groaning, moaning, sighing » s “to cry”; for antonyms -»
nhm “to console,” > smh “to be happy.”

The same lack of distinction between physical and psychological
conditions may also be observed with respect to ‘umia/ “to wilt, disappear”
(HAL 61l1a) and smm “to be devastated, ruined, frightened, troubled” (N.
Lohfink, VT 12 [1962]: 267-75).

(b) The semantic content of the hitp. can be rather fully conveyed with
“to mourn.” In contrast to the purely circumstantial gal, it denotes “to
behave [consciously; in 2 Sam 14:2, fictitiously] as “abél. “

bl can refer to mourning for the dead (Gen 37:34; 1 Sam 6:19; 2 Sam 13:37;
14:2[bis]; 19:2; 1 Chron 7:22; 2 Chron 35:24), for a serious mishap or for the sins of
those closely associated (1 Sam 15:35; 16:1; Ezra 10:6; Neh 1:4). ’»/ hitp. can also
refer to oneself (Ezek 7:12, the context suggests the meaning “to be angry”) or to one’s
own improper conduct (Exod 33:4; Num 14:39; Neh 8:9, which approaches the meaning
“to regret”). Dan 10:2 refers to asceticism in preparation for the reception of revelation
(Montgomery, Dan, ICC, 406f.; cf. the development of Syr. ‘abila *“sorrowful” and
“ascetic, monk” as a loanword also in Mand. [MG xxix] and in Arab. [Fraenkel 270]).
Ezekiel announces a time of mourning in a verdict (Ezek 7:27); an apocalyptically
colored view of the world describes the present with °5/ hitp. (Isa 66:10; the antonym is

LAz

eschatological joy, $i¥).

2abél  “sorrowful” exhibits similar usages (death: Gen 37:35; Psa 35:14; Job
29:25; misfortune: Esth 4:3; 9:22; the sorrow of the end time: Isa 57:18; 61:2f.); in Lam
1:4 the predicate adj. corresponds to the gal.

Similarly, “ebel “mourning” applies, for the most part, to mourning for the dead
(Gen 47:21; 50:10f.; Deut 34:8; 2 Sam 11:27; 14:2; 19:3; Jer 6:26; 16:7; Ezek 24:17,
Amos 5:16; 8:10; Eccl 7:2, 4; Lam 5:15; in general: Mic 1:8; Job 30:31; Esth 4:3; 9:22; a
transformation of eschatological sorrow into happiness: Isa 60:20; 61:3; Jer 31:13).

In the hitp. ’b/ expresses sorrow primarily in definite behaviors
(crying, mourning clothes, laments, abstention, etc.; cf. Gen 37:34; Exod
33:4; 2 Sam 14:2; 19:2; Dan 10:2; Ezra 10:6; Neh 1:4; 8:9; 2 Chron 35:24;
cf. BHH  3:2021ff. with bibliog.; E. Kutsch, “Trauerbrauche’ und
‘Selbstminderungsriten’ im AT,” ThStud 78 [1965]. 25-42), without,
however, requiring that one define the basic meaning of °»/ in terms of
external mourning customs (so KBL 6a and V. Maag, Text, Wortschatz und
Begriffswelt des Buches Amos [1951], 115-17; G. Rinaldi, Bib 40 [1959]:
267f.).

On the distinction among qdr “to be dark, dirty, sorrowful” (somewhat more
narrowly L. Delekat, VT 14 [1964]: 55f.), Jem/gm “to be sorrowful” (Isa 19:10; Job
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30:25), and spd “to lament” (originally “to smite the breast in lament”; see Kutsch, op.
cit. 38f.), see Scharbert, op. cit. 58—62.

4. The lament for the dead has no religious significance in Israel

because any form of the cult of the dead is excluded from Israelite worship
(cf. von Rad, Theol. 1:276ff.; V. Maag, SThU 34 [1964]: 17ff.); accordingly
’bl hitp. has no religious significance, except in relation to self-abasement
before God (Exod 33:4; Num 14:39; Dan 10:2; Ezra 10:6; Neh 1:4; 8:9; cf.
Kutsch, op. cit. 28f., 36; > @A 1l). In contrast, the gqal usage and the related
semantic field belong to a motif common in prophecy that is primarily at
home in the announcement of judgment (Isa 3:26; 19:8; Hos 4:3; Amos
8:8). In Jer the generally recognized formal transition from announcement
of judgment to description of catastrophe is clear (Jer 4:28; 12:4, 11; 14:2;
23:10). Finally, in apocalypticism the motif characterizes eschatological
terror (Joel 1:9f.; Isa 24:4, 7; 33:9).
Amos 1:2 may give the origin of the motif (see M. Weiss, TZ 23 [1967]: 1-
25). Judgment, with its effects on nature and people, is a consequence of
Yahweh'’s theophany (allusions to the theophany also in Amos 9:5; Isa
33:9).

As a par. to Amos 1:2, Weiss (op. cit, 19) cites the words of the dog in a Mid.
Assyr. fox fable (BWL 192f., 334): “I am mighty in strength, . . . a voracious lion . . .
before my horrible voice mountains and rivers dry up (abalu Gtn).”

5. OT mourning customs are presupposed in the NT, but Jesus
negates their significance for humanity (Matt 8:21f.). The apocalyptic
concept that the end time is characterized by “mourning” is significant (Matt
24:30, etc.). The beatitude in Matt 5:4 alludes to Isa 61:2. Cf. G. Stahlin,
“KOTeTAOC,” TDNT 3:830-60; R. Bultmann, “Té€v0og,” TDNT 6:40-43.

F. Stolz

12N }eben stone > T3 sir

118 22dén lord

S 113; BDB 10b; HALOT 1:12b; TDOT 1:59-72; TWOT 27b;
NIDOTTE 123

x7» mare’ (Aram.) lord
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S 4756; BDB 1101b; HAL 5:1740a; TWOT 2839; NIDOTTE 10437

|. The word “zdon “lord,” of undetermined origin, is limited to the Can.
language family. The other Sem. languages have various designations for
“lord”: Akk. bélu, Aram. maré’, Arab. rabb, Eth. Jegzi’.

HAL 12b catalogs various still uncertain attempts at etymology (even more
extensive suggestions in F. Zimmermann, VT 12 [1962]: 194). According to BL 16, 253
*donay may be a non-Sem. loanword with a secondarily derived sg. “adén. Derivation
from Ug. ad “father” (» 2zb 1l1l/1) is also purely hypothetical; a basic meaning “father” for
’adon (KBL 10b, speculatively) is unattested, even though a father may be addressed
respectfully as “lord” (KTU 1.24.33; Gen 31:35; see 111/3); according to KTU 2.14.18f,,
Ug. adn could as easily signify “brother.”

Ug. also attests a fem. adt “lady” (WUS no. 86). PNs from Amarna, Mari, Ugarit,
etc., which are significant for the vocalization and derivation of the forms, are cataloged
and discussed (inconclusively) in Huffmon 156, 159 and Gréndahl 88—90.

Phoen.-Pun. “dn “lord” is frequent (DISO 5; PNs: Harris 74); the fem. ’dr “lady”
exists here too (once also in a Palm. inscription, likely as a Canaanitism; cf. M. Noth,
OLZ 40 [1937]: 345f.). On the basis of this evidence O. Eissfeldt (OLZ 41 [1938]: 489)
suspects a miswritten fem. par. to “adén in Jer 22:18 behind hodo (contra Rudolph,

HAT 12, 142; M. Dahood, CBQ 23 [1961]: 462—-64).

In extrabibl. Hebr. “dny “my lord” is common in the Lachish Letters (KAl nos.
192-97 passim; ANET 322); cf. also “dny hsr “my lord, the governor” in the Yavneh-
Yam ostracon (KAI no. 200.1).

The form *“donay, reserved as a designation for Yahweh, is usually
understood as a fixed vocative form of the majestic pl. with a per. suf. in
(affect-stressed) pause, “my lords = my lord = the lord” (extensive
treatment in W. W. Baudissin, Kyrios [1929], 2:27ff.), although the
grammatical analysis of the ending -ay is disputed.

ll. The various forms of “adon (incl. *donay “my lords” Gen 19:2) and
the divine designation *donay (incl. Gen 19:18) are listed separately in the
statistics. Mandl. overlooks 2 Sam 7:22, reflecting the Bombergiana ed.;
Lis. omits Ezek 14:20.

’adén *donay total
Gen 71 9 80
Exod 10 6 16
Lev - - -
Num 6 1 7
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Deut 4
Josh 3
Judg 7
1 Sam
2 Sam
1 Kgs34
2 Kgs37
Isa 16
Jer 6
Ezek —
Hos 1
Joel —
Amosl
Obad-—
Jonah
Mic 1
Nah -
Hab —
Zeph 1
Hag -
Zech 7
Mal 3
Psa 13
Job 1
Prov 3
Ruth 1
Song Sol
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2 Chron
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total 334 439 773

38
59

o1

Concentrations of “adon (Gen, Sam, Kgs) are topically influenced;
concentrations of “donay (Ezek, Amos) are redactionally determined.
Bibl. Aram. maré’ “lord” is attested in Dan 4x.

[1l. 1. As a term of social order, “2don

in its basic meaning “lord,
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master (over subject persons)” is defined in opposition to terms such as
ebed “servant” (cf. esp. Gen 24:9, 65; Exod 21:4-8; Deut 23:16; Judg
3:25; 1 Sam 25:10; Isa 24:2; Mal 1:6; Psa 123:2; Job 3:19; Prov. 30:10;
with na%r “servant,” Judg 19:11; 1 Sam 20:38, etc.; with °ama or Siphad
“‘maid,” 1 Sam 25:25, 27f., 41, etc.), which almost always occur or are
implied in context; correspondingly, the word occurs almost exclusively with
a succeeding gen. or pron. suf. (a circumlocution for the relationship by
means of le in Gen 45:8, 9; 1 Kgs 22:17 = 1 Chron 18:16; Psa 12:5;
105:21; by means of special verbal expressions in Isa 19:4; 26:13; an abs.
’adon occurs only in the formulaic laments for the dead in Jer 22:18; 34:5,
as well as perhaps 10x as a description of Yahweh; see 1V/2, 4).

’adon distinguishes itself in this manner very clearly from > ba%/ “lord,
owner (of a thing)" (the wife also counts as property with reference to ba<a/
in the meaning “husband”).

F. Baethgen’'s statement (in Beitrdge zur sem. Religionsgeschichte [1888], 41,
cited in TDNT 3:1053), “The master in relation to the slave is Sra as the owner of
the slave and jx as the one who can dispose of this possession as he
wills”), is
therefore not entirely accurate, because the OT does not use ba%/ in
reference to an ‘ebed.

Ug. contrasts adn and »9 less distinctly; cf. 69y “my Lord” in the address to the
king in epistolary style (WUS no. 544, 3*) corresponding to the Akk. formula; cf. also
the poetical parallelism b%km/adnkm in KTU 1.2.1.17, 33f., and 1.6.6.57f. “Ngmd, king

of Ugarit, adn of Yrgbb 9 of Trmn. *

g%bir “lord, master” occurs infrequently as a synonym for “adén (Gen
27:29, 37 in contrast to “padim “servants” in v 37); the fem. g%birda “lady,
mistress” (in contrast to siphd “maidservant,” Gen 16:4, 8f.; Isa 24:2; Psa
123:2; Prov 30:23; alongside na“rda “maiden,” 2 Kgs 5:3; » gbr 3e) is more
common.

2. “adon appears only once in the sense of authority over impersonal
spheres: 1 Kgs 16:24 *doné hahar “(Shemer,) the (former) owner of the
mountain (Samaria).” Reference to the placement of a lord over the house
of Pharaoh (Gen 45:8) or over the land of Egypt (Gen 42:30, 33; 45:9; Isa
19:4; Psa 105:21) indicates nothing other than elevation over the
constituents of the house or country in question.

Of the Ug. texts, those cited above (111/1) with adn Yrgb should be mentioned; in
the Phoen. oath from Arslan Tash (7th cent.) the reading in I. 15 suggested by W. F.
Albright (BASOR 76 [1939]: 8), which has been taken up in KAl (no. 27), b69pn ’rs “lord

82



of the surface of the earth,” is preferable over the reading [°/dn ’rs “lord of the earth” (T.
H. Gaster, Or 11 [1942]: 44, 61; HAL 12b; cf. ANET 658b).

3. As in numerous languages (e.g., Med. Lat. “senior” followed by
Ger. “Herr,” originally a comparative form of “hehr” = “old, honorable”; cf.
Kluge 305a; Fr. “monsieur” with a fixed usage of the pron.; Eng. “sir” <
“sire”; “mister” < “master”), the word is used in address and declaration not
only to reflect an actual lord-servant relationship (very frequently, e.g., in
the courtly »“doni hammelek “my lord, the king”), but also as a polite form for
other persons whom one wishes to honor with this designation (L. Kdhler,
ZAW 36 [1916]: 27; 40 [1922]: 39ff.; Lande 28ff., 81); the subordinating
self-designation ebed “slave” corresponds to this usage. Thus the following
may be addressed as “adén. the father (Gen 31:35, Rachel's address to
Laban), the brother (Gen 32:5f., 19; 33:8ff., Jacob-Esau; Exod 32:22; Num
12:11, Aaron-Moses), the uncle (2 Sam 13:32f., Jonabad-David), the
spouse (Gen 18:12, Sarah-Abraham; Judg 19:26f., concubine-Levite; Amos
4:1, the “cows of Bashan”; Psa 45:12, the royal bridegroom), as well as
total strangers (e.g., on the lips of women: Gen 24:18, Rebekah-servant of
Isaac; Judg 4:18, Jael-Sisera; Ruth 2:13, Ruth-Boaz), or those who are
actually of equal or lower social status (1 Kgs 18:7, 13, Obadiah-Elijah;
20:4, 9, Ahab-Benhadad; 2 Kgs 8:12, Hazael-Elisha). The transition from
“youlyour” to “my lord” (e.g., Num 32:25, 27) occurs just as easily as the
role change from “I/my” to “your servant” (e.g., 1 Sam 22:15). *doni “my
lord” (cf. Fr. “monsieur”) is often used in a fixed form instead of “our lord” by
a group of people (Gen 23:6; 42:10; 43:20; Num 32:25, 27; 36:2; 2 Sam
4:8; 15:15; 2 Kgs 2:19).

On the formula b7 *doni or bi *donay “with your permission, lord” (7x and 5x,
resp.), see L. Kohler, ZAW 36 (1916): 26f.; Lande 16-19; HAL 117.

IV. 1. (&) The usage of “adon and *“donay in reference to Yahweh (W.

W. Baudissin, Kyrios [1929], vols. 1-4; Quell, TDNT 3:1058ff.; Eichrodt
1:203f.; O. Eissfeldt, RGG 1:97) is closely tied to profane practice,
because it was used by Israel or individuals or groups in Israel to address
Yahweh as the superior, as lord, or to speak of him as the lord in analogy
to earthly (actual or fictional) servant-lord relationships, just as it was used
by neighboring religious communities to address their prominent divinities;
so too was Israel, terminologically at least since Deutero-Isa, described as
the servant of Yahweh (W. Zimmerli, TDNT 5:662; > %d ). (b) This usage
is relatively rare and atypical. By contrast, frequent and formulaic is (c) the
vocative and (d) the formulaic usage as a divine epithet, which develops, in
accordance with the uniqueness of this lord, into (e) an absolutely suitable
ontological description (lord par excellence, lord of all), and finally even
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replaces the divine name.

2. “adon occurs in a statement with the per. suf. (“his lord”) only in the
prophetic verdict against Ephraim in Hos 12:15, “Therefore, his Lord will
leave his bloodguilt upon him,” where the full force of the word probably
underscores the paradox of disobedience; Neh 3:5 is similar: “Their
leaders, nevertheless, did not bend the necks to the service of their Lord.”
Cf. further Isa 51:22 “your Lord” in a positive use of the full sense, par. to
“who pleads the cause of his people.”

In contrast, statements with “our Lord” (Psa 135:5; 147:5; Neh 8:10;
10:30) should probably be regarded as late variations of the formulaic
usage of “adon as a divine epithet or as a replacement for the divine name.
Mal 1.6 “Am | Lord? Where is the fear of me?” does not represent an actual
divine designation, but a comparison with an earthly (father or) lord, in
which the meaning of the word has become thematic. In Mal 3:1 “the Lord,
whom you seek,” the use of Aa’adén is determined through juxtaposition
with the messenger who precedes this Lord, although, as in 1:6, the abs.
usage for Yahweh that was known at the time may be reflected.

3. Ydonay “my Lord” is already attested early in address. In contrast
to e.g., melek “king,” the word does not serve as a description of the being
of God as the sovereign Lord or as the mighty master, but as a simple
honorific used by the subordinate in conversation with any superior
(Eichrodt 1:203; contra Koéhler, Theol. 30, who evaluates the meaning of
adon in the text that is paradigmatic for him, Psa 105:21, with too great an
emphasis on the par. but not synonymous mosé/ “master”; cf. also
Baudissin, op. cit. 2:246). This usage also occurs in texts that will not be
listed individually here (concentrated e.g., in the prayer of David, 2 Sam
7:18-22, 28f., 7x *donay yhwh, otherwise absent in Sam), certainly incl. the
old and textually unquestionable formulae b7 “donay “with permission, Lord”
(Exod 4:10, 13; Josh 7:8; Judg 6:15; 13:8; cf. Judg 6:13 b7 “doni’) and *hah
“donay yhwh “Ah! My Lord Yahweh” (Josh 7:7; Judg 6:22; also 8x in Jer
and Ezek; » *hah; cf. also the usage of *doni with respect to angels in
Josh 5:14; Zech 1:9; 4:4f., 13; 6:4; Dan 10:16, 17[bis], 19; 12:8).

The group address “Yahweh, our Lord” is limited to Psa 8:2, 10 and seems to
approximate the predication of Yahweh treated in the next section.

4. The abs. usage of “adon also appears very early as a formulaic

divine epithet. The meaning of the word here too does not at first exceed
what has been treated so far, as e.g., in the ceremonious title 4z°adon yhwh

(’lohé yisra’él) “the Lord Yahweh (the God of Israel)” in the pilgrimage
legislation (Exod 23:17 and 34:23) and also in the formula Aa’adon yhwh
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sba’ot used several times by Isa, which probably stems from Jerusalem
tradition (Isa 1:24; 3:1; 10:16, 33; 19:4; cf. Wildberger, Isa 1-12, CC, 66—
68).

In Phoen.-Pun. inscriptions the epithet *dn “lord” is attested for numerous
divinities and occurs frequently (Baudissin, op. cit. 3:52ff.; DISO 5, with a list of the
pertinent divinities). The transition from title to PN can be recognized in PNs (cf.
Smn’dn/’dn’smn “Eshmun is Lord” with “dnpit “Adn has saved”) and esp. with respect to
the dying and rising vegetation divinity Adonis from Byblos (W. W. Baudissin, Adonis
und Esmun [1911]; Eissfeldt, RGG 1:97f.; G. von Lucken, “Kult und Abkunft des
Adonis,” FF 36 [1962]: 240-45).

In view of the wide distribution of such epithets in the ancient Near
East (Eg. nb, Sum. EN, Akk. bé/u, Aram. mr’, Hitt. isha- ), the title °adon
for Yahweh requires no special derivation; nevertheless one can speculate
that the Jerusalem cult tradition, to which the specified formulas apparently
belong, has been influenced by Can. idiom (cf. also PNs formed with “2dén,
e.g., *doniyahid, *donisedeq, *donigam, *doniram, with their Ug. and Phoen.
counterparts; see I; IP 114ff.).

The age of the expression “donay yhwh, other than in address, e.g.,
“the Lord Yahweh” with a nom. usage of the fixed vocative, is disputed.
Contrary to the viewpoint represented by Baudissin (Kyrios 1:558ff.;
2:81ff.), that “donay has been secondarily added to or substituted for yhwh
in each instance, the nom. usage may be quite old according to Eissfeldt
(RGG 1:97); according to F. Baumgartel (“Zu den Gottesnamen in den
Blichern Jer und Ezek,” FS Rudolph 1-29) formulae such as koh ‘amar
“donay yhwh and n®um *donay yhwh are original in Jer and Ezek (with J.
Herrmann, FS Kittel 70ff., contra Baudissin); cf. also the extensive
treatment in Zimmerli, Ezek, Herm, 2:556-62.

Many texts, incl. the oldest, remain textually disputed (on Amos cf. V. Maag,
Text, Wortschatz und Begriffswelt des Buches Amos [1951], 118f.; and Wolff, Amos,
Herm, 101, 130; on 1 Kgs 2:26, cf. comms.).

In particular, it is not always clear why some authors (or redactors) prefer the
expression *donay yhwh. Baumgartel (op. cit. 27ff.) assumes that Ezek (217x) avoids

the divine designation yAwh sba’ot (associated with the ark in the temple on Mt. Zion
and still common in Jer) in the exilic situation and replaces it with *donay yhwh in
connection with an old cult name.

5. The association of “2don with an accompanying gen. describing
the universal sphere of sovereignty mediates the transition from a divine
epithet to an essential designation that is also absolutely applicable: *donay
in the sense of “Lord par excellence” or “Lord of all.” Such escalating
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hyperbolic usages are also known in the Bab. repertoire of titles for gods
(e.q., belbelée “the Lord of lords”; cf. Tallqvist 40-57) and even for kings (in
addition to bélbéle, e.g., also bélsarrani “the lord of kings,” bélgimri and bél
kissati “the Lord of all”; cf. Seux 55-57, 90f.), and are therefore not per se
witness to a purely monotheistic belief in God. The Hebr. OT uses the
expressions “God of gods and Lord of lords” (Deut 10:17; Psa 136:2f.) and
»don kol-ha’ares “Lord of the whole earth” (Josh 3:11, 13; Mic 4:13; Zech
4:14; 6:5; Psa 97:5; 114:7 txt em, see Kraus, Psa, CC, 2:371, 375; a
segment of this text may still be pre-exilic; cf. Noth, HAT 7, 25; H.-M. Lutz,
Jahwe, Jerusalem und die Volker [1968], 94, 96; following Kraus, Psa,
CC, 1:83, the expression apparently “derived from the cultic tradition of the
old Jebusite city”).

maré’, the Bibl. Aram. equivalent of “2don, occurs 2x in the vocative mari “my
Lord” addressed to the king (Dan 4:16, 21) and 2x with an accompanying gen. in
reference to God: Dan 2:47, maré’malkin “Lord of kings” and 5:23, maré’-s‘mayya’ “Lord
of heaven.” For pars. in Aram. inscriptions (a title for kings and gods) cf. Baudissin,
Kyrios 3:57-61; DISO 166f. (on Phoen. °dn mikm and Aram. mr’mikn “the lord of

kings” cf. K. Galling, “Eschmunazar und der Herr der Konige,” ZDPV 79 [1963]: 140-
51). 1QapGen has noticeably multiplied the number of these expressions (with the
spelling mrh); see Fitzmyer, Gen.Ap. 77, 83f., 99, 130, 242.

The originality of the texts with freestanding *donay “the Lord” not
addressed to a second party is in doubt (about 70x, principally in Isa, Psa,
and Lam: 1 Kgs 3:10, 15; 22:6; 2 Kgs 7:6; 19:23; Isa 3:17f.; 4:4; 6:1, 8;
7:14, 20, etc.; Ezek 18:25, 29; 21:14; 33:17, 20; Amos 5:16; 7:7f.; 9:1; Mic
1:2; Zech 9:4; Mal 1:12, 14; Psa 2:4; 22:31; 37:13; 54.6, etc.; Job 28:28;
Lam 1:14f,; 2:1, etc.; Dan 1:2; 9:3, 9; Ezra 10:3, where, however, one
should read *doni and regard it as a reference to Ezra; Neh 4:8).
Nevertheless, the MT presumes the exclusive meaning “the Lord kat’
exochén.” *donay completely loses its original vocative character, becoming
clearly paraphrastic, in a trend toward the avoidance of the name Yahweh
beginning in the 3rd cent. BCE (Bousset-Gressmann 307ff.), which may
also be observed in the Qumran texts (M. Delcor, Les Hymnes de Qumran
[1962], 195; cf. in the context of an address, 1QH 2:20, etc., with Isa 12:1;
Psa 86:12; 1QH 7:28 with Exod 15:11; outside of an address, 1QM 12:8
with Psa 99:9; 1QSb 3:1 with Num 6:26), and which finally leads to the
Qere perpetuum *donay for the tetragrammaton (> yhwh ).

V. On the usage of “adon or kyrios in early Judaism and in the NT,
cf. W. Foerster, “kVp1og,” TDNT  3:1081-98; K. H. Rengstorf,
“decTOTNG,” TDNT 2:44-49; K. G. Kuhn, “nopovodat,” TDNT 4:466-72;
as well as bibliogs. in NT theologies and in treatments of the dominical
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titles.

E. Jenni

"R Yaddir powerful

S 117, BDB 12a; HALOT 1:13b; TDOT 1:73-74; TWOT 28b;
NIDOTTE 129

1. The root dr “to be powerful, mighty, majestic” is limited to Can.
(Ug.: UT no. 92; WUS no. 95; Grondahl no. 90; Phoen.-Pun.: DISO 5f,;
Harris 74f.).

The gal, “to be mighty,” and the pi., “to make mighty, magnify,” are attested only
in Phoen. (DISO 5); the ni. ptcp. “majestic” (Exod 15:6, 11) and the hi. “to show oneself
majestic” (Isa 42:21) occur only in Hebr.

The adj. “addir “mighty, powerful, majestic, leading” is the most
important derivative. It occurs relatively frequently in Ug. and Phoen.-Pun.,
even in everyday speech (e.g., Ug. attadrt in the list KTU 4.102.4, 7, 9, 16,
18, according to UT no. 92 “upper-class wife”; cf. A. van Selms, Marriage
and Family Life in Ug. Literature [1954], 19f., 58f.; Pun. KAl no. 65.2 = no.
81.5: “from the largest to the smallest of them [the buildings]“; the root gdI
“to be large” is lacking in Phoen.-Pun.); in Hebr. it seems rather to be an
archaic or archaizing word, judging from nom. formation and usage
(Gulkowitsch 95).

The fem. form ‘adderet (< *°addirt -, BL 479) is either an abstract “glory” (Ezek
17:8; Zech 11:3) or in the concrete meaning “coat” (cf. H. W. Honig, Die Bekleidung des
Hebraers [1957], 66ff.). A basic meaning “be broad” (GB 12a), to which “glory” and
“coat” may be traced, is not demonstrable; rather, if “adderet “coat” belongs to the root
’dr, the constant attribute may be used representatively for the thing (“the glorious” <
“the glorious [article of clothing]).”

The subst. ‘eder “splendor(?) (Zech 11:13; Mic 2:8 txt em “adderet “coat’?) is
exegetically and textually quite disputed; cf. comms. and G. W. Ahlstrém, VT 17 (1967):
1-7.

The PN “adrammelek (2 Kgs 19:37 = Isa 37:38) has a counterpart in Phoen.
(Pdrmik = “MIk is mighty”; Harris 75). In 2 Kgs 17:31 the homophonous divine name,
however, has developed from Akk. adadmilki (“Adad [is] king”) (Eissfeldt, KS [1966],
3:335-39; K. Deller, Or 34 [1965]: 382f.).
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2. Aside from adderet in the meaning “coat” (10x), the distribution of
the word family is almost entirely limited to poetical texts: ni. 2x, hi. 1x (for
the texts, see above); ‘addir 27x, besides Exod 15:10 (Song of the Sea)
and Judg 5:13, 25 (Song of Deborah), 13x in metrical prophetic texts, and
7x in the Psalter; in prose only 1 Sam 4:8 (on the lips of the Philistines) and
Neh 3:5; 10:30; 2 Chron 23:20 (in the meaning “nobles”); ‘adderet
“splendor” 2x (prophetic texts, see above). Incl. ‘eder (2x) the root is
attested 44x.

Cf. further Sir 36:7 (hi.); 43:11 and 49:13 (ni.); 40:13; 46:17; 50:16 (“addir); on
the Qumran texts cf. Kuhn, Konk. 2f.; also GCDS 5, 117.

3. Power, might, and splendor are attributed (as in Ug. and Phoen.)
both to impersonal things (bodies of water: Exod 15:10; Psa 93:4a; cf. Ug.
gsmadr “heavy rain” in KTU 2.38.14; trees: Isa 10:34 txt? [cf. M. Dahood,
Bib 38 (1957): 65f.]; Ezek 17:8, 23; Zech 11:2; ship: Isa 33:21b; cf. Phoen.
rstdgn h’drt “the splendid cornfields,” KAI no. 14.19; cf. ANET 662D, “the

mighty lands of Dagon”) and to persons (kings: Psa 136:18; cf. Phoen., KAI
no. 24.5f. = ANET 654b, among others; rulers: Jer 30:21; lords of the
flocks = shepherds: Jer 25:34-36; leaders: Judg 5:13, 25; Jer 14:3; Nah
2:6; 3:18; Psa 16:3; Neh 3:5; 10:30; 2 Chron 23:20; Ezek 32:18 txt?; Ug.
WUS no. 92:2*b; Neo-Pun. KAl no. 119.4 and no. 126.7: “the mighty of
Leptis and the entire people of Leptis,” corresponding to Lat. ordo et
populus).

The Neh texts cited and the inscriptions exhibit the concept as a socially
undifferentiated personal designation, perhaps in the sense “magnates” (E. Meyer, Die
Entstehung des Judentums [1896], 132f.). Consequently, it serves in 2 Chron 23:20 as
a general replacement for the specific and misunderstood kari “Carites” of 2 Kgs 11:19.

Semantically related terms that occur in the context of “dr include: gadol “great”
(Psa 136:18; cf. Isa 42:21), mosél “ruler” (Jer 30:21; 2 Chron 23:20), gibbor “hero”
(Judg 5:13); cf. also Psa 76:5. The antonym sa%r “small, insignificant, young” (Jer 14:3
“servant”; cf. S. E. Loewenstamm, Tarbiz 36 [1966—67]: 110-15), which also occurs in
the Pun. inscriptions mentioned above (1), is informative as well.

4. Like gadol “great” (» gdl ) and other adjs. that express an attitude
of awe toward the powerful, ‘addir without complement also refers to God
and the divine (W. W. Baudissin, Kyrios [1929], 3:85f., 120).

In Ug. (KTU 1.92.7 adrt apparently of Astarte) and esp. in Phoen.-Pun., ’dr and
the fem. ’dr t are fixed epithets for various divinities: Phoen. 59 ’dr, KAI no. 9B.5
(Byblos ca. 500 BCE); skn ’dr, KAI no. 58 (Piraeus, 3d cent. BCE); Isis/Astarte, KAI
no. 48.2 (Memphis 2d-1st cent. BCE); Pun. (and Neo-Pun.) Astarte, tnt and 59 ’dr
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(DISO 5f.; KAl 2:11, 89; J.-G. Février, Semit 2 [1949]: 21-28; A. Berthier and R.
Charlier, Le sanctuaire punigue d’El Hofra Constantine [1955], 14, 237).

Because the text and interpretation of Isa 10:34 (see 3) and 33:21a
are very questionable, the only texts that remain with a theological usage of
’addir or °dr ni./hi. are Exod 15:6, “Your laws Yahweh, majestic in might”; v
11, “Who is like you, glorious in holiness?”; 1 Sam 4.8, “Who will save us
from the hand of this mighty God?”; Isa 42:21, “It pleased God for the sake
of his faithfulness, to magnify his law and make it glorious”; Psa 8:2, 10,
“Yahweh, our Lord, how mighty is your name in the whole earth”; 76:5,
“Frightful are you, glorious”; and 93:4, “Mightier than the thunders of many
waters, mightier than the waves of the sea, the Lord on high is mighty.”

Statements concerning Yahweh's laws, name, instruction, or being do
not exhibit formulaic usage. Noteworthy are the comparative-superlative
usages in Exod 15:11 and Psa 93:4. A special theological nuance of the
word (the Eng. tr. “mighty” or “majestic” is preferable in these cases) is not
evident, nor, in view of the degrees of comparison, to be assumed.

Given the Can. background of the word, it is surely no accident that,
in reference to Yahweh, it is particularly at home in the older, Can.-
influenced Jerusalem tradition (1 Sam 4:8 in the ark narrative; Psa 76:5in a
pre-exilic Zion hymn [cf. H.-M. Lutz, Jahwe, Jerusalem und die Vdélker
(1968), 1671.]; 93:4 in a similarly ancient enthronement psalm [cf. Kraus,
Psa, CC, 2:233ff.]; cf. also the tripartite verses in Exod 15:11 and Psa 93:4
with the climactic parallelism also known from Ug.).

5. Of the numerous options for “addir in the LXX, thaumastos (6x in
Psa) and megas (» gdl) should be esp. emphasized.

The Near Eastern-Hellenistic divine predication megas “great” (W.
Grundmann, “u€yog,” TDNT 4:529-44), which appears in the acclamation
formula for Artemis of the Ephesians (Acts 19:27f., 34f.) and which is also
echoed in Titus 2:13, “of our great God and of (the) Savior Jesus Christ,”
does not correspond to Sem. gadél but reflects Phoen. “dr, in addition to

Aram. rab (AKk. rabd, Phoen. has only rbt “lady” as a title).

E. Jenni

DN “adam person

S 120; BDB 9a; HALOT 1:14a; TDOT 1:75-87; TWOT 25;
NIDOTTE 132

wing *nos person
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S 582; BDB 60b; HALOT 1:70b; TDOT 1:345-48; TWOT 113a;
NIDOTTE 632

1. (a) “adam “person, people” occurs only in Can. (Hebr. and postbibl.
literature, Phoen.-Pun., and Ug.) and occasionally in SSem. (HAL 14a).

Ug. adm “people” occurs once par. to lim (= Hebr. /“6m “people”) in the Baal
cycle (KTU 1.3.1.7f.) and in the expression ab adm “the father of humanity” in the Krt
epic (= “ab IV/3a).

The Phoen.-Pun. pl. ’dmm is formed on °dm, as well (DISO 4).
Old SArab. ’dm has the meaning “servant” (Conti Rossini 100b).

On the Mid. Hebr. form “adan cf. E. Y. Kutscher, FS Baumgartner 160.

The etymology of the word has not yet been conclusively determined
(cf. lexicons, and comms. on Gen 2:7; esp. also Th. C. Vriezen, Onderzoek
naar de Paradijsvoorstelling bij de oude semietische Volken [1937], 63f.,
129-32, 239).

Vriezen (op. cit.) summarizes the attempts to derive the word from the Sum. or
Bab.-Assyr., as well as the attempts to explain the figure of Adam on the basis of divine
names or mythical figures (as bringer of culture in analogy to Adapa, following de Liagre
Bohl), and finds them inconclusive. Because these attempts (cf. also GB 10a; KBL 12f.)
do not enjoy wide acceptance or are entirely rejected, they will not be recounted here.

Vriezen asks, then, concerning the relation of “adam to *dama (cf. Gen 2:7 with a
typical Hebr. play on words) whether this is merely a folk etymology or, indeed, an
original linguistic relationship. The answers given to date on this question differ;
although the linguistic derivation of 22dam from *dami appears to Kohler and others to
be certain (Theol. 243n.60; 246n.102), Th. N6ldeke (ARW 8 [1905]: 161) and others
reckon that the two words have nothing to do with each other linguistically. Vriezen
concludes that the word is to be explained either from the Hebr. alone (in which case
the verb ’dm “to be red” would be pertinent) or from various Arab. options. To him H.
Bauer's (ZDMG 71 [1917]: 413; ZA 37 [1927]: 310f.) derivation from Arab. ‘adam(at)
“skin, surface,” is the most likely, which may have assumed the meaning “man” in
SArab. and Hebr. as a pars pro toto, while in Arab. the old meaning is preserved. Then
a connection between “2dam and *dami “surface of the earth” is possible, but in a
different way than the author of Gen 2—-3 presupposes. Cf. also > *dama 1.

The Arab. meaning “skin, leather,” which has been mentioned, is also accepted
by G. R. Driver (JTS 39 [1938]: 161; HAL 14b; cf. CPT 154) for Hos 11:4 (par. to
’ah‘bd, for which the meaning “leather” is also postulated, » %45 1), but cannot be
considered certain (cf. Wolff, Hos, Herm, 199f.; Rudolf, KAT 13/1, 210).
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(b) In addition to ‘adam, the word °76s, which goes back to a
common Sem. root, occurs rather rarely in Hebr.; in Bibl. Aram. *nas is the
normal word for “person(s)” (< *°unas;, cf. Wagner nos. 19f.; P. Fronzaroli,
AANLR 8/19 [1964]: 244, 262, 275; > 75 |).

2. (a) The word occurs 554x in the OT (incl. Hos 6:7; 11:4; 13:2; excl.,
however, the PN Adam in Gen 4:25; 5:1][bis], 3-5; 1 Chron 1:1). The
distribution is noteworthy. It occurs in Ezek 132x (93 in God’s address to
the prophet: ben-’adam ). The next highest concentration may be found in
two places: 49x in Eccl and 46x in Gen 1-11 (by contrast, it does not occur
at all in Gen 12-50, apart from Gen 16:12 pere’ ’adam ). A second lesser
concentration is noticeable only in Prov (45x) and Psa (62x); otherwise, the
distribution is entirely coincidental (Jer 30x, Isa and Job 27x, Num 24x, Lev
15x, Exod 14x, and the other books under 10x; absent in Obad, Nah, Ruth,
Song Sol, Esth, and Ezra).

(b) >n6s occurs 42x but only in poetical texts (Job 18x, Psa 13x, Isa

8x; also Deut 32:26; Jer 20:10; 2 Chron 14:10, a prayer, is no exception). In
addition, *n6s occurs as a PN in Gen 4:26; 5:6-11; 1 Chron 1:1.

Aram. >nas appears 25x (Dan 23x, Ezra 2x; the form *nasa’ should
be read instead of the Hebr. pl. *nasim in Dan 4:14), either
collectively/generally or individualized in the usage bar *nas (Dan 7:13; cf.
C. Colpe, TDNT 8:402ff. with bibliog.) or in the pl. b%né¢ *nasa’> (Dan 2:38;
5:21), in both poetry and prose.

3. (a) “adam signifies collectively “the person (generically), humanity,
people” and is used (in contrast to » s “man”) only in the sg. and in the
abs. st., never with sufs. The “individual man” is indicated by ben->adam,
the pl. “individual men” by bné/bnot (ha)’adam (cf. L. Kohler, TZ 1 [1945]:
77f.; id., Theol. 129f.; > bén ). The meaning of the word is consistent

throughout the OT. It can be used in combinations such as “human blood”
(Gen 9:6; according to KBL 12b perhaps 40 such phrases), as a gen.
replacing an adj. “in human fashion” (2 Sam 7:14; Hos 11:4), and in
commonplace usages where it can be translated “someone” (Lev 1:2, etc.),
“all” (Psa 64:10), negated “no one” (1 Kgs 8:46; Neh 2:12; see also 4j).

Only meé’adam (w°)ad-bhéméa “the people and the cattle” (Gen 6:7; 7:23; Exod
9:25; 12:12; Num 3:13; Jer 50:3; 51:62; Psa 135:8) occurs as a fixed usage. Other
sequences with »%héméi “cattle, animals” are Exod 8:13f.; 9:9f., 19, 22, 25; 13:2, 15; Lev
7:21; 27:28; Num 8:17; 18:15(bis); 31:11, 26, 30, 47; Jer 7:20; 21:6; 27:5; 31:27; 32:43;
33:10, 12; 36:29; Ezek 14:13, 17, 19, 21, 25:13; 29:8; 36:11; Jonah 3:7f.; Zeph 1:3; Hag
1:11; Zech 2:8; Psa 36:7; cf. Eccl 3:19.

The most common par. is > s (lll/4c) (2 Kgs 7:10; Isa 2:9; 5:15; 52:14; Psa
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49:3; 62:10; with *nasim 1sa 2:11, 17, etc.).

(b) >nos never takes the art. and occurs only in the sg. It is a
collective term in a stricter sense than “2dam and therefore signifies “the
people” or “people” exclusively; once it is individualized: ben->nés (Psa
144:3). L. Kohler’'s characterization of it as “falling into disuse” (KBL 68a)
may be putting it too strongly, because it still occurs 18x in the late book of
Job. One may well say, however, that it is strongly limited in usage: only in
poetical texts, only without the art., and only in a very narrow semantic
field. In this respect, one may presuppose the same limitations of usage
that characterize the term “adam (see 4a): the word 05 also never occurs
in historical texts or in historical or salvation-historical contexts.

The sense of the human being as mortal, frail, and limited

predominate in Job and Psa: Psa 103:15, “the days of man are like the
grass”; similarly, 73:5; 90:3; 8:5 = 144:3; Job 7:1; 14:19; 25:6; 28:13. A
human being cannot be just (pure) before God: Job 4:17; 9:2; 15:14; 25:4;
33:26. Humans in contrast to God are *7n6s. Job 7:17; 10:4f.; 13:9; 32:8;
33:12; 36:25. A few texts also describe enemies in the same way: Psa
9:20f.; 10:18; 56:2; 66:12; cf. 55:14. Psa 9:21 demonstrates this
connection: “the pagans should recognize that they are men.” Beyond Psa
and Job, Isa uses the same meaning 6x (Isa 13:7, 12; 24:6; 33:8; 51:7, 12;
in addition, 2 Chron 14:10). Thus 33 of 42 texts constitute a cohesive
semantic group (see also 4e-h).
Deut 32:26; Isa 8:1; 56:2; Jer 20:10; Psa 55:14; 104:15(bis); Job 5:17; and
28:4 differ from the usage treated to this point. These few exceptions
involve fixed idioms or tight word combinations: “asré *nos “blessed is the
man” (Isa 56:2; Job 5:17); /bab *nos “the heart of man” (Isa 13:7; Psa
104:15[bis]); heret *n6s “a man’s (= in common use among men) stylus”
(Isa 8:1; cf., however, Wildberger, Isa 1-12, CC, 330-32); >1és s9omi “my
confidant” (Jer 20:10; cf. Psa 55:14 °>nés kerki “a man like me”). If *7nos
retains the neutral meaning in these combinations, it seems to point to an
older stage of the language in which *%ds still had a broader, more general
usage. Except for these combinations, the neutral meaning occurs only in
Deut 32:26 and Job 28:4; mé’nos “(from) among the people” may be a
fixed usage here.

Texts in which *n6s is a PN are to be attributed to this common,
neutral sense (Gen 4:26; 5:6f., 9-11; 1 Chron 1:1; cf. Westermann, Gen,
CC, 1:339, on Gen 4:26; see 4)).

4. (a) The OT does not use “adam for the creature Homo sapiens
without differentiation, but primarily for this creature in relation to its
creatureliness or to a particular aspect of its creatureliness. “adam is not
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the human being in any family, political, everyday, or communal situation;
instead ‘adam refers to the human being aside from all of these
relationships, as simply human. Above all else, however, God’s special
salvific activity, God’s history with his people, does not concern the “adam.
Not only the two literary complexes in which “2dam occurs most frequently
(Gen 1-11 and Eccl), but also the topically cohesive groups of usages
concern the human being as creature or an aspect of human
creatureliness; no fixed literary or thematic complexes or speech forms in
historical or prophetical books feature “adam.

(b) The word ‘adam has its proper place in the primeval history,
indeed, in those portions of Gen 1-11 that concern humanity in the
primeval events: the creation of humanity (1:26-30 and 2:4b-24), the
expulsion from paradise (ch. 3), the flood (chs. 6-9), and the dispersal of
humanity (11:1-10). Beyond these narratives the word occurs only in 4:1
(ha’adam), 25, and 5:1(bis); here, however, “adam has become (or is on the
way to becoming) a PN. The concentration of occurrences in the primeval
history and their limitation to these texts indicates that in the OT ‘adam
signifies humanity (in a collective sense) before and beyond any
specification that begins in the names of the genealogies, and before any
division of humanity into peoples, which begins in Gen 11 (the table of
nations). Narratives that treat humanity in this sense divide into two basic
motifs: they treat (c) the creation of humanity and (d) the finitude of human
existence in the narratives of guilt and punishment. They result in the two
basic statements that the OT makes concerning humanity: a human being
iIs God'’s creation and has a limited existence in contrast to God.

(c) The narratives of the creation of humanity (cf. E. Lussier, “Adam in
Gen 1:1-4:24,” CBQ 18 [1956]: 137-39) are found in Gen 1:26-30 and
2:4b-24.

The religiohistorical background of the creation narratives indicates that the
creation of the world and the creation of humanity originally represented individual
streams of tradition. It has been demonstrated, for example, that in primitive cultures
creation almost always occurs as the creation of humanity only, and that, to the
contrary, in Egypt creation is predominantly the creation of the world, i.e., cosmogony.
The cosmogony that predominates in high cultures has, then, assimilated the creation of
humanity; thus the two are bound together in Enuma Elish and Gen 1. By contrast, Gen
2 belongs in the tradition of the creation of humanity. It is therefore incorrect to speak of
two creation narratives, an older (chs. 2-3) and a younger (ch. 1); rather, one can
consider 1:26-30 as a par. only to ch. 2, not to 1:1-2:4a. Tradition-historical exegesis of
ch. 1 demonstrates the original independence of 1:26-30 even more clearly
(Westermann, Gen, CC, 1:143ff.).

Gen 2-3 is a literarily unified narrative inserted by J, behind which, however, two
originally independent narratives may still be unmistakably recognized: a narrative of
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the creation of humanity in 2:4b—24 and a narrative of the expulsion from the garden in
2:9, 16f., 25; 3:1-24. The first belongs to the motif of the creation of humanity, the
second explains human finitude. By joining them, J expressed the interrelationship of
these two basic motifs.

The two depictions of the creation of humanity in Gen 1:26-30 and
2:4b—24 agree that: (1) a human being has existence from God, (2) a
human being should be understood from the outset as a communal being,
(3) the provision of humanity with nourishment is tied to its creation, and (4)
humanity is charged with dominion over the animals and the other
creatures. In addition to these, P has the unique statements that (5) God
has blessed humanity and (6) has created them after his likeness (> selem

).

(1) Neither of these depictions actually means that God created the
first people. The creation of humanity is, rather, a statement concerning
primeval history; it lies beyond history that can be experienced and
documented. The contention is that humanity (meaning every individual)
owes its existence to God—no more and no less. The man created by God
first becomes Adam (PN) when the series of families begins (4:1, 25; 5:1);
the man fashioned in the creation narratives is not one in a definite series.
Thus the narrative of the creation of humanity maintains that humanity is
nothing other than God’s creation; it is not possible to separate humanity as
such from its creatureliness. Humanity is what it is, as God’s creation.

(2) The creation of humanity for community is concisely stated in Gen
1:26-30: “as man and woman created he them.” This characteristic is the
point of the narrative in 2:4b—24: the man formed by God from the earth
(2:7) is not yet the creation that God actually intended (“it is not good . . .”
2:18); only with the creation of the woman is the creation of humanity
actually successful. J therefore has esp. emphasized this aspect of the
creation of humanity, namely that one receives one’s individuality only in
community (cf. ILC 1-2:61f.).

(3) According to both portrayals, humanity is first provided with
vegetable nourishment (1:29; 2:8f., 15); animal nourishment is added only
in the context of alienation from God. All the texts, particularly in the Psa,
that say that God provides his creatures with nourishment belong to this
motif.

(4) In contrast, particularly to the Sum.-Bab. portrayal of the creation
of humanity, J and P do not describe humanity as created for the service of
the gods, i.e., for the cult, but for dominion over the animals (Gen 1:26Db,
28Db; 2:19f.) and the remaining creatures (1:28), and for tilling the soil (2:15;
cf. 2:5b). Agricultural activity, activity on the earth, is grounded therefore in,
or together with, the creation of humanity itself. This cultural task is not
separable from human existence.
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(5) P expressly reports the blessing of humanity in the context of its
creation (1:28). What P describes, J narrates: the power of fertility intended
in the blessing manifests itself in the sequence of generations, in the
begetting and birth of descendants (4:1f., 25). The human created by God
is created as a being that reproduces itself in successive generations.

(6) Scholars have offered a multitude of explanations concerning the
statement that God created in his image; cf. Westermann, Gen, CC,
1:142ff. On the basis of religiohistorical backgrounds, Westermann
interprets this statement as follows: God created humanity as his partner so
that creature and creator may interrelate, so that the creature may hear its
creator and respond. This more precise definition has an explicative
character; it does not expand the notion of the creation of humanity but
instead emphasizes the meaning of the creatureliness of humanity (so also
e.g., K. Barth, Church Dogmatics [1958], 11I/1:184f.). Even though J does
not state this specifically, J expresses the intention through the combination
of the creation narrative itself, 2:4b-24, with the narrative of the
transgression of the commandment and the expulsion from the garden:
God made humanity in order to relate to it.

(d) The narratives of guilt and punishment form a second group.
Narratives of the creation of humanity or statements concerning its
creatureliness are regularly accompanied by narratives and statements
concerning the limitations of humanity. The two are bound together in
contrast: Why is a human being, who is indeed a creation of God, so very
limited in existence? Answers to this question may vary; in the OT—as
elsewhere—the explanation is seen in a crime of humanity.

The narrative of the expulsion from the garden in Gen 3 focuses on the bare
events: God places the people he created in an orchard and grants them the fruits of all
the trees for nourishment; he forbids them to eat from the fruit of only one tree; but the
people eat the fruit of this tree and are therefore banished from the garden. Thus they
are alienated from God, and this alienation from God signifies an existence limited in
many ways. This central element is woven together with and enriched by a series of
other motifs, which belong to other once-independent narratives from the same
narrative complex; such is, above all, the tree of life motif, which is also known
elsewhere (e.g., the Gilgamesh Epic and the Adapa Myth), and the individual
punishments that explicate the limitations on existence, and perhaps also the temptation
scene with the serpent. J's intention in this narrative concerning people can be
summarized as follows: (1) Not only the creatureliness but also the limitations on human
existence are grounded in a primal event between God and humanity. (2) The
transgression of God’'s commandment and the punishment for this transgression are
primal events allowed to stand as enigmas, as inexplicable. Guilt and punishment define
humanity; all human existence participates in these realities. (3) God affirms the
humanity that has sinned against him. Even when he excludes these humans from his
presence, and so ordains an existence limited by toil, pain, and death, he allows them to
live and provides for the continuation of life.
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Only these three statements together represent the narrative’s intentions. An
exegesis that describes an elysian state of innocence transformed through the fall into a
degenerate state does not reflect the text and the sense of the narrative. In the
narrative, commandment, transgression, and punishment alike are primal events and
may not be equated with historical periods. The designation “fall,” which introduces this
slightly different nuance (with far-reaching consequences, however) into the exegesis of
the narrative, stems from early Judaism (4 Ezra).

The possibility of human failure inherent in the primal event gains an added
dimension in the flood narrative in Gen 6—-9. While ch. 3 (and 4) treats the transgression
of an individual human, chs. 6-9 deal with a human phenomenon that can destroy or
ruin a group, an entire human community. The possibility that the creator may again
destroy his creation first arises here. This possibility is already implicit in the fact that the
world or humanity has a creator: as such, the creator has the power to destroy his work
again. For this reason, narratives of the flood (or of the cataclysm) are as equally
distributed in the world as creation narratives. The paradigm beginning time—end time is
established here: the potential for the destruction of the human race corresponds to the
possibility of its ruin. Consequently, the concern in apocalypticism, as in cosmogony, is
humanity.

Gen 6-9 contribute the following to an understanding of humanity: (1) Self-
propagating humanity faces the possibility of ruin en masse. (2) The creator has the
option of destroying the humanity that he has created. (3) The flood and the salvation of
the individual from the flood add to human life the dimension of life as a result of
salvation or protection from great catastrophes. (4) The promise that the cataclysm
would not be repeated “as long as the earth stands” is the basis of human history, which
includes the possibilities of the (partial) ruin of an entire group and (partial)
catastrophes. This promise means that salvation and protection are also human
phenomena.

The narrative of the construction of the tower (11:1-9) depicts a transgression
that is particularly dangerous for humanity—human self-elevation in the realms of
politics (city and tower) and of technical progress (which as such is affirmed). This
gracious punishment, dispersal, and alienation once again permit life.

(e) A series of texts refer to the creation of humanity or allude to
creation motifs, e.g., Deut 4:32, “from that day onward, when God created
men in the earth”; or Exod 4:11; Isa 17:7; 45:12; Jer 27:5; Zech 12:1; Psa
8:5ff.; 139:13ff.; Job 15:7; 20:4; Prov 8:31 (wisdom at the creation: “and
delighting in the sons of men”); also Psa 115:16 (God gave the earth to
humanity); Deut 32:8 (an allusion to the division of the nations).

Statements that value humans as creatures who must be preserved
or protected also relate closely to the creatureliness of humanity. Human
life is protected because humans are God’s creatures (Gen 9:5f.). This
view is taken up in the law: “Whoever slays a man . . .” (Lev 24:17, 21).

To the extent that the rationale for this respect in Gen 9.6 is
humanity’s creation in God’s image, the inception of the modern concept of
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human dignity may be said to manifest itself; such respect rests in human
creatureliness and is evident in that the life of humans as God’s creatures
Is protected. A concept of human dignity also stands behind statements
such as Hab 1:14, “if he (the conqueror) treats men like the fish in the sea.”
The notion is evident in the fact that “man does not live by bread alone”
(Deut 8:9), or in the lament, “l, however, am a worm and no man” (Psa
22:7), and is particularly prominent in the Servant Song, Isa 52:14, “his
appearance was marred beyond human semblance.” 2 Sam 7:14 and Hos
11:4 also speak similarly of humanity.

This value is not inherent in humanity; it lies in God’'s care for
humanity: “What is man (®nés), that you consider him, and the son of man
(ben-°adam) that you care for him?” (Psa 8:5). A number of texts speak in
this manner of God’s preservation of humanity: he is the “guardian of men”
(Job 7:20); in such protection and preservation he works “his wonders for
the children of men” (Psa 107:8, 15, 21, 31; in addition, Psa 36:7f.; 80:18;
etc).

(f) The OT sees humanity’s true nature particularly in its existence in
relation to God, in its distance from him, and in its dependence upon him.
This group of usages of “adam (perhaps 60 texts) has a specific emphasis.
The OT’s understanding of humanity does not begin with an independent
humanity grounded in its own existence that then enters into relationship
with God; rather, “adam signifies a human being in relationship to God.
Humanity, as such, cannot be understood unless its existence is seen in
juxtaposition to God.

The juxtaposition of God and humanity, which this group of texts sees
primarily as a contrast, corresponds consistently to human creatureliness
as presented in the primeval history. The limitation inherent in this contrast
is definitive of human existence, and its neglect or disregard presents a
particular danger to human existence: “No one remains alive who sees me”
(Exod 33:20).

This notion receives an esp. pregnant and unique treatment in Isa in a word
against political alliance with Egypt: “Even Egypt is a man and not God” (Isa 31:3). Isa
31:8 uses the word again in a similar sense: “Asshur will fall by the sword, not of man;
the sword, not of man, will consume it.” The statement in Isa 31:3 is taken up by Ezekiel
in the address to the prince of Tyre (Ezek 28:2, 9). It is noteworthy that both texts in Isa
expand the schema of the prophetic word beyond the extant speech forms as a means
for the prophet to express something unique to his message. The actual foundation of
the warning against the alliance with Egypt in Isa 31:1-3 is the announcement of the
destruction of the “guardian” in v 3b. Isa expands this foundation through the reference
to the finitude of all human power, a given of human existence. The same notion stands
behind Isa 31:8: Asshur will be destroyed but not by a human sword (e.g., Egypt’s); only
the nonhuman, the creator, who is also the Lord of history, is at work here. The
statement “Egypt is man and not God” is therefore a statement grounded in the
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createdness of humanity; it is independent of God’s special history with Israel.

The refrain in Isa 2:9, 11, 17; 5:15 belongs in the same context: “So man is
humbled and men are brought low” (or something to that effect). Wildberger (Isa 1-12,
CC, 110f.) correctly points out that this statement of the demise of the mighty is not
actually a prophetic saying: “Without a doubt, Isaiah is quoting a wisdom saying, which
he puts in the form of an impf. cons. in v. 9, but he also uses it in its original form in
2:17.” He refers to the same parallelism of 7§ and “adam in Prov 12:14; 19:22; 24:30;

30:2; Psa 49:3: “In such sayings, bowing down and being brought low are seen as the
consequences of prideful arrogance” (cf. also Jer 10:14; 51:17). When Isa announces
“the day” that comes upon all the proud and haughty and in which Yahweh alone will be
mighty (Isa 2:12-17), and when he includes a wisdom saying that juxtaposes humanity
and God, he indicates an important contact between prophetic and wisdom speech: the
extension of the announcement of judgment, which is properly valid in Israel only for
“man and men,” is defined by the contrast God-human, which prevents any
overstepping of the boundary.

The same contrast occurs elsewhere as well: “God is not man (’s)
that he should lie; he is not a son of man (ben -22dam) that he should
repent” (Num 23:19; cf. 1 Sam 15:29). Such statements guard against
subsuming God into the human sphere; similarly Mal 3:8 “can a man ever
deceive God?” Such statements also indicate that the preservation of the
boundary between God and humanity does not result in an ontic
determination. Abstract statements are not made concerning the being of
God or that of humanity. The distinction remains a contrast in phenomena
and is never a contrast of existence. For this reason statements that
express a different mode of being for God and humanity are entirely
absent. The contrast is decisively significant when a person confronts the
decision concerning whom to trust and when trust in God is contrasted in
great detail with trust in a human being: Jer 17:5; Mic 5:8; Psa 36:8; 118:8;
146:3; “for the help of man is nothing” (Psa 60:13; 108:13); an individual
would much rather fall into the hands of God than into the hands of a
human being (2 Sam 24:14 = 1 Chron 21:13); if one trusts in God, one
need not fear people (Isa 51:12).

The contrast is also evident in that the manufacture of idols is stringently
combated: idols are works of human hands (2 Kgs 19:18 = Isa 37:19; Psa 115:4;
135:15; Jer 16:20 “how can a man make gods for himself”; cf. Isa 44:11, 13).

The over 90 occurrences of God’s address to the prophet Ezekiel, “you, son of
man,” belong in the same context. Cf. Zimmerli, Ezek, Herm, 1:131: “The emphasis,

however, does not lie on the note of individuality, but on the 27X, to which the
unexpressed counterpart is 5z (Is 31:3; Ezek 28:2).” Thus this address

implies the same juxtaposition of God and humanity as in Isa 31:3 and
2:11, 17, with the exception that here the prophet himself, in his bare, finite

98



creatureliness, is contrasted
with God.

(g) The creation of humanity establishes that human and animal alike
are living creatures. In J the creation of the animals stands in closest
relationship to that of people (Gen 2:7, 18-24); in P animals and people
receive the blessing of the creator (1:22, 28). Similarly, animals and people
appear together in the flood (6:3; 7:23). Human-animal solidarity is
expressed in the only apparently firm idiom formed with ‘adam: mé’adam ‘ad

b‘hémi “the people as well as the cattle” (see 3).

Many other contexts mention people and animals together without the formula: in
reference to the redemption of the firstborn of humans and cattle (Exod 12:12; 13:2, 13,
15; Num 3:13; 8:17; 18:15), in reference to war booty (Num 31:11, 26, 35, 40, 46; Josh
11:14), and in reference to the cultic offering of war booty (Num 31:28, 30, 47). As in
creation, so in destruction, people and animals are often mentioned together, as in the
Egyptian plagues (Exod 8:13f.; 9:9f., 19, 22, 25; 12:12; Psa 135:8); people and animals
are destroyed in the fall of Babylon (Jer 50:3). Complete destruction often includes
people and animals (Jer 36:29, “and devastate this land and destroy man and animal in
it"; also Jer 7:20; 21:6; 27:5f.; 50:3; 51.62; Ezek 14:13, 17, 19, 21; 25:13; 29:8; 38:20;
Zeph 1:3; Hag 1:11; people alone, Zech 11:6). People and animals are affected in the
confession in the context of the announcement of destruction in Jonah 3:7f.; they also
appear together in Habakkuk’s accusation against the conquerors (Hab 2:8, 17). It is
noteworthy that announcements of the destruction of people and animals first occur in
the Egyptian plagues and then for the first time again in the prophets from Jer onward.
Animals and people are also often mentioned together in the context of the promise for
the time after judgment: Ezek 36:11, “I will make men and cattle numerous for you”; so
also Jer 31:27; Zech 2:8; 8:10 (people alone: Jer 51:14; Ezek 36:10, 12, 37f.; Mic 2:12).

(h) People share transience with animals; Qohelet says so once
expressly: “For the fate of the children of man is the same as the fate of the
animal” (Eccl 3:19; cf. Psa 49:13). This transience, too, is grounded in the
primal event (Gen 3:19, 24), as is human imperfection or wickedness (in
the narratives of guilt and punishment), often associated with human frailty.

Statements such as Num 16:29 simply declare this frailty: “If these
die as all men die, if they encounter what all men encounter” (similarly Ezek
31:14; Psa 73:5; 82:7; cf. also Judg 16:7, 11, 17). Discussion of the
transience of humanity has its particular place in the lament of transience, a
developed “I- (we-) lament” (Psa 39:6, 12, “man is only a breath”; 49:13,
21; 62:10; 89:48; 90:3; 144:4; Job 14:1, 10; 25:6; 34:15; Isa 2:22). This
lament of transience is particularly well developed in Job, above all in 14:1—
12. Here too one may not claim that the word “human” is characteristic of
the lament per se; rather, 2adam occurs only in expanded forms that
extrapolate the particular lament of the sufferer so that the suffer views the
self in his/ her particular suffering as one who participates in the transience
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of all humanity.

This insignificance or frailty stands in close relationship to human
imperfection or wickedness in Gen 1-11, in Job 14:1-12 (v 4, “How can a
clean thing come from an unclean? Impossible!”), and correspondingly in
Psa 90:7-9 (cf. Num 5:6, “Sin as men commit it”). This situation accounts
for the remarkable fact that the individual lament psalms in general (and at
other points) speak of the enemies, the fools, only as “men” (Psa 140:2,
“Save me, Yahweh, from the evil men”; similarly often: Psa 12:2, 9; 57:5;
116:11; 119:134; 124:2; Job 20:29; 27:13; 33:17; 34:30; often in proverbs;
cf. Prov 6:12; 11:7; 12:3; 15:20; 17:18; 19:3; 21:20; 23:28; 24:30; 28:17,
proverbs discussing the wise or cunning person mention “adam much less
often; cf. Prov 12:23, 27; 16:9; 19:11, 22; 28:2; cf. Job 35:8).

() The book of Eccl radicalizes discussion of the transience or frailty
of humanity in that it is not simply stated or lamented; rather, discussion
results from reflection concerned, in an attitude of fundamental curiosity
(Eccl 1:13), with human existence (2:3). Qohelet also proceeds from the
primary event; human frailty stands in tension with human createdness,
and at this point guilt enters the discussion: 7:29, “This | have discovered,
that God created people upright; they, however, seek many devices”; cf.
9:3. Through such an understanding of humans as creatures, Qohelet
preserves a connection with theology despite his skepticism (cf. 3:11; 7:29;
8:17).

The main points of his concept of humanity are: (1) the radical
recognition of the nothingness of humanity, its existence-until-death. In its
frailty humanity resembles the animals (3:18f., 21). One sees human
essence more clearly in the house of mourning than in the banquet hall
(7:2). Existence-until-death is sharpened because death has the character
of a surprise attack (8:8; 9:12). (2) What then is the meaning of this
existence that rushes toward death? Whatever one accomplishes in one’s
life of work or study one must abandon again (1:3, “What does man profit
from all his effort at which he toils under the sun?”; 2:12, 18, 21f.; 6:1f., 10—
12; 7:14; 10:14; 12:5). Esp. in view of the effort, emptiness, and frailty of
existence, the moment, the present, affirmation of that which simply is,
acquires meaning (2:24, “There is nothing better for man than that he eat
and drink and enjoy his work”; 3:13, 22; 5:18, “to accept his portion and to
be happy”; 7:14; 8:15; 11:8). This affirmation of life’s joy and pleasures is
repeatedly emphasized as an affirmation of God’s creation (2:24; 3:13;
5:18; 7:14; 8:15). Precisely in such affirmation of the moment, in the
enjoyment of the good gifts of life, can one affirm one’s creator in the
recognition of the limitation of one’s existence. (3) Qohelet’s understanding
of humanity is demonstrated most clearly in 8:17, “Then | recognized that it
Is impossible for man to fathom the whole work of God, everything which
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happens under the sun; for however man strives to understand, he does
not fathom it.” Qohelet discovered that a complete knowledge of God is
impossible for humanity, as is a knowledge of the totality of events. One
must come to grips with this limitation: the finitude of human existence
determines an understanding of existence and the knowledge of God. Only
within these limits can human existence have meaning; only within these
limits can reference to God be meaningful.

() In all of the usages treated to this point, a relationship to
creatureliness and to that which it signifies has been recognizable, but the
OT also knows a neutral usage that does not involve such a relationship;
here the word is used as broadly and imprecisely as in our modern
languages.

A group of declarative statements in Prov discusses the being and activity of
humanity very generally; these sayings offer observations on humanity, e.g., Prov
20:27, “the human breath is a lamp of Yahweh” (similarly 27:19f.), or observations and
experiences from social life that deal mostly with human behavior, e.g., 18:16, “gifts
make room for a person”; see also 16:1; 19:22; 20:24f.; 24:9; 29:23, 25; cf. Isa 29:21;
Psa 58:2; Job 5:7.

Very general, neutral statements concerning humanity also occur elsewhere,
e.g., Psa 17:4, “the wages that one receives”; 1 Sam 16:7; 2 Sam 23:3; Isa 44:15; 58:5;
Jer 47:2; Psa 104:23; Eccl 8:1; Lam 3:36, 39. Such generalized language may also then
treat various aspects of God'’s involvement with humanity: Job 34:11, “he requites them
according to their work”; Ezek 20:11, 13, 21 “statutes and ordinances that a person
should observe in order to remain alive” (cf. Neh 9:29); Amos 4:13, “who declares to a
person what his thought is.” This small group is quite distinct from the other usages; it
seems to prepare the way for something like a universal ethic that emerges from
liturgical and salvation-historical structures.

’adam 1S a mere category of species in these usage groups that
abstract the concept that a human is a creature, and as such is determined
in many ways by creatureliness; e.g., clearly in Deut 20:19, “are then the
trees of the field people?” (cf. also Ezek 19:3, 6; 36:13f.).

The group of texts in Ezek that compares what the prophet sees to a person
involve the usage as a mere designation of species (Ezek 1.5, “they appeared like
human figures”; also 1:8, 10, 26; 10:8, 14, 21; 41:19; cf. Isa 44:13; Dan 10:16, 18).
Combinations such as “human hand” (Deut 4:28; etc.), “human voice” (Dan 8:16),
“human excrement” (Ezek 4:12, 15), “human limbs” (1 Kgs 13:2; 2 Kgs 23:14, 20; Ezek
39:15), “human corpse” (Num 9:6f.; 19:11, 13f., 16; Jer 9:21; 33:5; Ezek 44:25), and
“human body” (Exod 30:32) also fit here.

The many texts in which “2dam stands for “someone” (negated “no
one, nobody”), “many people,” “everyone,” or “with respect to, among, in
the presence of people,” in enumerations (Mic 5:4; Jonah 4:11; 1 Chron

101



5:21), or in usages such as “blessed (“asré) . . . the one who . . .” (Isa 56:2;
Psa 32:2; 84:6, 13; Prov 3:13|bis]; 8:34; 28:14) are then also to be
understood in terms of this usage as a mere designation of species. In
each of these instances, “adam is used synonymously with » 7§ (see 3).

(K) In conclusion, Hebr. “2dam corresponds only partially to the word
“man” or “human” in modern languages. “2dam denotes neither “man” as
exemplar nor primarily the individual; rather, it denotes the category,
humanity as a whole, to which the individual belongs. Humanity is defined
by its origin, its creatureliness (4b-e). Most usages deal directly or indirectly
with creatureliness; one exists in contrast to God (4f), as a living being (49),
in the finitude inherent in creatureliness (4h-i). In addition, “people” can be
discussed quite generally, as in modern languages (4j).

5. On the NT usage and understanding of humanity, cf., among
others, J. Jeremias, “avOpmm0g,” TDNT 1:364-67; N. A. Dahl, “Mensch
1, RGG 4:863-67 (with bibliog.); W. Schmithals, “Mensch,” BHH
2:1189-91 (with bibliog.). Although the figure of Adam is given a distinct
salvation-historical significance in the NT (esp. in Paul), this sense does not
conform to the common usage of the word in the OT (cf. J. Jeremias,
“’ASo'cu,,” TDNT 1:141-43; J. de Fraine, Adam und seine Nachkommen
[1962], 129-41).

C. Westermann

IR ¥dama ground

S 127, BDB 9b; HALOT 1:15a; TDOT 1:88-98; TWOT 25b;
NIDOTTE 141

1. “dama very likely belongs to the common Sem. root “dm “to be
red” (in Aram. replaced by smg ) and also appears in the meaning “(red)
field, earth, land” outside Hebr. in Neo-Pun. (the Maktar inscription, KAI
no. 145.3, “for your people who dwell in the land”; DISO 5) and Aram.
(Jew. Aram. and Syr. ‘adamta’, perhaps already Old Aram. in KAl no.
222A.10, ’dm/h] “farmland”; cf. KAl 2:239, 246; otherwise, Fitzmyer, Sef.
36).

On the etymology cf. Dalman, AuS 1:333; 2:26f.; Rost, KC 77; Galling, BRL

151; R. Gradwohl, Die Farben im AT (1963), 5f.; HAL 14f. Hertzberg’s position (BHH
1:464) that ’adom “earth tone” may derive from *daméi is somewhat less likely than the
opposite development. BL 466 considers the possibility of a derivation of the color term
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’adom “flesh tone” from *’adam “skin” (Arab. ‘adamat ), assuming “surface” to be the
primary meaning of *daméa (cf. also » “adam |).

Acceptance of the meaning “earth” for some texts with “2dam also merits
consideration (M. Dahood, CBQ 25 [1963]: 123f.; PNSP 57f.; followed also partially by
HAL 14b) but must nevertheless probably be rejected (in Gen 16:12, “wild ass of the
steppe” instead of “wild horse of a man”; “steppe” stands in contrast to “farmland”; for
Isa 29:19 and Jer 32:20 the translation is unnecessarily banal; in Prov 30:14 the
parallelism to ‘eres is overvalued; additional hypotheses are necessary for the

exegetically difficult texts Job 11:12; 36:28; Zech 9:1; 13:5).*

2. The 225 occurrences, only once (Psa 49:12 “lands”) in the pl., are
distributed over the entire OT, yet with a significant concentration in Gen
(43x; 27x in the primeval history and 12x in Gen 47), Deut (37x), Ezek
(28x), and Jer (18x).

Other occurrences are: Isa 16x, Amos 10x, Exod 9x, 1 Kgs 8%, Psa and 2 Chron
6x each, Num and 2 Sam 5x each, 2 Kgs and Neh 4x each, 1 Sam, Zech, and Dan 3x
each, Lev, Josh, Joel, Zeph, Job, and Prov 2x each, Hos, Jonah, Hag, Mal, and 1 Chron
1x each.

This list includes *dama in 1 Kgs 7:46 = 2 Chron 4:17 as an appellative, “earth,”
not as a place-name (following Noth, BK 9, 164; cf. “dami Josh 19:36; ’adam Josh
3:16; ’adma Gen 10:19; 14:2, 8; Deut 29:22; Hos 11:8; cf. HAL 14b, 15b), as well as
Deut 32:43 (HAL 15b, following Tur-Sinai: “red blood”).

3. On the usage of the word in the OT, cf. L. Rost, “Die
Bezeichnungen fur Land und Volk im AT,” FS Procksch 125-48 = KC 76—
101; A. Schwarzenbach, Die geographische Terminologie im Hebr. des AT
(1954), 133-36, 174, 187, 200.

(a) In its basic meaning *damai describes arable farmland, red (see 1)
farmland (cf. von Rad, Theol. 1:25, 159), in contrast to the steppe and
desert (midbar, “raba, ySimon, s‘mama,; cf. B. Baentsch, Die Wuste in den atl.
Schriften (1883); A. Haldar, The Notion of the Desert in Sumero-Accadian
and West Semitic Religions (1950); Schwarzenbach, op. cit. 93-112; W. L.
Reed, IDB 1:828f.)

Cain becomes a nomad when he is expelled from the *dami (Gen

4:11, 14). It can be cultivated (» bd: Gen 2:5; 3:23; 4:12; 2 Sam 9:10; Isa
30:24; Jer 27:11; Prov 12:11; 28:19; cf. 1 Chron 27:26). The farmer is ©obéd
ha>dama (Gen 4:2; Zech 13:5; cf. 7§ ha’dama Gen 9:20). Consequently,
verbs of sowing (zr¢ Gen 47:23; Isa 30:23) and of germination (smi: Gen
2:9; Job 5:6; cf. Gen 19:25) belong in the domain of *“dama.

Only when the *“damaé is irrigated is life possible (Gen 2:6); work on it
must cease if rain ceases (Jer 14:4 txt?). Dew and rain fall on the *dama (2
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Sam 17:12; 1 Kgs 17:14; 18:1). Dung (Jer 8:2; 16:4; 25:33; Psa 83:11), fruit
(Gen 4:3; Deut 7:13; 28:4, 11, 18, 42, 51; 30:9; Jer 7:20; Psa 105:35; Mal
3:11), firstfruits (Exod 23:19; 34:26; Deut 26:2, 10; Neh 10:36), harvest
(Deut 11:17; Isa 30:23; cf. 1:7), and tithe (Neh 10:38) are mentioned in
connection with it.

(b) In the material sense, *dama describes the “farmland”; the most

common synonym is > Gpar (cf. Schwarzenbach, op. cit. 123-33).

One can smear *damd on one’s head (1 Sam 4:12; 2 Sam 1:2; 15:32; Neh 9:1),
take along a “load” of it (2 Kgs 5:17), cast implements in it (1 Kgs 7:46 = 2 Chron 4:17,
see 2). From it vessels are formed (Isa 45:9) and an altar can be built (Exod 20:24);
from it the animals of the field and the birds are made (Gen 2:19). Cf. the slightly
different mode of expression in reference to humanity: the “zdam is taken from the
“dama (Gen 3:19, 23) or formed from the dust of the *dama (2:7).

(c) In an expanded application, *dami generally represents the land
on which one stands (Exod 3:5; 8:17) and which can open up (Num
16:30f.); cf. the creeping things of the “dama (Gen 1:25; 6:20; 7:8; 9:2; Lev
20:25; Ezek 38:20; Hos 2:20).

(d) Even more generally, “dama signifies simply “earth,” mostly in the
sense of “inhabited earth” (cf. “families of the earth” in Gen 12:3; 28:14;
Amos 3:2), from which one can be eradicated, etc. (smd hi.: Deut 6:15; 1
Kgs 13:34; Amos 9:8).

Constructions used here are still reminiscent of the meaning mentioned under (c)
“ground” or “earth’s surface”: al-ha>*dama "on the earth” (1 Sam 20:31; Isa 24:21; etc.);
pnéha’dama “earth’s surface” (Gen 8:13); al-pnéha>*dama “on the earth” (Gen 6:1, 7;
7:4, 23; 8:8; Exod 32:12; 33:16; Num 12:3; Deut 6:15; 7:6; 14:2; 1 Sam 20:15; 2 Sam
14:7; 1 Kgs 13:34; Isa 23:17; Jer 25:26; 28:16; Ezek 38:20; Amos 9:8; Zeph 1:2f.).

4. With respect to the theological usage of the word, attention should
be directed to some unique formulations such as ‘admat (hag)godes “holy
land” (Exod 3:5; Zech 2:16), ’admat yhwh “land of Yahweh” (Isa 14:2), the
divine cursing of the *“dama (Gen 3:17; cf. 5:29; 8:21), which establishes
the toil of agriculture (Gen 3:17ff.; 5:29), and esp. to the primarily Dtn-Dtr
formula concerning the *“dama that Yahweh has promised the fathers and
that he will give or has given to Israel (Exod 20:12; Num 11:12; 32:11; Deut
4:10, 40; 5:16; 7:13; 11:9, 21; 12:1, 19; 21:1; 25:15; 26:15; 28:11; 30:20;
31:20; [cf. 30:18; 31:13; 32:47]; 1 Kgs 8:34, 40 = 2 Chron 6:25, 31; 1 Kgs
9:7;, 14:15; 2 Kgs 21:8; 2 Chron 7:20; 33:8). The curse formula of
eradication from the *dama corresponds to it (Deut 28:21, 63; Josh 23:13,
15; 1 Kgs 9:7; 13:34; etc). Israel and Judah will depart the *dama into exile
(2 Kgs 17:23; 25:21 = Jer 52:27) and will return again to it (Isa 14:1f.; Jer
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16:15; 23:8; Ezek 28:25; cf. Amos 9:15; etc.).
No difference in content between this usage of *dami and the

corresponding usage of > “eres (4c) may be determined.

J. G. Ploger (Literarkritische, formgeschichtliche und stilkritische Untersuchungen
zum Deuteronomium [1967], 121-29) has shown that G. Minette de Tillesse’s
observation (VT 12 [1962]: 53n.1) that the Deuteronomist and the 2d-pl. sections of
Deut generally prefer Yeres in the sense of “promised land,” while the 2d-sg. sections
prefer “dama in a much more general meaning, does not stand up to closer scrutiny (a

glance at the evidence in the Dtr history points in the same direction), rather that—at
least in Deut—the diction relates to fixed constructions. *dam4 occurs in Deut in the

constructions p77ha’dama “the fruit of the land,” hayyim al-ha>’dama “living in the land,”
and k hi. yamim ‘al-ha>’dama *“to live long in the land” (fixed constructions involving
eres in Ploger, op. cit.). This differentiation is also obscured in post-Dtr usage.

Although the usage of “eres in these contexts refers to land primarily
as a geographical, or occasionally as a political, entity, traces of
traditiohistorically older expressions are present in the usage of dama:
The nomads are not originally promised a geographically or politically
defined “land,” but possession of “farmland” per se. The indiscriminate
association of the two concepts throughout the OT indicates that, at least
since the time of the Yahwist, the general promise of permanent settlement
has simply been identified with the specific promise of the possession of
the land of Canaan. The designation ‘admat yisra’el, which occurs only in
Ezek (although as many as 17x) and which characterizes Israel not
politically but theologically (cf. Rost, KC 78f.; Zimmerli, Ezek, Herm,
1:185, 203), also belongs in the same realm of ideas; cf., however, ‘admat
y‘hiida in Isa 19:17 as well.

Similarly ancient is the expression in which *daméi is determined by

the poss. pron. (“my/your/his land”) and which approaches the meaning
“homeland” (Gen 28:15; Amos 7:11, 17; Jonah 4:2; Dan 11:9; cf. Psa 137:4
“foreign land”).

5. The few occurrences of the word at Qumran are consistent with OT
idioms. NT Gk. distinguishes only slightly between *dami and ‘eres, a

circumstance that also holds true for the LXX. Both use gé. Cf. H. Sasse,
“Y7,” TDNT 1:677-81, who overlooks significant aspects, however.

H. H. Schmid

27N 2hb to love
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S 157; BDB 12b; HALOT 1:17b; TDOT 1:99-118; TWOT 29;
NIDOTTE 170

I. The root *hb “to love” is distributed only in Can. (Akk. uses rdmum
[r’m] for the most part, Aram. Abb and ram, Arab. hbb and wdd ).

The Ug. verb yuhb (UT no. 105; WUS no. 103; A. van Selms, Marriage and
Family Life in Ugaritic Literature  [1954], 47, 67) occurs in KTU 1.5.V.18
euphemistically with the subj. Baal and the obj. %/t “heifer”; the subst. abt “love”
occurs in 1.3.111.7 and 1.4.1V.39 par. to yd “love” (root ydd ). lihbt in UT 1002.46 (= MF
V.46) is uncertain.

In a Neo-Pun. grave inscription from Cherchel (Algeria) (NP no. 130 = NE 438d
= Cooke no. 56), J. G. Février (RHR 141 [1952]: 19ff.) suspects a pu. fem. ptcp. mhbt
“beloved,” although, according to J. T. Milik (Bib 38 [1957]: 254n.2) this form is better
derived from abb (h > h).

Aram. hbth in CIS 2:150 (= Cowley no. 75.3, a papyrus frg. from Elephantine) is
entirely uncertain (cf. DISO 6).

D. W. Thomas (“The Root °zhéb ‘love’ in Hebr.,” ZAW 57 [1939]: 57—

64; following Schultens, Wiuinsche, Schwally), assuming a biradical
(onomatopoeic) root hb “to blow, breathe heavily, demand” (cf. Arab.
habba ) augmented by °, associates the verb with similar roots (s, nAm,

nsm, etc.) that combine the concepts of breathing and emotions (so also

Wolff, Hos, Herm, 35). But one should not draw exegetical consequences
from this etymology (Thomas, op. cit. 64).

An etymological relationship to the conjectural 24?4 1l “leather” (cf. CML 1
133n.2; HAL 18a), suggested in Song Sol 3:10 (less likely also in Hos 11:4), should not
be assumed (contra H. H. Hirschberg, VT 11 [1961]: 373f.).

Of the derivatives, ‘ohéb (ptcp. and subst. “friend”) and “aAba (inf.
and verbal noun “love”) are common; by contrast, the action nouns or
abstract formations *habim “love affairs” (Hos 8:9; cf. Rudolph, KAT 13/1,

159), “loveliness” (Prov 5:19), and >%habim “love’s pleasures” (Prov 7:18)
are infrequent.

The root is not attested in the OT in PNs (in contrast to ydd, #ps, or even hnn);
but extrabiblically it occurs at Elephantine in n’abt/nhbt (ni. fem. ptcp. “beloved,” Cowley

nos. 1.4; 22.91, 96, 107) and on a Hebr. seal (Levy 46 = Diringer 217); cf. IP nos. 924,
937; J. J. Stamm, “Hebr. Frauennamen,” FS Baumgartner 325.

[l. Statistics: Of the 251 occurrences of the root in the OT, 231 are
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allotted to the qgal (incl. 63x “0héb and 53x “ah?4), 1 to the ni., 16 to the pi.,
2 as *habim, and 1 as *%habim. The highest concentrations of the verb are
in Psa (41x), Prov (32x), Deut (23x), Hos (19x), Song Sol (18x), and Gen
(15x). The pi. examples are concentrated in Jer, Ezek, and Hos, those of
’ohéb in Psa and Prov (17x each), those of 244 in Song Sol (11x, incl.

3:10) and Deut (9x).

According to Gerleman (BK 18, 75), 7 of the roughly 30 passages with the verb
’hb as an expression of erotic love fall to Song Sol and 11 to J and the approximately
contemporary narratives of David’'s accession and of the succession.

The absence of %6 in Job (only Job 19:19) is noteworthy; » réa¢

lll. 1. With respect to the breadth of meaning and the related
extensive dominance of the word field, %45 is rather similar to Eng. “to love”

(cf. in contrast the coexistence of the Gk. stergein, eran, philein, and
agapan ). ’hb, together with other verbs of emotion (» Aps “to like,” » yr’
“to fear,” and » sn’ “to hate”), belongs to the few stative verbs with a trans.
usage (Berg., HG 2:76). A categorization of usages according to the objs.
is helpful (111/2 love of man and woman, I11/3 of other personal relationships,
[1l/4 of things); general statements involving substantivized ‘ah’%4 without
obj. will also be treated. The personal relationship (comprising eros, philia,
and agapé equally) may be semasiologically primary in comparison to the
relationship with things, so that one should consider love for things or
activities a derived metaphorical usage (Quell, TDNT 1:23).

’hb is often further refined with respect to content by means of par.
concepts: » dbg “to cling to” (Gen 34:3 with further par. formulations; 1 Kgs
11:2; Prov 18:24; cf. Eichrodt 1:250; 2:297f.); > Aps “to like, take pleasure
in” (1 Sam 18:22; Psa 109:17); Asqg “to be attached to” (» dbq ), and > bar
“to choose” (Deut 10:15; cf. Eichrodt, op. cit.; O. Bachli, Israel und die
Volker [1962], 134ff.). rea“ “companion, friend” parallels “o0héb (Psa 38:12;
also garob “neighbor”; 88:19 associated with m%udda“ “confidant”; cf. BHS
and Kraus, Psa, CC, 2:192). One finds yr’ “to fear,” bd “to serve,” and
leket b%kol-drakayw “to walk in all his ways” (Deut 10:12; cf. Eichrodt side
by side with 2:297f.; Quell, TDNT 1:28n.39) “ah’%4, although only in
theological usage with respect to the individual's love for God; with respect
to the love of God for his people » hesed “grace” (Jer 2:2; 31:2; cf. Psa
37:28) and hemla (» rhm) “mercy” (Isa 63:9).

The following occur in the OT as infrequent synonyms for *hb. hbb “to love,” the
counterpart of %26 in Aram. and Arab. (Wagner no. 82a), in Deut 33:3 in a difficult text

107



with God as subj.; also @b “to desire (sensually)“ (Jer 4:30; Ezek 23:5, 7, 9, 12, 16, 20;
Ezek 16:37 txt em; cf. Zimmerli, Ezek, Herm, 1:330, 484) with a specialized meaning.

The root ydd, widely distributed in Sem. (KBL 363b), is extant only in homs.
(vadid “lovely” Psa 84:2; “darling, friend,” Isa 5:1[bis]; Jer 11:15 txt em; for further texts

see V/2; ydidit “darling” Jer 12:7; sirydidot “love song” Psa 45:1) and in PNs (IP nos.
571,576, 577, 843).

rhm pi. “to take pity” lies farther afield with respect to meaning; the unique Aram.-
sounding rim qal “to love” in Psa 18:2 (obj. Yahweh) is usually set aside by emendation
(to *romimka “I will raise you”).

déd (61x) should be mentioned as a subst. with widely varied meanings

corresponding to its suspected origins as a “babble word” (J. J. Stamm, SVT 7 [1960]:
174ff):

(a) “Darling, beloved” (Isa 5:1 and 33x in Song Sol alongside the fem. ra%ya
“beloved,” » réa$ AKK. dadu; cf. AHw 149a; CAD D:20);

(b) In the pl. “love, desire” (9x; Ezek 16:8; 23:17; Prov 7:18; Song Sol 1:2, 4;
4:10[bis]; 5:1; 7:13; AKk. dada pl. “lovemaking”; CAD D:20a; Ug. dd KTU 1.3.11L.5, 7;
1.4.VI.12; 1.24.23);

(c) “Uncle” (18x; » “ah 3a), a special meaning that Hebr. shares with Arab. and
Aram. (Stamm, op. cit. 175ff.).

A regular antonym for ’%ab is > sn’ “to hate.” The two verbs occur
together in more than 30 texts (Gen 29:31f.; 37:4; Exod 20:5f.; Lev 19:17f,;
Deut 5:9f.; 21:15f.; Judg 14:16; 2 Sam 13:15, a transformation of love into
hate; 19:7; Isa 61:8; Ezek 16:37; Hos 9:15; Amos 5:15; Mic 3:2; Zech 8:17;
Mal 1:2f.; Psa 11:5; 45:8; 97:10; 109:3-5; 119:113, 127f., 163; Prov 1:22;
8:36; 9:8; 12:1; 13:24; 14:20; 15:17; Eccl 3:8; 9:6; 2 Chron 19:2).
Occasional contrasts, e.g., with sz “to be at enmity” in Psa 109:4, are
insignificant by comparison. Remarkably, the assonance of the antonyms
’ohéb “friend” and “oyéb “enemy” is almost never fully used stylistically; cf.
Judg 5:31 and esp. Lam 1:2.

The derived stems of the verb occur only in ptcp. forms. Ni.
hanne’habim “the lovely” appears only once in a gerundive meaning as an
epithet for Saul and Jonathan in David’'s lament (2 Sam 1:23 par.
hann°Gmim “the darlings”); see | on PNs. The pi. occurs in the pl. ptcp.
m®©ahpim with the pejorative meaning “lover, paramour” (Jer 22:20, 22;
30:14; Ezek 16:33, 36f.; 23:5, 9, 22; Hos 2:7, 9, 12, 14f.; Zech 13:6; Lam
1:19); the gal ptcp. is used for the normal meaning “friend, lover.” The pi.
ptcp. “paramour” is to be understood not as an intensive but as a
resultative, summarizing successive incidents, “to love (severally, in
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succession)“ (cf. HP 158).

A hi. “to make beloved” is extant in Sir 4:7 and Mid. Hebr. The pealal *hbhb “to
flirt,” suggested for Hos 4:18 (HAL 17b), is uncertain.

2. The primary human love relationship is that between man and
woman (in 2 Sam 1:26 termed ‘ah’%hat nasim “the love of women,” in
comparison to the love of friends): Isaac-Rebekah (Gen 24:67), Jacob-
Rachel (29:18, 20, 30, 32), Shechem-Dinah (34:3), Samson-the Philistine
woman (Judg 14:16), Samson-Delilah (16:4, 15), Elkanah-Hannah (1 Sam
1:5), David-Michal (18:20, 28; cf. Gerleman, BK 18, 73: the only text
outside Song Sol with a woman as subj.), Amnon-Tamar (2 Sam 13:1, 4,
15), Solomon-many foreign women (stressed as a disqualification; see
Quell, TDNT 1:24n.20) in addition to Pharaoh’s daughter (1 Kgs 11:1f),
Rehoboam-Maachah (2 Chron 11:21; on “harem management” see
Rudolph, HAT 21, 233), Ahasuerus-Esther (Esth 2:17). On the special case
of Hosea (Hos 3:1) cf. Wolff, Hos, Herm, 60, and Rudolph, KAT 13/1, 89.
In these cases love is obviously sexually determined.

That love is only partially constitutive of the legal institution of marriage is
demonstrated e.g., by comparative statements: Gen 29:30 (with min ); 1 Sam 1.5 (Ab
“to prefer”); 2 Chron 11:21 and Esth 2:17 (superlatives). In fact, the law of inheritance in
Deut 21:15-17 reckons with the coexistence of a mistress (*hibi) and an estranged (>
sn’) wife.

The statement of Hebr. lyrical (and wisdom) literature concerning love
(cf. esp. Gerleman, BK 18, 72-75) follows here. The verbal expression
describes the attractiveness of the beloved (Song Sol 1:3f.), who in Song
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Sol is usually called dodi “my beloved,” but also in a poetically varied
paraphrase “the one whom my soul loves” (1:7; 3:1-4). In 7:7 “*hiaba
“beloved” should also apparently be read instead of “aA%4 (abstract for
concrete; cf., however, Gerleman, BK 18, 201). The noun ‘2A%4 “love”

occurs in 2:4 uniquely objectified as a sign over the wine house and is set
in quotation marks by some translators (Rudolph, KAT 17/2, 130f,;
Gerleman 117f.); in 2:5 and 5:8 the maiden is “lovesick” (on lovesickness
cf. 2 Sam 13:2 and Rudolph 131n.4; Gerleman 119); according to 2:7 (=
3:5) and 8:4 love should not be prematurely awakened or disturbed. The
remaining texts with “ah’h4 offer general statements, without, however,
hypostatizing love: it is strong like death (8:6), much water cannot
extinguish it (8:7), it is unquantifiable (8:7).

dodim is used in the comparison “better than wine” (Song Sol 1:2, 4; 4:10) and
elsewhere specifically for (intoxicating) sexual indulgence (Song Sol 5:1; 7:13; Prov
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5:19b txt em; 7:18); in both Prov passages, however, it parallels “ah’b4 or **habim.

The root ’ab also occurs in wisdom literature in the erotic sense as a description

of the beloved in Prov 5:19a (‘ayyelet *ah’ba “lovely hind”), also Eccl 9:9 (7iss4a *Ser
’ahabta) of the wife (Hertzberg, KAT 17/4, 172).

On Song Sol 3:10, see | concerning “24°b4 |l “leather(?).”

The nonchalant, natural presentation of love and sexuality does not
seek to sublimate love intellectually or spiritually, or to judge it moralistically
and thereby to repress it psychologically; in this way it is stripped of its
numimous character and distanced from the sexual-mythical phenomenon
of Israel’s religious environment. Song Sol plays a major role in the struggle
against the erotic-orgiastic Baal religion (cf. von Rad, Theol. 1:27: “Israel
did not share in the ‘divinisation’ of sex”).

3. Among other personal relationships, love between parents and
children should be mentioned foremost, although narrative literature
discusses it only in special cases (uniqueness of the son, biased
preference, e.g., for the youngest): Abraham-lsaac (Gen 22:2), Isaac-Esau
and Rebekah-Jacob (25:28), Israel-Joseph (37:3f., comparatively in the
sense of preference), Jacob-Benjamin (44:20). The foreigner Ruth loves
her mother-in-law Naomi (Ruth 4:15). The normal situation is presupposed
paradoxically in Prov 13:24 (“whoever loves his son punishes him”); for
other situations cf. the more appropriate > rim.

Lord and servant can also be bound to one another in love, as in the
Covenant Code (Exod 21:15, incl. wife and children) and in the Dtn Code
(Deut 15:16); also in narrative literature concerning Saul and David (1 Sam
16:21); David’s popularity with the people (18:16, 22) belongs here as well.

A special usage of hb concerns the friendship of Jonathan and
David. Jonathan’s soul is bound (gsr) to David’'s soul (1 Sam 18:1); he
loves David k‘napso “like his life” (18:1, 3; 20:17; against the interpretation
of this as homosexuality, see M. A. Cohen, HUCA 36 [1965]. 83f.) and
makes David swear “by his love” (20:17), while David confesses in his
lament: “your love to me was more wonderful than the love of women” (2
Sam 1:26; cf. v 23; tr. of Hertzberg, Sam, OTL, 236).

Although this love of friends leads to a covenant agreement (cf. Quell, TDNT
2:112; » b%it), the emotional basis is not abandoned. Cases such as this one illustrate
how the term “to love” could gain entrance also in politicojuridical contract language as
an expression for upright loyalty; W. L. Moran (CBQ 25 [1963]: 82n.33) and Th. C.
Vriezen (TZ 22 [1966]: 4-7) call attention to pars. from the vassal treaties of
Esarhaddon: “(You swear) that you will love Ashurbanipal . . . as (you do) yourselves (ki
napsatkunu),” with the verb rdmu “to love” (D. J. Wiseman, Vassal-Treaties of
Esarhaddon [=Iraq 20/1] [1958], 49, col. 4.266—68). See IV/3.
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’hb clearly refers to international political relationships in 1 Kgs 5:15,
where King Hiram of Tyre appears as “ohéb, David’'s friendly covenant
partner (Moran, op. cit. 78-81, with analogous usages from EA; Noth, BK
9, 89). According to Moran, “0héb also has the political nuance of a
subject’s loyalty to the king in 1 Sam 18:16 and particularly in 2 Sam 19:7.
The word stands in a religiopolitical context in the prophet’s accusation in 2
Chron 19:2 that Jehoshaphat has “cultivated friendship with those who hate
Yahweh” (Ahab and the northern kingdom are intended). The expression
“all your/his friends” in the sense of “partisans” has a derogatory tone in
reference to negatively portrayed persons such as Pashhur (Jer 20:4, 6)
and Haman (Esth 5:10, 14; 6:13).

Yet to be treated is the usage of ’4b as a description of community
relationships in more general statements in Psa and wisdom literature. The
psalmist complains about the disruption of the norm: friends turn away (Psa
38:13; similarly Job 19:19), Yahweh has caused them to be alienated
(88:19), love is requited only with hostility and hatred (109:4f.). In Prov
“friend” and “love” are presumed as known guantities and positive factors in
the arrangement of values. In addition to individual observations (Prov
14:20, the rich have many friends; 9:8, the wise loves the one who
reproves, similarly 27:5f.; 16:13, the king loves the one who speaks rightly),
statements of principle also appear: the (true) friend loves at all times
(17:17); some friends are more devoted (» dbqg ) than a brother (18:24).
Gnomic statements concerning love occur in 10:12 (love covers all
offenses; similarly 17:9) and in the comparison in 15:17 (“better a meal of
herbs with love, than a fatted ox with hate”). Abstractions in the meristic
statements in Eccl are the most advanced: there is a time to love and to
hate (Eccl 3:8), people recognize neither love nor hate (9:1), love and hate
have long since perished (9:6).

Concerning love for neighbor, stranger, and love of self, see IV/1.

4. Secondary to the personal usage, reference to things,
circumstances, and activities accentuate the concept’s characteristic of the
goal-oriented, unilaterally selective affection and ignore the element of
reciprocity; personification of the obj. does not occur in this usage (on the
love of wisdom and its love in return, see IV/3). Stronger than » Aps and >
rsh “to like, be pleased with,” 4b retains a passionate tone. In addition to
neutral (e.g., 2 Chron 26:10, Uzziah loved agriculture) or positive entities
(e.g., Zech 8:19, truth and peace), despicable things and activities
frequently appear as objs. in accusations (e.g., Isa 1:23, bribery; Hos 12:8,
oppression).

Other passages with nontheological usages are: Gen 27:4, 9, 14 (savory
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cuisine); Isa 56:10 (sleep); 57:8 (nuptuals); Jer 5:31; 14:10; Amos 4:5 (kén “s0”); Hos
3:1 (raisin cake); 4:18 (disgrace); 9:1 (harlot’s hire); 10:1 (threshing); Amos 5:15 (the
good); Mic 3:2 (the evil); 6:8 (> hesed ); Zech 8:17 (false oath); Psa 4:3 (vanity); 11:5
(foolishness); 34:13 (good days); 45:8 (righteousness); 52:5 (the evil more than the
good); 52:6 (pernicious speech); 109:17 (curse); Prov 1:22 (simplicity); 12:1 (discipline,
perception); 15:12 (reproof); 17:19 (bickering, foolishness); 18:21 (the tongue); 19:8
(one’s life); 20:13 (sleep); 20:17 (lustfulness); 21:17 (wine); Eccl 5:9 (gold, riches).

IV. Theologically relevant statements with 46 will be treated in the
following three sections: (1) love of neighbor (love of others, love of self),
(2) God's love for people, (3) people’s love for God.

1. Lev 19:18, which the NT cites frequently (Matt 5:43; 19:19; 22:39;
Mark 12:31; Luke 10:27; Rom 13:9; Gal 5:14; Jas 2:8), “You shall love your
neighbor as yourself’ (J. Fichtner, WD 4 [1955]: 23-52 = Gottes Weisheit
[1965], 88-114, esp. 102ff.), is unique in the OT. H advances this love
requirement and eclipses external legislative regulations by reshaping, in a
universalizing and interiorizing manner, an older series of negative
injunctions concerning Israelite behavior in juridical life into positive
commandments (cf. Lev 19:17, “You shall not hate your brother in your
heart”). In contrast to the NT, the commandment remains limited to the
“compatriot” (» réa“) and does not yet comprehend the whole ethic of
communal behavior as a governing principle, as is already the case in the
first part of the double commandment of love (Deut 6:5) in relation to
behavior toward God.

An appendix in Lev 19:34, “the sojourner (gér, - gidr), who lives
among you, shall be to you as a native from your midst, and you shall love
him as yourself,” includes the sojourner in the commandment (Elliger, HAT
4, 259), but also implicitly excludes the foreigner (nokri, > nkr), for whom
other criteria are valid. Positive love for the stranger is also required in Deut
10:19, “and you shall love the stranger,” here in relation to the ancient
Israelite demand (cf. the negative formulations in Exod 22:20ff.) for mercy
toward the weak (v 18, orphans, widows, strangers; > ram ). In each
passage the commandment of love for the neighbor or foreigner does not
merely express clan morality (ILC 1-2:309; contra Th. C. Vriezen, “Bubers
Auslegung des Liebesgebots,” TZ 22 [1966]. 8f.), but is theologically
motivated by Yahweh'’s love for the people or the foreigner, and depends,
as do Yahweh's other commandments, on the covenant relationship (Lev
19:18b follows “I am Yahweh,” > *ni, Exod 22:20b; Lev 19:34b; and Deut
10:19b recall Israel's own sojourn in Egypt). Pars. from ancient Near
Eastern politicojuridical language further confirm this interpretation (see
[11/3), and show at the same time that self-love (Lev 19:18, 34 kamoka “as
yourself”; cf. also 1 Sam 18:1, 3; 20:17 “as his own life”; Deut 13:7 “as your
life”) is simply presupposed as the norm (H. van Oyen, Ethik des AT
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[1967], 101f.) and is not viewed e.g., as a dangerous temptation one must
combat through self-denial (so F. Maass, “Die Selbstliebe nach Lev 19:18,”
FS Baumgartel 109-13).

OT passages such as Exod 23:4f. and Prov 25:21, which are claimed for the
concept of love for the stranger, do not use “ab.

2. Yahweh's love will be addressed below only insofar as b is used
(on the wider topic of God'’s love, see e.qg., Eichrodt 1:250-58; Jacob 108-
13; J. Dek, Die Gottesliebe in den alten semitischen Religionen [1914]; J.
Ziegler, Die Liebe Gottes bei den Propheten [1930]; > hAesed, > gn’, > rhm

).

The claim that Yahweh loves his people, Israel, is relatively new. It
first occurs in the tradition in which Hos, Deut, and Jer stand (von Rad,
Gottesvolk 78-83; Alt, KS [19643], 2:272), and, in fact, at the point in the
theological development of the election doctrine at which questions arise
concerning the basis of Israel's divine election (H. Breit, Die Predigt des
Deuteronomisten [1933], 113ff.; H. Wildberger, Jahwes Eigentumsvolk
[1960], 110ff.; O. Bachli, Israel und die Volker [1962], 134ff.). The basis
lies in the love of God as his sovereign act of the will.

Hosea uses the metaphors of fatherly love (11:1, “when Israel was
young, | loved him”; v 4, “with bands of love”) and marital love (3:1, “love a
wife who loves another and who is an adulteress, just as Yahweh loves the
Israelites”; see F. Buck, Die Liebe Gottes beim Propheten Osee [1953]),
but also uses 2 more generally (9:15, “I will henceforth love them no
more”; 14:5, “in free grace [n‘daba] | will love them”).

In addition to ’4b, the verb Asg “to cling (to someone)* appears in
Deut; both terms occur in close proximity to > bar “to choose” (4:37,
“because he loved your fathers and chose their descendants”; 7:7f., “not
because you were more numerous than all peoples did Yahweh turn [Asg/
his heart to you and choose you . . . , but because Yahweh loved you”;
7:13; 10:15, “indeed, Yahweh turned [Asg/ his heart only to your fathers, in
that he loved them, and chose you, their descendants”; 23:6). In Jer 31:3 (“I
have loved you with eternal love; therefore have | drawn you to me out of
goodness”), the term > hesed parallels “ah‘’b4, “an indication that the two
traditions of election and covenant begin to converge for Jeremiah”
(Wildberger, op. cit. 112).

Later developments of these traditions that should be mentioned are 1 Kgs 10:9
(=2 Chron 2:10 = 9:8); Isa 43:4; 63:9; Zeph 3:17; and Mal 1:2.

’hb used of God’s love for his people occurs in a relatively limited
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setting and, properly, only in relation to individuals. Aside from Psa 47:5
(“the pride of Jacob, whom he loves”), where neither the subj. nor the obj.
IS unequivocal, and statements concerning whole categories of people
(foreigners, Deut 10:18; see IV/1; Psa 97:10 txt em, “who hate evil’; 146:8,
the righteous; Prov 3:12, “whomever Yahweh loves he reproves”; 15:9,
“who seeks after righteousness”; 22:11, “who is pure of heart”), only two
royal figures are named as the obj. of Yahweh’s loving attention: Solomon
(2 Sam 12:24, apparently in relation to the name y%did‘yah, *“beloved of
Yahweh” in v 25; cf. IP 149; Neh 13:26, “in that he was a darling [ zAdb] of
his God”) and Cyrus (Isa 48:14, “he whom Yahweh loves”). One may
assume the language of ancient Near Eastern royal ideology here (Quell,
TDNT 1:30); cf. AKk. naramu/rimu “darling” as a royal epithet (Seux 189ff.,
251) and in PNs (e.g., Naram-Sin, Rim-Sin); Eg.: H. Ranke, Die Ag.
Personennamen (1952), 2:226.

Idioms in which A6 refer to things and situations (cf. 11l/4) are also
common in the ancient Near East: Yahweh loves justice and righteousness
(Isa 61:8; Psa 11:7; 33:5; 37:28; 99:4; mispat > spt, s‘dagd - sdg, cf. the
pars. in the Akk. royal inscriptions found in Seux 236f.). Statements of
Yahweh's love for his sanctuary on Zion (Mal 2:11; Psa 78:68, par. to bir,
cf. 132:12; also 87:2, “more than all the dwellings of Jacob,” which is
comparative and which contains the election idea) are colored by Dtr
election theology.

Worthy of mention in this context are additional statements with yadid (Deut
33:12, “Benjamin is the darling of Yahweh”; Psa 60:7 = 108:7, “who are dear to you”;
127:2, *his darling”); on abb see llI/1.

3. The OT addresses love for Yahweh even later than the love of
Yahweh; statements of this idea are concentrated once again in Dtn
theology (bibliog.: G. Winter, “Die Liebe zu Gott im AT,” ZAW 9 [1889]:
211-46; H. Breit, op. cit. 156—-65; C. Wiéner, Recherches sur 'amour pour
Dieu dans I'AT [1957]; Eichrodt 2:290-301; J. Coppens, La doctrine
biblique sur 'amour de Dieu et du prochain, ALBO 4/16 [1964]).

Indicative and impv. usages of the word should be differentiated. The
stated substantival usage of “0héb (mostly pl.) in the meaning “partisan”
(see III/3) in contrast to “hater” (» sn”) and “enemy” (> “0yéb ) may derive
from a cultic-liturgical formulation (N. Lohfink, Das Hauptgebot [1963], 78).
At issue is the formula “of them who love me” in Exod 20:6 and Deut 5:10,
additions to the Decalogue that are not datable with certainty and that may
be Dtn (similarly Deut 7:9 and later, without antonym, Dan 9:4 and Neh 1:5;
on the whole formula cf. J. Scharbert, Bib 38 [1957]: 130-50), the
conclusion of the Song of Deborah, Judg 5:31, whose antiquity is disputed
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(cf. A. Weiser, ZAW 71 [1959]: 94), and Psa 145:20. In Isa 41:8, ‘oh’bi
“who loved me” refers to Abraham (dependent upon this are 2 Chron 20:7;
Jas 2:23; and Koran 4:125 [124], “God took Abraham as friend [&alil] *).
The oldest text that we can date with certainty is Jer 2:2, “the love (“ah?ba)
of your bridal period,” which is based on Hoseanic thought (Rudolph, HAT
12, 14f).

The requirement of love for God begins in Dtn parenesis and directs
itself to the entire people (Deut 6:5; 10:12; 11:1, 13, 22; 13:4; 19:9; 30:6,
16, 20; texts dependent on this concept include Josh 22:5; 23:11; 1 Kgs
3:3, where the requirement is fulfilled by Solomon). %46 is governed now
neither by the marriage metaphor nor by the father-son relationship and is
not, therefore, influenced by Hos. Love is commanded (elsewhere only in
the didactic warning of the thanksgiving psalm, Psa 31:24); it stands in a
series with > yr’ “to fear” (R. Sander, Furcht und Liebe im pal&stinischen
Judentum [1935]), > bd “to serve,” and similar verbs of relationship to
Yahweh (Lohfink, op. cit. 73ff., tables on 303f.; cf. also > dbq “to cling to” in
Deut 11:22; 13:5; 30:20; Josh 22:5; 23:12); it is made concrete as
responsive love in answer to the love of Yahweh, in faithfulness and
obedience within the Yahweh covenant. According to W. L. Moran
(“Ancient Near Eastern Background of the Love of God in Deuteronomy,”
CBQ 25 [1963]: 77-87), all of these characteristics point to the
backgrounds of Dtn diction in the diplomatic terminology of the ancient
Near East (see Ill/3; examples particularly from EA). %46 means, therefore,
something like “to exercise upright loyalty toward the covenant partner”;
and, although the OT uses it in a religious sense, it belongs to the language
of the covenant idea. The addition “with your whole heart, your whole soul,
and all your might” in Deut 6:5 (a similar formula is found, however, also in
10:12; 11:13 with %d “to serve”) and reference to circumcision of the heart
by Yahweh (30:6) demonstrate the tendency (but also the necessity) of
intensifying and interiorizing the easily hackneyed term.

Love for God as a subjective religious feeling rarely appears in the OT, which is
not surprising in view of the absence of mystical religiosity. Textually uncertain are Psa
18:2, “I love you, Yahweh, my strength,” with r4m qgal (Kraus, Psa, CC, 1:254; see 1lI/1)
and 116:1, “I love, for Yahweh has heard,” with *ab (Kraus, Psa, CC, 2:385). Psa
73:25, “if | have you, then | want nothing on earth” with > Aps, but not in direct reference
to Yahweh, should probably also be considered.

In keeping with this reluctance to use Yahweh as the obj. of b, the piety of the
Psa preferred objective circumlocutions (see 111/4). The following objs. occur: the name
of Yahweh (» sém ) in Psa 5:12; 69:37; 119:132; also Isa 56:6; his salvation, Psa 40:17
= 70:5; his sanctuary, 26:8; cf. 122:6 and lIsa 66:10, Jerusalem; also his law,
commandments, etc., Psa 119:47f., 97, 113, 119, 127, 140, 159, 163, 167.
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Statements concerning the love of and for wisdom constitute a
separate realm of ideas. They may be included here because hypostatized
wisdom is nearly identified with Yahweh. In contrast to e.g., Dtn usages,
the formulae are all reciprocal: Prov 4:6, “hold it dear, so will it guard you”;
8:17, “I love those who love me”; 8:21, “I give those who love me wealth”;
cf. 8:36, “all who hate me love death” (wisdom is not personified in 29:3,
“whoever loves wisdom gladdens one’s father”; the text should be included
in the cases listed in Ill/4). The Eg. pars., which deal with the love of and
for Maat and with the world order given by the god, make it likely that OT
statements concerning hypostatized hokma were given impetus from Egypt
(Ch. Kayatz, Studien zu Proverbien 1-9 [1966], 98-102; contrast G.
Bostrom, Proverbienstudien [1935], 156ff.; cf. further Prov 7:4, “say to
wisdom: you are my sister [» 222 3c], and call insight your confidant, that
she may preserve you”).

Even when %46 occurs in reference to foreign divinities, it remains within the
framework of the usages treated so far: Jer 2:25, “for | love the strangers” (under the
influence of Hos; cf. Jer 2:33), and 8:2, “before the sun and the moon and the whole
multitude of the heaven, which she loved and served” (with Dtr diction).

*habat réa “who is loved by others” in Hos 3:1 (Rudolph, KAT 13/1, 84) and the
pl. ptcp. of %ab pi. “lover, paramour” (see Ill/1) in Hos 2:7, 9, 12, 14f. in reference to the
Baalim, and in Jer 22:20, 22; 30:14; Ezek 16:33, 36f.; 23:5, 9, 22; Lam 1:19 (cf. 1:2) in
reference to alleged political allies (Zech 13:6 without metaphorical language) maintain
their actual meaning “lover” even in metaphorical language and are not to be
understood as technical cultic expressions because of their association with the Can.
syncretistic religious figures depicted (contra A. D. Tushingham, JNES 12 [1953]:
150ff.).

V. The NT is already closely bound to the OT by means of the use of
the key texts Lev 19:18 and Deut 6:4f. and of the subst. agapé, which is
rarely attested in pre-Christian usage except in the LXX. Preliminary
overviews and bibliogs. concerning the rich NT material may be found in
the following articles, each of which offers an introductory section on the
OT: G. Quell and E. Stauffer, “Gyoumd®,” TDNT 1:21-55; W. Zimmerli and
N. A. Dahl, RGG 4:363-67. See also E. M. Good, “Love in the OT,” IDB
3:164-68; G. Johnston, “Love in the NT,” IDB 3:168-78. Of the larger
monographs only C. Spicq, Agapé dans le NT, 1-3 (1958-60), deserves
mention.

E. Jenni
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MIN }hah ah!

S 162; BDB 13b; HALOT 1:18b; TWOT 30; NIDOTTE 177

1. For pure exclamations such as *hah *“ah!” and > Aoy “woe!”
derivation from roots is unjustified (otherwise for e.q., palila “far be it!” > all
). Accent pattern and orthography often have some range of variation, so
that one must arrange individual forms of the same or similar function into
groups. Thus Aah (Ezek 30:2) and “anna’/’anni, apparently a composite of
’ah plus na’ “indeed” (“annd, BL 652) will also be treated here alongside
*hah.

2. *hah occurs 15x, with concentrations in the Elisha narratives, Jer,
and Ezek. “anna is attested 13x.

3. One finds the spontaneous exclamation to ward off fear *hah “ah!”
only in legends that use folksy, fairy-tale motifs (cf. P. Grebe, Duden
Grammatik der deutschen Gegenwartssprache [1959], 324). Judg 11:35
(Jephthah’s vow); 2 Kgs 3:10; 6:5, 15 (Elisha tales). The following *doni
“my lord” in 2 Kgs 6:5, 15 refers to the person addressed (Elisha; cf. Judg
11:35 bitei “my daughter”), not to God.

’anna’ “ah” as a sign of complaint introducing a request to a superior occurs only
in Gen 50:17 in a nontheological usage.

4. The remaining passages with *hah belong almost exclusively to
the language of prayer. The formula *hah “donay yhwh “ah, Lord, Yahweh”
primarily introduces strongly emotional laments and petitionary prayers, in
which the supplicant protests against God’s actual or presumed will: Josh
7:7; Judg 6: